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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 par-
ticular 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 prepa-
ration for participation in a democratic society.
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THE STUDIES: METHOD AND MEASURES

Study Methods

To determine how learning and democratic sentiments are related to
structural, informal interactional, and classroom diversity, as our theoreti-
cal review suggests that they should be, I reviewed the literature (see
Appendix B) and undertook three new sets of analyses developed specifi-
cally for this litigation. These systematic analyses were designed to
provide scientific insight into the processes by which students are changed
by their college experiences. I use research data specifically collected from
students at the University of Michigan, as well as data collected from
students attending colleges and universities across the country.

Before reviewing the conclusions based on this research evidence, it
is important to convey a general sense of the approach that was used in
these investigations (Appendix C provides a complete technical descrip-
tion of the analyses). The approach was based on standard, generally
accepted methods for analyzing data that were collected by ongoing
programs of research on college students. As developed through decades of
research on college students, the approach has two characteristics, each
of which is an essential aspect of the quality and soundness of the results:

Data over time. Growth and development among college
students obviously takes place over time. As a result, the
most effective research approaches use data collected from
the same individuals at more than one time point. This so-
called "longitudinal" approach, in which researchers collect
information from students on two or more occasions, allows
for a systematic analysis of how students grow and develop
by comparing data collected from individuals at one time to
data collected from these same individuals at later points in
time. Moreover, by comparing patterns of growth with the
educational conditions and activities that students experi-
ence between the collection of data, it becomes possible to
understand how different experiences promote growth and
development among college students.

Taking choices and consequences into account. In
studying students over time it becomes apparent that indi-
viduals do not make choices randomly, nor do they leave
their previous attitudes and experiences at the front doors
when they enter their colleges. As a result, the choices that
students make (and the consequences that these choices
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have) need to be taken into account in order to make
sound judgments about how campus experiences affect
students.

For example, we are likely to find that students majoring
in mathematics and science have growing interest in sci-
ence, as compared to those majoring in the humanities.
While this may seem to prove that growth in scientific
interest is caused by majoring in science, it is important to
recognize that those who were drawn into science majors
are likely to have been more interested in science when
they entered college. In order to make a fair judgment
about whether majoring in science or the humanities is
differentially related to growth in science interest, we need
first to take into account the initial differences in interest
between these two groups.

Similarly, to study the growth and development of learn-
ing and democracy outcomes as related to diversity
experiences, it is important to take into account (or con-
trol for) differences across individuals in terms of their
initial position on learning and democracy outcomes, as
well as their likelihood to be drawn to more intensive di-
versity-related experiences. I accomplished this through
either statistical approaches or through matching students
who did or did not have a diversity experience, as in the
study of the Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and Commu-
nity Program.

The results I present here provide a conservative estimate of diver-
sity's effects, in that the analyses consistently allow other variables in the
analysis (i.e., characteristics of colleges and entering characteristics of
students) a greater opportunity to account for, and possibly explain away,
the influence of campus diversity on college students. Whereas in baseball
a tie always goes to the runner, in these analyses a "tie" always goes
against the diversity explanation. Despite the fact that this approach tends
to diminish the likelihood of demonstrating effects related to diversity, it
is important to take these relationships into account in order unambigu-
ously to demonstrate change related to diversity. In sum, this approach
ensures that where I report significant effects related to diversity, they are
truly diversity effects, as opposed to being a consequence of the charac-
teristics, choices, and preferences that students bring with them to
college.
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The data bases used for the analyses span a broad range of approaches
typically used to study college student development issues. For example, I
analyzed data provided by the Cooperative Institutional Research Pro-
gram (CIRP) and the UCLA Higher Education Research Institute that
were collected from 9,316 students attending nearly two hundred colleges
and universities. In addition to the national perspective provided by the
CIRP data, I also analyzed data from the Michigan Student Study (MSS)
provided by 1,321 students on the educational dynamics of diversity on
the Michigan campus. The data came from a series of extensive question-
naires given to all undergraduate students of color and a large,
representative sample of white students at the time they entered the
University of Michigan in 1990, and again at the end of their first, sec-
ond, and senior years. A more specific study, focused on the Intergroup
Relations, Community, and Conflict (IGRCC) Program, demonstrates
these dynamics related to a specific diversity initiative at the University of
Michigan.

Primary Variables in the Studies

Figure 1 graphically shows the elements of the research approach
used in the three sets of analyses developed for this litigation. Variables
identified in the box in the upper left corner of Figure 1 (student back-
ground characteristics) represent control variables across the studies, and
while these are not of primary substantive interest, they are important
considerations in the analyses because they represent the previous choices,
preferences, and experiences of students that, unless taken into account,
could have influenced the outcomes and caused me to overestimate the
effects of diversity.
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The primary variables of interest are those related to campus diversity
in its many forms (represented in the center of Figure 1). I was interested in
understanding how these variables affect (or predict) different student
outcomes. Therefore, each analysis contains a variable representing a stu-
dent's level of contact with classroom diversity and a variable representing a
student's informal interactional diversity. Structural diversity is also directly
represented in the analyses that are based on data from the national study of
many institutions, as these institutions vary in the degree to which they
attract and enroll a diverse student body.

As detailed below (as well as in Appendix C), not all of the elements
shown in Figure 1 were available in each of the three sets of studies.
Although the studies were designed to be as parallel as possible, differ-
ences in questions asked and in research design made identical analyses
impossible. The most obvious example of this is the omission of the
information on institutional characteristics-especially structural diver-
sity-from the analyses of data on the single institution, the University of
Michigan. This is obvious given that while institutional characteristics
vary across institutions, they do not vary for a single institution except
over time.

I examined classroom diversity in all studies. It was measured in the
CIRP study by students' enrollment in ethnic studies courses in college.
In the Michigan Student Study, it was measured by the extent to which
students were exposed to and influenced by classes that dealt with issues
of race, ethnicity, and interracial relationships.

I also examined informal interactional diversity in all three studies.
In the CIRP and Michigan Student Study, the measures covered a broad
range of ways in which informal interactions occur on campus. In both
studies, distinctions were made between the diversity of a student's closest
friendships and more general interracial interactions on campus. Within
the latter, both studies also distinguished between the amount of interra-
cial socializing and the extent to which these interactions involved
discussions about racial issues and attempts to deal with those issues. In
addition, the Michigan Student Study included questions on the i
of these campus interracial interactions, whether they were positively
personal and honest, or negatively cautious, guarded and somewhat
hostile.

The intensive study of the University of Michigan's Program on
Intergroup Relations, Conflict, and Community provided the opportu-
nity to examine the combined effect of classroom and informal
interactional diversity. This Program integrates a classroom experience
with explicit interaction with diverse peers, using dialogue groups that
were built into the formal class on intergroup relations.
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Major Outcomes and Their Relationship to My Theoretical Arguments
for the Impact of Diversity

Since I was able to conduct analyses to understand how diversity in-
fluences student learning and democracy outcomes at the national level,
the institutional level (focusing on the Michigan context), and at the level
of a classroom in which interaction with diverse peers was fully integrated
with curricular content, I was able to take an increasingly close look at
the impact of diversity. Together, these analyses are akin to macro- and
microscopic looks at how diversity works at various levels. Although the
studies were not originally designed to have parallel measures, they did
include similar concepts, which can be grouped into long-term learning
and democracy outcomes.

The outcomes I examined conform to the learning and democracy
consequences that I discussed above in my theoretical statement. I argued
that a more diverse university environment stimulates a more active
engagement in the learning process and results in the development of less
automatic and more complex thinking about issues and causality, as well
as in the greater learning that comes from this engagement. The major
categories of learning outcomes, therefore, refer to measures of-

* growth in active thinking processes that reflect a more
complex, less automatic mode of thought (in the MSS and
IRGCC studies),

* engagement and motivation (included in both the CIRP
and MSS),

* learning of a broad range of intellectual and academic skills
(in the CIRP study),

* and value placed on these skills in the post-college years
(in the CIRP study).

With respect to democracy outcomes, I argued that students edu-
cated in diverse institutions are more motivated and better able to
participate in an increasingly heterogeneous and complex society. I
reasoned that to participate effectively, students have to (1) learn to
understand and consider the multiple perspectives that are inherent in a
diverse environment; (2) deal with the conflicts that different perspectives
sometimes entail; and (3) appreciate the common values and integrative
forces that incorporate these differences in the pursuit of the broader
common good. The major categories of democracy outcomes refer to:

* citizenship engagement (in all three studies),

* racial/cultural engagement (CIRP and MSS),

* and compatibility of differences (in MSS and IRGCC).
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"Citizenship engagement measures motivation to participate in ac-
tivities that affect society and the political structure, as well as actual
participation in community service in the five years after leaving college.
It also includes a measure of understanding how others think about issues,
what (as described earlier) is commonly called perspective-taking in
cognitive psychology. "Racial/cultural engagement" measures cultural
knowledge and awareness, and motivation to participate in activities that
promote racial understanding. "Compatibility of differences" includes
belief that basic values are common across racial and ethnic groups,
understanding of the potential constructive aspects of group conflict, and
belief that differences are not inevitably divisive to the social fabric of
society.

In addition to these learning and democracy outcomes, the nine-
year CIRP study has enabled me to study behaviors and perspectives,
which I will call living and working in a diverse society. Attending a
diverse college and participating in its educational and peer environments
that utilized diversity should help break the pattern of perpetual segrega-
tion that so many social scientists have documented. To test this, I
analyzed post-college interracial interaction patterns in friendships, neigh-
borhoods, and work settings, and obtained graduates' views of how the
college years had prepared them for graduate school and for jobs after
college.

EMPIRICAL RESULTS FROM THE ANALYSESCONDUCTED
FOR THIS LITIGATION

The Effect of Structural Diversity on Classroom and
Informal Interactional Diversity

An important question to examine first is whether structural diver-
sity-the degree to which students of color are represented in the student
body of a college--shapes classroom diversity and opportunities to inter-
act with diverse peers. It is through these diversity experiences that
growth and development occur among college students. To test this
hypothesis, I use data from the national CIRP data base.

As noted above, the CIRP data were collected from nearly two
hundred colleges and universities. Since there is a wide variation in the
percentage of the undergraduate population who were students of color
at these institutions, I was able to examine the effects of structural diver-
sity. As shown in Figure 1, given that structural diversity is an
institutional characteristic (as opposed to one that describes individual
students), the most important consideration is the degree to which struc-
tural diversity changes the educational dynamics on a campus. In order to
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examine the degree to which structural diversity helps create conditions
that promote student outcomes through classroom diversity and interac-
tional diversity, I examined the relationships between structural diversity
and each of the measures of curricular and interactional diversity that
were available in the CIRP national data.

Structural diversity had significant positive effects on
classroom diversity and interactional diversity among all stu-
dents. Attending a diverse college also resulted in more
diverse friends, neighbors, and work associates nine years after
college entry. This is strong evidence that structural diversity
creates conditions that lead students to experience diversity in
ways that would not occur in a more homogeneous student
body.

This key finding is supported by evidence in Table 1 indicating that
classroom diversity and informal interactional diversity would be signifi-
cantly lower without a diverse student body. In addition, the fact that
these relationships are significant creates the possibility that structural
diversity will also affect student outcomes (not just experiences) in indi-
rect ways (e.g., through classroom diversity and interactional diversity).
These indirect effects can only occur if the measures of classroom diver-
sity and/or interactional diversity are significantly related to the student
outcome measures, which is the major focus of the results in the next
sections.

1. In each of the analyses I used common standards for judging the statistical
significance of findings. Statistical significance is an approach that is used to judge the
reliability of relationships in order to reduce the possibility that observed findings are
simply due to chance. For the analyses based on total or white student samples, I use a
probability level of .05 (5%) as the criterion for judging a finding as significant. This
indicates that there is less than 1 in 20 chance that any relationship of the magnitude
reported is simply due to chance, and is indicated by the notation p<. 05. Since probabil-
ity levels are related to sample size, I used a slightly different criterion for the smaller
samples of African American and Latino students, p<. 10. In other words, while there is
always a slight chance that any individual finding is illusionary, we can be relatively
confident any significant finding truly exists and is important in a statistical sense.
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TABLE I: HOW THE STRUCTURAL DIVERSITY OF CAMPUSES HELPS CREATE

CONDITIONS AND OPPORTUNITIES THAT PROMOTE LEARNING AND

DEMOCRACY OUTCOMES

Effect of structural diversity on: Is effect Direction of
significant? effect?

Enrolling in an ethnic studies course Yes Positive
Attending racial/cultural awareness workshop Yes Positive
Discussing racial/ethnic issues Yes Positive
Socializing across race Yes Positive
Having close friends in college from other racial Yes Positive
backgrounds

Notes: Based on all CIRP respondents. Significance measured at p <.05. Structural

diversity measured as percentage of undergraduates at student's freshman college who

were students of color.

Structural diversity also had dramatic long-term effects on the likeli-
hood that white students who had grown up in predominantly white
neighborhoods would live and work in diverse settings after college.
Figure 2 illustrates the effects of attending a college with a diverse student
body. White students who attended colleges with 25 percent or more
minority enrollment, as contrasted to white students who attended
colleges with very low minority enrollment, were much more likely to
have diverse friendships after leaving college and to live in diverse neigh-
borhoods and work in settings where co-workers were diverse. These
results are also confirmed in previous long-term studies that show college
represents a critical opportunity to change intergroup interaction patterns
and to disrupt the pattern of social, residential, and work-place segrega-
tion. Segregation tends to be perpetuated over stages of the life cycle and
across institutional settings. (See Appendix B.) Majority and minority
individuals whose childhood experiences take place in schools and neigh-
borhoods that are largely segregated are likely to lead their adult lives in
largely segregated occupational and residential settings. College is a
uniquely opportune time to disrupt this pattern. Moreover, we know that
previously segregated minority students who attend structurally diverse
colleges and universities are more likely to find themselves in desegre-
gated employment and to work in white-collar and professional jobs in
the private sector. Wells and Crain (1994) suggest that the networking
students are able to do in structurally diverse schools is an important
explanation for later employment in desegregated work settings. Thus, if
institutions of higher education are able to bring together students from
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various ethnic and racial backgrounds at the critical time of late adoles-
cence and early adulthood, they have the opportunity to disrupt an
insidious cycle of lifetime segregation that threatens the fabric of our
pluralistic democracy.

FIGURE 2: STRUCTURAL DIVERSITY EFFECTS ON INTERRACIAL CONTACT

PATTERNS AFTER COLLEGE AMONG WHITE STUDENTS RAISED IN

PREDOMINANTLY WHITE NEIGHBORHOODS (CIRP STUDY)

40

35 - -

30

25 -

% 20-

15

10 -

5

0-i
Current friends are Current neighbors Current co-workers

diverse are diverse are diverse

D] Least diverse colleges (0-9% minority)

* Most diverse colleges (25%+ minority)

Notes: Diversity of friends, neighbors, and co-workers defined as half or more
being non-white. "Current" responses refer to 1994, the time of the second
follow-up survey.

The institutional study of the University of Michigan (MSS) also
shows important positive qualities of interaction with diverse peers
afforded by Michigan's degree of structural diversity (approximately 25
percent minority enrollment). In the public discourse and controversy
over the increasing diversity on our college campuses, critics claiming
that diversity has had unfortunate consequences on college campuses have
pointed to the supposedly negative nature of interracial interaction on
diverse campuses. As I detail in Appendix E, the data from the Michigan
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Student Study clearly disprove this contention. While there is consider-
able selection of same-race peer groups among white and African
American students at the University of Michigan, this pattern reflects the
segregation of their pre-college high schools and neighborhoods, not a
reaction to their university experience with diversity. White students,
particularly, come from segregated backgrounds, but the amount of their
contact with students of color increases at Michigan. Moreover, the
quality of these interactions is predominantly positive, involving the
sharing of academic, social, and personal experiences-the type of coop-
erative and personal relationships that I have argued promote learning and
such democracy outcomes as interracial understanding, and perspective-
taking. In general, this also happens for students of color at Michigan, as
detailed in Appendix E.

The Effect of Diversity Experiences on Learning Outcomes

The results show strong evidence for the impact of diver-
sity on learning outcomes. Students who had experienced the
most diversity in classroom settings and in informal interac-
tions with peers showed the greatest engagement in active
thinking processes, growth in intellectual engagement and
motivation, and growth in intellectual and academic skills.
(See Tables C1,2; M1,2; I1.)

This general conclusion is supported by five major points that can be
drawn from the analyses conducted for this litigation.

1. The analyses show a striking pattern of consistent, positive rela-
tionships between student learning in college and both classroom
diversity and informal interactional diversity. These results are consistent
across several dimensions:

* racially/ethnically different student populations (African
American, white, and Latino Students);

* multiple learning outcome measures designed to capture
students' active thinking processes, intellectual skills and
abilities, and motivations for educational progress;

* three different studies of the college experience (CIRP,
MSS, and IRGCCP); and

* time periods spanning college attendance for four years
and sustained effects five years after college.

[VOL. 5:363
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2. The results are especially impressive for white students. (See Ta-
bles CI, M1, 112) Virtually all of the relationships between classroom
diversity and learning outcomes, and between informal interactional
diversity and learning outcomes, in the CIRP and IRGCC studies were
positive and significant. Almost half of the relationships in the MSS were
also positive and significant, and none was negative. White students with
the most experience with diversity during college demonstrated:

* the greatest growth in active thinking processes as indi-
cated by increased scores on the measures of complex
thinking and social/historical thinking (confirmed in the
MSS and IRGCC studies);

* growth in motivation in terms of drive to achieve, intel-
lectual self-confidence, goals for creating original works
(confirmed in the CIRP study);

* the highest post-graduate degree aspirations (confirmed in
both CIRP & MSS studies);

* and the greatest growth in students values placed on their
intellectual and academic skills (confirmed in the CIRP
study).

3. The results for white students' learning outcomes in the national
study persisted across time (see Table Cl). Five years into the post-college
world, white graduates who had experienced the greatest classroom
diversity and informal interactional diversity during college still demon-
strated the strongest academic motivation and the greatest growth in
learning (confirmed in the CIRP study). They also placed greater value
than other white graduates on intellectual and. academic skills as part of
their post-college lives (confirmed in the CIRP study).

4. The results from the Michigan Student Study show that it is the
qait of cross-racial interaction that affects white students' growth in

active thinking and their graduate school intentions (see Table M1). Since
few other studies in higher education have attempted to measure the
positive and negative quality of interaction with diverse peers, these
results are quite important. They support the amply documented conclu-
sion from social contact studies that the quality of intergroup contact
influences the hearts and minds of individuals.

5. The results also show a positive impact of diversity on African
American and Latino students in the national study and on African

2. White students composed 85 percent of the students in the IRGCC study, and
thus the findings from this study are included when I discuss white students. The total
number of students in the study is so small to analyze data separately for white students
and students of color.
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American students in the Michigan Student Study (see Tables C2 and
M2).3 Fewer effects were significant for African American and Latino
students, likely because of the much smaller sample size of these student
groups. A few differences for African American students are worth not-
ing:

* Interaction with diverse peers was more consistently influ-
ential than classroom diversity for the learning outcomes
of African American students (CIRP and MSS). This indi-
cates the importance of peer interaction but also probably
reflects the fact that for African American students, class-
room content on issues of race and ethnicity provides a
less novel perspective. They have grown up in communi-
ties and in a society where the pervasiveness of issues
related to race has given them non-academic knowledge
of these issues.

* There was also evidence that having close friends of the
same race was related positively to two learning outcomes
for African American students. Those African American
students whose close friends were also African American
felt that education at Michigan had been more intellectu-
ally engaging. African American students in the national
study who had close friends of the same rare were more
likely than other African American students to value gen-
eral knowledge in their early post-college years (see Table
C2).

* Together these findings on the learning outcomes of Afri-
can American students reveal the influential role of
interaction with diverse peers and the particular role of
interaction with peers of the same race, indicating that
peer interaction must be considered in more complex
ways for African American students. These findings sug-
gest the supportive function of group identity for African
American students, and the potentially positive effects of
having sufficient numbers of same-race peers, as well as
opportunities for interracial interactions on diverse cam-
puses.

3. The MSS analyses do not include Latino/a students because their numbers at the
University of Michigan are not large enough to permit reliable results in the regression
analyses.

[VOL. 5:363
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* Finally, the results from the CIRP study show that cumu-
lative grade point average related differently to classroom
diversity for African American and Latino students (see
Table C2).

African American students who had taken the most diversity courses
earned somewhat lower grades, while Latino students who had taken the
most diversity courses earned higher grades. Since for white students

there was only one relationship between grade point average and diversity
relationships (higher grade point average for white students who discussed
racial issues), we conclude that these different results for African Ameri-
can, Latino, and white students come from the ambiguity in the meaning
of grades in various disciplines and schools. That ambiguity is so great that
it is difficult to find consistent relationships between grades and student
experiences.
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Table C1
Learning outcomes from the CIRP study among White Students

Four-year learning outcomes: Engagement and motivation
Graduate degree aspiration

Drive to achieve
Self-confidence (intellectual)

Write original works (poems, novels, short stories, etc.)

Create artistic works (painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.)
Preparation for graduate/professional school

Four-year learning outcomes: Intellectual and academic skills
Average undergraduate grades (self-reported)

General Knowledge
Academic Ability

Writing

Listening ability

Analytical and problem-solving skills
Ability to think critically

Writing skills
Foreign language skills

Nine-year learning outcomes: Engagement and motivation
Drive to achieve
Self-confidence (Intellectual)
Write original works (poems, novels, short stories, etc.)

Create artistic works (painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.)

Nine-year learning outcoms: Intellectual and academic skills
Academic ability

Writing

Listening ability

Nine-year learning outcomes: Valued skills

General knowledge
Analytical and problem-solving skills
Ability to think critically

Writing skills

Foreign language skills

Notes: All outcome measures reflect student growth since entering college. Details on the specific
measurement approach used are found in Appendix C. Positive effects indicated by square, negative
effects indicated by diamond. Nonsignificant effects (p > .10) not shown. "Classroom Diversity" was
measured by the students' enrollment in an ethnic studies course in college. "Workshop" refers to
attendance at a racial/cultural awareness workshop in college. "Discussion" and 'Socializing"
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Table C2
Learning outcomes from the CIRP study among African American

and Latino students

Four-year learning outcomes: Engagement and motivation
Degree aspiration in 1989
Drive to achieve

Self-confidence (intellectual)
Write original works (poems, novels, short stories, etc.)

Create artistic works (painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.)
Preparation for graduate/professional school

Four-year learning outcomes: Intellectual and academic skills
Average undergraduate grades (self-reported)
General Knowledge
Academic Ability
Writing
Listening ability
Analytical and problem-solving skills
Ability to think critically
Writing skills
Foreign language skills

Nine-year learning outcomes: Engagement and motivation

Drive to achieve

Self-confidence (Intellectual)

Write original works (poems, novels, short stories, etc.)

Create artistic works (painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.)

Nine-year learning outcoms: Intellectual and academic skills

Academic ability

Writing

Listening ability

Nine-year learning outcomes: Valued skills

General knowledge

Analytical and problem-solving skills

Ability to think critically

Writing skills

Foreign language skills

Notes: All outcome measures reflect student growth since entering college. Details on the specific
measurement approach used are found in Appendix C. Positive effects indicated by square, negative

effects indicated by diamond. Nonsignificant effects (p > .10) not shown. "Classroom Diversity" was

measured by the students' enrollment in an ethnic studies course in college. "Workshop" refers to

attendance at a racial/cultural awareness workshop in college. "Discussion" and "Socializing"
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Effects of Diversity Experiences on Democracy Outcomes

The results strongly support the central role of higher
education in helping students to become active citizens and
participants in a pluralistic democracy. Students who experi-
enced diversity in classroom settings and in informal
interactions showed the most engagement in various forms of
citizenship, and the most engagement with people from dif-
ferent races/cultures. They were also the most likely to
acknowledge that group differences are compatible with the
interests of the broader community. (See Tables C3,4; M3,4; 12).

This general conclusion is supported by four main points that can be
drawn from the analyses conducted for this litigation.

1. As with learning outcomes, there is a striking and consistent pat-
tern of positive relationships between democracy outcomes and both
classroom diversity and informal interactional diversity. The consistency is
evident across race/ethnicity, across a broad range of democracy out-
comes that include both values and behaviors, across levels of studies, and
most importantly, across time, as students entered into adult roles.

2. Virtually all types of racial/ethnic diversity experiences in college
had a positive influence on white students citizenship engagement and
racial/cultural engagement four years and nine years after college entry.

* Classroom diversity was associated with every form of
citizenship engagement and racial/cultural engagement
among white students (confirmed in all three studies-
see Tables C3, M3, and 12).

* Equally important to democracy outcomes were informal
interactions with diverse peers: white students who had
such experiences demonstrated greater understanding
that group differences are compatible with societal unity
(confirmed in both Michigan studies), greater citizenship
engagement (confirmed in all three studies), and greater
racial/cultural engagement (confirmed in CIRP and
MSS studies).

* The Michigan study revealed that quali!y as well as
quantity of interaction influenced democracy outcomes
for white students (see Table M3). White students who
had positive interactions with diverse peers demonstrated
desirable democracy outcomes, while those who had

FALL 1999]
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negative interactions were least likely to perceive com-

monalties with other groups and least likely to understand
the perspectives of others. Further, white students who
had interacted frequently across racial and ethnic lines also

showed greater citizenship engagement and engagement
with racial and cultural issues at the end of college and five
years after leaving college (see Table C3).

3. The results also show a consistent pattern of positive diversity ef-
fects on democracy outcomes for African American and Latino students
in the national study and for African American students in the Michigan

Student Study, although as with the learning outcomes fewer effects were
significant because of the smaller sample sizes of these student groups.
There is one notable difference in understanding how diversity affects the

democracy outcomes for students of color, as compared to white stu-
dents:

* Having close friends of the same race/ethnicity on a pre-
dominantly white campus is important for some
democracy outcomes for students of color (see Table C4).
Nine years after college entry, African American and La-
tino students who reported having close friends of the

same racial/ethnic background during college tended to
participate in community service because they wished to
improve their community. African American students
who reported having close friends of the same race during
college also reported growth in racial/cultural engagement
after four years, and various citizenship engagement ac-
tivities and values after nine years. As noted on the

positive learning outcomes of African American students
with a high proportion of same-race friends in college,
these findings very likely reflect the significance of group
identity for students of color. These findings suggest that
group identity is particularly important as a basis not only
for involvement in racial issues but for broader commu-
nity involvement as well.

4. An increased sense of commonality with other ethnic groups
among white and African American students at the University of Michi-
gan was evident among students who had interactions with diverse peers

(confirmed in the MSS-Table M4). The classroom study of the Inter-
group Relations, Conflict, and Community Program at the University of
Michigan also revealed growth in mutuality or enjoyment in learning
about both one's own background and the backgrounds of others, more

positive views of conflict, and the perception that diversity is not inevita-
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