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MSS GUIDEBOOK INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this guidebook is to present the “how-to” aspects of the Michigan Student Study (MSS),
a project that has been part of the University of Michigan’s research and assessment plan for nearly two
decades. To that end, this guidebook will move through a number of phases. The first section presents a
brief description of the study. Section two summarizes the various instruments used in the study. Section
three describes the changes in these instruments over the course of the MSS. Section four presents the
major concepts and variables that were explored in the study. Section five discusses lessons we have
learned about methodological issues involved in conducting studies like the MSS. The many uses of the
MSS and the data dissemination plan to various internal and external audiences are presented in section
six. Section seven presents several research recommendations, while section eight provides some
concluding thoughts. Lastly, section nine consists of the appendices, including the various instruments
used in the study.
Since the University of Michigan successfully defended its affirmative action admissions policy before the
United States Supreme Court in 2003, many other higher education institutions have shown considerable
interest in developing effective ways to collect data that demonstrate the value of institutional diversity at
their respective campuses. Publishing a “how-to-do it” guidebook will hopefully be of value to the higher
education community as more and more institutions, in the face of mounting legal and public challenges
to their diversity initiatives, explore ways to document the educational benefits of their diversity activities
and initiatives.
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Study Description

The Michigan Student Study (MSS) is a longitudinal, mixed-methods (quantitative and
qualitative) research program that has been in operation for almost twenty years at the University
of Michigan. Its focus since its inception in 1990, has been to examine comprehensively the
impact on students of the University of Michigan’s commitment to diversity. As expressed
in the “Michigan Mandate” (1988) -- a comprehensive plan for increasing racial and ethnic
diversity, improving the campus climate, and blending diversity with academic excellence -Michigan was committed not only to increasing the racial/ethnic diversity on campus, but also
to making the increased diversity an intellectually challenging and broadening experience for
all students in the campus community.
The study was strategically designed to broaden the campus community’s understanding
of the factors that either foster or inhibit the attainment of diversity’s full educational value.
Its focus is not only on students of color, but on the contribution of diversity to the broader
educational experiences of white students as well. The study is an example of an assessment
plan that can be deployed to enhance a university’s ability to track student perceptions and
experiences with diversity, and also illuminates how such research at the University of Michigan
has provided evidence of the benefits of diversity for all students and generated diversity
strategies for impacting academic and non-academic programs. Although its major emphasis
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is on racial and ethnic diversity, the study is also concerned with students’ reactions to issues related to
gender and sexual orientation, as well as to student experiences and outcomes in general.
The Michigan Student Study research has taken place in three phases. Phase 1 was launched in the fall
of 1990, and tracked undergraduate students from their entrance in 1990 through their next four years.
Phase 2 was a study replication ten years later, tracking the entering class of 2000 through 2004. Phase 3
was an alumni study in 2003 that followed up the students who responded to our 1994 survey in phase 1 of
the MSS1.
The longitudinal series of surveys of the undergraduate classes that enrolled at the University of Michigan
in fall 1990, and again in the fall of 2000, represent the major component of the MSS. For these two study
phases, all first-year students received a questionnaire when they entered the University. All students of
color and a large representative sample of white students who were still at the institution were followed up
with mail questionnaires at the end of their first and fourth years. The 1990-1994 cohort also received a
questionnaire at the end of its second year, and dropouts were interviewed by telephone at the beginning of
the second year. The longitudinal design of the study allows for consideration of what students bring to the
University at entrance, while also documenting important changes in their attitudes and experiences as they
move toward graduation.
Two-hour focus groups also were conducted with approximately 100 members of the class at the end of
their first year (1991 and 2001), and another 100 at the end of their fourth year (1994 and 2004). These
focus groups allowed students to reflect upon important aspects of their overall experiences at Michigan and
helped provide a more comprehensive and in-depth view of their perceptions of campus life and diversity by
allowing them to speak to issues of particular concern to them in their own voices. In the 1990 – 1994 cohort,
individual interviews were also conducted at the end of the first and fourth years.
In the 2003 alumni study, we mailed questionnaires to all alumni who had responded, as undergraduates, to
our fourth-year survey in 1994. The major focus of the alumni study was to examine the role of diversity in the
post-college lives of U-M graduates, in the respondents’ work, neighborhood, friendships, and public lives.
It also explores, from the alumni’s post-college perspective, the meaning that the diversity at the University
of Michigan had in their post-college lives, how it may have helped them in their relationships with diverse
others, and how the challenges they face in a diverse America might have been helped by their experiences
at Michigan.

1 Most of the funding for Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the study was provided by a grant from the Ford Foundation.
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Two broad sets of interests guided our choice of the concepts and questions in the undergraduate surveys.
First, we were interested in questions that would provide an in-depth view of students’ attitudes and
experiences with respect to diversity: What is the extent and quality of the personal relationships across the
racial/ethnic groups on campus? What are the students’ perceptions of and responses to the University’s
commitment to multiculturalism and diversity? How much are these perceptions and reactions a result of
characteristics and views that students bring to the campus and how much are they affected and changed by
their experiences at Michigan? What are the positive aspects and specific areas of concern for the various
groups of students around multiculturalism? How relevant is the University’s commitment to multiculturalism
and diversity to our students?
We also were interested in the determinants of attitudes toward diversity, and included a number of concepts
and questions in the surveys that reflect personal attitudes, dispositions, and experiences that we felt might
explain attitudes toward campus diversity, and therefore might help guide efforts to implement the Michigan
Mandate and other institutional diversity initiatives.
Secondly, beyond concerns specific to diversity, we were interested in how students of different racial/ethnic
backgrounds responded to other areas of student life – their goals for college, the expectations they had
as they entered the University, their experiences with classes, fellow students and faculty, their frustrations
and problems, and their feelings of intellectual and personal development. In these broader, more general,
questions we were not only interested in examining the differences in the perspectives that white students
and the various students of color bring to the University, and the differences in their campus experiences;
we also felt it equally important to identify the broad areas of similarity and agreement across the racial/
ethnic divide—particularly the commonalities that may challenge stereotypes that exaggerate racial/ethnic
differences, that make invidious comparisons that incorrectly attribute negative characteristics to “other”
groups that distinguish “them” from “us.”
For example, findings from the MSS study indicate that students of all racial/ethnic origin show great
commonality in their goals for college, and in their motivation and investment to work hard and attain a high
level of academic achievement. These findings challenge the widely held assumption that underrepresented
students of color are not committed to the core academic and intellectual values of selective universities like
Michigan – an assumption that undermines the legitimacy of their presence at these institutions.
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In addressing these two areas of interest, we hoped to provide insights that would enhance the University’s
ability to develop and foster multicultural efforts that reinforce and improve the overall educational experience
of our undergraduates, and promote the intellectual development and educational preparedness of our
students in an increasingly diverse, interdependent, and competitive world.
Collectively, the Michigan Student Study research effort is unusual in that it represents one of the few times
that researchers have tracked the impact of diversity on students from the time that they entered
through their four years in college, and even, nine years post-graduation. It also is atypical in the
collaboration between academic and non-academic units in formulating and carrying out the study, and in its
use of qualitative data to supplement the large-scale quantitative survey effort. Finally, although, as we have
noted, the study instrumentation included many items specific to diversity-related attitudes and behaviors, it
also included numerous questions on the more general educational and developmental issues students face.
The benefits of this balance is that the MSS permits a broader analysis of the relationship of experiences
with racial/ethnic diversity to general educational outcomes than has been possible in most other research
studies on college students.
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Overview of MSS Survey Instruments

Appendix A presents copies of the questionnaires and focus group protocols used in the MSS.
With minor modifications, parallel questionnaires and interviews were used in the first and
fourth-year administration for the 1990-1994 and 2000-2004 cohorts. To avoid redundancy,
this guidebook includes only the first and fourth-year instruments given to the 2000-2004
cohort.
The two cohorts differed much more significantly in their entrance questionnaires, given at
the time of enrollment (September of 1990 and 2000.) In 2000, the University of Michigan
was one of ten institutions in an inter-institutional study (directed by Dr. Sylvia Hurtado) of the
impact of diversity on college students. On that occasion, the Michigan students were given
the entrance questionnaire that was the common instrument developed for all ten institutions
in that project. Although this inter-institutional questionnaire included a number of questions
from the 1990 MSS entrance questionnaire, the overlap of the two questionnaires was limited.
Therefore, we have included the 1990 entrance questionnaire in this guidebook, rather than
the 2000 questionnaire, because it better represents our current conception of the questions
that we would include in an entrance questionnaire.
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Following are the seven instruments presented in Appendix A.
1

Entrance 1990 Questionnaire – This entrance survey was administered in the Fall of 1990, and
was the initial survey for the MSS effort. The survey was delivered to students in the residence
halls upon their arrival at the institution. The timing for this survey was critical, given our need to
have a clean baseline of information regarding our students’ pre-college exposure with diversity
and non-diversity related experiences, and their attitudes, goals, and expectations at the time
they entered the university.

2

End of First Year 2001 Questionnaire – This survey was used to probe the opinions and
experiences of individuals who had experienced a full year as a U-M student. The survey was
administered in the final month of the academic year (February – March, 2001). The concepts
under exploration shifted from what students were expecting in their first year, as assessed by
the entrance survey, to what they had actually experienced. The nature of their curricular and cocurricular activities, their friendship interactions, and their other experiences with diversity were
some of the major areas explored.

3

End of First Year 2001 Focus Group Protocol – This interview guide was used to conduct
two-hour focus groups with the different racial groups of first-year students on campus (African
American, Asian American, Latino/a, Native American, and White). Approximately 100 students
participated in the focus groups. Students who completed the entrance survey were randomly
selected within each racial group to participate in the focus groups. These interviews allowed
students to reflect upon important aspects of their first-year experiences at Michigan, and helped
provide a more comprehensive and in-depth view of students’ perceptions of campus life and
diversity. Each focus group had from six to eight participants and a male and female facilitator of
the same race. We believe that these two elements, small group size and same race facilitators,
helped to create a comfortable environment for the participants – one in which students would
feel relaxed and be forthcoming with their responses. At the conclusion of each focus group, as
an incentive, students were compensated $25 for their participation and invited to stay and have
pizza and soda.

4

End of Senior Year 2004 Questionnaire – This survey was used to probe the opinions and
experiences of individuals who had experienced four years as a U-M student. The survey was
administered in the final month of the academic year (February – March, 2004), and was designed
to be an instrument in which students could reflect upon their entire time at Michigan. Again, the
nature of their curricular, co-curricular, friendship interactions, and experiences with diversity were
some of the major areas explored.
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5

End of Senior Year 2004 Focus Group Protocol – This interview guide was used to conduct
two-hour focus groups with the different racial groups of fourth-year students on campus. These
interviews allowed students to reflect upon important aspects of their overall experiences at
Michigan across their four years, and helped provide a more comprehensive and in-depth view of
students’ perceptions of campus life and diversity. The methodology and procedures duplicated
those used for the focus groups at the end of the first year (as described previously): approximately
100 students, randomly selected within each racial group to form several racially homogeneous
groups of six to eight students, two facilitators in each focus group (one male and one female)
matching the racial identity of the students in the focus group, and the cash and food incentives
at the conclusion of the session.

6

Alumni Study 2003 Questionnaire – This questionnaire was designed and administered to
follow up all the original Michigan Student Study participants who answered the senior survey
in 1994, to explore the impact that their college experiences with diversity had on their work,
citizenship, social relationships, and other arenas of life in the almost ten years following their
graduation. Through the records of the Michigan Alumni Office, we obtained the addresses of
89% of the respondents to our 1994 senior questionnaire. These alumni were mailed a survey
(approximately 1 hour in length). The survey replicated a number of questions from the 1994
survey (primarily those tapping attitudes and behaviors related to diversity) as well as a series
of questions on their work, citizenship activities, and social relationships, and the significance of
diversity in these life arenas.

7

Attrition Study 1991 Protocol – This telephone survey was designed for use with African American
and Latino students who did not re-enroll at the University after their first year. These two specific
student groups were chosen for participation in the study due to their disproportionately higher
dropout rates at the University compared with White and Asian American students. Approximately
30 students participated in the study. The University was interested in probing the opinions and
experiences of these students who had left the institution prior to receiving their degree, and to
identify ways in which the University could improve the campus environment and services to its
students.

3

Changes in Questionnaires over the Duration of MSS

One important qualification should be noted about the 1990 entrance questionnaire. It represents
our thinking about concepts and instrumentation at the beginning of the MSS, and does not
include lessons we learned and changes we made over the course of the study. Most important,
it does not include changes we made in the senior questionnaire administered in 2004 that are
modifications of or substitutes for questions also asked in the 1990 entrance questionnaire.
Since we are interested in measuring the changes that occur in a student’s responses to these
questions over the four-year college career, it is important that the question content, wording,
and formatting be the same in the entrance, first year, and senior questionnaires. We therefore
suggest that the following modifications be made in the 1990 entrance questionnaire that appears
in this guidebook, particularly if it is used as the first instrument in a longitudinal study.
v

In all instances where the same question appears in both the entrance (1990) and
senior (2004) questionnaires and in which even slight differences in content, wording,
or format occur, change the entrance questionnaire to duplicate the senior questionnaire.
(For example, change Q54d in the 1990 entrance questionnaire to conform with Q20 in
the 2004 senior questionnaire; change Q54a and Q54b in the entrance questionnaire to
conform with Q18 and 19 in the senior questionnaire).
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v

Add questions on extent and quality of personal interracial interactions to the entrance questionnaire.
The 1990 entrance questionnaire had a number of questions on the students’ general perceptions
of the extent and character of interracial relations (e.g., their expectations (Q51) about the racial
climate they would find at Michigan), but only one question (Q20) on their own personal inter-group
relationships. We would add questions 24, 25, and 26 from the 2004 senior questionnaire to the
entrance questionnaire. (The introduction to these questions should be changed to refer to the intergroup interactions that the students had in “high school” rather than “on campus” or their “four years
at Michigan”.)

v

Add some questions on diversity to the entrance questionnaire. Q48 of the 1990 entrance questionnaire
and Q14 of the 2004 senior questionnaire are parallel questions about students’ views of the negatives
and positives of colleges’ and universities’ emphasis on diversity. The two questions have some
parallel items but also some that differ. The senior questionnaire (Q14) adds a number of items that
tap aspects of the current debate over diversity and multiculturalism that are not covered in Q48 in
the entrance questionnaires. These items should be included in the entrance questionnaire.

v

Substitute the affirmative action question on whether race should play a role in admissions decisions.
Q22c in the senior questionnaire asks directly whether race and ethnicity should be considered in
the college admissions decision in addition to high school grades and ACT/SAT scores. We feel
this is a more direct and less ambiguous question on affirmative action than item 48c from the 1990
entrance survey. The senior questionnaire therefore does not include item 48c. Q22 from the senior
questionnaire also asks about the use of other student characteristics in admissions decisions that
provide a context to the student’s support of or opposition to the use of affirmative action for race. We
would suggest adding Q22 to the entrance questionnaire and eliminating Q48c.
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Description of Concepts and Major Variables in MSS

Table 1 presents the main concepts and variables measured in the Michigan Student Study.
Many of these variables reflect the MSS’s particular concern with issues of diversity. Most of the
questions that measure these diversity-relevant concepts were specifically designed by the MSS
study team, or by other researchers at the University of Michigan concerned with these issues.
Most of the other concepts in Table 1, those that deal more generally with the psychological,
academic, and social issues that students face over their college years, come from the vast
higher education psychological and sociological literature on the impact of college on student
development.

The first two panels in Table 1 indicate the variables measured in the entrance questionnaire: the
characteristics, attitudes, and pre-college experiences that students “bring” with them when they
enter the university. Included in these variables are: students’ socio-demographic background
characteristics; the indices of their academic preparation and readiness for college; their goals
for college and broader career and life goals; psychological characteristics (like self esteem and
personal efficacy) that might help predict their development and success in college; and sociopolitical attitudes (liberalism/conservatism) that are related to their views on current socio-political
issues (like diversity in America). Among variables introduced into the entrance questionnaires
as potentially predicting their responses to the diversity they will find at the university are their
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pre-college experiences with diversity (the integration/segregation of their neighborhoods, diversity of their
friendships), psychological characteristics that might make them particularly receptive to diversity (empathy,
openness to new experiences), their own group identification and attitudes about inter-group relationships in
the United States, and socio-political attitudes (like views about group stratification and the causes of income
inequality in the United States) that could provide a general framework for their reactions to racial and ethnic
diversity.
The third and fourth panels of Table 1 present the variables measured in the first-year and fourth-year
questionnaires – the students’ academic, social, and diversity-related campus experiences over the course
of their college years. The third panel lists their experiences with diversity: the significance and impact of
diversity in their total college experience; their perceptions of the campus racial climate; their exposure to
diversity in the content and interactions with other students in their courses and classes; and their participation
in multi-ethnic events on campus. Particular attention is given to their personal interactions across race and
ethnicity in their college years: the extent of their interracial and inter-ethnic interactions, the quality of these
interactions, the settings in which they occur, the racial/ethnic diversity of their closest friendships, their
involvement in campus groups and activities reflecting multiple racial/ethnic identities, and their experiences
with prejudice and discrimination.
The fourth panel includes the more general significant academic and social campus experiences of the
students’ college years. Academic experiences include their academic major, their positive and negative
responses to different aspects of their academic life and performance in college, their satisfaction with
their classes and teaching, and their relationships with faculty. Social experiences include their feelings
of integration and/or alienation in the campus community, their participation in campus organizations and
activities, and their satisfaction with various aspects of social life on campus.
The fifth and sixth panels in Table 1 present the major outcome measures of the study. The fifth column presents
the major student outcomes measured in the fourth-year questionnaire as most of the students approached
graduation. The sixth column presents the student outcomes measured in their early adulthood years in
the alumni questionnaire, including their occupational, social, and community roles, and the significance of
diversity in their post-college lives.
In the general model of the MSS, we see the students’ outcomes as a product of their entrance characteristics
and their reactions to their college experiences. As we have noted, we have focused particularly on their
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experiences with diversity in college and how those experiences affected both their college and post-college
lives. This focus on diversity is reflected in a broad conception of student educational outcomes in the MSS
database. We predict that diversity experiences in college will not only positively affect a student’s intellectual
engagement and other “learning” outcomes, but also what we have termed “democracy” outcomes – sentiments
and skills necessary for citizenship and leadership in a diverse democracy and increasingly interconnected
global society. Thus college outcomes (fifth column in Table 1) include measures of citizenship involvement
and changes over the college years in sentiments such as the appreciation of cultural differences, the interest
in exploring multiple perspectives, and the belief that basic values are shared across racial lines. We believe
such sentiments will help prepare students to participate effectively as United States and global citizens.
(Change over the college years is determined by comparing students’ responses to questions on these
sentiments in the fourth-year questionnaires, with their responses to the same questions in the entrance
questionnaire.)
The post-college outcomes obtained in the alumni questionnaire (sixth column in Table 1) include some
questions on individual post-college educational, occupational, and income attainment, but focus mainly
on the extent to which students’ college experiences with diversity carry over into their post-college lives.
This includes both subjective and objective measures: their perceptions of the significance that their college
diversity experiences have had on their lives since college; their participation and leadership in civic groups
and activities; and the degree of racial/ethnic integration in their communities, neighborhoods, work lives,
friendships, and broader social circles.
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• Diversity of neighborhood,
high school, church
• Language spoken in home
• Diversity of closest friends
• Experiences with
discrimination

Pre-College Diversity
Experience

• Financial concerns

• Liberal/conservative ideology
• Attitudes on group
stratification in America
• Systemic vs. Individual
interpretation of causes of
poverty and affluence

Social-Political Attitudes

• Strength of racial/ethnic
identification
• Racial/cultural engagement
• Perceptions of commonality
with other racial/ethnic
groups
• Expectations of university
racial climate
• Support for affirmative action
in higher education
• Support for multicultural
education
• Attitudes on gender and
sexual orientation

Group Identification/
Intergroup Attitudes

• High school GPA (from
Registrar)
Psychological/Social
• SAT/ACT scores (from
Registrar)
Psychological Attributes
• High school curriculum
• Self-evaluation of academic • Self esteem
• Personal efficacy
preparation
• Openness to new
Financial Status
experiences
• Sources of financial support • Complex thinking
• Perspective taking/empathy
• Financial aid

Academic Preparation

• Highest degree planned
• Career and life goals
• Reasons for attending
University of Michigan
• Expectations of difficulties in
college
• Value of anticipated college
experiences

College Expectations/
Goals

Socio-Demographic

• Gender
• Parents’ education
• Religion
• In-state/out-state residence
• Generational citizenship
status

Goals/Attributes

Entering Characteristics

Background
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• Self-assessment of impact of
campus diversity
• Positive/negative views of
campus diversity
• Perceptions of campus racial
climate
• Amount of interracial/ethnic
interaction
• Quality of interracial/interethnic
interaction
• Interracial/interethnic
interaction in different campus
settings
• Race/ethnicity of closest
friends
• Exposure to issues of diversity
in classes, university
programming, and informal
interactions
• Participation in multi-ethnic
campus activities and events
• Involvement in campus
groups/activities reflecting
own and other group identities
• Enrollment in ethnic studies
classes
• Experiences of discrimination/
rejections on campus

Experiences w/Diversity

• Difficulty of/satisfaction with
various aspects of social life
on campus
• Integration/Alienation in
campus community
• Participation in Campus Life
organizations and activities
• Off campus and on campus
paid employment
• Use of student services

Social Experiences

• Academic major
• Use of academic support
services
• Participation in special
academic programs
• Study habits
• Difficulty of /satisfaction
with different aspects of
academic life and performance
• Satisfaction with teaching
and courses
• Relationships with faculty

Academic Experiences

Academic/
Social Experiences

Student College Experiences

TABLE 1

• GPA
• Degree attainment
• Intellectual engagement
• Graduate/Professional School
intentions
• Citizenship involvement:
participation in community
and political activities
• Changes between college
entrance and senior year in:
-Psychological/social
psychological attitudes
- Group identification and
inter-group attitudes
- Social-political attitudes

College Outcomes

• Advanced academic/professional
degrees
• Occupational/income
attainment
• Participation/leadership in
civic group activities
• Perceived significance of
undergraduate diversity
experiences on life since
college
• Racial/Ethnic integration in
work, community and social
lives
• Overall life satisfaction
• Changes since senior year in:
- Psychological/social
psychological attitudes
- Group identification and
inter-group attitudes
- Social-political attitudes

Post-College Outcomes

Student Outcomes
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Questionnaire Administration and Methodological Issues

There is a large body of literature addressing the administrative and methodological issues
involved in large-scale longitudinal survey research, and the special concerns when questionnaires
are gathered by mail. Some of these issues, and how we dealt with them in the MSS, are noted
below.
Sampling
As we discuss below, a great deal of time, effort, and resources are required to obtain an adequate
response rate to a mail questionnaire. In light of this burden, if the survey population is large
enough, it may be possible to achieve considerable savings by gathering data from only a sample
of the population. A basic consideration in deciding whether to sample the students at a particular
institution is whether there are enough people in the sample to provide statistically reliable data.
In a study focused on diversity, students of different racial/ethnic background are likely to differ
greatly in their perspectives on diversity-related issues like affirmative action and multiculturalism
(differences of 50% to 60% on a number of the questions in the MSS). In such a case, the responses
of the “total” student population are relatively meaningless; in reports of the MSS data, we have
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always presented results separately for African American, Asian American, Latino/a, and White students. We
therefore need a sample large enough in each group to provide reliable estimates for that group – reliable
estimates not only for comparing the different racial/ethnic groups in their responses to any particular question,
but also for the large numbers that are needed for the causal analyses of the longitudinal data within each
group. Given these requirements, in the MSS we did not sample the groups of underrepresented students.
All African American, Latino/a, and Native American students in the two cohorts received questionnaires in
all waves of the questionnaire administrations. Among White students, who numbered approximately four
thousand in each of the two cohorts, all students were surveyed in the entrance questionnaire, but only a
sample (randomly drawn) were followed up in the succeeding questionnaire administrations. Among Asian
American students, whose numbers at Michigan almost doubled between 1990 and 2000, no sample was
drawn in the 1990-1994 cohort, but in the second cohort all were surveyed upon entering Michigan in 2000,
but only a sample were followed up in 2001 and 2004.
To provide a full picture of the two White student cohorts and the second Asian American cohort, the follow-up
samples included the students who had not responded as well as those who had responded to the entrance
questionnaire. To increase the number of students available for longitudinal analysis of the data, respondents
to the entrance questionnaire were sampled at a greater rate than non-respondents. But, as we will discuss
in the comments on Response Bias below, the sample of non-respondents was great enough to enable us
to test for any bias we might have obtained if we had restricted our follow-up questionnaire only to students
who had responded to the entrance questionnaire.
Response Rate
Probably the major problem in conducting survey research has been the increasing tendency for people not
to respond to a researcher’s request to be interviewed (personally or by telephone) or to fill out and return
a questionnaire mailed to them. This problem is exacerbated when the questionnaire takes a considerable
time to fill out (45 to 60 minutes for the MSS).

Two major ways the MSS dealt with the problem of non-

response were the extensive follow-up of non-respondents, and the inclusion of incentives for filling out the
questionnaires.
Follow-up. In all the questionnaire administrations in the MSS – to the two cohorts and the alumni—all
students who did not respond to the first administration were sent a second copy of the questionnaire three
weeks later. In addition, because of their somewhat lower response rates, personal phone calls were made to
the African American and Latino/a non-respondents, encouraging them to participate (In the 2004 Senior and
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Alumni administrations, phone calls were also made to Asian American and White non-respondents.) These
follow-up efforts significantly increased the responses to the questionnaire, typically raising the response rate
by about 15 to 20 percent.
Incentives. In the first MSS cohort, no individual incentives were offered to students to complete the
questionnaire until the administration of the senior questionnaire in 1994. While the response rates to the
first three questionnaires were higher than typical for a long mail questionnaire — overall response rates of
56% (entrance), 60% (first year) and 50% (second year) – an even greater response was desirable for the
critical senior survey because it covers the students’ total undergraduate experience. We therefore added a
monetary incentive, a $10 personal check enclosed in the first mailing of the senior questionnaire. Although
we did not test the impact of this incentive in a controlled experiment, the 73% response rate to the senior
questionnaire in 1994 suggests that the monetary incentive had a significant effect.
In the entrance questionnaire (2000) for the second cohort of the MSS, we did not have the resources to
provide individualized monetary incentives. As an alternative, respondents participated in a lottery to win
one of four $250 cash prizes. The result, even after the telephone follow-ups, was a disappointing overall
response rate of 42%. In the following administrations we returned to the incentive of personal checks
enclosed in the first mailing of the questionnaire ($10 in the first year (2001) questionnaire, $15 in the senior
(2004) questionnaire, and $20 in the alumni questionnaire.) Response rates increased dramatically, 59%,
67%, and 76% to the first year, senior, and alumni questionnaires respectively (The high alumni response
rate was also affected by the fact that we sent questionnaires only to those alumni who had answered the
senior questionnaire nine years before, because respondents to surveys have somewhat higher response
rates to future questionnaires than non-respondents do).
Response Bias. The main reason that response rate is an issue in survey research is the concern over
response bias, that is, that those who respond to the survey differ in significant ways from those who do not
respond, and therefore do not present a reliable picture of the attitudes of the total population surveyed. In a
survey of college students’ views of their university’s diversity initiatives, we were particularly concerned that
students who are not sympathetic to their institution’s commitment to affirmative action and multiculturalism
might be “turned off” by receiving a university-sponsored survey on diversity, and therefore less likely to
answer the questionnaire than the students more supportive of the university’s commitment. If this were true,
the responses to the survey would be biased in favor of students supporting the University’s position.
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One value of a longitudinal study (if the total population is followed up in the successive waves of the survey
regardless of whether or not they responded to the previous questionnaire) is that it provides relevant data
on non-respondents that permit some comparisons between respondents and non-respondents. If there are
large, consistent differences between these two groups, it would suggest that the study results are confounded
by a response bias, and that we cannot generalize from our data on the respondents to statements about the
total student population. In the MSS, large proportions of the non-respondents to any particular wave of the
questionnaire had responded to the questionnaire in a previous wave. Thus, we were able to obtain some
estimate of response bias on any questionnaire by comparing the respondents and non-respondents to that
questionnaire on their responses to a previous questionnaire.
In the MSS we were particularly concerned with the possibility of response bias in the responses of the
White students because, as we noted above, we followed only a sample of White students, and the sample
included proportionately more of the students who had responded to the entrance questionnaire than those
who had not responded. Any general response bias, therefore, would be exacerbated in our sample of White
students.
To assess the possibility of bias, we analyzed the data on our first cohort’s White students who answered the
fourth-year survey, comparing those who had also answered the entrance survey (n=780) with those who
had not answered the entrance survey (n=271). We compared their responses to all questions that dealt
with affirmative action, diversity, and multiculturalism, as well as a number of questions that tapped students’
reactions to other aspects of their experience at Michigan.
White seniors who had responded to the entrance questionnaire did not differ significantly (p < .05) from the
non-respondents to the entrance questionnaire in their satisfaction with their years at Michigan, their attitudes
toward faculty and other students, and their feelings about their social and academic experiences. The two
groups also did not differ significantly on most of the fourth-year survey questions on the impact of Michigan’s
diversity policies on their Michigan experience, or on their perceptions of the racial climate at Michigan.
The one clear and consistent deviation from this general pattern of non-significant differences occurred in
response to questions on students’ general ideological views about affirmative action, multiculturalism, and
the value of diversity in United States colleges and universities2. The results were somewhat counterintuitive
on 12 of the 15 ideological items. White seniors who had responded to the entrance questionnaire were less
2 For example, questions that asked for agreement and disagreement on such items as “Students of color are given advantages
that discriminate against other students” and “The contributions of Asian American, Hispanic/Latino, African American, and Native
American writers should be essential elements in a college’s core curriculum.”
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rather than more supportive of affirmative action and multiculturalism in their responses to the senior survey.
To the extent that this finding reflects a response bias, it is a bias that over-represents the views of White
students who oppose Michigan’s diversity policies, not the views of those who support them.
Moreover, the extent of this bias was minimal. On the 12 items that showed significant differences between
entrance respondents and non-respondents, we calculated what our findings on the total White senior sample
would have been if we had weighted the responses of the non-respondents to the entrance questionnaire. In
none of the 12 comparisons did weighting affect the findings more than one percent. In all our reports on findings
from the MSS, therefore, we have not weighted for non-response. However, our results do not guarantee
that response bias will not be more significant in other settings and contexts. Some analysis of possible bias
should therefore be undertaken whenever possible, and controlled for when bias is significant.
The Value of Full Response to the Entrance Questionnaire
In general, one cannot avoid the time, effort, and resources needed to obtain a high response rate to a mail
questionnaire. However, it may be possible to greatly reduce these costs for the entrance questionnaire, by
administering the questionnaire as part of the official orientation process or through some other institutional
channel. In addition to the cost saving, there would potentially also be significant research benefits from a
full response to the entrance questionnaire. In a dropout study, for example, an analysis relating students’
responses to the entrance questionnaire to whether or not they later dropped out could be invaluable in
helping understand the factors that predict students’ dropout and retention. Entrance data on students could
also contribute greatly to studies of the impact of diversity initiatives that might be introduced in the institution
— a particular course, or program, or curricular innovation for example. Any interpretation of the impact of
such an initiative is limited by the selection factor — that students who choose to take part in the initiative
are different from those who do not choose to take part. Comparing the entrance responses of the students
who later chose that initiative with a sample of those who did not, could help determine some of the selection
factors, and enable them to be controlled for in the analysis and interpretation of the results.
Protecting Human Subjects (Institutional Review Board – IRB Requirements)
It is essential that prior to conducting research programs such as the Michigan Student Study, care be
exercised in protecting the responses of all participants (research subjects). We know that Institutional
Research Board (IRB) regulations vary from institution to institution. The key is to check with your IRB early
in the process since regulations and requirements change on a regular basis.
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Ensuring the confidentiality of respondents was always an important aspect of the MSS protocol, especially
given the longitudinal nature of the project. Only one of the researchers had access to the returned instruments,
and once information was entered into a database, we stripped names and other identifiers from the database,
and maintained all identifying information in a separate file. Additionally, for focus groups, identifiers were
removed during transcription of the taped discussion before they were returned to the researchers; in this
way, the transcripts were completely anonymous. Lastly, when we provided data to an outside source, such
as an individual conducting dissertation research, it was devoid of any information that would enable the
identification of a specific person in the database. Further, the data tapes that were released included only
those variables that were specifically related to the topic under consideration, as approved by the research
project team.
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6

Uses of the Michigan Student Study

Over the course of the Michigan Student Study, research outcomes have been leveraged in a
variety of ways both within and outside of the University of Michigan in an attempt to link research
with practice. The critical information generated from the MSS allowed campus leadership to
more clearly articulate the values of diversity to a wider audience and, in some cases, to initiate
or expand programs to address findings from the assessment process. Below we summarize
several ways in which the study findings have: 1) aided the administrative function of the institution;
2) been presented institutionally and nationally to share key study insights; 3) enhanced the
scholarship of several academic audiences; and 4) buttressed the University’s defense of its
admissions process.
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Institutional/Administrative Uses of the MSS
Program Development and Assessment.
Findings from diversity research efforts can support the development of campus diversity programs
and various assessment efforts. The MSS findings enabled U-M to develop and implement several
programs to address issues highlighted in the assessment. For example, a program called POSSE
(Pathway to Student Success and Excellence) was initiated with external funding to assist first- year
students of color in navigating the University’s policies and processes. Data from the MSS were
used to justify the need for such a program, which uses peer mentoring, tutoring, and workshops on
time management, financial budgeting, networking, and ways to approach faculty. Additionally, we
shared specific data with other academic support programs enabling them to assess the effectiveness
of students participating in these activities. In one case, our School of Nursing used the survey
instruments to assess teaching and learning effectiveness of the diversity component of several
critical courses (the COURSEMAP Project).
Providing Information Needed for Campus Leaders to Articulate the Benefits of Campus Diversity.
The Michigan Student Study findings, and future findings from similar studies, can enable administrators,
at critical times, to have qualitative and quantitative information when addressing audiences about
the benefits of diversity. For example, at the U-M several leaders were able to provide a framework
for institutional diversity by citing findings that students largely come from segregated high schools
and communities, and asserting that the campus therefore has a responsibility to prepare them for
a diverse workforce and participation in a diverse democracy. Additionally, administrators could with
greater confidence cite evidence relative to the benefits of diversity for all students.
Debunking Campus Myths.
Diversity research data can serve a pivotal role in helping to debunk various campus myths relative to
diversity. Michigan Student Study information was used to challenge assumptions among segments
of the campus that students of color dropped out for academic reasons, received most of the financial
aid money, had little in common with White students, and were not serious about their academic
careers. Data gathered from assessing the impact of diversity programs on students were used to
challenge campus myths in the areas of racial friendship patterns, perceptions of self-segregation,
commonality, financial aid, academic preparation, and goals. Again, this provided administrators with
information to counter the perceptions of some members of the campus community, perceptions that
have served to buttress the arguments of opponents of affirmative action on our college campuses.
The longitudinal aspects of the study also enabled researchers to examine how such perceptions
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changed over time.

Cross-Institutional Data Sharing Between Researchers and Administrators.
A significant aspect of conducting this broad-based research on diversity and general student
experiences is convening various units and individuals from different institutions that are involved
in multicultural research to discuss research-related problems such as data collection, improving
response rates, reporting findings, and ways to reduce costs. Additionally, periodic meetings
will allow researchers to share and discuss findings and create opportunities for future research
collaborations. Another benefit is the ability to discuss cross-institutional findings and to examine
why findings from different researchers and institutions may differ. This will enable researchers to
provide data to administrators that would have consistent themes and messages related to campus
diversity.
Increasing the Public’s Understanding of the Educational Benefits of Campus Diversity.
As we have discussed extensively in this document, it should be underscored that the data produced
in the Michigan Student Study enabled administrators to articulate the educational benefit of campus
diversity, and to explain how campus diversity programs and activities benefited all students, and
not just students of color. The follow-up study of the alumni provided administrators with information
necessary to discuss the long-term benefits of diversity, almost a decade beyond graduation. This
provided a critical rationale for the importance of diversity beyond the campus, and linked campus
diversity to the future. Such information is crucial when it comes to stressing the importance of
diversity with such external populations as the corporate community, alumni, and the general
public.
The Critical Role of Campus Leadership in Diversity Research/Assessment.
Over the years, the University of Michigan has benefited from leaders who supported campus diversity
efforts and strongly advocated that fostering diversity was an essential component of the institutional
mission. Campus leaders provided the framework for funding central efforts as well as incentives
for faculty, students, and staff to initiate and implement diversity activities. They provided clear
messages of support – both to the campus community and externally. Most important, presidential
leadership embraced the need to assess diversity efforts at multiple levels, and fully supported these
initiatives in a very public way. This trend has expanded over 15 years, and continues today. As
a result of U-M leadership’s unequivocal commitment to initiating, supporting, funding, expanding,
and assessing diversity activities, these programs have flourished.
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National and Institutional Presentations
The Michigan Student Study has been presented at nearly 150 different forums, including academic and
student affairs units, as well as faculty, staff, and student organizations at the University of Michigan campus,
various units and organizations at other colleges and universities, national conventions of higher education
organizations, and national diversity conferences. We have greatly valued the many opportunities we have
had to share our work and the impact that it has had on our understanding of campus diversity.
Over the years, we have valued the feedback received from various segments of our campus, other institutions,
and from the national community. Sharing with our colleagues in the higher education community has resulted
in the application of various aspects of the Michigan Student Study at numerous colleges and universities
that seek to have a better understanding of the impact of campus diversity on their students.
We maintain a comprehensive focus when we present information about the MSS, beginning with contextual
information regarding the emergence of the broad diversity work that the U-M has undertaken. Facets of this
section of the presentation include information about the history of student activism around diversity demands
at U-M beginning in the 1970s, as well as the evolution of the Michigan Mandate, the strategic planning
document referenced in earlier sections of this document. We then share information about the research
methodology and data collection process, followed by a sampling of research findings and insights that are
tailored to the specific audience being addressed. For example, when presenting at a diversity conference,
we focus our comments on data that highlight how students’ attitudes have evolved with regard to issues
of diversity and multiculturalism as a result of exposure to and/or interaction with diverse peers, course
content, and various programming experiences. We end these sessions with a discussion centered on the
importance of collecting similar data in a variety of institutional contexts. We offer insights and suggestions
as to how institutions can tailor similar studies to best suit their various institutional contexts.
Presentations to more administrative audiences share some of the same characteristics as those outlined
below. However, we also share several top-level insights regarding the practices that we have observed as the
most effective in making diversity “work” within the context of higher education institutions. Our perspective
has been informed by over 20 years of work in the area of diversity, our leadership roles in these endeavors,
our engagement with several broad campus diversity initiatives, as well as our experiences in conducting
the Michigan Student Study. Appendix B presents a recent article titled “Ten Core Ingredients for Fostering
Campus Diversity Success, ” which summarizes several of the key points addressed in these presentations.
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Academic Scholarly Audiences
Many of the analyses and presentations of the MSS data have been directed to the academic community,
and contributed to the growing scholarly research literature on the impact of diversity in our colleges and
universities. Articles in scholarly journals and chapters in edited books have analyzed MSS data to explore
such topics as: the extent and quality of interracial interactions on campuses and their impact on the
educational outcomes of white students and students of color; the factors related to the perceptions of
tension in the racial climate on campuses and the discontinuity between these climate perceptions and the
students’ personal interracial relationships; and factors related to perceptions of commonality and similarity
across the racial divide.
In addition to these analyses undertaken by investigators associated with the MSS, the study provides a rich
database that is being made available for secondary analyses by others in the academic community. The data
from the student cohort of 1990-1994 were first provided to the broader University of Michigan community
under a set of conditions – outlined in the “Data Use Policy and Procedures” presented in Appendix C – that
were designed to guarantee the scientific value and rigor of the proposed research use of the data, and to
protect the confidentiality of students who participated in the study. Several years later these data from the
1990-1994 cohort were placed in the archives of the Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR), which makes the data from significant social science studies available to the national
academic community. The data from the alumni study and the 2000 – 2004 cohort will be made available to
the public in 2009.
Under this data use policy, nine University of Michigan graduate students used the MSS 1990-1994 data
for their doctoral dissertations. These dissertations cover such topics as the achievement and retention of
students of color, the role of diversity in developmental issues faced by students in post-adolescence, and
the impact of college on attitudes toward diversity of sexual orientation. The abstracts of these dissertations
are presented in Appendix D.
MSS in U.S. Supreme Court Michigan Affirmative Action Cases
Perhaps the most publicized use of the MSS has been its role in support of the University of Michigan’s
defense of its affirmative action admissions polices before the U.S. Supreme Court. Before the University of
Michigan decisions, the Supreme Court position on affirmative action in higher education admissions was
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defined in the Court’s 1978 Bakke case, which suggested that the educational benefits of diversity provided
a constitutionally legal justification for the use of affirmative action in admission to selective institutions.
Following Bakke, the educational benefits of diversity formed the major component of the University of
Michigan’s defense in the lawsuits challenging its admissions policies.
Educators in U.S. higher education had long agreed that diverse student bodies have educational value for all
students. At the time Michigan was preparing its defense of its admissions policies, however, the argument that
diversity had educational value lacked both extensive empirical evidence and a strong theoretical rationale.
Given this lack of clear empirical evidence, several federal courts in the years immediately preceding the
Michigan cases ruled that racial/ethnic diversity was irrelevant to the educational experience and therefore
the use of affirmative action was unconstitutional.
Given this legal questioning of the diversity argument, a critical component of the University of Michigan’s
defense in the lawsuits challenging its admission policies was the social science argument presented in
the expert testimony of U-M Professor Patricia Gurin. In her testimony, Dr. Gurin presented a theoretical
rationale for the educational value of racial and ethnic diversity, reviewed the available social science
research evidence, and carried out secondary analyses of existing data sets that would directly test the
theory. The database most relevant for this purpose was the Michigan Student Study, and analysis of these
data constituted a major part of the Gurin Expert Testimony.
The initial planning for the Michigan Student Study began 10 years before the University was sued for its
admissions policies, with no anticipation that the study might someday be used in the defense against a legal
challenge. But the study was chosen for the Expert Testimony because, as we have noted above, it had
several qualities that were essential for any research addressing the question of the educational benefits of
diversity: it was a longitudinal study; it covered a broad range of questions (the students’ diversity-related
attitudes and experiences, their attitudes and experiences in other areas of their lives as students, their
educational outcomes of these experiences); and it had a large enough sample of Students of Color as well
as White students to support separate parallel analyses of the impact of diversity on educational outcomes in
the different racial/ethnic groups. At the time the expert testimony was being prepared, each of these qualities
was unusual in the research literature on the impact of college diversity experiences. The combination of all
three made the Michigan Student Study uniquely relevant for the investigation of the educational benefits of
diversity.
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The data analyses conducted for the Gurin Expert Testimony emphasized the impact of actual experiences
that students have with racially/ethnically diverse peers on their educational outcomes. As we have noted,
educational outcomes included not only traditional “learning” outcomes but also what we have termed
“democracy” outcomes — the sentiments, skills, and civic involvements that are necessary for citizenship
and leadership in an increasingly diverse society and global community.
The expert testimony, containing evidence from the MSS as well as supportive research from the general
social science literature, was submitted to the federal district court in 1998 and finally to the Supreme Court in
2003. The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the University of Michigan in June 2003, accepting the University’s
argument that diversity had educational value that constituted a compelling governmental interest. The
Supreme Court decision drew significantly on the social science evidence presented by the University’s
Expert Testimony and supporting amicus briefs from national social science associations. The Supreme
Court was particularly responsive to the importance of the evidence presented on the “democracy” outcomes
of diversity. The “democracy” outcomes point out the societal benefits of diversity, which is central to the
argument that diversity represents a compelling governmental interest.
The recent (June 2007) decision of the Supreme Court overturning the school integration plans in Seattle and
Louisville indicates that legal challenges to affirmative action programs are likely to continue. Research on
the impact of diversity will therefore continue to be important in the defense against these challenges.
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7

Research Recommendations

The Michigan Student Study’s primary purpose was to assess the long-term impact of campus
diversity on students during their four years on campus and beyond. However, this type of
work, in its true spirit, also provides valuable insights to researchers attempting to deploy
similar efforts at their respective institutions, as well as to campus leaders and others who
are seeking ways to demonstrate the benefits of their diversity efforts and turn their data into
action. What follows are seven recommendations centered on conducting this type of diversity
research. Many of the ideas presented in these recommendations re-emphasize observations
stated earlier in the text. We present them here in a summative manner.
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1

Collaboration of Campus Units During Planning and Beyond – Gaining support and input
for the study among various academic and non-academic units is important to the success of
the research endeavor. It is also essential to involve student, faculty, and staff perspectives from
these various units during the survey development and implementation process. Input from these
units should help researchers identify key topics for inclusion in the study regarding aspects of
diversity and general student life; provide information about an ideal timeline and data collection
process given various campus and unit-based priorities and conflicts; track study progress over
time; and ultimately use study results to refine the missions, priorities, programs, and activities of
the various units that are represented.

2

Inclusion of Diversity-Related and Non-Diversity Related Items – It is important that the study
instrumentation include not only items that are specific to race-related attitudes and behaviors, but
also a number of items that deal with attitudes and behaviors not specific to race, but rather are
centered on assessing the students’ general college experiences and outcomes. This balance is
necessary for any broader analyses of the relationship of experiences with racial/ethnic diversity
to general educational outcomes.

3

Broadening the conceptualization and measurement of educational outcomes – It is crucial
to broaden the concept of the educational value of diversity beyond narrowly defined learning
outcomes, to include those that reflect the societal benefits of diversity. We have particularly
stressed the importance of “democracy” outcomes – sentiments, skills, and behaviors that prepare
students for their future participation and leadership as citizens in an increasingly diverse society
and global community. As we have also noted, the Supreme Court was particularly responsive
to these “democratic”, citizenship outcomes. Such outcomes should be a major focus not only
of diversity studies of college students, but also of alumni studies that show the contributions of
campus diversity to the social, occupational, and community lives of the students after college.

4

Using a Mixed-Methods Research Approach – The primary benefit of using a mixed-methods
approach rests in the ability to supplement large-scale quantitative data with qualitative data.
This enables the researcher to get a more nuanced and textured sense for what is actually taking
place. Respondents also can talk in their own voices about their experiences, adding a realistic,
human, compelling tone to the findings.

29

5

Same-Race, Mixed-Gender Focus Group Facilitator Configuration – If focus groups
are conducted, we recommend that they take place in race-specific groupings, and also that
facilitators be of the same race as the participants. We also vary the gender of facilitators when
convening a co-ed group of participants. While this matching of students and facilitators is not
always necessary, it creates, on the sensitive issues involving race and diversity on campus, an
environment in which students feel comfortable talking about their true feelings and personal
experiences.

6

Aggressive Minority Student Follow-Up – In survey research it is well documented that the
response rates of African Americans and Latinos are lower than those of Asian American and
White respondents. Thus, employing well-trained minority students to reach out to other minority
respondents is critical. In our previous efforts, we have observed as much as a 20% increase
in responses as a result of this approach – an increase that was not typical of other follow-up
attempts where this approach was not used.

7

The Need for Separate Analyses for Different Racial/Ethnic Groups – If you decide to survey
a sample of the total population, the sample should be drawn in a way that does not limit your
ability to present study results separately for the major racial/ethnic student groups. This will
usually mean confining the sample to the one or two largest groups on campus, and surveying
the total population of the smaller racial/ethnic groups.
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8

Concluding Thoughts and Next Steps

As the nation continues its ongoing debate on the merits of affirmative action, campuses
have faced even greater scrutiny relative to admissions, financial aid and scholarships, hiring
practices, and other activities that are believed to benefit racial minorities at the expense of
White students. There is no shortage of legal challenges and ballot initiatives by those who feel
that the current programs have disadvantaged one group over another, or that these practices
are unfair. The University of Michigan pushed toward expanding and enhancing racial diversity
on its campuses, as reflected in the Michigan Mandate in 1988.
Several years later, the Michigan Student Study was launched to assess the University’s
progress toward the goals outlined in the Michigan Mandate, and examine how the University’s
diversity efforts were affecting students. The institution knew that, following the inception of the
Mandate, the number of faculty, staff, and students of color had increased significantly and that
many diversity programs had been implemented. However, the big question became whether
all of these efforts were making a difference, and if so, how, and to what groups? Indeed,
the initial longitudinal assessment provided the campus with critical data that demonstrated
the educational benefits of diversity to all students, and allowed the University to examine
both the strengths and weaknesses of its commitments to diversity, especially from students’
perspectives.
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The Michigan Student Study continued the longstanding trend of using social science research/assessment
in the legal and public arenas. It not only examined the impact of diversity on all students, but also linked
campus diversity to long-term educational and social outcomes that tied campus diversity to higher education’s
crucial role of preparing students for a future centered on civic engagement, leadership, and participation in
a global society.
Without these data, the decision by the Court, which placed emphasis on social science evidence to validate
the government’s compelling interest in the use of race as one of many admissions factors, might have been
very different. While the Michigan Student Study was a longitudinal assessment of the impact on students in
a single institutional setting, other institutions have used its framework to examine the longitudinal impact of
diversity on their campuses, as well as to assess the effectiveness and utility of their own diversity programs.
The need for studies such as the Michigan Student Study will only continue to increase, and will gain even
greater prominence and significance in the future. More institutions will have to address challenges from
courts, taxpayers, the media, and opponents and skeptics of diversity. The challenge to higher education will
be to provide data that reveal diversity’s collective benefits to all students and society and, further, to show
that these efforts are narrowly tailored, as prescribed by the U.S. Supreme Court, to attain these benefits.
Several states have passed ballot initiatives that eliminate campus affirmative action programs, including
recruitment, admission, retention, and support programs that are perceived to primarily benefit racial minorities
and women. The State of Michigan is the latest to approve such a voter initiative, which constitutionally
eliminates racial preferences – despite the approval of certain affirmative action programs by the U.S.
Supreme Court. Nonetheless, data will continue to serve as a powerful tool to validate the existence and
efficacy of our diversity efforts.
The changing demographics that are shaping the racial and ethnic composition of the population of the
United States will make diversity increasingly important to the well-being of the nation. Many campuses are
already experiencing the challenges of these demographic shifts. Thus, the ways in which we approach the
assessment of campus diversity efforts as we prepare students for the future, and how we link these findings
to institutional practices, will become even more critical in the years ahead.
It is our hope that this guidebook will help provide direction to our colleagues who wish to (and, we think,
should) conduct ongoing longitudinal studies of their students from the time that they start college until they
graduate or transfer. Additionally, these instruments allow institutions to continue to examine their students
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years after they graduate. Our society continues to pressure higher education institutions to provide concrete
evidence of the value of a college education along many fronts, to demonstrate what students have learned
and what higher education has contributed to society. When we in higher education look to the future, we
know that we will experience a high degree of uncertainty. However, we also know that one thing is certain,
and that is that the demands for higher education accountability will not diminish and that we will continue to
attract even greater scrutiny.

If you have comments or need additional information, please feel free to contact us at:
MichiganStudy@umich.edu
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APPENDIX A:
MSS Questionnaires & Focus Group Protocols
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MSS Survey Instruments
continue on next page

2001 MICHIGAN STUDENT STUDY
FIRST YEAR FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL
Opening: We are going to talk in more detail about some of the things that were in our
questionnaires on the undergraduate experience at Michigan. This is an opportunity for you to
discuss some of your responses to the questionnaire and expand upon your feelings about your
experiences at Michigan. Do you have any questions before we begin?

Ground Rules:
1) Everyone should be treated with respect at all times.
2) There are no right or wrong answers.
3) No put-downs; Don't attack someone personally.
4) Only one person may speak at a time.
5) Listen, don't interrupt.
6) It's O.K. to ask for understanding/clarity.
7) Allow others time to present their ideas.
8) Respect the perspectives of others.
9) When giving personal examples, please don't use names of individuals.
10) Confidentiality is important--opinions expressed by other students in this room should
stay in this room.

GENERAL STUDENT LIFE
1) As you think of your last year at Michigan, how do you feel about your decision to come
here?
• Would you choose Michigan if you had to do it over?
• Why do you feel this way?
• Would you advise others to come here?

1
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DIVERSITY
Now we would like to turn to some questions about diversity--particularly racial and ethnic
diversity. We acknowledge that there are other aspects of diversity, but for the purposes of this
focus group, we'll primarily concentrate on this one aspect of diversity. These are complex issues
and there are no right or wrong answers. We are really interested in your sincere personal
opinions and experiences on campus.

2) How diverse do you feel the University of Michigan is--would you describe it as a
racially/ethnically diverse institution?
• Tell me more about why you feel this way?
• How do you perceive the University's commitment to racial/ethnic
diversity?
• What are some examples that support your perception?

3) Since you have been at Michigan, what has been the most positive aspect of
racial/ethnic diversity at Michigan?

4) Since you have been at Michigan, what has been the most negative aspect of
racial/ethnic diversity at Michigan?

5) How have your experiences with racial/ethnic diversity changed since high school?
• How are they similar/different?
• If similar: Why do you feel they are similar?
• If different: What have you learned from this difference?
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6A) At Michigan, how much racial and ethnic diversity do you feel is reflected in each of
the following areas?
• The curriculum?
• The administration, faculty, and staff?
• The social activities?
• The classroom?

6B) At the U of M, how does the presence of people from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds in the class affect the classroom environment--what students learn, or how
they interact?

7) Please think of an experience with racial and ethnic diversity at the University that have
had a particular impact on you--that changed your ideas in any way--ideas about
multiculturalism, or race relations, or your feelings about other racial of ethnic groups.
• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced? What
impact did these experiences have on you?

8) Have you ever personally experienced harassment (verbal or physical) or
discrimination because of your racial or ethnic background since coming to Michigan?
• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced.
• How did you react to these experiences?
• Probe for where they occurred--class, residence hall, community, etc.
• Probe for not only obvious but subtle discrimination as well.
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9) More and more people are talking about how the demographics of our society are
changing towards more diversity. Do you think your experiences at Michigan are
preparing you to participate in a racially/ethnically diverse society?
• Probe for work, social, etc.

INTERACTIONS
10) How would you describe relations between White students and Students of Color at
Michigan? (Note: By students of color we mean: Asian American, African
American, Native American, and Latino students).

11) What is your perception of how students of different groups interact on campus?
• Do you see a lot of people from the same racial/ethnic group hanging out
together? What groups hang out together?
• How do you feel about this?

12) How comfortable do you feel interacting with students from different racial/ethnic
groups? Are there any groups you don't feel completely comfortable with?
• Why or Why not?

13) Are there any barriers to students interacting with people different than themselves?

14) What opportunities have you had to interact with people from different racial/ethnic
backgrounds outside the classroom?
• Probe for social activities, residence halls, work, study groups.
• Can you share an example/story of interacting with people from different groups
where you learned something about yourself or others?
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IDENTITY
15) Reflecting on all of your experiences, what is it like to be a (insert racial group)
student at Michigan?

16) What are the major issues that are specific to being a (insert racial group) student at
Michigan?

17) Are there any (other) things that have been particularly positive about your
experiences as a (insert racial group) student at Michigan?

18) Are there any (other) things that have been particularly negative about your
experiences as a (insert racial group) student at Michigan?

19) How would you describe the relationships between students in your group and those
in other groups of color? (For Students of Color Only)

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/LAWSUIT
20) When considering applicants for admission, many colleges and universities consider a
variety of factors to determine a student's admissibility. In addition to high school grade
point average and test scores on the ACT or SAT, other factors, including some personal
characteristics may be considered.

20A) Applicants whose family members attended or graduated from the college to which
the student is applying.
• Do you support or oppose giving consideration for this factor?
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• Why do you feel that way?

20B) Applicants from economically disadvantaged backgrounds.
• Do you support or oppose giving consideration for this factor?
• Why do you feel that way?

20C) Applicants from underrepresented racial or ethnic groups.
• Do you support or oppose giving consideration for this factor?
• Why do you feel that way?

20D) Applicants who possess special talents (athletics, art, music, etc.).
• Do you support or oppose giving consideration for this factor?
• Why do you feel that way?

21) Are you aware of the lawsuits in which the University is currently involved?
• What do you know about the lawsuits? If students don't know about
the lawsuits tell them that the lawsuits involve the use of race as one
selection criterion in our undergraduate and law school admissions
policies.
• Do you support the University's position?
• Why or why not?
• How do you get your information about the lawsuit?

Up to now we have talked exclusively about racial/ethnic diversity, but this last question deals with
diversity in a broader sense.

6
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22) Have you ever personally experienced harassment (verbal or physical) or
discrimination because of your religion, gender, or sexual orientation since coming to
Michigan?
• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced.
• How did you react to these experiences?
• Probe for where they occurred--class, residence hall, community, etc.
• Probe for not only obvious but subtle discrimination as well.

7
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2004 MICHIGAN STUDENT STUDY
SENIOR FOCUS GROUP PROTOCOL

I. Facilitator & Participant Introductions

II. Opening Statement
Thank you all for agreeing to participate in this focus group sponsored by the Michigan
Student Study. The purpose for bringing you together this evening is to hear about your
experiences with diversity during your fours years on campus. We wanted to provide the
chance for you to talk in more detail about some of the things that were in our
questionnaires, and expand upon your feelings about your experiences at Michigan. This
project is funded by the Ford Foundation, and we have been involved in this type of
research since 1990.

We are going to be audiotaping the session, for later transcription by an individual who is
not a part of the University. When the tapes are transcribed, no names will be associated
with individual statements. After the tapes have been transcribed, they will be stored in a
secure location until they are no longer needed by the research team—at which time they
will be destroyed.

The focus group will last for two hours. At the end of the session, you will receive $25 as
compensation for your participation.

Please take a few minutes to read over the consent form, which recaps the purpose of
the study, and informs you about your rights relative to participation. You should sign both
of the copies provided to you—one copy is for our records, and the other is for you to
keep.
1
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Do you have any questions before we begin?
III. Read Ground Rules
1) Everyone should be treated with respect at all times.
2) There are no right or wrong answers.
3) No put-downs; Don't attack someone personally.
4) Only one person may speak at a time.
5) Listen, don't interrupt.
6) It's O.K. to ask for understanding/clarity.
7) Allow others time to present their ideas.
8) Respect the perspectives of others.
9) When giving personal examples, please don't use names of individuals.
10) Confidentiality is important--opinions expressed by other students in this room should
stay in this room.

GENERAL STUDENT LIFE
1) As you think of your four years here at Michigan, how do you feel about your decision
to come here?
• Would you still choose Michigan if you had to do it over?
• Why do you feel this way?
• Based on your overall experiences, would you advise others to come to U-M?

DIVERSITY
Now we would like to turn to some questions about diversity--particularly racial and ethnic
diversity. We acknowledge, and appreciate the fact that there are other aspects of diversity, but for
the purposes of this focus group, we'll primarily concentrate on this one aspect of diversity. These

2
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are complex issues and there are no right or wrong answers. We are really interested in your
sincere and honest opinions and experiences on campus.

2) Have you had more or less experience with/exposure to students from different
backgrounds at Michigan than you had your years before Michigan?
• Tell me more about why you feel this way?
• How do you perceive the University's commitment to racial/ethnic diversity?
• What are some examples that support your perception?
• Is it more or less racially/ethnically diverse than the high school you attended?
• What about your own experiences since you’ve been at Michigan. Do you have
more or less experience with students from different backgrounds now than your
first year at Michigan?

3) Since you have been at Michigan, what has been the most positive aspect of your
experiences with racial/ethnic diversity at U-M?

4) Since you have been at Michigan, what has been the most challenging aspect of your
experiences with racial/ethnic diversity at U-M? (Note: If nothing negative has been
discussed probe for any negative experiences)

5A) In general, how has the University’s focus on racial/ethnic diversity impacted you?
Please think of an experience with racial and ethnic diversity at the University that has had
a particular impact on you--that changed your ideas in any way--ideas about
multiculturalism, or race relations, or your feelings about other racial of ethnic groups.
• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced? What type of
impact did these experiences have on you?
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5B) In what ways has the racial/ethnic diversity in the following specific settings affected
you?
• Classes
• Residence Halls
• Off Campus Housing
• Student Organizations
• Social Activities
• The Ann Arbor Community

6) Diversity efforts at Michigan extend beyond students. During your time here, has there
been an administrator, staff person, or faculty member who is different from you in
racial/ethnic background that has been an important aspect of your experience at
Michigan?

What is this person’s role here at U-M? What was their gender? What was their
race/ethnicity? What did they do to impact you?

7A) Have you ever personally experienced harassment (verbal or physical) or
discrimination because of your racial or ethnic background since coming to Michigan?
• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced.
• How did you react to these experiences?
• Probe for where they occurred--class, residence hall, community, etc.
• Probe for not only obvious but subtle discrimination as well.

7B) Have you ever personally experienced harassment (verbal or physical) or
discrimination because of your religion, gender, or sexual orientation since coming to
Michigan?
4
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• Can you give me one or two examples of what you experienced.
• How did you react to these experiences?
• Probe for where they occurred--class, residence hall, community, etc.
• Probe for not only obvious but subtle discrimination as well.

7C) Regardless of your personal experiences, do you feel there are any aspects of the
University generally—e.g., University policies, faculty behaviors, University “climate”—that
harass or discriminate against members of particular groups in the University community?

8) More and more people are talking about how the demographics of our society are
changing towards a more diverse population. Do you think your experiences at Michigan
have prepared you to participate in a racially/ethnically diverse society?
• Probe for work, social relationships, leadership, community involvement, etc.

INTERACTIONS
9A) In what settings do students from different racial/ethnic groups interact the most with
each other on this campus? (Probe for classes, residence halls, student organizations,
etc.)
• Why do you think this is?

9B) In what settings do students from different racial/ethnic groups interact the least with
each other on this campus? (Probe for classes, residence halls, student organizations,
etc.)
• Why do you think this is?

10) What about your own experiences. What has been the quality of your own
relationships with students across racial/ethnic groups at U-M?
5
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• What have been some positive experiences?
• What have been some challenging experiences?
(Note: If nothing negative has been discussed probe for any
negative experiences)
• Can you share an example/story of interacting with people from
different groups where you learned something about yourself or
others?

11A) Are there any barriers to students interacting with people different than themselves?

11B) How about your own relationships at U-M. Have you felt any barriers interacting with
people from different backgrounds than you?

GROUP IDENTITY
12) Reflecting on all of your experiences, what is it like to be a (insert racial group)
student at Michigan?
• Are there any (other) things that have been particularly positive about
your experiences as a (insert racial group) student at Michigan?
• Are there any (other) things that have been particularly
challenging about your experiences as a (insert racial group) student at
Michigan? (Note: If nothing negative have been discussed probe for any
negative experiences)

13A) How would you describe the relationships between (insert racial group) and white
students on campus? (For Students of Color Only)

13B) How about your own relationships with white students? (For Students of Color Only)
6
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14A) How would you describe the relationships between (insert racial group) and those
in other groups of color on campus? (For Students of Color Only)

14B) How about your own relationships with other students of color? (For Students of
Color Only)

15A) How would you describe the relationships between white students and students of
color on campus? (For White Students Only)

15B) How about your own relationships with students of color? (For White Students Only)

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION/LAWSUIT
16) Over your time here at Michigan, the University has been involved in 2 lawsuits
defending the use of race as one of several selection criteria for admission into the
undergraduate (LSA) and Law schools. Last year, the Supreme Court ruled supporting
this policy.
• How do you feel about the use of race as one of many factors that can be used
in our admissions process?
• Regardless of your personal view, how do you feel about Michigan’s (the
institution’s) decision to defend the use of race in their admissions practices?
• Why do you feel this way?
• Are there any other personal characteristics that you think should be given some
consideration when admitting students? (For example, geographic location,
special talents—arts, music, athletics; economically disadvantaged background,
family legacy, gender in fields where it is underrepresented—like men in nursing
and women in science).
7
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• Some of you might feel its OK to consider other factors, but not race. Why is
that?

17) Do you think that Michigan’s involvement in these cases has had an impact on your
experiences as a student here in the last few years?

18) The Supreme Court in its decision, expressed the expectation that in 25 years
Affirmative Action will no longer be needed.
• Do you agree with this statement?
• Why or why not?

CLOSING
19) Looking back over your years at Michigan, what has been the most important aspect
of your experience here?

20) Is there anything that you would like to add? Do you have any questions of us?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
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Student Attrition Telephone Questionnaire
Identification No.
Gender:

Male

Female

Hello, my name is
and I am calling from the University of Michigan. You might have
received a letter a few weeks ago informing you that someone would be calling you to discuss your experiences at the
University. We are looking at ways in which the University can improve the campus environment and services to its
students. In this regard, we are interested in the opinions of students who leave the University prior to receiving a
degree. The enrollment records indicate that you are no longer registered at the University of Michigan. Therefore, we
would like to learn about your reasons not to re-enroll. All information you give is confidential. Can you take some time
to talk now? (IF STUDENT CANNOT TALK NOW, MAKE APPOINTMENT TO CALL AT A MORE CONVENIENT TIME.)
I.

Current Status and Expectations
1.

As I mentioned before, we are talking with people who have not officially re-enrolled at the University of
Michigan. Is this true for you?
1. Yes (GO TO Q2)

2.

In which term or semester were you last enrolled?
Fall 1990

2a.

2. No (SEE INSTRUCTION SHEET, Paragraph 2, then
STOP INTERVIEW)

Winter 1991

Did you finish that term?
1. Yes (SKIP TO Q4)

3.

Spring 1991

2. No (GO TO Q3)

How long did you attend classes during that term?
days

weeks

months
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4.

Are you currently a student at another institution?
1. Yes (TRANSFERS, SKIP TO Q5)

4a.

2. No (GO TO Q4a)

Do you plan to go back to school someday?
1. Yes (STOPOUTS, SKIP TO Q7)

2. No (DROPOUTS, SKIP TO Q9)

5.

Where are you attending school?

6.

Why did you chose to go there rather than return to the University of Michigan?

7.

Do you plan to return to the University of Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q7a)

7a.

When do plan to return?
(GO TO Q8)

2. No (SKIP TO Q7b)
3. Undecided (SKIP TO Q7b)
7b.

Where else would you go? Why?
(GO TO Q8)

8.

How certain are you that you are going to get a degree?
READ CHOICES:
1. Completely certain
2. Fairly certain
3. Not at all certain

9.

Are you currently employed?
1. Yes (GO TO Q10)

2. No (SEE INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT)

10.

How many hours per week do you work?
INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT – REFER TO Q4
hours per week (GO TO INTERVIEWER CHECKPOINT)
YES TO Q4
YES TO Q4a
NO TO Q4a
TRANSFER (GO TO Q11) STOPOUT (GO TO Q12)
DROPOUT (GO TO Q13)

TRANSFER
11.
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I am going to read you a list of reasons students have given for why they left the University. Please tell me

whether each of the following was important, somewhat important, or not important in your decision
not to return to U of M.
Important
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.

Changed my career plans
Wanted a school with a better academic reputation
Didn’t feel like I “fit” in at U of M
Wanted a better social life
Wanted to be closer to home
Wasn’t doing as well academically as I had expected
Family responsibilities
Had problems affording the cost at Michigan
Needed school with a different selection of major fields
All the courses I wanted or needed were closed
Personal illness/problems
Was not satisfied with the quality of teaching at U of M
Wanted to be in a smaller school

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

STOPOUT
12.

I am going to read you a list of reasons students have given for why they left the University. Please tell
me whether they were important, somewhat important, or not important in your decision to not attend
college at this time.
Important

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.

Needed to work for a while
Wanted practical work experience
Didn’t feel like I “fit” in at U of M
Was bored with coursework
Needed a break from college
Had a good job offer
Wasn’t doing as well academically as I had expected
Family responsibilities
Tired of being a student
Had problems affording the cost of college
All the courses I wanted or needed were closed
Personal illness/problems
Unsure of what I wanted to do with my life
Was not satisfied with the quality of the teaching

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

DROPOUT
13.

I am going to read you a list of reasons students have given for why they left the University. Please tell
me whether they were important, somewhat important, or not important in your decision not to return.
Important

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.

Changed my career plans
Wanted practical work experience
Didn’t feel like I “fit” in at U of M
Was bored with coursework
Had met my educational goals
Wanted a better social life
Had a good job offer
Wasn’t doing as well academically as I had expected
Family responsibilities
Tired of being a student
Could not afford the cost of college
All the courses I wanted or needed were closed
Personal illness/problems
Unsure of what I wanted to do with my life
Was not satisfied with the quality of the teaching

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important
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Experiences and Expectations
14.

What did you like most about your experience at Michigan?

15.

What did you like least about your experience at Michigan?

16.

Was there any person at the University, such as a professor, administrator, or staff person, who was
particularly important in your experience at Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q16a)

16a.

2. No (SKIP TO Q17)

Who was this person?
(CHECK ONE:)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Professor
TA
Counselor
Advisor
Financial Aid Counselor
Administrator: specify
Other: specify

Was this person:

1. Male

2. Female

What was her/his Racial/Ethnic background?
16b.

How was this person important to you?

17.

Some students have been involved in various activities on campus, some students have not. What, if any,
activities were you involved in that were particularly important to you at the University of Michigan?
IF NONE – SKIP TO Q17b.

17a.

What effect, if any, did your involvement with these activities have on your studies -- did they help you, take
too much time from your studies, or what?
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17b.

Were you a member of any (other) ethnic/racial student organization, such as the Black Student Union,
Asian American Association, SALSA, or Native American Student Association, Hillel?
1. Yes (GO TO Q17c)

III.

17c.

Which one?

17d.

How important was this organization to you?

Academics
18.

Now I would like to ask you something about your academic experience at the University of Michigan.
When you decided to go to the University of Michigan did you have a specific career or professional
goal in mind?
1. Yes (GO TO Q18a)

18a.

What was it?

18b.

Has it changed?
1. Yes

19.

20.

2. No

2. No

Were you having academic trouble in any of your courses when you decided to leave Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q21)

21.

2. No (SKIP TO Q19)

When you started college, had you decided on a major?
1. Yes

2. No (SKIP TO Q22)

Did you seek help?
1. Yes (GO TO Q21a)
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2. No (SKIP TO Q18)

2. No (SKIP TO Q22)

21a.

To whom or where did you go for help?

21b.

Were they helpful?
1. Yes (GO TO Q21c)

2. No (SKIP TO Q21d)

21c.

How were they helpful?

21d.

Why weren’t they helpful?

22.

Did you participate in an academic program such as the Honors Program, Bridge, Comprehensive
Studies Program, Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program, etc?
1. Yes

2. No
(NAME OF PROGRAM(S))

IV.

Financial Support
Now I would like to ask you a few questions about the cost of attending Michigan. Please answer as accurately
as possible and remember that all of your answers will be kept confidential.
23.

Did you receive any financial aid while attending the University of Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q23a)

23a.

Did you receive any of the following
types of aid (READ CHOICES)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

2. No (SKIP TO Q23b)
23b.

Grants thru the Office of Financial Aid
Loans thru the Office of Financial Aid
Work Study Employment
Aid from other University sources
Aid from non-University sources
Other

Did you apply for financial aid at
Michigan?
1. Yes

2. No

99

24.

In general, how concerned were you and/or your family with your ability to finance your college
education at Michigan? Were you not at all concerned, did you have some concern, or did you have a
major concern?
1. Some concern
2. Not at all concerned
3. Major concern

25.

Was the ability to pay tuition and other educationally-related expenses an important factor in your
decision to leave the University of Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q25a)

25a.

Can you tell me more about that?
(PROBE FOR REASONS – THINGS THAT MIGHT HAVE HAPPENED TO CHANGE FINANCIAL
SITUATION, SPECIAL PROBLEMS WITH FINANCIAL AID, OTHER THINGS TO SPEND ON.)

26.

When you were a U-M student about what percent of your total college costs (TUITION, BOOKS,
LIVING EXPENSES, ETC.),
were paid by you personally?
(percent)
were paid by other family members?
(percent)

27.

Other than your educational expenses, did you ever contribute to the financial support of your family
while you were last enrolled?
1. Yes (GO TO Q28)

28.
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2. No (SKIP TO Q26)

2. No (SKIP TO Q29)

In what way did you contribute?
(PROBE FOR SENDING MONEY HOME FOR FAMILY-RELATED EXPENSES)

29.

Do you currently have a financial hold credit at the University of Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q29a)

29a.

How much is it?

29b.

What is it for?

29c.

Did you discuss the problem with any University official or staff person?
1. Yes

V.

2. No (SKIP TO DIVERSITY SECTION Q30)
3. Don’t know (SKIP TO DIVERSITY SECTION Q30)
$

2. No

Diversity
We are also interested in the experiences students have with diversity at Michigan, particularly racial and ethnic
diversity. As you may know, the University President initiated a plan called the “Michigan Mandate” to develop a
more racially and ethnically diverse student body at Michigan.
30.

How did you feel about the University’s focus on diversity?

31.

Why did you feel that way?

32.

How diverse did you feel the University of Michigan was when you were there—would you describe it as a
university of racial and ethnic diversity or did you see it as a white institution?
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33.

Why do you say that?

34.

As you think of all the experiences you had with racial and ethnic diversity at Michigan – in classes,
residence halls, events on campus, and social and personal interactions, did any of these experiences
have a particular impact on you?
1. Yes (GO TO Q35)

35.

Can you describe these experiences?

36.

How did you react to the experiences?

37.

While you were at Michigan, did you personally experience hostility or discrimination because of your
gender, racial, religious or ethnic background, sexual orientation, or any other form of prejudice?
(PROBE FOR NOT ONLY OBVIOUS BUT SUBTLE DISCRIMINATION.)
1. Yes (GO TO Q38)
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2. No (SKIP TO Q37)

2. No (SKIP TO Q40)

38.

Can you give one or two examples of what you experienced?

39.

What was your reaction to these experiences?
(PROBE FOR BEHAVIORAL RESPONSES.)

40.

41.

In terms of race or ethnicity, how do you identify yourself?
(PROBE FOR ETHNIC ORIGIN.)
1.

African American/Black

2.

Asian American/Asian
(specify ethnic origin)

3.

Hispanic/Latino
(specify ethnic origin)

4.

Native American/American Indian
(specify ethnic origin)

5.

White/Caucasian (Non-Hispanic)
(specify ethnic origin)

6.

Other (specify)

(IF MORE THAN ONE MENTIONED) Which of these is your primary identification?
(PRIMARY GROUP)
--FOR WHITE STUDENTS (GO TO Q47)
--FOR STUDENTS OF COLOR (GO TO Q42)

42.

What was it like to be a (R’s PRIMARY GROUP) student at Michigan?
(PROBE FOR POSITIVES AND NEGATIVES.)
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43.

While you were at the University of Michigan, did you become more or less aware of your racial or ethnic
identity?
1.
2.
3.
4.
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More aware
Less aware
Never thought of it
Other: Specify

43a.

Can you tell me a little more – can you describe your feelings about this?

43b.

What made you feel that way?
(PROBE FOR CAMPUS ENVIRONMENT, EXPERIENCES such as MOVING to ANN ARBOR.)

44.

How would you describe relations between white students and students of color at Michigan?

45.

How about relations between faculty and students of color – are there any ways that you think faculty
react differently to students of color than they do to white students?
1. Yes (GO TO Q45a)

45a.

Can you tell me more about that – how do they act differently?

46.

Do you think faculty react differently to different groups of students of color – for example, treat one
group of students of color different from another group of students of color?
1. Yes (GO TO Q46a)

46a.

VI.

2. No (SKIP TO Q46)

2. No (SKIP TO Q47)

Can you tell me more about that -- how do they act differently?

Family, Work, Community
47.

In your immediate family, has anyone besides you gone to college?
1. Yes (GO TO Q47a)

47a.

2. No (SKIP TO Q48)

Who has attended?
(PROBE FOR EVERYONE IN IMMEDIATE FAMILY WHO ATTENDED COLLEGE OR IS STILL
ATTENDING COLLEGE.)

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Mother
Father
Siblings
Grandparents
Extended family (aunts, uncles
cousins, etc.)

Has Attended
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(1)

Currently Attending
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
(2)
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48.

Were there any family or personal circumstances that affected your decision to leave school?
1. Yes (GO TO Q49)

2. No (SKIP TO Q50)

49.

What was the general nature of these circumstances?

50.

Except for official University breaks, how often did you visit your home while enrolled at the University?
(READ CHOICES.)
1.
2.
3.
4.

51.

Very often, went home every weekend or more.
Often, went home twice or more a month.
Occasionally, went home once in a while, including holidays.
Not often, went home only on holidays.

While at Michigan, how many hours a week did you work while attending class?
hours/week

VII.

General Perceptions
52.

We have been talking about various reasons students might have for choosing to leave the University. As
you think back on your experiences at the University, what do you think was the critical factor that made
you decide to leave?

53.

Was there an individual within the University, or perhaps outside the University, with whom you discussed
your decision to leave Michigan?
1. Yes (GO TO Q53a)
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2. No (SKIP TO Q54)

53a.

Who was this person? (INTERVIEWER, CHECK ONE:)
1. Professor
2. TA
3. Counselor
4. Advisor
5. Financial Aid Counselor
6. Administrator (specify)
7. Parent
8. Sibling
9. Friend
10. Other (specify)
Was this person:

1. Male or

2. Female?

What was her/his Racial/Ethnic background?
53b.

What did this person advise you to do?

54.

Overall, what do you think the University could have done to improve your experience at Michigan?

55.

As you think about your experiences at the University, is there anything you would have done differently?
1. Yes (GO TO Q55a)

55a.

2. No (SKIP TO Q56)

What would you have done?
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VIII.

Conclusion
We have reached the final portion of our survey. Thank you for being so patient. Again, I would like to remind
you that the information you gave on this survey is strictly confidential.
56.

What is your date of birth?
(Month)

57.

(Day)

Were you born in the United States or in another country?
1. U.S. (SKIP TO Q59)

58.

2. Other country (GO TO Q58)

What is your current citizenship status?
1.
2.
3.
4.

59.

(Year)

Naturalized
Resident Alien
Permanent Resident
Student Visa

Where were your parents born?
Mother

60.

2. Father

What language do you usually speak with your parents?
1. English
2. Spanish
3. Other:

This is the end of our survey. Thank you very much for your cooperation. The information you have
shared with us will be useful to the University in evaluating policies and programs in order to better
serve students. If you have any specific concerns you would like to talk about with someone from the
University, I will have someone call you. INDICATE NEXT TO RESPONDENT’S NAME WHETHER
THEY NEED TO TALK WITH SOMEONE.
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APPENDIX C:
MSS Data Use Policies & Procedures Statement

DATA USE POLICY AND PROCEDURES
The Michigan Student Study (1990-1994): A Study of Diversity
in Higher Education
Office of the Vice Provost for Academic and Multicultural Affairs
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
October 17, 2001
**************************************************************************************
Introduction
The Michigan Student Study is a four-year, longitudinal research project on undergraduate
expectations, perceptions and experiences of diversity and multiculturalism at the University of
Michigan. It is a study of the undergraduate students in the class of 1994 and consists of four
waves of survey data, registrar data, and interviews with individual students at the end of the first
year and upon graduation. The survey data consists of extensive mail questionnaires sent to all
students upon entrance to Michigan in September, 1990, and to all students of color and a large
representative sample of white students at the end of their first, second and fourth years. The
research is a collaborative project initiated by the Office of Academic Multicultural Initiatives and the
Office of the Vice Provost for Academic Affairs.
Copies of surveys, response rate information, background of the study, and summary of findings are
available by written request to the Michigan Student Study Research Office, 515 East Jefferson St.,
Suite 3009 Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1316. The telephone number of the research office is (734) 7637978. All information is the property of the Michigan Student Study, Office of Academic Multicultural
Initiatives, University of Michigan, and cannot be used without written permission.
Data Use Eligibility
It is expected that the data gathered in this study will be used for two purposes: (a) administrative
strategic planning for the University of Michigan, and (b) scientific use including the development
of scholarly manuscripts, publications, conference presentations and lectures, as well as
dissertations.
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Administrative Use of the Data
The Study data are currently available for analyses by the study staff in response to requests by
administrative units of the University of Michigan. Schools and Colleges, or other University of
Michigan administrative units interested in exploring student satisfaction, quality of life, instruction
and issues of diversity within their particular unit or college are encouraged to submit a written
proposal to Drs. John Matlock, Katrina Wade-Golden, and Gerald Gurin at the Michigan Study
Research Office. The proposal should include a description of the types of analyses requested and
a brief statement of the purpose(s) for which the data will be utilized. In addition, the name of a staff
or faculty person who will be working with the data should be provided to facilitate communication
with the Michigan Study research staff, who will provide the requested data analyses.
Data Use Requests
All requests for access to the data should be addressed to Drs. John Matlock, Katrina Wade-Golden,
and Gerald Gurin at the Michigan Student Study Research Office, 515 East Jefferson St., Suite
3009 Ann Arbor, MI 48109-1316. Individual requests for scholarly data use must be accompanied
by a written proposal. The proposal for data use should consist of a list of specific variables that are
planned for analyses, a detailed plan of proposed statistical analyses, a statement on the theoretical
background of the inquiry and/or practical significance of the proposal, and time line for completion
of the research. Usually, individual researchers will receive a subset of variables from the data set
on floppy diskettes or other media.
Evaluation Criteria
Request for data use will be evaluated on the following criteria:
-- Receipt of complete proposal containing central research questions, plan for statistical or
qualitative analyses, theoretical background of inquiry, practical significance of research
and timeline for completion
-- Scientific rigor and practical significance of proposed research
-- Unique identification of area of inquiry. Permission for data access and use will only
be granted when the topic or problem has not been or is not currently being examined
or planned by other researchers using the data. Priority will be given to requests that
explore an underutilized segment of the data, or address an innovative significant research
question that has not received adequate attention in other analyses of the data
Confidentiality and Limitations on Data Availability
The Michigan Student Study and the University of Michigan have taken systematic and thorough
precautions throughout this study to protect the identities of all students who participated in the
study. All data released will not allow identification of specific individuals. Furthermore, some of the
data obtained from the university registrar can not be made available to outside researchers.
Individuals using the data should not, without permission, identify the University of Michigan as
the institution that is being studied. They should use “large Midwestern research university” as the
identifier.
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The survey instruments carry copyrights and cannot be used without explicit and written permission
of the Michigan Student Study Research Office.
Data Use Requirements
Any material or presentations produced from Michigan Study data should include the following
citation: The Michigan Student Study (1990-1994): A Study of Diversity in Higher Education, Office
of the Vice Provost for Academic and Multicultural Affairs, University of Michigan-Ann Arbor. It
should also include a statement that the views expressed in the document do not necessarily reflect
the views of the Office of the Vice Provost.
Upon completion of a manuscript/publication/dissertation using Michigan Student Study data, a final
copy should be submitted to the Michigan Student Study Research Office.
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APPENDIX D:
MSS Dissertation Abstracts

Nine Doctoral Dissertations from the
Michigan Student Study Database
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Hudgins, Cynthia (In Progress). Teaching Toward Tolerance: The Impact of Diversity Courses on Student
Attitudes Toward Sexual Orientation and Racial Diversity. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary
Education, School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.

ABSTRACT: The American Commitments Panel organized by the Association of American Colleges and
Universities stressed that “Higher education is uniquely positioned, by its mission, values, and dedication to
learning, to foster and nourish the habits of the heart and mind that Americans need to make diversity work in
daily life.” During a time of increased dialogue and legal action on the rights and limitations of diversity within
the nation, college and university campuses are continuing to respond with intentional educational initiatives,
including a broad range of curricular modifications and additions. The politically and socially charged times
in which we live demand a thoughtful examination of the ways in which diversity courses can contribute
to developing the “habits of the heart and mind” so necessary in the students of today and the citizens
of tomorrow. To that end, this study responds to the need for a clearer understanding of the benefits of
participating in diversity coursework and the specific relationship these courses have on the development
of tolerance. The purpose of this study is two-fold: 1) to explore the effect of student enrollment in diversity
courses on students’ levels of tolerance for racial and sexual orientation diversity; and 2) to examine if a
model developed for a 1990-1992 cohort of students is plausible for a 2000-2002 cohort of students at the
same institution. While researchers are beginning to consider the impact of diversity courses on tolerance,
most studies focus on the development of tolerance in terms of race and ethnicity. We know less about how
these curricular efforts influence the development of tolerance for sexual orientation. Thus, this study will
seek to examine whether enrollment in diversity courses has a different effect on improving tolerance for
race/ethnicity compared to tolerance for sexual orientation. The theoretical model undergirding this study
is grounded in contemporary research on attitudinal change, psychosocial theories, and college impact.
Developmental theories can help explain capacity for change in college students and how particular stages in
the life cycle influence knowledge and skills. The current study draws upon these models to better understand
how curricular and co-curricular college experiences increase student tolerance. This study employs data
collected as part of two major research efforts: The Undergraduate Experience at Michigan (also known
as the Michigan Study) begun in 1990 and the Preparing College Students for a Diverse Democracy (also
known as the Diverse Democracy Project) begun in 2000. The data are drawn from surveys conducted in
the first and second years of respondents’ undergraduate education. The results offer important implications
for practitioners and higher education administrators who are concerned preparing students to participate in
a diverse democracy.
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Williams, Damon (2002). Cultural Identity, Student Involvement, and Academic Achievement in Three
Student of Color Populations. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, School of
Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT: This dissertation refined Tinto’s model of “integration” and college student persistence, by
specifically attending to the role of race and ethnicity as a potentially important component of the integration
process for students of color. The secondary analyses of data from a longitudinal study of students at a
Research I University, examined the relationship between this refined model and student academic outcomes,
defined as Persistence into the Senior Year and Cumulative Grade Point Average for Latino/a, Asian Pacific
American and African American first-year students. By applying bivariate and multivariate techniques to
longitudinal data, this study explored how involvement in ethnic-specific experiences during the first-year
of college, might suggest an alternative path to academic success for students of color. Results of the
dissertation both confirmed and extended major elements of Tinto’s theory to explain the experience of
students of color. Academic and social integration are important for academic achievement and persistence
for students of color, similar to Tinto’s original findings for White students. Integration into the academic
and social values of the institution during the first year of college are important irrespective of ethnicity
and race. Furthermore, this dissertation makes clear the important influence of faculty members in the
integration process. While supporting the integrationist theories that academic and social integration are
important for the academic success of students of color, as well as white students, these findings tend to
refute the assimilation argument, which suggests that a strong ethnic identity is problematic for persisting and
remaining in college. For African Americans identity was positively related to both academic achievement
and persistence. In addition, this dissertation suggests that involvement in ethnic-specific organizations
helped to shield African American students from the hostile effects of the campus climate. Surprisingly and
in contrast to the findings of African American students, ethnic identity and ethnic-specific involvement were
not connected to academic outcomes for Asian Pacific American students. This lack of finding suggests that
APA identity is manifest in different ways and not connected to academic values and success in the same
way as African Americans. Indeed, APA identity was expressed through ethnic-specific involvement.
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Inkelas, Karen Kurotsuchi (2000). Demystifying the Model Minority: The Influences of Identity and the
College Experience on Asian Pacific American Undergraduates’ Racial Attitudes. Center for the Study of
Higher and Postsecondary Education, School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT: This study examines the background and college experiences that influence Asian Pacific
American (APA) students’ racial attitudes. Drawing upon research on racial attitudes, racial/ethnic identity,
and college impact theory, this study explores the changing views of APA college students concerning
contemporary and controversial racial issues: support for affirmative action principles and practices; beliefs
in American societal discrimination and inequality; and gains in APA racial/ethnic commitment. This study
emphasizes the complex sources and implications of the racial attitudes of APA students, who, as one of
the fastest growing demographics in college enrollment, play an increasingly significant role in campus race
relations. The data for the study are from a longitudinal study of multiculturalism and diversity at a public
Midwestern university that follows a sample of 184 APA students during college. Block-entry ordinary least
squares regression analyses were employed to identify the student background characteristics, personal
beliefs and racial/ethnic identification, and college experiences that influenced Asian Pacific American
students’ racial attitudes, and limited path analyses were conducted to test the direct and indirect relationships
among key constructs and the four outcome variables. Findings show that Asian Pacific American students’
dominant ideological beliefs and racial/ethnic identification significantly influence their racial attitudes. APA
students’ skepticism about the dominant, or “American dream,” ideology and an increased extent of racial/
ethnic identification were associated with support for affirmative action measures and the belief that American
society remains discriminatory and unequal. Several college environments were found to influence APA
students’ racial attitudes as well. Majoring in humanities or social science fields, participating in campus
coordinated diversity activities, informally conversing with friends on diversity topics, and perceiving the
campus climate for interracial interaction to be negative were either directly or indirectly associated with
support for affirmative action measures. In addition, APA participation in diversity-related activities was
positively related to stronger racial/ethnic identification, and involvement in Asian-ethnic clubs was strongly
associated with greater racial/ethnic commitment. The results of this study underscore the necessity of
understanding the complex forces that influence different students’ racial attitudes in order to create inclusive
and effective diverse college environments.
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Jenkins, Sharon Yvette (1997). Ethnic identification, racial climate, and African American undergraduate
educational outcomes at a predominantly white university. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary
Education, School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT:

This study examines how African American students’ academic performance, general

satisfaction, and academic satisfaction are affected by the campus racial environment and by ethnic identity.
It analyzes data from the Michigan Student Study of the Undergraduate Experience, based on surveys of 96
African American students at the time they entered the University in fall 1990, and again at the end of four
years in winter 1994. Significant predictors differed for the three outcomes. After controlling for entering
student characteristics, significant predictors of cumulative grade point average include pre-college interracial
experiences both at home and in high school, the student’s ethnic identity when entering the University, and
having a significant relationship with a Michigan faculty member (Black faculty). Factors that affect a student’s
general satisfaction with the college experience are those associated with the experience itself rather than
predispositions that students bring to Michigan. Perception of discrimination at the University, combined with
their perceptions of racial tension and lack of institutional support, form a set of experiences and attitudes
that result in a college experience that is generally less satisfying. Academic satisfaction is also affected
by the student’s perception of institutional support. It is clear from the study results that the consequences
of the campus racial environment are context-bound, with a negative environment having a negative effect
on African American student satisfaction but not necessarily on academic performance. It also appears
that ethnic identity is a strength which enhances the academic performance of African American students,
rather than a factor that, as some scholars have posited, serves to deflect African American students from
investment in the academic endeavor.
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Kardia, Diana Barbara DeVries (1996). Diversity’s closet: College student attitudes toward lesbians, gay
men, and bisexual people on a multicultural campus. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary
Education, School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT:

Many colleges and universities have expressed a commitment to increasing students’

acceptance of racial/ethnic diversity. This study is the first to consider how higher education impacts students’
acceptance of sexual diversity. Using Weidman’s Model of Undergraduate Socialization, the study sought to
identify aspects of a college environment that promote and maintain campus communities that are inclusive
of lesbians, gay men, and bisexual people. Through a longitudinal research design incorporating survey and
interview data, this study examined predictors of student attitudes toward sexual diversity in a cohort of 1,041
students attending the University of Michigan from 1990 to 1994. This single-institution study suggests five
major conclusions about the impact of college on these attitudes. First, college provides new opportunities
for students to understand and appreciate sexual diversity. Through these opportunities, the majority of
students become significantly more accepting of sexual diversity by their fourth year of college. On average,
women enter college with a higher degree of acceptance than men and increase their acceptance while at
college to a greater extent than men. Second, contact with lesbian, gay, and bisexual people is a primary
mechanism through which students’ attitudes change. For students who enter college with negative attitudes
toward sexual diversity, contact through casual acquaintances and classmates helps students reexamine
prior stereotypes and assumptions. For students who enter college with ambivalent or positive attitudes
toward sexual diversity, contact through close friendships helps bring meaning and conviction to students’
acceptance of sexual diversity. Third, cognitive, moral, and social identity development indicators are
associated with students’ capacity for tolerance and openness to difference. Gender differences in these
indicators explain higher levels of acceptance regarding sexual diversity among women. Fourth, curricular
and co-curricular attention to sexual diversity establishes norms of respect and thoughtful consideration
of this issue. These settings also promote students’ acceptance of sexual diversity by providing accurate
information regarding sexual diversity and encouraging visibility of lesbian, gay, and bisexual people. Fifth,
fraternities discourage acceptance of sexual diversity and student religious groups reinforce negative attitudes
toward sexual diversity, thus creating peer environments of intolerance despite more general trends toward
tolerance among college students.
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Muniz, Diana (1994). Factors that predict Hispanic persistence in a predominantly White institution: A
comparison with African American students. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education,
School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT: The purpose of this study was to test an explanatory model of Hispanic student persistence and
determine if the factors that predict persistence for Hispanic students are the same for African Americans.
Specifically, this study examined and contrasted the between-group factors (African American and Hispanic)
that predict persistence both through quantitative and qualitative approaches. In addition, this study examined
and contrasted Hispanic within-group factors to provide a more comprehensive understanding of Hispanic
subgroups. The sample for the study was drawn from a four-year longitudinal study of first-year students who
entered a large, research university in the Fall of 1990. The sample for the quantitative study consisted of 95
Hispanic and 186 African American students who had answered a survey about their university experiences.
The qualitative study consisted of ten Hispanics and twenty African American students who had left the
University during their first year and failed to enroll for the Fall 1991 semester. Data was collected from
these students through telephone interviews. This study compared students who did and did not return in
the Fall of 1991 for their sophomore year. It revealed that there are factors that predict persistence differently
for Hispanic and African American students. The results indicate that college grades and financial concerns
are important factors in persistence for Hispanic and African American students, but they differ in other
factors such as certainty of returning, family interference, and social ease. For example, Hispanic student
persistence was affected by certainty of returning and family interference. Furthermore, differences were
found between Hispanic subgroups on the predictors included in the exploratory model such as, generational
citizenship status and language spoken at home. The results suggest that more complex factors than have
been previously studied might be important in determining factors that predict persistence for students of
color, such as Hispanic and African American students, as well as for the different subgroups of Hispanics.
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Taylor, Simone Himbeault (1994). Enhancing tolerance: The confluence of moral development with the
college experience. Center for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, School of Education,
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT: This dissertation addresses how college experiences contribute to both moral development and
tolerance for diversity in college students. Tolerance is broadly defined as openness to human differences,
leading to acceptance and respect. Diversity concerns itself with human differences, whether race, gender,
or any other attributional or mutable characteristic. The working premise is that tolerance is associated with a
greater level of moral development, which is mediated or moderated by the degree of meaningful involvement
in the college experience, as well as by pre-college characteristics and experiences. This research model
distinguishes “empathic” and “causal” thinking, reflecting two orthogonal, cognitive and interpersonal decisionmaking processes of moral development. Empathic thinking reflects considering multiple points of view;
causal thinking reflects considering the reasons for people’s behaviors. These constructs are presented as
complementary constructs, accessible to both genders. The study is based on a survey conducted at a large
public research multiversity. The sample consists of White students surveyed at entry and following their
second year of college. Multiple hierarchical regressions and path analyses were the principal statistical tools.
Findings supported major hypotheses with size of effect modest yet significant. This study offers credence to
the notion that enhanced tolerance is the result of two distinct, cognitive, interpersonal moral orientations. For
both genders, enhanced tolerance results from the confluence of empathic and causal thinking. Both genders
demonstrated significant influence of selected college experiences on tolerance. While males’ tolerance
was more influenced by perceptions of campus racial conflict than females, tolerance for both genders was
influenced by positive perceptions of institutional diversity efforts and students’ active involvement in cocurricular diversity-related activities. Important gender differences emerged as females demonstrated higher
levels of entering tolerance than males and experienced almost three times the gains in tolerance during
the first two years of college. This is a result of the enduring influences of pre-college socialization and the
greater ability to access complex levels of causal thinking, influencing moral development and, ultimately,
influencing tolerance in females. Overall, findings indicate that the college experience influences tolerance
for both females and males, but that there exists an enhancing quality associated with causal thinking for
females which contributes to more substantial gains in tolerance.
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Lopez, Gretchen Eva (1993). The effect of group contact and curriculum on White, Asian American, and
African American students’ attitudes. Department of Psychology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor.
ABSTRACT: Since Brown v. Board of Education, social psychologists have contributed to an understanding
of intergroup relations in education through studies of group contact and attitude change. Contact has proven
most successful in altering interpersonal attitudes. The present study examines the effects of group contact
on two types of intergroup attitudes: awareness of ethnic inequality in society and support for educational
equity. It further considers the effects of curriculum and in particular, courses that cover issues of race and
ethnicity, on these attitudes. Students completed surveys at the beginning and end of the first year of college
as part of a longitudinal project at The University of Michigan. The surveys measured a variety of academic
and social experiences in addition to assessing intergroup attitudes. Responses of students belonging
to three ethnic groups--white, Asian American, and African American--were examined. Using regression
and path analyses, the relationship between group contact, curriculum, and attitude change was tested
while controlling for attitudes at college entrance. These groups of students differed in initial intergroup
attitudes, and in the extent and direction of attitude change over the first year. Furthermore, the relationship
of group contact and curriculum to attitude change varied depending on ethnic group membership. For
white students; outgroup contact with African American students increased support for educational equity.
However, curriculum was an even stronger predictor of intergroup attitudes. Students involved in coursework
on intergroup relations increased their awareness of inequality and support for educational equity. For
Asian American students, group contact was important to intergroup attitudes while curriculum showed little
effect. Both outgroup (with African Americans) and ingroup contact were associated with stronger support
for educational equity. For African American students, group contact did not change intergroup attitudes.
Curriculum, on the other hand, increased support for educational equity in the first year. Thus, curriculum
in addition to group contact had an impact on intergroup attitudes. The results strongly suggest that the
consequences of both are likely to vary with ethnic group membership. The implications for research on
intergroup relations and education in a multiethnic context are discussed.
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Smith, Kris (1992). Gender differences and the impact of college on White students’ racial attitudes. Center
for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Education, School of Education, University of Michigan, Ann
Arbor.
ABSTRACT: The negative effects of campus racism on minority students are well documented but little
attention has been given to the effects of this racism on white students. The conceptual model for this
study is based on a social-psychological, developmental perspective which considers the ways student
background characteristics and entering beliefs are mediated and moderated by the institution to affect
students’ racial attitudes as measured by their support for affirmative action practices within a university
setting. The data are drawn from a longitudinal study at a major research university and include white
students who responded to the first two panel surveys (n = 485). Analysis techniques include hierarchical
regression and path analysis. Major findings indicate differential influences by gender. Male attitudes
toward university affirmative action practices for students of color became less supportive during their first
year of college and were influenced more by their perception of racial group differences and the campus
racial climate. Females became more supportive and were influenced more by their level of attributional
complexity and their class exposure to racial issues. While the findings support the moral development
theories of Kohlberg and Gilligan, they go further to support racism theories that indicate that cognitive
complexity is necessary to enhance an individual’s support for affirmative action. Other findings indicate
that the institution not only mediates students’ background characteristics and entering beliefs, but that the
institution’s racial climate serves to moderate the relationships between the individual factors and their end
of the year attitudes toward affirmative action. The study provides a framework within which to consider the
development of racial attitudes and the more general issue of moral development, especially for women.
The study also offers practical implications for institutions that wish to promote a multicultural agenda which
encourages an understanding of other racial groups.
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