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CENTER FOR MEDIA AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS Lb@kwxl'?, P‘/ (

2100 L Street, N.W. * Suite 300 * Washington, D.C. 20037 * (202) 223-2942

January 16, 2003

Mr. Karl Rove :
Special Assistant to the President
The White House

Second Floor West Wing
Washington DC 20500

Dear Mr. Rove,

Enclosed is the article in which you expressed interest. A research team led by my frequent co-
author Stanley Rothman surveyed college students, faculty and administrators throughout the
United States, asking them to evaluate the quality of their educational experiences and of race
relations on their campuses. Their responses were correlated with the proportion of African-
American students at each institution..

The results are the opposite of what proponents of enrollment diversity argue - as racial diversity
increases, evaluations of the educational and racial environments become more negative,
particularly among students. These results are detailed in a forthcoming article in a prestigious
peer-reviewed academic journal, the International Journal of Public Opinion Research (IPOR).

Additional material from the survey will appear in the National Association of Scholars
publication Academic Questions (AQ). One of the findings detailed there is that most faculty and
administrators support the use of racial preferences in enrollment, but most students oppose
them. More popular versions of the IJPOR and AQ findings will appear this sprmg in The Public
Interest and in newspaper op-eds. . -

Thank you for your expression of interest in this research. I will forward the additional
manuscripts to you as they become available.

Sincerely,
S. Robert Lichter
President
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DOES ENROLLMENT DIVERSITY
IMPROVE UNIVERSITY EDUCATIONP

Stcmley Rotkmcm Seymour Martm szset and
Nezl Nevztte

ABSTRACT

Debate over the value of admls‘s‘lons‘ pollaeq deqlgned to increase rac1al dlverqlty at
American’ colleges and universities has‘ relied“on surveys of 'students, arid sometimes
faculty and administrators,’ whlch are deqlgned to measure educational environments
and i intergroup relations. Thrq article evaluates the role of survey research in s‘upportmg

the diversity. model—the argument that increased racial diversity in college enrollment

both enriches the educational experience for students of all racial and ethnic backgrounds
and- also i improves relations between students of different races. We found that much
of the 'supporting data s‘uffers‘ from methodologlcal defects, which range from poor
item formulatmn to mterpretlve problems linked to selective recall and social desirability

reqpome set We utilized a-more indirect approach that asked members of the umvers‘ltv .

commumty non—comroverqlal questions about their perceptmm ‘and expenenceq “and
then correlated their responses with an independent empirical ‘measure of diversity.

Data: were obtained froin-a 19992000 survey of a structured random qample of over -

4,000 US students, faculty, ‘and.administrators, and from the.National Center for
Education Statistics.” When student, faculty, and administrators’ evaluations of the
educatronal and racial atmosphere were correlated. with the percentage of ‘minority

students- enrolled at a college’ or umverqty, the predlcted positive associations of -
educational -benefits and inter-racial understandlng failed ‘to appear. Thus, the findings -
failed:to support the. argument that enrollment dlvers‘lty improves the education'and - .

racial milieu at American’ collegeq and umverqmeq Our study- also. raises questions

about survey instruments and des‘lgns‘ that affect 1nferenceq about reqpondente beliefs

and behavior.

The tools’ and ﬁndmgs of socral scrcnce are ma]or Lontrlbutors to policy,

regulatory, and judicial dccrsron—maklng at a]l levels of government in the United

States. Throughout thej ]ustlce system, courts routmely rely on information from
expert witnesses 'and amicus ‘curie briefs that draw on disciplines such as
economics and socrology and. allied methodological tools such as econometric

and eprdemrologlcal analyses Although 1t is less common for survey research..

Thr. artlcle was qubmrtted to IJPOR Auguf.r 22, zooz The final vt,rsmn was rLu;le,d OLtl)bl.l' 10, 2002.

© World A\\aaatwn far Publxc ()pmwn Rmarch 2007

ey




.x‘

l 8 INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF PUBLIC OPINION RESEARCH

to play such a role n legal battles 1nv0lv1ng publ1c controvers1es of great nnport '
afﬁrmanve action to increase d1vers1ty in h1gher education has proved to be an
exceptlon (Chesler Sanders & Kalmuss 1988 F1sher Horwrtz & Reed, 1993,
~Mayer, 1978). .
Nearly a half centurv after the’ Supreme Court first mandated the desegregatlon

of educational institutions, the legality of cons1der1ng race as a factor in college
admrssrons has created such legal confusion, with a patchwork of conﬂlctmg ,
“lower court decisions, that it appears the Court must soon step in and clarify”
“the -situation. Throughout the legal debate, arguments’ over the value of -

. adm1ss10ns policies. deslgned to increase racial diversity on campuses have relied
“on surveys of students and somietimes faculty and admrnlstrators which
. are designed to measure- educational -environments and ‘intergroup ‘relations.
Supporters of deers1ty programs have argued on the basis of survey data on: .
;campus opinion that these programs benefit students from all'backgrounds, not
- only Afucan-Amerlcans or other l’l‘lanI‘lthS speuﬁed as dJsadvantaged groups o

(Stemberg, 2000). : F

" This article submits th1s argument to:a systematlc empmcal test. F1rst we
"¢hart the development of the. legal argument over affirmative action, irt order -
o 'show how datd-on.campus att1tudes became central to a debate that once
ceéntered on ev1dence of the pract1ce or effects of prior s0c1etal discrimination.
Second in vrew of the theorencal and practical burden ‘that this evidence carries,.
Cit'is important that it rest on a. methodologrcally sound foundation. So we will
discuss problems in the research instruments, and how they may be ameliorated
by using indirect measures and emp1r1cal correlates to supplement self-reports.

. Third, we will specify a d1vers1ty model as a set of hypotheses -that will be
tested for stat1st1callv s1gn1ﬁcant relauonshlps in both b1var1ate and multlvarlate -
contexts : - :

'SOCIAL AND LEGAL CONTEXT
‘The conceptual and leg*al precursor of aﬂirmanve act10n is the semmal 1954
Supreme Court decision Brown vs." -Board of Education,, which found state
statutes segregating students by race unconstitutional and mandated all schools
1o remove discriminatory policies. 'In 1956 the Court applred this ruling ‘'to
hlgher education. In 1964, Title'VI'of the Civil Rrghts Act gave the federal
government the authorlty to w1thhold fundlng to msututlons of hrgher education .
‘that discriminated on the basis' of ethnicity.. ‘The term ‘affirmative action’ first

-, appeared in a 1965 executive order by President Johnson that requlred all“”-"

agencies involved in Government contracts take affirmative action to ensure”

that appllcants are employed mthout regard 1o their race, creed, color or
national origin’: ((Tierney, 1997, p; 1767). Affirmative action: ‘was’ eventually’
appl1ed to msntutlons of hlgher educat10n as, well By the early 1970s, federal :
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administrators began’ to requ1re un1vers1t1es to include reports of student
enrollment ‘as part of their affirmative ‘actron plans (Bowen & Bok, 1998).

Initially, affirmative action polices were primarily designed to assist African- -
Americans ‘who had. not only long- suffered from serious discrimination, but
whose ancestors had been enslaved. By this definition, affirmative action is a
response to a clearly defined: and de11m1ted moral imperative. However, the
Ppractical policy correlates of this prrnc1ple are by no means clear. It has been
used to describe a wide range .of- pohc1es, ‘from. reaching out to identify :
Afrlcan—Amerlcans who meet standards for admission but who have been ignored
or overlooked, to mandatlng admission by stralghtforward racial preferences and
quotas as the only corrective for an mherently biased system of selection.

In pr1nc1ple the d1vers1ty argument applies to all ethnic and. racial mirorities.
In practice. the debate over its application has’ ‘centered on its impact on
African- Amcrrcans, who were thé -original bereficiaries of affirmative action
programs and  who stand to lose the most from an enrollment system based
solely on ‘merit’ as defined by such ¢riteria as grades and test scores. Indeed
many Afrlcan—Amerrcans adherents of d1vers1ty reject such standards as merely
a more" sophrsucated form of 1nst1tut10nallzed white- on—black discrimination
(Banke, 1994; Rowan, 1996 Cose, 1993). : »

Survey data reveal considerable confusion about pubhc understandmg of the
term ‘affirmative action.’ Some respondents understand it as insuring fairness
by remedying past- injustices, others as-calling . for unfair preferences, When
asked if they support ‘affirmative action’, the ma]orlty of Americans regularly
respond positively. But when the same respondents are asked if they support
quotas or trmetables or hiring less qualrﬁed people for jobs to. make up for past
injustices, large majorities express. opposition. Similar results emerge -from
surveys of students and academics (Lipset, 1992, 1996; Sniderman & Carmines,
1997; Civil Rights Organization, 1977; NORC, 1998; Sniderman & Piazza, 1993;
Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 1997;. Lynch 1989, Wood & Sherman 2001). -

The rationales for affirmative action have. evolved over the years to encompass
three principlés. The first'is compensation for past discrimination and the
eénduring dlsadvantages that result. The second is correction for present in-..
equalities, which continue to affect  the educational. opportunities of under--
represented minorities. The third and most recent is the need for diversity or
multiculturalism in the classroom experience: of all students (Tierney, 1997)."
The last has gradually become the centerpiece’ of the argument, since the
Supreme Court altered ‘the terms of the debate in Regents. of University of
Calzforma vs. Bakke (1978). Bakke, ‘a”‘white man, sued the University of
California for reverse discrimination when he was not admitted to medical -
school. ‘The dec1slon established the precedent that colleges and universities
may include race as a factor in admissions, because students of all races benefit
from a more rac1ally d1verse educatlonal settrng
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After the Bakke dec1s1on ‘d1vers1ty gradually came to supplement or replace
affirmative ‘action as a catchall term used to describe both the 1ust1ﬁcat1on for
and the implementation of spec1al adm1sslons or hiring policies. But there is a

- .crucial difference between the two concepts, which : would eventually draw.

.. opinion research into the legal debate. Whereas affirmative action is ‘grounded
..in a moral calculus based on h1stor1cal ev1dence of i injustice; the case for. d1vers1ty

is ult1mately a pragmat1c appeal to educatlonal and personal enr1chment which

restsona developlng evidentiary base involving individual attitudes, perceptlons

" and experiences. Educational institutions now defend: affirmative action or-
¢ diversity programs by attemptmlr to demonstrate the1r beneﬁts for the education

. _:of all students, not just recompense for past. wrongs don¢ to' minorities. They
turn' to a grow1ng body of survey ‘ddta collected on college and un1vers1ty
campuses over the past ‘several years for evidence that diversity benefits all
students by exposing them to people with different backgrounds and perspectives;
"For example, Bowen & Bok (1998), Orfield & Wh1tla (1999), Chang (1996),
Smith et al. (1997); and the American Council on Education and the American-

J Association of Un1vers1ty Professors (2000) have argued that diversity i improves >

‘learning, increases the number of mter—rac1al fr1endsh1ps reduces the level of -
tension on campus, enr1ches the' 1ntellectual environment and in general provides .
a ~more fulﬁlhng exper1ence (Levine & Cureton, 1998 ‘Thernstrom &
“Thernstrom, 1997; Trow, 1999; Wood'& Sherman 2001 Sacks & Th1el ‘19955
Bernstein, 1994). s
How. the evidence on the effects of d1vers1ty is evaluated is cruc1al because
most courts 1ns1st that those arguing the. case for-preferential treatment must
. demonstrate a s1gn1ﬁcant public need for. the use of racial criteria, in. order to
overcome . ob)ectlons that this violates Const1tut1onal guarantees to' equal pro---
tection under the law (Stemberg, 2000). For example, a 2000 US District Court

~ decision (Gratz vs." Bollinger): permitted” ‘the Un1vers1ty of Michigan to use o

diversity claims as a rationale for differential admissions policies based on race
_ and ethnicity. The court did so after heanng expert witness, test1mony, based
~on" social ‘science - ev1dence, “which argued. that pol1c1es des1gned to increase
- diversity benefitted most students of all: backglounds not only minorities. In

its' ruling, the court dlscounted the plaintiff’s argument - that the evidence -
: ,-1ntroduced could' not-override Fourteenth ‘Amendment Constitutional guar-

antees, finding that the ernpmcal ev1dence of the values of diversity adm1sslons :
;policies was strong enough-to- pass const1tut1onal muster: ‘

- Expert social ‘science testimony’ was also relied ' upon in a D1str1ct Court
©decision'in: Washmgton (szth VS, Umvermy of Warhmgton, 2000), in whlch the
court accepted the const1tut1onal legitimacy of the defendant’s d1vers1ty pol1c1es'
on the grounds. of the educational benefits derived from them. The defendmt S

*..contention, also accepted by, the: D1str1ct ‘Court in the M1ch1gan case, was that

. *the very presence of rac1al and ethn1c d1vers1ty in, the undergraduate student
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'body 1mproves the qual1ty of educat1on even 1f those ‘students adm1tted o
" under affirmative action or d1vers1ty criteria are not comparable in educational-
“ qualifications to those admitted under * mérit” criteria. This i is a'core prmc1p1e .
* of the argument for d1vers1ty (Bowen & Bok 1998). Other courts have reached
* different conclusions, however, and many un1versmes are awaiting clarification

from the Supreme Court which is w1de1y expected to accept one of these cases

on appeal

METHODOLOGY

Unfortunately, the state of knowledge in the: soc1al sciences is rarely conducive
to the clarity or finality of court decisions: In attempting to demonstrate the

* consequences of diversity policies on campus life, it is very difficult eithet to "

collect data that have concrete measurable correlates or to conduct. controlled

. experiments., So investigators have relied on' 0p1n10ns and self- “reports, despite

the inherent limitations of such techniques. As-a result; much of the accumulating
evidence relies on the reported attitudes, perceptions, and memories of students,

- faculty and admm1strators, which are sub]ect to a host of problems rangmg‘ v

from selective recall to various response sets. Thus, Bowen & Bok (1998) report

.that support for campus d1vers1ty programs has been steadily growing among B
dlumni of elite colleges, further; both blacks and: whites‘recall such programs '

as helping them to get along better With members of other races. But both -

'these findings could just as easﬂv reflect - increases in- socially appropriate -
" responses to the growing emphasis on these programs at elite schools, where '

they are frequently presented as highly 1mportant moral imperatives. - _
The question wordings in survey instruments ' can also_be_ problemat1c

sometimes pushing. responses in the hypothesmed direction. For example, the'

followmg items come from an 1nﬂuent1al survey b) Orﬁeld & Whitla (1 999).

How much has a, d1verse student bodyin law school helped you to work
more elfecnvely and/or get along better with members ‘of other races?

Do you feel that- diversity ‘enhances. or detracts- from how you. and others e

think about problemis and solut10ns in classes? : e
How many students of a race or ethn1c1ty d11ferent from your own do you

“have as a close friend?

‘Have you had, contact w1th people of a race or ethn1c1ty dlfferent from’ your
own? {note source) ' ; E ;

» In addmon fo the mherent d1ﬂicult1es of mferrmg behav1or from self reportedlr

perceptions’ and recollecnons these  items ‘illustrate some problems in item -

"-formulation that aré: dlsturbmﬂ to-find 1 n research on which such far—reachmv. k
-decisions are based. The first-item illustrates several such problems. Rather

than a neutral whether it assures a posmve evaluat1on by asklng ‘how much’ -
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a d1verse student body helps; two options, work more effectlvely and ¢ get .
' along better,’ are combined in one item; ‘other races’ means different things to _
differént people; and_ there is no basis for interpreting’ what a_d1verse student . -

body’ means to the respondent, who presumably has no basis for comparison.

This illustrates a, more general problem of items.such. as the other two, which~ -
_ask about “diversity’ or a ‘race or ethnicity different from your own.” At this “:

levél of generality and lack of shared meaning; it is difficult to know whether
respondents answers are commensurable. This is partlcularly problematic for
“concepts that are so central to current academic life and campus political debate,
in which different opinions often reflect differing. 1nterpretatlons of these very
© terms. Thus, ‘diversity’ can mean very different thlngs to opponents in this

debate, as can references to other * ‘races -of ethnicities’ —by whose . deﬁnmon? .

Even the most skilled item formulation cannot overcome response set limitations

that are built into this particular methodology being apphed to this partlcular

settmg to answer this particular research-question:- . :

In’ order to avoid such problems in. testing the hypothes1s that enrollment
d1versnty pnograms beneﬁt the college or university commun1tv, we chose a
more¢ indirect approach based on 1nd1rect measurement. Instead of asking

‘ members of the university community d1rectly how they felt about the effects -

- of diversity on campus, we simply asked them to evaluate various aspects of

their educatlonal experience and campus env1ronment This, was treated as the

- dependent var1able Then we. correlated their attitudes with -an independent = -
. "emp1r1cal measure of enrollment d1vers1ty, Wl’llCl‘l was- treated as the 1ndependent L

var1able ' : ‘

The ‘méasure of enrollment d1vers1ty, along w1th other emp1r1cal predlctors

of the educational experience, was drawn from federal government 'statistics - '
‘on the _demographic traits. of ‘students-and the academ1c and’ 1nst1tut10nal

characteristics of American colleges and un1vers1t1es This article focuses on

" the racial diversity provided:by the presence of Afncan—Amencan students at

'predommently ‘white. colleges and universities, since the legal and soc1al debate

- has been focused primarily on this group. In future articles we plan to, examine
“the' impact of the presence of other minorities -as well.! The evaluations of
* college life were taken ‘from a cross—natlonal survey of student faculty, and .

" administrators at colleges and universities in the United States and Canada.
- The analysis in this paper is limited to data fromthe United States sample

. . The US sample included ‘a total of 140 universities ‘and colleges, strat]ﬁed o
by institution type according to the.Carnegie Llass1ﬁ¢.at1ons of Doc.toral Com—i :
prehens1ve and leeral Arts schools Wlthm strata the schools were randomly 7

.

1 Prellmman data ana]vms finds that the proporuon ‘of Asmn students is- posmvel\ related to favorable -, =
L ev alliations of the educational and racial milieu among stidents, faculty, and administrators; while‘comparable
findings for Hispanic enréllment are nnxed So the mﬂuence of enrollment diversity may be specific to the' '

' ethmc or mcml group

L
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selected from the ent1re universe of. quallﬁed 1nst1tut1ons -with probability of
. selection proportlonal to size (faculty-and student body combined). Once the
initial ‘sampling of: schools. was. drawn it was examined. to ensure rep-
resentativeness on: the key variables. of region, quahty, and size, with some
substitutions made at that time 'to enhance the school samples proﬁle on these

* . characteristics. - W S

‘For-both the faculty and student surveys, glven that the school selectlon was:
propomonal to-size, the: samphng plan. called- for a roughly equal number of
_f‘1nterv1ews from each school For the admmlstrators, with the much smalter
universe, all eligible targets from all selected schools were placed in the samphng
" pool. ‘The resultlng sample totalled 3,749, consisting of 1,500 students, 1,520 -
- faculty, and 729 administrators. All data collection was conducted by the Angus
~Reid Group using the firm’s network of central locatron Computer Assisted
“‘Telephone Interviewing (CATI) facrlmes Intervrew ing was conducted between

March 4 and May 3, 1999. '
Response rates among those contacted were 33 percent for the student sample,
72 percent. for-faculty, and 70 percent for administrators.” H1stor1cally black
colleges were excluded from the. sample used for the analy S1s presented in th1s
. paper. . ) : ‘
" "This article unllzes seven of the survey ltems, four to operatlonallze per-:.
ceptions of the educanonal environment and three to operanonahze perceptions
- of discrimination and the treatment of minorities. Not all questions were asked
* of all three samples. The four items concerned with education asked respondents
how satisfied they were with' their un1ve1s1ty exper1ence (asked of students
only); how good a: ]ob the school doés educating students, how hard students
work at their studies (all groups); and the proportion: of students who have the
academic preparatron to succeed:in their. classes (faculty and administrators
only). The three items concerned;with minorities and discrimination (asked of
“all groups) asked whether minority students are treated better, worse, or about
the same as whlte students; whether you personally have been treated unfairly
-because of your race or ethinicity; and the extent to which racial discrimination .
is a problem at your own msntutron * Tablé 1 shows the quest1on wordmg in.
detail: - .
- The argument that racml d1vers1tv is beneficial for all students or the campus B

The rdamel\ low rcsponsc ratc among srudu\ts did not significandy affect the represenmnvness of the
sample “The sample data and- the data on the undergraduate student population, obtained from the National
‘Center for Education Statistics, are similar'in the case:of both gender and race. For example, the Academic
Study Survey sample and the population are respecnvel) 56 percent female and 77 percent White in both,
9 vs. 10 percent Black, 6 percent Asian in both, 4 vs.6. percent [[ispanic, and 3. vs. 1 percent Other. The
.clase correspondence between racial distribution of studerits in the sample and the population indicates that
the refusal rate among Black students did not differ significantly- from the refusal rate among White students.
. * Of course, educational environment thight be nperatmnalrzed by measures other-than survey responses.

- Ilowever, it is percéptions that are at issue heré, since this is the basis for much of the diversity literature
‘on this point. That is, students’ favorable perceptions are treated as evidence of the policy’s positive impact.
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_, 'comrnunrty at large canbe operauonallzed asa set of hypotheses that increasing
- black student enrollmenit (erirollment diversity) in predommantly white student
. bodies will produce a better éducational environment in general greater attention
‘to and satisfaction with the quality of education, and better relat1ons between
white students and students of color.. For eas¢ of presentat1on we will refer to
this set of hypotheses as the d1versrty model. This‘model predicts that increasing

__"proport1ons of ‘black- student enrollment should be posrtrvely associated with
“more. favorable responses to the correspond1ng survey items listed above. (An
“alternate of the model pred1cts only that an increase in d1versrty wrll niot cause
a decrease in academic preparation. ) 8 '
~Data on black student enrollment along wrth other .individual traits of
__students and character1st1cs of educat10nal insfitutions, were obtained from the
_Natronal Center- for ‘Education . Statistics (NCES), the federal governrnents

: pr1mary repos1tory for collect1ng and analyzrng data related to educatron

i REsULTs_
N ‘_BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS

" Table 1 sho“s the b1var1ate correlat1ons between ‘the proportron of black
- student enrollment and attitudes toward the educational experience and racial

disctimination on campus. The data:were analyzed separately for the student,

faculty, and-administrator samples. The most. important of these three samples
are the students, since their attitudes and -behavior are the prrnc1pal focus of -
“the debate over academic d1vers1ty The top’. row of Table 1 shows small but:
- statistically’ s1gn1ﬁcant relationships (p< .01) between enrollment diversity and
" four of the six dependent variables—student sat1sfactron with' their university
_experience, the quality of ‘their education, the1r assessment of student work’
efforts; and_ their compla1nts of having personally experienced discrimination.

"' In évery case, however, the significant correlations were in the direction opposne ‘

- those. pred1cted by the diversity ‘model. ‘As the proportlon of black students
““enrolled at the institution- fose; student satlsfacnon with their university ex-
" perience dropped as did assessments of the quality’ ‘of their education, and the

work efforts of their peers. In addmon the higher the enrollment diversity, the
more likely students were to say that they personally experienced discrimination.:
Although the correlatrons “were. low it is unusual for hy pothesrs testmg of such '
. 2 -
* The drstrlbunon of perbentitge of black students in \merlcnn uni'y'ersirics in the sample rnnges from ¢

' percent to g8 percent. Ilowever, 97 percent of the respondents attend schools with a black student percentage -,
that ranges from o to 43 percent. There are no respondents in schools which-are attended hv between 44 ° i

- and 76 percent black students and only- three percent of respondents attend schools which are more than 77 -
perwnt black. These are.all historically black colleges. These.cases were. dropped from the’ anialysis reported

in this article. We abtained the percentage of black studént hody for each school included in our study from
the 1998 us News and World Repon' (nllege Rankrngs
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a clearlv specnﬁed nlodel to produce ‘a reversal of. s1gns on all operanonal -

measures that produce statistically significant correlations. :
~ The same pattern held for the faculty sample’s evaluation of the educatronal
milieu. Among faculty members enrollment diversity was negatively. related to
* perceptions of the quahty of education, the. academlc abilities of students, and
“the work efforts of students, with all cor1elatlons again significant at the .or
level.- However, assessmeénts of race relations were in line with the model’s -
predictions. Enrollment diversity was significantly associated with positive
assessments of minority student treatment and an absence of racial discrimination
on campus (p< .o1). Thls biftircation of evaluations between educational ratings
and minority relations appeared among administratorsas well. Like the students,

. administrators perceived declining educational quality and students” skill as the

_ proportion of black enrollment rose; like the faculty, they also perceived less
racial dlscrlmmatlonand better treatment of minority students.

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSES

Overall, the results shown in Table 1 not only failed to support the diversity
model, they showed an inverse relauonshlp between enrollment diversity and
evaluations of educational quality by students, faculty, and administrators. The
results ‘were more ‘mixed with regard to discrimination and minority relations.
Among faculty and administrators, entollment diversity was significantly as-"
sociated  with reports of more positive treatment of minority students and less
racial dlscrlmmatmn But these findings were offset by the absence of similar
results among students, who also reported more personal victimization as '’
* -diversity increased. :
The robustness of the ﬁndmgs is also attested by the srmllarlty of results
* across item categories. Two of the items, satisfaction with university experience
and unfair treatment, are behavioral self-reports, while the other five items ask-
respondents to characterlze the campus as a whole. In the student sample both
" self-reports’ as- well -as two of four institutional. chardcterizations produced
statistically significant findings that were the reverse of those predicted by -the-
diversity model. This weakens the. poss1b111ty that their perceptlons of the
institution represent ‘third person effects at variance with their own personal
" experiences. The sole self-report for the student and admiinistrator samples,
~that of unfair treatment toward oneself, produced statistically insignificant
correlations whose s1gns were the reverse of those predicted by the model. «

We 1ntended to-subject- the hypotheses. that survived the bivariate test to a

" more strlngent test by controlhng for the effects of other. demographlc academic, -

and 1nst1tutlonal characteristics. But, most of the hypotheses failed to pass the '
initial hurdle of prodiicing statlstlcally srgmﬁcant associations linking enrollment
diversity to an improved educational milieu and less discriminatory atmosphere - .~




_TABLE I Correlatron between evaluat1on of college lrfe and enrollment d1versrty (student facultv and admrmstrator

: samples). : v : -
Satisfa’etion i Z‘leity'of ~ Assessment  Student work- Unfair: "~ Minority’ © v Racial
with - “-education * . of student effort = - treatment. . - student _discrimination
university oo U skills e T Soow 7 treatment ’
. experience % L y PEETIE RS ST S e
Students S oBkE %.1‘4,’,"""' o .,N/V,A. g ~.09** ‘ Lo8* T oo U v 04
'Faculry'r . N/A . ‘: o 1.3** el 15¥* o1 - h . : -0,9** o —o7**
Administrators" “ON/A B —26%% - 05 . o6 . —o8*

. What proportion of stidents 1r \our umvemtv _(college) are Amdemrcallv re.ldy to be thereP ’Almost all, most; only some; or almoqr none? The varmble lmq been :
- put-oh a o to-1 scale. -

“-beliefs, or political views. (1) Yes; (o) No: (Similar question to other groups.)

Nate: Tradmonallv bl.ICk col.legeﬁ excluded from the nnal\ i
*Slg‘nlﬁumt at the .og Jevel
*“Slgmﬁcant at the .o1 level -

The tahle contairis- Pearson’s correlation coefficients.

,Quemon mordzng In general, how qansﬁed are you wnh your um\ ersity expencnee? Let’s ifse & smle of Ito 7, whcrc 1'medns you are very drssamﬁed’ and 7 means -
- ‘youare ‘very satisfied’. You may use’ any number between v and w desmbe vour overall sausfa«,non vnth vour umversrtv expenen(.e The v.mable h1s been recuded

to a scile from o to 1. .
Overall; do vou think your umvtrsrty (tol]tgc) does (RE %D LIbT) ;ob of uluc:mng atudcntsf (r) An E((.\.ntm' (2) Good (q) Flair- (4.) Or Poor Thc wanablt h1sv
been retoded to.a scalé from 6 to 1. - ’

Please rdte Students'on a ,~pomt scale, where 1 fiedns “very ]azy .md 7 means ‘very h.udworkmg The' varrable has been recoded to a scale from otor.
Since you-have been a umvu'sntv student here, have you cver personally been trcated unfairly bccausc of )our racc, cthmut), gcndu sc\ual oncmatmn, rchgloue

And do you thlnk mmomv srudente are treated-better, worse, or-about the same as- “hrte smdente at your univ; ersrty (college) (1) ‘Better - {.5)- .S1me/Depende (o
Worse! .

Here’s 2 list of issues. Please rell me to what extent each of these is or is not a problem on your campus. What about ‘racial dlsulmmanon’? Is that a problem on_
.your campus? (1) Yes, very' serious (. 6()) Yes, fairly serious (.33) Yés, not very serious’ (o) No, not a problem . .

Knrollment diversity is mdasured as the. proportion of black students at cach educational institution

91
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on’ campus Only three out of 18 cells in Table 1 show statlsucally 51gn1ﬁcant
results in the ‘expected direction. Conversely, nine cells show statistically
significant findings in the opposite direction from that predicted by the model.
Therefore we proceeded with_the multivariate, analys1s in order to determine
whether this frequent reversal of expected results was artifactual, If these
relationships could not be explained as the products of some other combinations
of variables, ' the results would strongly suggest a need ‘o reevaluate the
enrollment d1ver51ty model. -
Each evaluation of college hfe that produced a slgmﬁcant b1var1ate result was
regressed onto a set of background variables taken. from the most recently
available NCES data, representmg major individual demograph1c categories
such as gender and economic status; individual-level academ1c categories ‘such
as ma)or subject for students and: d1sc1phne for faculty, and institutional
categories such as public vs. pr1vate status and selectivity, as.well as enrollment
d1vers1ty Our primary interest lay in determmmg whether d1vers1ty contributed
significantly to the variation explalned 1ndependently of all other ‘variables.in
the equation. We treated the individual survey items as dependent variables
instead of reduc1ng their number through factor analyses or similar _procedures,
because our theoretical interest lay in hypothes1s testing . rather  than in “max-
imizing explained variance: We wanted to éxamine the explanatory contrlbutlon
of . enrollment d1versrty to each item separately,
more general conceptual. d1mens1ons ‘such as those represented by factor scores.
- The regression equations | for the student sample appear in Table 2. In all four
equat1ons enrollment d1vers1ty contr1buted s1gn1ﬁcantly (p<.o1m)to expla1n1ng the
variance in students’ evaluat1ons of college life, after controlhng for all other
demographic, academic, and. 1ns|:1tut10nal factors.. Indéed, it was. the only
1ndependent var1able in the regressions that had a significant effect in all four
models. For each of the three dependent varlables concerned with educational
experiénce, the overall: reduction in variation produced by .the entire set of
predictors ranged from 5 to 10 percent, in each’ case s1gn1ﬁcant at the .ot level.
. The level of expla1ned variance in students’ exper1ences of having personally
received unfair treatment on the basrs of their race, gender, rel1glon etc. was
not- stattstlcally s1gn1ﬁcant Even 50, ‘the beta welghts in this equation are of

heuristic interest for assess1ng the drver51ty model: Among the. attributes of

the individual respondents be1ng white and male’ were negat1ver related to

experiences of unfair treatment, and: bemg gay or lesbian was pos1t1vely rélated -

to unfan' treatment, 1ndependently of all other variables. _To the extent that
these perceptlons were, ‘accurate, they ‘suggest that' h1stor1c patterns: of dls—
crimination Stl.ll exist on Amer1ca s college campuses But the key hndmg in

s \then the sample is restricted tor whxte students onl), however, the regression snll shows that enrollment
diversity is positively related to perceptions of discrimination. That is, a higher proportion of black students
predicts increased-perceptions of discrimination among white students against themselvés.

rather than merging them 1nto :
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. th1s context is that enrollment d1vers1ty was posmvely related to’ exper1enc1ng '
' ‘unfa1r treatment after the. eﬂ"ects of all these variables were controlled. That is, -
'enrollment d1vers1ty contnbuted to the incidence of encounters perce1ved as
d1scr1m1nat0ry rather than decreas1ng them, after. controlllng for the effects of
a student’s membershlp in'a h1stor1cally victimized. group. e .
 The regression’ equanons for the faculty sample appear in: Table 3. Once

again, enrollment diversity provided an independent contr1but1on to explaining -

~ the variance (< .o1) for all three measures: of the educational milieu: (The -
_questionnaire item on satisfaction with the university experience was not asked.
".. of the faculty and administrator samples, while the item on the academic skills
of : students was not administered to the students.) With all. other variables
8 controlled enrollment diversity was inversely related to faculty sdtisfaction with”
the quality of education, the work effort of the studént body, and the academic
- readiness of students at the1r institutions. In each case, the éntire set of predictors
- reduced the overall variation by a statistically significant amount (p< .cor); -
“‘producing an adjusted R*of .10 for educat10nal qual1ty and student work effort
“and .16 for student academ1c skills. .
*'Other variables' that contr1buted slgmﬁcantly to explammg the variation in
all three measures, such as selectivity - (proporuon of applicants admitted) and
proportlon of students l1vmg on campus, come as no surprise. But it is notable
that the respondent s race contributed mdependently to evaluations of academic
readiness and the quality of education.. That is, among faculty members, being
- white ‘was ass0c1ated with- hav1ng a more positive evaluation of educational

‘quality and studeént skills. This would seem 1o preclude an: alternatlve explanation . -

oof the findings as ‘the product of negative stereotyping on the part of whites. .
"The only embpirical support for the diversity model in the multivariate as in -
. the bivariate analy: sis came from faculty évaluations of discrimination on.campus.
As Table 3. shows, the. full set of predlctors reduced a stat1st1cally s1gn1ﬁcant
amount of variation. in evaluations of the treatment of minorities (R*=.09, p<
~:o1) and racial d1scr1m1nanon on' campus (R’=.10, p< .0I). W1th1n these
_equations, enrollment d1vers1ty independently pred1cted positive treatment of
-minorities (p< .01) and an absence of rac1al discrimination on campus (p< .05).,
*. Once again, some of the demographlc terms in the equations were also suggestive.
‘Being white and male pred1cted a more favorable evaluation of the tréatment
" of mmor1ty students; conversely, belonging to a racial minority and being female
predicted more negative . evaluations of ‘how minorities are treatéd. Similarly,
being white, male and heterosexual predicted a more sanguine view of dis-
“crimination on campus.. Thus, differences in perspectives on campus race .
relations appeared to persist’ among college and university faculty along the
“'same fault lines over wh1ch many of the on- campus battles over d1vers1ty are
“fought. ' T : :
' Fmally, ﬁndmgs from the sample of admm1strators (Table 4) remforced the :
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'

vTABLE 2 Detcrmmants of students evaluatlons of college llfe (Bcta welghts)

L Satmfactlon Student work Satls‘factlon Unfa1r
with quality ~ - . eﬂ'ort © with -.. .  treatment

v of 'edu'cation< o R " university -
: R ' ‘experience

 Institutional factors ; ‘ : .
. Faculty-student ratio. /"~ = —of4 ~ .. —o018 L —.068% .029
< ~Number of programs . -..014 . - 038 - =067 . 097
' -Oﬂered e . .‘v . . R N ) e
Doctoral . - 009 . i, -105* ©.068 .. . . —020
Liberalarts =~ .o 0360 . 067F . 046 . —o014
Public university . .~ . —13r** _ —1go*™ . —o30 .- .022
Proportion of black .~ . —x20%* . —i33** - —o8g**  -.ro2**
students T S
% admitted who applled RTIRS -t C Zizog** . —o050 - T 027
% students living on. - Y =038, S A —.049 . .083
campus
*Number of qtudent , " .01 . —097* Y03 - 000
’orgamzalmnq v Lo . T :

Slmoeamomw factart : . I A
Age .- ... —o035 057 oo .02 " le39
- Income <. s —o18 .. —log7 7" . 013 " .040 .
cMale- e —020 Co—1xg** o lorg —.063
Married " . ' S o016 | =00z  ..0300 - =047
.U.S. citizen” . - —.037 . =034, =005 ~.00T
“Protestant <~ = _ . . .042- = . 015 . - 052 -0
Catholic -~~~ . .. o .004. ° - . .000 003 . —.020
Religious attendance . .084%* .09g** 3 .048
‘White - - 2 og7*E L —042 .033 ©o—arz**
Gay or lesbian ©o T o188 —.041" —.039 T ogs*E
- Parent with udiversity= - - -.032 —oIF . = oI Y * .02§
education : :

Academic factors : : R : ST
High professionals ©= "=~~~ .og3* © - " .000 . Jozg -.002
Low professionals Jaro** 0 035 co73* . o16
Humanities . o47 - —038 . —014 " 018
Science -+ .- ©. . .ob6* T ilo3g Y. 009 —-00L
Academic success ot —o47 . v 7 .o8rFF o —py8**  lo17
Number of years in’ .. ~057 ~o16 . =035 - .063*
‘program .~ S -
~ Paid job™ - - =oT2 -t uo120 —.004 .00T
Part time job ..~ " - - .7 020 . .. 031 o0 —023 . . .000
.. Constant F e . T282%F T.o45%* ! 923** . 164
“Adjustéd:R* Dot o8¢ . 00 TS o.045 .000
Probabiliy F =~ ©  ..000 - .00 [ .000 - ° .030
SN . "1216“5‘ : SI1216 . G 12160 1216

" Note: Traditionally black collcges excluded from the annlvsm
*Significant at the .oz level .
**Significant at'the .01 level
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: TABLE 3 Determmants of facultys evaluatxons of college lee (Beta welghts)
‘ Satlsfactmn St‘udent- Assessment' Mirnority . Racial :
with . . work =+ .of “ student - discrim- .
quality of  “effort: - student treatment ' ination
education. v skills:
" Institutional factors S s - _
““Faculty—student ratio .~ "~ o018 .. - —04z - ' ~026. " =p1 004
Number ofprog'rams oﬂered 7 .000 o025 —044° . =015 . .002
“Doctotal: 7 . 015, iloob 028 . uo93* - —032'
Liberal arts © « * 7% L o8r¥*. —doz 1”7.0?9. ‘ 050 . —oTT
Public university R o 058 020 . 0 ~0I8 o . —067 B35 Gy
" Proportion-of black students ‘ —094%F -~ ro7** L133* 0 Logb** —.062*
% admitted who applied " - I58%% 0 _208%* ¢ _260** ' lo15 . .- .006
% students living on campus Do igq*RD 0 Iog* T a3zt -y i
- Number of student . e ST . : o
‘organizations . . . —028 018 ' Toos0. —o13 . .034
. .. Sociveconomic famm ' o i i P
Age . - . TouTTe L oot : I8 o lory . Lo T40%E
“Income SN o6l lesy e L679% 033 —o44
Male Yoo T_037c mesr. . Uneor ilage®* L —asrt* o : S
* Married - - v 018 . —01g. ¢ -.039" —.005.. 007 e R
.. US.citizen - . . 7% —o017 o1y Zowg - —o23 003 o W
" Protestant . ° L roe** o3 .068* 107%¥ —.085** : : ,
Gatholic ‘ e T ogr 0 cixozb . .084%* o67F 087 R
Religious attendzmue S ez ot . 019 —03z - —or4g ot ’
~White : T o o68* T 038 e Mrlob7*E . - -no73*¥ - ZloBo**
- Gay or lesbian: . . - A 027 - @ —o28 —.008 —.060% . 079%*
Parent with umvemtv eduultmn ’ —047 ’ —030" © . =023 —.029". 021
Academic factors”™ . ; : _ S '
. High professionals Lo .ogo**' JEE 33 Sl ".0g8** . .ogo** —119**
Low professionals ‘ Cheb0. . 100%* . pqrt* .028 - 006
Humanities PR Cee 028 ‘o5z . .006 045 . 004
Science - R 056 0 . 023 Loy ool —a37*E
Held administrative: posmon ety o8 ¢ 0431 Fod7 | 047
Years teaching: . i ot 038 2043 . 008 617 ‘081
Tenured =~ - T_o029 w046 —od2z .. .010 054 .
Number ‘of articles pubhshed o ' R C o017 . —o41 SR
_ Number of books published .- o0y, v —o77*E .o11 : o R
" " Hours per month doing ST A T R
outside.consulting - =030~ . 1 '0I3" =020 -
Constant - ' 580%%. ¢ 226%% 0.55%%
Probability # i : | .0006 -  ' 21000, T 000"
. Adjusted R* RUSTRE 096 ‘ adoq - 1560 086 099
N URRRE 1382 e '. 1382 1382 1326 “r382

Note: demonall\ black colleges excluded from the amlysls
*Significant at the .o5 level.” ’ . o
*Significant at the .ot level.
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‘lack of support for the d1vers1ty model that we found in tests of the other two
samples. For this group only three variables produced the significant bivariate
correlations - with -enrollment diversity - sufficient” to warrant further analysis.
_Administrators’ assessments, of incoming ' ‘students’ academic skills and their
_ satisfaction with the ‘quality of ‘education at their institutions were both in-
’ dependently predrcted by enrollment d1vers1ty As-diversity rose, assessments
of academic. preparation dropped (< .o1) and satisfaction with educational .
*quality fell, although to a lesser extent (p<..05). The full set of variables
‘srgnrﬁcantly reduced the' variation in the assessments of both student skills _
(R*=.26, p< .oo1) and educauonal qualrty (Rz .12,.p< .oo1). By contrast,

“ the only bivariate correlatlon that produced support for the diversity model on
“the dimension of minority relations failed to pass the test of multivariate
~ controls. Since the bivariate correlation between enrollment diversity and
*-discrimination was so low ( —.08, p< 03), it is not surprising that its contribution
should fall below the level of statistical significance owing to covariation among
2 larger set of variables., As a result, the drversrty model lost its sole empirical
support from the sample of admrmstrators ’ :

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

The aim of this paper ‘was to evaluate the role of survey research in supporting
" what we Kave called-the diversity model—the argument that increased racial
- diversity in ‘college ‘enrollment both enriches the educational experience for
. students of all racial and ethnic backgrounds and alsoi improves relations between - -
students of drfferent races. For historical and legal reasons this model has been
applied most frequently with regard to ‘preferences for “African-American
students, We founid that much of the data supporting the drversrty model suffers
from methodologlcal defects which *range from poor item formulation to
1nterpret1ve ‘problems linked to selective recall anda social desirability response
set. Further there are mherent limitations in research designs that adduce the
success o _failure of a policy intended to affect behavior simply by asking the
affected parties whether they think it is working. (This is especially true when

<. the policy is presented as a moral imperative that is central to the mission of -

* the institution.) For example, one wouldn’t evaluate the success of a program

" 'to reduce teenage’ pregnancy on the basls of anattitude survey ‘of teéenagers,
rather than from empirical data on changes in the pregnancy rate.

» We proposed an indiréct approach that avoids such pitfalls by asklng members
of the university community non-controversial questions about their perceptions
and experiences, ‘andthen correlating their responses. with an independent . -

" empirical - measure of diversity.In this design- the question was not whether

respondents said that d1vers1ty has educational benefits, but whether 1ncreas1ng
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‘TABLE 4 Determmants of admxmstrators evaluatnon of college lee (Beta'
. -wexghts) 5y o . . 4 E

o

.. Satisfaction with. "~ Assessment of " . Racial
quality of education .. ' “studenit skills". ‘discrimination

Instttutumal factlm R
Facultv—ctudent ratio. e
Number of programq L

Joffered.

. Doctoral .
... Liberal arts-

" Public university
Proportmn of. black
~.7 students . .
" % admitted who apphed.
Y% etudenrs living on
" campus. S
_Number of ctudent B

. orgamzauom L

D

S'aczoemnamtc ftctors
Age -
JIncome :
‘Male . -
.~ Married
“U.S. cmzcn '
Protestant ...,
Catholic
: Rel1g10uq attendance
V- White ;- o
Gay:or leebmn L
- Parent-with umverq1tv
educatmn N

- Academic fact(m
Now/ever held? teachmg
position .* e
Years: teachmg R

" "Hoturs per' month domg

. outside consulting

... Constant_. :
: Probablh v F
IR Ad)usted‘ R

_Amte Tradmonally black.mllegcs excluded from the amlyﬁm . L
¢ “*Significant at.the .05 level!: ' :
**Significant at- the o1 level. .
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"drversrty was. assoctated w1th more pos1t1ve assessments of ones college ex-:
. perience. . . : " S

When student evaluatrons of the educanonal and racial atmosphere were
correlated with the percentage of black students, enrolled ata college OT university,
the predicted pos1t1ve associations of educanonal benefits arid inter-racial under-
astandrng failed to appear: ‘A pattern “of stat1st1cally significant -associations
appeared, but - it was -in the oppos1te direction from that predicted by the
:Ed1ver51ty model: The résults were clear and consistent ;with regard to the
.-measures of the educational milieu. ‘They. were echoed by ‘equally consistent '
.. patterns of responses among faculty and administrators. The findings on race
" relations were more mixed, but certa1nly insufficient to support ‘the model.

_ Increaslng diversity brought increased perceptions of personal discrimination
among students, a very troubling finding. Diversity brought perceptions of better
‘'race relations on the part of faculty, but similar findings among administrators d1d.
" not survive the introduction of control varlables '

It may seem that our conclusions: were largely negative or pessnn1st1c The
_ findings failed to support the argument that énrollment diversity i 1mproves the -
“education and racial milieu at American colleges and universities.* Moreover, -

our study. raises questlons about. the ‘methodology that provides much of the,‘_‘, .

empirical evidence cited in support of the diversity model. The survey in- -
struments and deslgns WwerTe ﬂawed in ways that undermined their claims to
. infer beliefs and behavior from IesSponses: Indeed the case of enrollment divérsity
“ may be a cautionary lesson of the pitfalls of basmg legal and pol1cy decisions
too readily on social science research;;without takmg into account that research
findings are not static, and that progress depends on the interplay of art and
_sc1ence in a process of self correction that pushes our understanding forward.

It is in “this larger sense that our findings are also positive' in. character, by

generatlng the further inquiry that is necessary to insure. the wisest application -~
of survey data to public debate. The reversal of signs that our-hypothesis-tésting
produced suggests the need for careful scrutiny and rigorous testing of arguments

o by critics of, d1vers1ty programs (Levine & Cureton 1998;. Thernstrom &

Thernstrom, 1997; “Trow, 1999; Wood & -Sherman, 2001; Sacks & Thiel, 1995;.

. :Bernsteln 1994.). In future articles we will broaden our examination of the

effects of enrollment diversity to include other mmor1ty groups. And we hope -
"that our. methodologtcal critique of the literature will prompt other researchers .

to. find' more .innovative w. ays -to’ overcome the  validity problems we have
’ 1dent1hed But the pos1t1ve outcome we seek the most 15 the r1gor0us appl1catron .

¢ We also snught to determine whether thrs situation n'ught be amelmrnted by campus programs thar. )

“educate students about the history and culture of African-Americans. This question was operationalized by’
adding to the regressions a dummy-coded variable representing the presence or absence of black studies’
. prograins in-the collége curricutum. Unforturately;. the présence of such programs failed to produce an
independent starrsncallv sxgmﬁcant effect on thc percepnons of educ:monnl hfe and race_relations’ among
srudents facult), or administrators. . : : . :
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of survey research to understandmg’ and addressmg such contentious issues,
whatever the data may show S :
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Introduction
'ln December 2000, 'a'U.S District Court judge ruled that thel
UniverSity of Michigan could prov1de preference in admission |
policies to minority students, He relied partly on expert social
SCience testimony, which concluded that such poliCies advance
.raCial and ethnic diverSity and . improve ‘the education of all
:students,.not just the,minority students»admitted‘under the,
policy‘i Shortly thereafter, however, another District Court
ruled that preferences by the UniverSity of Michigan law school
designed to achieve the same goal, did_not-pass Constitutional
.muster.é In his decision, the judge‘accepted somer“facts”vabouts

vthe poss1ble benef1c1al consequences of: divers1ty, but he
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'GXPressed doubt;as to whether such facts “trumped” constitutionai
:notions‘of eguai protection.'He was‘lateraOVerruled
| It is unclear howtmuchﬁof a-role-sociai science evidence:
,yill play”in the forthcoming Supremebcourt'decision that is
teXpected to address these inconsistencies 3 However, key
philanthropic organizations such as the Ford foundation,
.belieVing that such eVidence Will play some role, are continuing
to finance major suryey research prOJects exploring the possible
benefits of diverSity for all students in colieges and
universities'4 |
Supporters of diversity based admissions polic1es have‘also,l

»relied upon testimonials contained in . amicus briefs submitted by
'-buSinesS‘and educational groups, which argue for,the importance
ofhincreasing diversity throughVpreferentialmhiring and
admissioris. A case has- to be'made:to justify theuuse of raciai,
.ethnic,.or‘other criteria for admissiontto,a_selective college
before courts, which yiew any raciai‘criteria?for admission with:
| great Suspicion. Such reiiance sets‘abheayyvburdenvof proof.
bTherefore, those arguing the case for'preferential treatment must
demonstrate a significant pUblic need forjthe useiof raciai
criteria.® 1In short, they must'demonstrate»that all or at-least
most students benefit fromfthe use‘of suoh“criteria.

Much. of the eVidence that addresseSfthis‘requirement relies‘
on the reported attitudes,.perceptions,.and memories of students,
faculty, and- administrators With regard to the usefulness ‘or .

effectiveness of diversity programs Surveys of one or more of

‘,Forthcommg in the Fall 2002
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the three unlver31ty const1tuenc1es have been conducted at
1nd1v1dual schools‘and occas;onallylln.natlonal polls.® In order
to advauce,this”debate, WeVincludedlsome'items'about attltudes"
relevant to campusdlversity‘luﬁa-large—scalesurvey that was_

: administered‘to.representative samples oflstudents,‘faculty, and
adminlstrators lutheidnited States.and Canada. To our knowledge
this is the_first_represeutative cross—hational survey‘of all
three groups,‘which permits'direct coﬁoarlsons of their'attitudes
toward‘affirmative action and diversityi In the body of'thls
article we will firstpoutline the'ﬁistorical and legal contextrof
thistdebate; ShOWlng how social scienceldata gradually becaﬁe aa’
major factor in it. Then we will descrloe'the procedures and
fiudinds of our'survey, and,discussltheir:implications for’the.'

current debate.

;The Issues

Couceptual and legal precursors ofvafflrmatlve actlon
legislatlon:can be found in two semlnal court cases during the
19505 7 In the famous 1954 case, Brown~v .Board of Educatlon, the -
Court ruled that state‘statutes.segregatlng students by race were
unconstltutlonal and mandated all publlc schools to remove

dlscrlmlnatory pol1c1es Two years later, in Florlda ex rel

" Hawklns v. Board of Control the Court determlned that the Brown

_ rullng also - applled to hlgher educatlon
However,‘progress in desegregatlng education proved to. be

_ slow. Merely removing barrlers to. 1ntegratlon did not seem to be

Forthcommg in the Fall 2002
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.effective in fostering it. Thus, the ﬁederal government under
’Lyndoan. Johnson undertook a;more proactive position. In 1964,
Title VI of the CiuilnRights Act gave'the federal government the
authorlty to w1thhold fundlng from 1nst1tutlons of higher
educatlon that dlscrlmlnated on the basls of ethnicity. 10 The
term “affirmative action”_rtself came to the foredln an executive
order issued-by Kennedyﬁin 1964 and expanded‘by Lyndon Johnsoniin"
1965. | |
Tne"Jonnson,administration7s policy reguired that all

'agenc1es 1nvolved in government contracts “take;affirmative
action to ensure that appllcants are employed . . . without "
fregard‘to their race, creed,'color'orunational origin.”11
Afflrmatlve actlon was eventually applled to 1nst1tutlons of
Ihlgher educatlon as mell By the early 1970s, federal
‘admlnlstrators began to requlre unlver51t1es to 1nclude reports
.of student enrollment as part of thelr afflrmatlve actlon plans

: Afflrmatlve action has hencefortn.evolved to entail the
- concepts of “diversity” and “multiculturarism.” On American
coliege Campuses‘today,ithe'concepts“remaingcontentious; but the -~
*rterms:of the debate are notdalways clearly defined.'Affirmative
action and'diversity or multiculturaiism are often treatedvas
equivalents and are intertwined.13 But theyido.not carry the same
meaning To compllcate matters, the meanrngdofvaffirmative action
1tself has changed The: orlglnal deflnltlon‘is'still empioyed, |
wbut the termvls now often used in ways that,do not. always

“correspond with the 1ntentlons of those who first defined it.

Forthcommg in the Fall 2002
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'~ term “affirmative action.’

Initialiy, affirmative action pOiices were primarily
deSigned to assist African Americans who not only had" suffered
from serious discrimination over a very long period of time but
whose ancestors,vtaken from_their homelands by force, had been
ensiaved; By this_definitioniaffirmative action is primarily a
morai issue. . v

" Even so, the praoticaliimplioations of foilowing the policy'
are'byvno means clear.: The‘term is used to justify policies as'
varied as ending discrimination against blaoks;.reaching,out to
identify African—Amerioans th meet standards for admission to
elite universities but who have'been ignored -and straightforward
mracial preferences, timetabies, and/or quotas ‘Reaching out and
.ending discrimination were emphaSized in initial discuSSions of -
vaffirmative action. However, -as early as’ the Nixon
administration’s’“Philadelphia Plan” (and.even in‘some'
initiatives supported by Lyndon‘Jonnson); timetables, goals, and
quotas came into playi15 |

Suruey data‘alsovreveal considerable confusion about the
! Some’respondents understand it as
’einsuring fairness'or‘reachind out‘toiminOrities.'However.otherS’
are persuaded that it“calls:foripreferences. Thus; When asked if
they”support affirmative‘action; majorities of'Americans respond
positively. But when the same respondents‘are‘asked if/they
»supporthuotas or time tables or'hiring lessfqualified people‘for
jobs to makevup for pastiinjustioes;flargefmajorities of O

‘Americans express their oppOSition Even majorities (though

Forthcoming in the Fall 2002
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smaller‘ones) of AfrlcaneAmericans often_oppose suchlpolices.-Ar
similar pattern offresultsyemerges from surveys'of students and
academics.'® A 1998 National Opinion Research poll.found‘that 85
‘vpercent of respondents are. opposed to hlrlng preferences, even

‘when such pol1c1es were placed 1n the context of acknowledged
'prev1ous dlscrlmlnatlon.

:",The‘justification of.timetables}or‘quotas springs from the”
belief.tnat, withOut such mechanlsms, people'Who wish to will
~find ways to continue to discrlminate‘against blacks despite the
law. To take individual legal‘action agalnst.such-persons is a
long and cumbersome procedure -Consequently, it is argued that
the only way to 1nsure farrness for blacks is some sort of: quota'
-,-system, generally based on estlmates‘of the proportlon of

_ Afrlcan Amerlcans who would be hlred or admitted to college if
falr pol1c1esbare followed.,So lmportant has thls‘perceptlon
become that many ciyil rights actiyists regard:those who support
.hlrlng or admlss1ons pol1c1es based on criteria for assess1ng

lnd1v1dual merlt as merely sophlstlcated blgots 18

Theyrbelleve
that so—called merlt”.basesbfor hlrlng or adm1ss10n are merely
subterfuges. | | | |

The landmark court case,.Regents‘of‘California v. Bakke, re-
framed much of thevafflrmative action discussion.'? Bakke,’a
white man, sued the Uniyersity of.Californla for reverse
‘idiscrlmination‘after he.was:rejected,for admission to the medical
school at the'U.C.—Davisxcampus ln 1978.'He won the case‘and was
:admitted 20 pfter the. Supreme Court’s declslon, “diversity”
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gradually came to_supplement affirmative aotion as a basis,for“
‘special admissions or hiring policies, (although, as already
noted, the terms are often used‘interchangeably). The argument,
based on Justice Powell’s opinion_in the Bakke case, is'that the
~university should‘be,allowed‘to hire or admit diverse groupsvof
persons in order thatyAmericans learnvtoldeal effectively'with an
inoreasingly-variedfnation and vorldr' |

Educational‘institutions now defendxaffirmative action or”'
diversity programs by attempting to demonstrate their benefits
for the education of all students For eVidence they turn to
soclal science research.21 Based on such studies they argue that -
: diverSity itself contributes to pos1tive educational outcomes for_
students of all racial and ethnic origins. 22 But there are key
differences between-diVersity and affirmative action with regard
.to special hiring and admisSions poliCies If affirmative‘action
addresses»a_moral question, diverSity can be construed as a
‘largelydpragmatic approach. The issue in‘thevlatter case ‘is not
one of‘makingvup for paSt injustice;" | | |

"In theory, collegesfand universities will seek outiallr
under- represented ethnic or racial groups,vwhere under-
‘represented tends to mean less than a group’s proportion in the,
_relevant population. In California, for example, Latinos and |
blacks'were included among those;“people of color” admitted to
the California system‘under-diverSity'programs, Whereas’Asian

Americans were not;23

In general the presence'of Asian Americans
in elite American colleges and univerSities (e.g., 34 percent: of
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the,undergraduate studehtjbody:at Stanford; 25 peréent at
Coluﬁbia,,18 percent,at'HarVardﬁ and>17 pe:éent at fale) tends tof
be;discounted.24 But students of Asian background surely add to-
diversity; | | : |

»Iﬁ aéreéiﬁgvto focps on:diversity-cléims, Africén—Americans
fabé a real dilemma. Affirmativeiaction concerns, suppdrﬁ their
~demands more'ﬁhan that of any'other3groupbin American'society'
‘with the.possible‘exCeption of indigénous Americans.vBut
»vigoréusly advocating such claims potentiaily deprives African?
.A%éricans of allies among Hispaﬁic groups who lack the same‘
bhisﬁorically based moral standing. Diveﬁsity criteria‘are
aﬁtrécﬁive in the:Strategic sehée'that'they ingreasé thé nuhber,”
bf possible allies amgng otherbpéopié_bf coldr. On the other
rhand;,invokiﬁg diversityvcriﬁerié_implie§ that the legitimacy of
blaék claims to preferéhce i$ no.grea£er‘than that 6f,other
racial or ethnic minofitiest - |

Nonetheiess, fecént.baées.suggest,théf’diversity'issues'will

 dominaté éoﬁrt proceedings. The argﬁheht‘is not only that biaék
and Latino students will bring diffefeht(and COmplementary:
perspectives tQ-univeréities, but also that their admissiqn to
uni&ersities will also make nén Hispénic‘whités féélize‘tﬁat
vblacks'énd LatinOS'éie diverse rathér»thén monolithicigrouﬁé in’
. théir opinioﬁs and attitudes.'
| ;MultiCulﬁuralism'is clearlybtiéd to diversity claims. It. is
::of£én;associated with:a:desire:to brbaden perspectives‘by tﬁe |
Stﬁdy of other cultutes;'including thoSeﬂéf other countries és 
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'well:as racial and‘ethnic groups.fHowever(»it‘is now also
~aesooiated'with the demandfforloollege oourses‘that examine
issues of groups defined’aslmarginalfin the}Uuited States. Such
groupS'iuclude women,‘blacks,:Hiepanios, as well as gays,
lesbians,'and transseXuals!lThe argumeht is that all these groups
~ represent distinct culturesvthat arefuorthy:of.study‘and
tContribute to a fuller'underStandiug of-social life;
Supporters of pollcles de81gned to increase dlver51ty relled:
:on socral science ev1dence and/or expert testlmony that sought top
‘demonstrate that such pol1c1es beneflted:most, if not all,
tstudents; Those makino the oasevforidiverslty have also'relied‘on:

lwidespread publio;expressions of‘aupport for ethnically and

racially sensitive‘hiring and‘admiséion-programs_by‘college staff;"

‘;and uational‘uniVersity‘orgauizatlone.’Ih Gratz v. Bolllnger, the.
-fCourt dlscounted the plalntlff’s argument that the evidence
‘1ntroduced could not overrlde,fOurteenth.amendment constltutiohal‘
' éuarantees. It found the evidence of the value of diversityﬁin
admlssions policies'Strong.enough tolpermlt'Miohiganfs revised-
_adhiSslons_program to pass coustitutlonal muster.?® |

| .The contention.acceptedﬁbyjthe District Court is that the
mere presence of racial ‘and ethnic,oiversity in the undergraduate.
‘_student:body.improvestthe quallty of eduoation. This is.trueieveu
1f. those students admittéd,uhder affirmative aotion or diversity
criteria‘are not”quite comparable_to‘those admitted‘under “‘merit”
tcriteria.HIn.The éhape of the'River,.Bowen and Bok, for'examplep

argue that 1ncrea81ng the dlver51ty of Amerlcan elltes is more .
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important»than maintaining ‘a supposed meritocracy based on paper
and pencil tests.

jHowever,:the‘decision'in'Gratz v; Bollinger was an exCeption .
to the.general trend in the past decade,:Neither the courtsnnorf

the public have seemedgfavorably'disposed toward either

~affirmative action or diversity policies in college admissions or

hiring. Some programs were»overturned by voters in referenda, and

" the courts started to reject both affirmative action and

diverSity as grounds for spec1al treatment

When faced with negative court deCiSions and referenda, some
states have adopted admiSSions-policies designed to insure |
substantialfenrollment by black and fatino students without‘

relying on expliCitly raCial or ethnic admiSSions criteria In

’ such states as Texas, Florida, and‘California, these poliCies

';include"reducing reliance-on, or replacing, standardized tests

like the SAT, -and/or admitting a certain percentage of studentsv

who are in the top tier ofetheir high school graduating class.

f‘Given the relative rac1al segregation of public schools, such

policies insure. the admiSSion of black and Hispanic students who

'otherwise might not‘have been accepted by flagship state

universities. Similar pOllCleS are being adopted by some private

colleges and univerSities. 27 But future efforts Will be

'contingent upon the Supreme Court’s deCiSion And in making their
:‘deCiSions, the justices Will cons1der the survey data on campus
attitudes.
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The Survey

In an effort to shed new light on attitudes toward diyers1ty
on college‘campuses, we analyzed results from our cross.national
survey of'student faculty, and~administrators at colleges and
}universities in the United States and Canada The.suryey;was
ZCOnducted for the authors invl999 by the survey research firm_of_
Angus Reid. The analysis in - this paber is-limited-to data'from
. the’United States.Sample. The sample included a total of l40'
universities and colleges,'stratified by institution type
according todthe Carnegie classifications;of Doctoral,
‘Comprehensive,'and.Liberal'Arts‘schoolsl Within strata/’the'
schoolsgwere-randomly selected fron thefentire universe of
qualified institutions with probabilitylof selection proportional
to- size (faculty and student body combined); Once the initial
sampling of schools wasﬁdrawn, it waslexanined to ensure -
‘representatiVeness on the:key'variables;ofvregion, quality, and
size, with;sOme substitutionshmadelat"that time to enhancetthe
school samples’ibrofilelon‘these.characteristics.

For both‘the faculty and student surveys} given that the -
‘school selection Was proportionaltto size, the sampling plan |
called for a roughly equalgnumbervof interviews from each school.

’For‘the administrators, with'their muchlsmaller universe,,all
feligible‘targets ﬁromiall selecteddschools were placed in the
2‘rsambling’pool;'The'resulting.sanpleftotaled 3,749} consisting:of

| 1500 étudéhts; 1520 faculty,'and 729fadministrators All“data

collection was conducted by the Angus Reid Group uSing the firm’s
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'nneﬁwork.of'central‘locatiQnJCoﬁpUﬁer Assistéd,Telephone
Inter&iewing}(CATI) faCilitiés,vIntérViéwing'was.conducted'
“between 4 March and.3 May’l999. Response rates among}thosé
.coﬁtaéted Were 53 pé:céﬁt‘fOL'the,student éamplé, 12 percentvfor
faculty, -and 70 peréent:fgr'admiﬂiétrators; /Historicaily blaék:
¢olieges‘were egcluded froﬁvthé éamplé-usea for the énalysis
'presénted_ih ﬁhis,pépeifja |

Wiﬁh*directly compa?able data_from:thé,ﬁhree componehtslof 
the university_commﬁnity,;it is pOSsible»td explore thefscope and'
‘deggee.of agreemeht and disagreement’within uniVersitieé.
_Most surveyé Of‘the'academy_iﬁdiéate that sfudents, facﬁlty,
fand administrators typically‘wiéh fo increase the diVérsity of .
‘the‘student body,rthe facﬁlty, and thé administratioﬁ, aﬁ least 

~in principle.?®®

Our survey Addrégsed_séveral facets of campus
 bpinion with regard to'diversitylis;ues; While there waé
éubstantial égieementvamOng,studeﬁts; féculty,_andfadministratoré
on’mOstbissues, there were also somé imﬁortahtudifferences;'There
’is‘widespreadiéupport fdf offering:mulﬁiculturél courses on
‘American cémpuses,:but not for féquirihg fhem: Only'ong out of
six (Tablé 1) Americanvstﬁdents (1o peréent) bélievés that
vcoﬁrses ébout the experiénce-Of minoritiés éﬁquld'bé reguired,
bbufya much largérvgfoup,'38 percent, beiieﬁev?hat such courses
should be encouraééd; Hardly énane.thinks'that sﬁéh courses

- should not be'offéred. Support for encdﬁfaging_multicultural
Cburse oﬁféringswis‘even’higher-ambhg faculty ahd seniqr
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| Table 1 |
_Support for Course Diversity

Thinking about courses on the..
experience of racial minorities.
- For undergraduates, should these be ... (3.4¢c) -

Standards Fac - Stu Adm
‘ % % %
" Required S 169 159 174
Encouraged -~ 424 375 464
- Made Available 389 = 453 348
Not Offered -~ 1.5 12 07
(Dk/Ns) 0.3 0.0 . 0.7
Total - 1000 100~ 100
N 1594 1569 . .789

Source: 1999 North American Academic Study. -
Note: Results are for the U.S. only. Percentages
may not‘add up to 100% due to rounding. Higher
mean values indicate more responses towards-
“Not Offered.” :
: admiﬁistrator$,‘Seventéen percént Qf‘faéulﬁi and:administratbrs'
beliévekquh courses shouid'bebﬁequired,:aﬁd.42-percent of
’faCUlty.and 46 pércent of administrgtofs,belieﬁébthéy should be
‘éncouraged. | - |

‘In general there iS”wideSpread=endo£sément'Qf’the othing
discoursé dn mihdrity issues éf chlege$Tand uniVersitie$, and of
A the treatment .of minorities'oﬁ campﬁé. Most members of the
uniVersity éommunity‘do nbt believe aﬁ ihofdinate amount‘of
‘atﬁéntiOn is invested in diversity!iSSués. Ovér 80 percent of
mfacuity,_étudents[vénd administrators-either hodératelyHOr
stroﬁgly disagreed with the étatemeﬁﬁ:i“fhis ﬁni?ersity pays too
. much attenﬁion to'miﬁority'issues”‘(TableIZ).>Students'deviate

slightly from the other groups,.
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‘Table2
“Attention to Minority Issues

This university pays too
- much attention to minority
issues. (11.1e)
Fac - Studs = Admns.
R % % % .
Strongly Agree ~~ 19%  3.6%  03%
Moderately Agree© 103 142 67"
Moderately Disagree = 45.1 -~ 47.9 - 44.6
Strongly Dlsagree . 420 0 338 48.4

(Dk/Ns) 0705 0.0

Total Agree 122 178 7.0
Total Disagree 872 817 93.0
Total © 1000 1000 ©100.0
Respondents =~ 1594 1569 789.

Source: 1999 North American Academic Study. Note:
Results are for the U.S. only. Percentages may not add up to
100% due to rounding. Respondents from hlstorlcally Black
colleges have been. excluded .

vwitn 18 peroent agreeing,there‘is too'mucb attention paid to
minority issues, compared to“12 percent anOng‘faoulty} and'?
percent among administrators. |

VThis.commitment‘tO»raoial discourse apbarently‘does not. stem
from widespread ooncern‘over‘racism on campus. When‘faculty,
vstudents, and'adminiStrators weretasked,'“And do you thlnk
mlnorlty students are‘treated better, worse. or about the same as
white ‘'students at your unrversrty’"‘over 70 percent of all
respondents answered “the sameuﬁ However; among thoserwho do
vbelleve that mlnorltles are’ treated dlfferently, the-proportion
who believe they are treated worse than whltes is over twice as'
great‘as the number who see therr_treatment as better:rfacultyh-

18 percent Worse vs. 7 percent Better; .students, 14 percent Worse

* Forthcoming in the Fall 2002 - o 14
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vs. 6 percent Better; and admihistratofs,n17,percent Worse vs. 6
percent Better. S

- ~ Table 3 _ v
‘Treatment of Minorities and Majorities

Do you think minority ~ And do you think minor-
faculty are treated . =~ ity students are treated
better_, worse, or about - . better, worse or about the
the same as white facul-  same as white students at

ty at your university ~ your un1vers1ty (college)?
- (college)? (10.6a)  (10.6b) ,
Faculty Studs. Admns. Faculty Studs.  Admns.
S Y% . % % % Y% - %
Better ~ 11.6% - . 83% 74% '58%  62%
Same 72.4 - 774 730 793 76.4
Worse 12.4 - 1277 ~18.0 14.1 16.6
(Dk/Ns) 31 . - - 10 .~ 1.0.. .02 0.6

Total 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0 - 100.0

From the following four
groups, who do you think faces
the toughest time getting hired
for a faculty position at the
avera&umversﬁy‘? (10.7)

"Fac " Adm
) . % ) %
" White females -~ 10.1% = 12.2%
Minority females- 186 ~ 17.4-
Minority males ~ '15.0 18.1 .
White males -~ 433 36.6
‘No diff. (vintrd) = 55 . 6.1
(Dk/Ns) 7.6 9.6
Total . 100.0 -~ 100.0
-Respondents ~ 1594 - 789

The results were 51mllat when faculty aud admlnlstrators

. were asked, “Do you thlnk mlnorlty faculty are treated better,,
iiwurse or'about the same_as whlteifaculty at your'unlver51ty»

(college) ?” Fauulty and_admiuiStfatqfs,are’inulineqitolbelieve
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that mlnorlty faculty are treated the same as whltes (Table'3):
72 and 77 percent, respectlvely (students were not asked this
question). | |

ilndeed, a plurality;belleves‘that:itiisiwhite males who;have
"~ the most difficult time becomlng a member of the university
faculty. Faculty and'administrators;were‘aSked, “Fromithe' -
'follOWing'four groups (White females, Minority females, Minority
males) and White males) 'who do you thlnk faces the toughest tlme
gettlng hired for a faculty" pos1tlon'at the average un1vers1ty°”
A plurality of both groups (Table 3) feel that’it would be
.hardest for a white male to become‘a member of the faculty (43
.percent of faculty_and_37 percent of admlnlstrators,
‘:respectiVelyl, By . contrast, white.females were the least likelyi
to be\chosen‘as the'group having a‘hard timeibecoming faculty: 10
and 12 percent, respectively;hMinorityifemales»(l9 aﬁd 17
percent,vrespectively),and‘minority males,(l5 percent of faculty
and_18vpercent of administrators;AreSpecthely) were in between.;»

vMerging the'data by'ethnicity, the proportion who feel that
it.lsihardest'for whites.to find a faculty position outweighed
‘those who see more dlfflCUlty for mlnorltles by 53 to 34 percent
of faculty-respondents, and 49 to 36 percent of admlnlstrators
Slmilarly, when the data were'merged by gender, we found that
males were selected as hav1ng the more dlfflcult tlme, by about a
two to one: margin-— 58 to 29 percent of faculty and 55 to 3O
percent'of admlnlstrators, respectlvely. |
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Taken.together,these_findingsbsuggest»that most universify
staff members did’ﬁot'subscribe to the>hotioh of white male
hegémonyvin:the présenf—déyi?féfessbriété; Most respondents_also:
contested the notion that mefitf as bp§osed to- race-based hifing
policies favored white applicaﬁtspbApp;QXimately two<thiraS-of
all facﬁlty, students} and admiﬁistratdfé disagreed with thé
statement, “T;aditioﬁal'sfandards_of}ﬁerit_for jobs. and school
admissioﬁ are basicélly'affirmaﬁive aé£ioh fér white males”

{(Table 4). 3y
| Table 4 ._
Merit and Objectivity -

Traditional standards of merit
for jobs and school admission
“are basically affirmative action
for white males. (13.1a)

United States
Fac  Stu Adm

: . Yo . Y% %
Strongly 6.6 47 3.5
Agree o o
Somewhat 240 © 29.0 - 20
Agree o s s
Somewhat 36.7 = 425 42.8
Disagree = , e
Strongly .- 30.5 .- 223 294
Disagree '

(Dk/Ns) . 22 1.6 42

Total = 100 100" 100

Total : 30.6 33.7- . 23.6
Agree o o
Total 672 648 722 -
Disagree .

~ Source: 1999 North American Academic Study.
Note: Results are for the U.S. only. Percentages may -
not add up to 100%.dué to rounding.’
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Beyond tapping the perceptionshof rescondents ab0ut minority
. issues, we examined the more highly contested concerns as to what
:ulmeasures colleges and universities should take in order to:
further campus diversity. On these matters, a major difference in
opinion separates students from staff when tne prescriptions,for
.~ insuring diyersity involye-admissions andvniring standards. In
response to the‘statement/o“No,one shonld,be given special

TableS
Admissions _and J ob,s |

No one should be given
. special preference in jobs
- or college admissions on
the basis of their gender or

. race. (11.11). :
Fac - Stud . - Admn.
- % % %
Strongly Agree ~ 342%  66.1%  262%
Moderately Agree 213~ 18.7 21.5
Moderately Disagree =~ 32.6 =~ 10.0 41.4
Strongly Disagree 1.1 46 100
. (Dk/Ns) 0.8 0.1 1.0
Total Agree S 55.5 85.4 477
Tknalfnsagree , 437 145 . 514
Total "~ 1000 1000 100.0
Respondents _ 1594 - 1569 - 789

Source: 1999 North American Academic Study. Note: Results
are for the U.S. only. Percentages may not add up to 100% due
to rounding. Respondents from h1stor1cally Black colleges have
been excluded

preference in jobs or collegeyadmissions on the basis of their‘
gender orlrace,”'two tnirds l66.7 perCentltof thelstudentso

_ strongly agree,“compared to only one‘thirdiof'the faculty (34
‘percent) and one quarterr(26 percent) of:tne administrators“u
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(Table:5): An overwhelming 85 percent of‘students agree with the
hstatement either strongly or moderatelyy‘as compared'to.a slight
majority (56 percent) of the faculty and only a minority (48.
Vpercent) of administrators. | ”
Similar fault lines appeared on pollces concernlng adm1551on'
'standards and m1nor1ty students,'although the dlfferences among
groups were‘not'as~great, Seventy—five percent'of the students‘
: disagreedbwithithe statement (Table 6)f_“More.mlnority group
undergraduates‘should be admitted here even if it means relaxing .

"

standards. Lower percentages (though still majorities).of
faculty (57 percent) and admrnistrators (55 percent) joined the
‘students in disagreeing.'dn the’issue.of easing standards if
necessary to appoint mlnorlty‘faculty, there was more agreement
Elghty one percent of faculty, 76: _percent of students, and 83
vpercent,of‘administrators dlsagreed‘with'the statement: “The
normal academic requirements should he relaxed in appointing
_members of minority groups to:the faculty here.” |

‘Thus, majorltles of all three groups oppose lowerlng
standards to increase mlnorlty representatlon on campus. Members
.of the unlyers1ty staff are more opposed‘than are students.to
louering standards'for faculty; But studentslconsiStently oppose‘

’"‘the lowerlng of standards for mlnorlty students as well as.

o faculty, whlle the faculty and admlnlstrators express greater

_reservatlons when the pollcy will affect the compos1tlon of the

Ufaculty
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Attitudes towards Affirma
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tive Action and Its Consequences

More minority group undergraduates

should be admitted here even if it means -

- The normal academic requirements should
be relaxed in appointing members of

relaxing standards. (10.1)

United States

‘minority groups to the faculty here. (10.2)

United States

"~ Fac Stu' Adm

%6 % %

Fac: Stu  Adm
% % %

Strongly 94 7.1 7.6 25 - 6.6 1.2%
‘Agree o ‘ o _
. Agreew/ 317 17.7 358 15.9 17.0 15.8-
" Rstv. ' ' c . . ‘
Disagree 31.1 31.7 335 32.0. - 29.6 345
w/ Rstv : ' T
Strongly ~ 25.8 428 = 213 48.6 463 . 479
Disagree ' - ‘
(DkNs) 2.0 07 18 10 .05 06
Total 100 100 100 100, '11-'00 100
Total -~  41.1 248 434 183 235 16.9
_Agree S : ,
Total 570 745 548 806 759 824
Disagree - : B '
- What impact, if any, do you think special -~ What impact, if any, do you think special -
admissions policies for minority students hiring policies for minority faculty have on-
have on academic standards? (10.3) academic standards? (10.4)
United States " United States
" Standards  Fac Stu  Adm Fac - Stu - Adm
% Y% - % % % %
Much 0.9% 2.7% 0.4% 2.0% 32% 1.0%
higher - = . T o o c
‘A little 2.1 7.3 1.6 41 95 2.6
" higher _ e
" Noreal 56.5 53.0. " 66.2 548 579 694 -
" impact. : T : : '
Alittle 302 278 249 282 218 203
lower . o » :
Much 7.6 6.8 37 7.7 6.5 3.7
lower : : e '
(DKNs) 29 25 32 32 11 30
‘Total 100 100 100 100 100° 100
Total 2.9 10.0 1.9 6,1 - 127 36
higher - ' _ E
“ Noreal - 56.5 53.0 66.2 548 - 579 694"
impact . ' e
~ Total 378 346 286 3597 283 24.0
" lower .
“ N 1594 1569 789
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HoweVer, most'membersfof the,three groups we studied do'not
"pelieve that weighted criterfa‘wiildhaue a substantial impactvon
’;academichuality._In_response‘to the two statements,r“What |
"impact,-if any, douyou;think‘special admissions policies: for
minority_Students have-on‘academisttandards?“ and “What impact,
.vif‘any,‘do youvthfnk special hiring:polfcies for minority faculty
have on academlc standards°" the majorlty (53‘percent‘or more‘of
‘each of the three groups) assert that there is “no reai impact”
(Table 6) . On the other hand among those who belleve that there
is an 1mpact on academlc standards, the greater proportlon (24 to
. 35 percent) expresses the bellef that such pollc1es lower them,
asjopposed’to only two to_13 percent who maintain that standardsr

~will be raised by such policies.

17Conc1usion
on the whole; the state of Americanjcampus opinion evinces .a’
relatlve consensus in regard to some dlvers1ty 1ssues, such~as
‘»the attentlon that should be glven to mrnorlty concerns and the
des1rablllty of offerlng (but not requlrlng) courses on the»study°f
ﬁof rac1al or ethnlc groups other than thelr own. However, opinion-
-on us1ng preferentlal polrcres to achleve greater dlvers1ty is
lelded between students; on the one hand and un1vers1ty staff
on the other. Reflectlng an apparent dlfference in core bellefs,
students are more llkely to oppose such afflrmatlve action
3pollcies in princrple, whereas-faculty and administrators show

greater wrlllngness to support them A-slight majority of -
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administrators‘support:specialuadmissions‘criteriapin some
instances, whereas ahsolid majoritvafIfaculty members is oppOSed’
“to then, " | |

vone finding belies the‘assumption on“many campuses'that»
university'faculties are sanctuaries of white_male'privilegel Our
’ respondents are most likely to believe,thatvwhite'males‘actually.
have the hardest‘time‘gaining entry;‘We-cannot know whethervthisl
perception is'a'historical‘assessment or'thekresult of
contemporary affirmative action policies Nonetheless, what is
.huncontested is that members of the univerSity do not believe thatf
the . customary putative meritocratic approaches to hiring and
admissions currently favor white males. Thus, it should not be
’surpris1ng to find that most members of the academic community
'prefer‘traditional (non;preferential) hiring practices.

Overall, there is a tendency on‘campus to reject a- system of.
preferences, which is espec1ally strong among students. While
majorities believebthat-such.policies‘will'not undermine academiCr
standards, a significant minority“believes that‘they will, and
'hfar'feWer believerthey‘will.raise standards.‘Suchvyiews'call into
‘_pguestion someVof the argumentS'presented byhthose who maintain
_that important benefits will flow from increasing‘diversity.29

vIn sum, our results are perhaps more ambiguous and nuancedp
than much of the literature on divers1ty would predict. To be
"sure; most-members ofvthe academic community embrace discussion:
fand learning OpportunitieSZWith'regard tO-racial diversityf’

However, they also eschew ‘traditional affirmative action
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. practices, if they are:seen to result in lower academic

i standards.:Students differ,snarply from.faculty and
administratOrs in the e%tent of their reluctance to endorse the
prlnc1ple of using preferentlal policies to increase dlver81ty
It is espec1ally worrlsome that.a majorlty of teachers,
administrators, and Students believe that such policies‘naue made
: nebdifference in the edueational quality of‘the»institutidn,-and 
a significant mlnorlty belleve that the pollc1es have lowered
academic standards. Few respondents in any of the three groups
\belleve that standards have been ralsed as a result of current

dlvers1ty policies.

'vNotes;
1,‘Gratz v. Bollinger, 97—ev475231—bw;w122'r. Supp. 2d 811,
United States District Courtdforvthe Eastern'District of
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Italians than to the black experlence in Amerlca Indeed the.3
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MA: Harvard Unlver51ty—Harvard Educatlon Publlshlng Group, 2001) ;-

' Orfield and Whitla, “Dlver51ty and Legal,Educatlon ; Daryl Smith

- ét al., “Diversity Works: The'Emerging Picture of How Students

Forthcoming in the Fall 2002 '
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Benefit—An Executive Snmmary,”ﬁFeatnred Monographbfrom the AACU

web page, lO'December 1997; and Wood and Sherman, Is Campns

"Racial Diversity Correlated_witthducational‘Benefits?’

- 22. On the other hand, ArthurALevine (in “The Campus Divided, and

Divided Again,” New York Times, 11 June ZOOO Section 4, l7,) and
Arthur -Levine and Jeanette S ’Cureton (in When Hope and Fear

Collide: A Portrait of Today s College Student [San Francisco,

- CA: Jossey-Bass, 1998]) paint.a more negatiVe picture.

'Multiculturalism and‘other factors have led to self-segregation

and conSiderable tenSion Furthermore, in “Do facts matter?”

‘(JerSh World ReView, l8 October 2001

http /] WWw.. jeWishworldreView com/cols/sowell html) Thomas
Sowell argues'that black'students, finding themselves in. the -

lower quartile of students at the schools to which they have been

- admitted, react by seeing prejudice and . rejecting “white”

'knowledge, an approach that has now been picked up by other

- groups. In whites a sense of guilt and doubt.wrestles with a

1 ~sense ofvperceived'unfairness.

v23;,Stephen Thernhstrom, “Asian Americans vs. Multiculturalism,”

Academic Questions (Spring'1999)’ 34-39. Also, Martin Trow,

- “California After Racial Preferences,’ Public Interest'(Spring

- 1999): 64,

24.‘ThernStrom,‘“AsianxAmericansvvs{fMulticulturalism.”

25. As already noted, late in ZOOO 'a U S. District Court'

" ‘decision (Gratz v. Bollinger) did permit the UniverSity of

 Forthcoming in the Fall 2002

issue of Academic Questions



(@ | o o R 29

Michigahﬂto use diﬁersity ciqims as a rationale for differéntiai
admissions policiésrbésed én,race andvethnicity. o
26. See Bowen and.Derék,vThe Shape_of the River; Levine'and
qureton, When Hope and Fear Collide; Thernstrom and Thernstrom,

‘  “America_in'Black and White;vTr0w,1§California After Racial
Preferendes?i énd Wood and Sherﬁaﬁ, Is’CéMpus{Racial DiverSity'
COrrelated’with EduCatiénal Benefits?

27. Marcia fablon, “Teét Flight[” Neh Républié, 30 October 2000(
24. ) . .

28. For_instanbe,,Zogby Internatibnal, Réport on Académichife;.
Levimevaﬁd Curé£on, When HOpe and FéaerQllide;‘and Orfield and.
Whitla,‘“Diversity and Legal.Edu¢ation.7
29. We déal»with'queStion in more detail, Which includes
éubjecting‘additional‘survey itemé to'a'multivariate»data
analysis) in Rothman ét_al, “Does Diversity Improve Educationél

Quality?” Internafiqnal Journal ofUPublic Opinion Research,

~Spring 2003, in press.

- Forthcoming in the Fall 2002
issue of Academic Questions
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SRR _Appropnate Actlon
o Direct Response .
: __ Prepare Response For' My Slgnature

o PerOur Conversation

. Let’s Discuss

. Per Your Requesf

" _____ Please Return. ,

" Deadline

—_ Other.

Comments:

: From

To:

- THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON SOK(Q{J/L
 Due 3/?/03
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Let’s Discuss .
Per Your Request
_Please Return
Deadline
Other -

Comments:
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FAX TRANSMITTAL

1920 L STREET, N.W. - SUITE 200 - WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 - - '202-785-0266 N HTTP:/ /WWW.ATR.ORG

5

To: Kar Rovc.

Fax: 2024560191

From: Karen Bailey

Amencans for Tax Reform
1920 L Street, NW, Suite 200
Washington, DC 20036
1(202)785-0266
(202)785-0261 (fax) -

Date: March 4,2003.

- . Pagesf |
- (1nc1ud1ng cover) o
Comments:
S Mr. Rove

Enclosed is the legislation passed by
Colotado suppotting the President on

~ . Itaq. In addition, California will be
introducing the resolution in the next few
days-along with the South Dakota House
that introduced it on Friday.

- Thanks,
S Karen % ‘
/ . N »
. This message s intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is prvileged,
confidential, and exermpt from disclosure under applicable law. IF the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or the employee or
agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hmby notibied that any dissemination, distdbution, or copy of

this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this comummtwn in ereor, please noufy us immediately by telephone and
return the original message to us via the US Postal Service. :
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“THE STATE OF COLORADO
| BILL TEXT '
| STATENET
Copynght © 2003 by State Net(R), All nghts Reserved.
2003 COSIR 16
COLORADO IST REGULAR SESSION OF THE 64TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 16
[FIRST REGULAR SESSION
. SIXTY-FOURTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY
STATE OF COLORADO
| 2003 Bill Text COS.JR. 16
VERSION: Adopted
VERSION-DATE: February 25, 2003
SYNOPSIS: L
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 03-016

CONCERNING HONORING PRESIDENT BUSH'S LEADERSHIP IN HIS EFF ORT TO PROTECT
THE UNITED STATES AGAINST SADDAM HUSSEIN. ‘

TEXT: W'I—IEREAS The dictatorship of Iraq has contmued to develop weapons of mass destruction i in-
violation of Umted Nations Secunty Counc11 Resolution 1441; and-

WHER.EAS Irag's dictator, Saddam Hussem, has demonstrated a Wﬂlmgness touse weapons of mass |
destructlon against neighboring nations and the citizens of Iraq, and . _ ’

"WHEREAS, Sadda.m Hussem threatens the Middle East and the world w1th the threat to use weapons of
mass destmctlon and

v ) WHEREAS Saddam Hussem and his regime maintain a contmumg, documented mvolvement w1th the
. global terronst movement now, therefore, , . .

Belt Resolved by the Senate of the Sixty-fourth General Assembly of the State of Colorado, the House
of Representatlves concu;mng herein:

. That the General Assembly expresses 1tS support of Pre51dent George W. Bush and his cabinet, in

_cooperation with the United States Congress and the United Nations, for their unwavering determination
to either disarm Saddam Hussein or remove him from power, and also expresses its support of the men’
and women of the Umted States armed forces for their courage and ded1catlon to thls mission.

1tn_.//..-."5"fov:n m\mIrmearnh/search/submitVieWTi’:lgged , L N FE 3/4/03
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Be It Further Resolved, That copies of this Joint Resolutlon be sent to Pres1dent George W Bush
Speaker of the House J. Dennis Hastert, Senate Majority Leader Bill Frist, Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld, Secretary of State Cohn L. Powell, and each member of Colorado's congressmnal delegatlon

- SPONSOR:

Andrews

. SUBJECT: M[LITARY WEAPONS (92%); WEAPONS OF MASS
- DESTRUCTION (92%); LEGISLATORS (78%), WEAPONS INSPECTIONS (78%)

: : .COUNTRY_. NORTH AMERICA (87%); UNITED STATES (86%),’IRAQ (75% ): ASIA (75%);V | v
STATE: COLORADO, USA (87%); : - . ’
* LOAD-DATE: February 27, 2003

W [harany nexis éhm/research/search/submitVieWTagged o I . 3/4/03
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FYI

' Appropriate' Action

Direct Response

Prepare Response For My ngnature ’

Per Our Conversation

Let’s Discuss

- Per Your Request -~ -

Please Return

Deadline

'O.tner

Comments:

7 - THE WHITE HOUSE - qéj(\gq/(
A »WASH‘lN‘GTON _ ' W .

3/?/03

E :H%@}@e@lmv\

"From: _Strategic Initiatives mt%\/t

- FYI

—_— Appropriate Action

R Dxrect Response ' , _
R Prepare Response For My Slgnature

" . Per Our Conversatlon

—_— Lets Discuss -

R Per Your Request

' Please Return

—_— Deadline

‘ — Other

Comments:
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AMERICANS FOR TAX REFORM
FAX TRANSMITTAL

_1§20LSTREET,N.W. - SUITE 200 - WASHINGTON, DC 20036 - '202-785-0266  - HITP://WWWATR.ORG

TO: Katd Rove
- FAX: {;gé) 456:0191
 FROM: ' Karen Bailey

. Americans for Tax Reform
1920 L Street, NW Suite 200
Washingtron, DC 20036
(202) 785-0266
(202) 785-0261 (fax)

DATE: March 5,2003

" PAGES 3
(Includmg Cover) '

Comments: Mt Rove, = . ‘
' South Dakota House passed the Iraq_
resolution yesterday. A copy of the
resolution is attached
Best,
Karen

'This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and méy contain information that

is privileged, confidential, and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended

recipient or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are herby notified that -

any dissemination, distribution, or copy of this communication is sirictly prohibited. If you have received this

: commumcahqn in error, please notlfy us 1mmed1ately by telephone and return the original message to us via the US Postal

Service.
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State of South Dakota
- .SEVENTY-EIGHTH SESSION
LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, 2003 ,

10 -

© 11

12

J

26410800 : | - » o
HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 1002

Introduced by Representatives McCaulley, Adelstein, Bartlmg, Begalka Bradford,

Buckingham, Burg, Christensen, Cradduck, Cutler, Davis, Deadrick
(Thomas), Frost, Fryslie, Garnos, Gassman, Gillespie, Hackl, Hargens,
- Haverly, Heineman, Hennies, Hundstad, Hunhoff, Juhnke, Klaudt, Xoistinen,
Konold, Kraus, Kroger, LaRue, Lintz, Madsen, McCoy, McLaughlin,

Uz

Michels, Murschel, Novstrup, OBrien, Olson (Mel), Olson (Ryan), Pederson

(Gordon), Peterson' (Bill), Peterson (Jim), Rave, Rhoden, Rounds, Schafer,
~ Sebert, Smidt, Solum, Teupel, Valandra, Van Etten, Van Gerpen Weems,
‘Wick, and Williamson

A RESOLUTION, Hon_or'in.g' P.resi-dent Bushb,A the President's Cabinet, the United States
| 'Con_gress,_the United States. Armed Forces, and South Dakotans for their courage and
commitment to diearnﬁng Ifaq. ‘ |
: WHEREAS, the dictatorship of Iraq has continued to develop weapons of mass destruction
in .violation of United Nations Security Council Resolution 144 1; and
’ WHEREAS, the dictator- of Iraq, Saddem Huésein, has dernonstfated a willingness to use
weapons of mass destruction agaiztst neighboring nétions end the citizens of Irag; and
.WHEREAS, Saddam HusSein” threatene the Middle East an_d the glooal economy w1th the

threat to use weapons of mass destruction; and -

WHEREAS, the daﬁger posed by Saddam Husse_in and his weapons cannot be ignored or

wished away The danger must be eonﬁonted and

WHEREAS the safety of the people of South Dakota and the American people depends on' ,

350 copies of this document were printed by the South Dalcota ~ Insertions ito existing statutes are indicated by ynderscores.
Legislative Research Council at a cost of $.027 per page. AV 4 Deictions from existing statutes are indicated by overstrikes.
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ending this direct and growing threat. Acting againét the danger will contribute greaﬂy to the

long-term safety and stability of our world; and.

L

WHEREAS, over three thousand South Dakotans have been called upon by the United

—

States Armed Forces to participate in Operation Noble Eagle, Operation Enduring Freedom, ot

a p0551b1e war with Iraq:

CARVAVES ]

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the House of Representatives of the Seventy

elghth Legislature of the State of South Dakota that the South Dakota Leglslature supports

Pre51dent George W. Bush, the Pres1dent‘ Cabinet, the Unlted States Congress, the South

' Dakotans serving our country in the United States Armed Forces and the other men and women

of'the United States Armed Forces for their courage and commitment to disarm Iraq fully, either

peaceably or-through force.
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Mr. Karl Rove
. The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500
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Dear Mr. Rove:-

It is distressing to read about your disagreement with Rep. Tom
Tancredo over immigration policy. He-should be supported, not ostracized. He
is correct in warning that U.S. immigration policy could lead to another .
horrific terrorist attack on American soil. The risk of another such attacka
outweighs the percelved benefits of allowing more immigration. We have -
learned that the Bush administration is continuing a Clinton policy of allowmg ‘
thousands of people from Somalia to enter the U.S. As you know, Somalia was

a hide-out for Osama bin Laden, and an Islamic terror group linked to him still
operates there. Do you think it is wise to open our borders to such people
when the President is trymg to win a war on terronsm"

/ o a it 74,_
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Davinp M. ABSHIRY, . - . : HONORARY CHAIRMEN:
President : ’ o s : GEORGE H. W BUsH
‘ ‘ - JIMMY CARTER
Wiktiam ). CLINTON
S . . ) . GreraLn R FoRb
Y o e : ’ T Rovaup W REAGAN

March 5, 2003

Via Facsimile

(202) 456-0191

Mr. Karl Rove

Senior Advisor to the President
The White House ,

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N'W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Karl:

Another favor. Once again we have assembled 65 of the best and brightest
undergraduate and graduate students from the top schools across the country. See the list
- attached. These Center Fellows will hear Tom Ridge speak over dinner on Thursday
April 3, n the evening. .

C— April 4 in the afnemoon the Fellows w111 visit the White House. With your
umque view of mistory it would be a treat to have you speak to the students during their
visit, if your schedule permlts I will be with them.

With warm regards,

Sincerely ydurs,

1020 NiNwrreNTH S1nger, NW & SWITE 250 gr WasniNGToON, DC 20056 ¢ 202-872- ‘18()() ﬁ l AX 202-872-9811 % CENTER@THEPKEXIDENCY.ORG
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Center for the Study of the Presidency

COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES OF CENTER FELLOWS

Bamnard College, Layla Shetty

Boston College, Sean Collier

Brown University, William Heil

Bryn Mawr College, Rebecca Jane Brown
Bucknell University, Michael Boland
Colby College, Catherine Jessop

Colgate University, Bonnie Patricia Rust
College of William & Mary, Stephen Ng -
" Colorado College, Kyle DeBeer
Columbia University, Ajay Sutaria
Comell University, 11 Hyun Cho
Dartmouth College, Russell Sample
Davidson College, Adam Hill ‘
Duke University, Tyler William Will

~ Emory University, Christopher Richardson:
- Fitchburg State College, Alyne Butland '

“Gannon University, Emily O'Connell
George Mason University, Jason Hartke
George Washington University,

_ Blake Newmark

Georgetown University, Will Adams

Georgia Institute of Technology,
Whithey Setzer

Gettysburg College, Jonathan Goldberg

Harvard University, Alicia Kolar

Howard University, Crystal Frierson =~ |

Johns Hopkins University, Seth Korman

Middlebury College, H. Timothy Perry
Morehouse College, Louis Jared Boyd
Mount Holyoke College, . - .

Whitney Alann Russell

North Georgia College & State University, -

Brendon Eli Terry
Northwestern University, Matt Irwin
Norwich University, Phillip Newman -
Pennsylvania State University,

Adam Tatosky
Princeton University, Andrew DeF111pps
Rice University, Lindsay Lawley
Rollins College, Ryan Williams
Smith College, Kate Monninger
Stanford University, Meena Mallipeddi
Texas A&M University, Nathan Cook

- The Citadel, the Military College of

South Carolina, Timothy Anderson
Tulane University, Jonathan Roy Davis

- United States Air Force Academy,

Megan Himber
United States Air Force Academy,
Raymond Rounds

. United States Coast Guard Academy,

Staci Krueger ,
United States Coast Guard Academy, ,
Rachel Cost

- United States Military Academy,

Steven Hemmann

* United States Military Academy,

Seth Johnston

"United States Naval Academy,

Christopber Blackbum,
United States Nava] Academy,
Adam Tisdall
University of California-Berkley
Jed Harris

" University of California-Los Angeles,

Teresa Breen
University of Michigan, Christianne Hall
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill,
Katherine Carter
University of Notre Dame,
- Andrea Swinehart
University of Pennsylvania, _
Ralph Brett Tompkins
University of Tennesse-Chattanooga,
‘ - W. Adam Izell
University of Texas Austin,
Eli Van Camp
University of the South, Mark Cummings

. University of Virginia, Walker Forehand

University of Wisconsin-Madison,
Matthew Dull
Vanderbilt University, Matthew Merkle

. Vassar College, Mike Schmidt

Virginia Military Institute,
Luke Blaine ngree
Williams College Edwau'd Hall O'Donnell

B2
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MAR ©8 2883 B2:11 FR COLE-LOZANO - 214 484 ??2? TO 8#2@2458@191 '

[}
5!
£

~ Room 370Z. .- .
-Dallas, TX 75202

214.464.7893 Phone

~‘March 7, 2003

’» Dear Kaﬂ"

“Thank you for taklng the tlme to write back to me after our call. | am sure you _
have seen by now the fallout in the marketplace: from the FCC’s decision. As you

“know we had hoped for a different outcome, one that | believe would have begun
to put the tech/telecom sector back on the road to economic recovery. As you
know we have significantly reduced our investment in. the market and have laid

off over 30,000 employees in the past 2 years : -

R know you have a’lot on your mrnd and I appremate your takrng the tlme to
. discuss this issue with. me. » =

' As we move forward we here at SBC are supportlve of the Admlnlstrations call :
fora stronger economy that WI|| promote mvestment and create jObS ‘

Please call me if | can be of ass:stance to you

: vSmoerely,

*¥% TOTAL PAGE.B2 *xx
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| Daté: ~ ,5[ KZZ‘ 03

: FROM

DavldA Cole 2§

President-Industry Markets

. 214-464-7899

THIS FACSlMILE IS FOR

"FAX NUMBER:

214 484 ??2? TO 8#222458@191

SBC INDUSTRY MAHKETS

- ONE BELL PLAZA
~ ROOM 3702
DALLAS, TEXAS 75202

FAX NUMBER (214) 464-7727

Teresa D. Walling
Assistant to the President-
Industry Markets -

214 464-7733

Oar/ /Kovo

202-456-0/9/
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The George W. Bush Library

FORM . = SUBJECT/TITLE ' ~ PAGES DATE . RESTRICTION(S)

Email Fighting the Racism Rap - To: Karl Rove - From: Chase Untermeyer 1 03/03/2003  PRM;

 This marker identifies the original location of the withdrawn item listed above.
For a complete list of items withdrawn from this folder, see the_
Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet at the front of the folder.

COLLECTION:
. Records Management, White House Office of
SERIES:
- Sublect Files - FG006 27 (Office of Senlor Advisor - Karl Rove)
FOLDER TITLE:
508642 [1] ‘ , 4 , :
FRC ID: ' : S FOIA 1D and Segment:
9707 o S 2015-0037-F
- OA Num.: :
10731
NARA Num.:
10789
, : ’ ‘ RESTRICTION CODES
- Presidential Records Act - {44 U.S.C. 2204(a)] - Freedom of Information Act - [5U.S.C. 552(b)]
P1 National Security Classified Information |(a)(‘1) of the PRA] b(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA|
P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA} b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of
P3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA| an agency. [(b)(2) of the FOIA] .
P4 Release would disclose trade secrets. or confidential commercial or b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]
- financial information {(a)(4) of the PRA] b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
. Pi Release-would disclose confidential advise between the President information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]
and:his advisors, or between such advisors: [a)(5) of the PRA] _ b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
P6 Reléase would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA] :
" personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA] b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
o ] ) purposes |(b)(7) of the FOIA]
PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 U.S.C. b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulatlon of
2201(3). i o financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA| _
S b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information
Deed of Gift Restrictions o C concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA]
A. Closed by Executive Order 13526 governing access to national » Records Not Subject to FOIA
security information, ‘ : » o .
B. Closed by statute or by the agency which originated the document. . Court Sealed - The document is withheld under a court seal and is not subject to
C. Closed in accordance w:th restrictions contamed in donor's deed .. the Freedom of Information Act.
of gift. ‘ )

This Document was withdrawn on 2/9/2016 . by erl
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| SPEECH COVERSHEET R I

BILL NOVELLI -
EVENT - '
Description' Amerlcan Medrcal Assocratlon 2003 Natronal Advocacy Conference

“Theme: Protectlng the Commltment to Our Medicare Patlents

| Key P_artrmpants In this session: Sen Max Baucus, Ranking Member Senate
S ' Flnance Commlttee follows you

Sponsor: AMA o |
Date: March4,2003 ~  Time: 1:30-515pm.

Location: . Washington, DC (Washington Hilton and Towers — International East)

AUDIENCE

SrzelDemographlcs 700 physician leaders including: mem
Board of Trustees and House of Delega
leaders of state, county, and national m
societies; and medlcal students resrdents
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OUTLINE

I Introductlon ‘ ' LR
"~ a. Thank Dr. Maves and the AMA forlnvrtlng you

b.

. C.

‘Pay tribute to the |mportant work physrcrans do.. the|r contrrbutlon to living longer
and living better : : ‘
We stlll face s|gn|f|cant challenges

i vAARP released a study last: sprlng titled, Beyond Flfty A Report to the Nation on
Trends in Health Security, which |dent|f|ed the primary factors that influence the
~health security of 50+ Amerlcans : -

Increased reliance on prescr|pt|on drugs and other new health technologles has =
brought about major changes in the deI|very of heaIth care and has dr|ven health-» :
care costs and coverage structures ' : ! : :

‘Chronic diseases and cond|t|ons are common among people over age 50
“especially in the oldest age segments. But the systems that serve the chronically
-ill remain oriented largely toward acute medical care. Increasingly, the health-

care needs of this population involve a range of services across the spectrum of .

,,jphyS|c1an lnpatlent outpatient, and long-térm care.

Greater longevnty——-and the functional limitations that accompany old age—have

- “highlighted the need to live more independently and increased awareness of the

quality of life, espec1ally durrng the last stages of life.

. There is |ncreasrng recognition among those who provrde or pay for care that ‘
. patients need choices about quality and value: - Informed decision-makingis an.

increasingly important—yet often missing—dimension in consumer thinking

" about health security. For those needing long-term care, especially, the

. - challenge of navigating a fragmented, uncoordlnated patchwork of publlc and
- private programs is very, very difficult.. : :

~High and rising health-care costs make care less accessrble for many 50+ |
'Americans. Average spending per person over age 50 has increased, fueled

largely by the increase in chronic conditions and spendlng for prescription drugs

- Out-of-pocket spending on prescription drugs and long-term care represent the

greatest health-related flnancral I'lSk for older Amerlcans

L llI Prescr|pt|on drugs

- a.

| have heard people say, and seen newspaper artrcles cIalm that AARP is at war
with the pharmaceutical industry. This just isn’t true. Our members and their
families need and value the products the industry develops and produces. I, -

- personally, have great respect for pharmaceutical companies and have worked
‘with them in heath promotion, disease preventlon and pharmaceutlcal product:
; .marketlng virtually my whole career. S :

“I.- Without the basic research and the products that follow, Amencans v
~ lives would be more difficult and, in many cases, shorter. We ’

. certainly appreciate the pharmaceutical industry and our publicly-

- funded medical research for bringing us such important advances.



ii. We have a lot to be grateful for — and a lot to look forward to —as-
medical research into Alzheimer's, Parkinson’s, and other diseases
progresses. But we face a major problem: our members and their

* families cannot afford or sustain current drug costs. When | say we
need these products; I'm also saying we need them to be
affordable.” The marketplace is out of balance, and spending on
these wonderful drugs that combat disease and ease suffering is

“too high. Here’s what I'm talking about.

1. Spending on prescrlptlon drugs rose on average about 13
- percent a year between 1993 and 2001: For the next
decade, it is expected to rise about 12 percent a year.

2.' VPI’ICGS of brand name prescrlptlon drugs have been rising at
nearly four t|mes the rate of general |nﬂatlon :

~ 3. Nearly one Amencan woman:.in five between theages of 50
- and 64 did not fill a prescrlptron because it was too
expensive.

. 4 Millions of seniors are sklpprng doses or spI|tt|ng pllls to save
money. : .

- 5. Prescription drugs are ‘the fastest growing item in man_y state
- health-care budgets, not just because the prices are higher,
-but because more people-are using them, and often they are
demanding the Cadillac when the Chevy wouldwork Just as
well. ' :

b. A recent study by Harr|s lnteractlve found that hlgher out- of-pocket drug costs
are causing massive non-compliance in the use of prescription drugs. Millions of
Americans do not ask doctors for the prescriptions they need, do not fill the ‘

- prescriptions they are given, don't take their full doses and take their drugs less.
~ often than they should. Moreover, the higher people’s out-of-pocket costs for
drugs, the more likely they are to be non- -compliant. oo

i. We hear from our members every day on this. It is a huge and
persistent problem that won’t go-away by itself. It affects not just .
low-income seniors, but middle-class people on fixed incomes, as

- well. We are committed to helping our members, and all older
Amencans and their famllles to cope with this.

c. Ourgoalis affordable drug coverage in Medicare, with some cost contalnment SO

*that a Medicare benefit can be sustained. We are also concerned about
Medicaid and the states’ abilities to sustain these programs. Forty states
currently face Medicaid shortfalls driven by unsustainable drug costs. High drug
costs are continuing to drive the increase in Medigap premiums. And asyou no
doubt know, businesses large and small are feeling the squeeze of high drug
costs. Many are either dropping drug coverage or requmng emponees and
retirees to pay srgnlflcantly more.

d. This problem won't solve ltself Until we achleve affordable and sustainable drug )
coverage in Medicare, pressures for other cost-reducing measures will only
increase.. pressures for reimportation, more state: squtlons prlce controls and
increased I|t|gat|on ' :



R\

i. Efforts to provide relief through discount cards and other means,
while laudable, are simply not enough. The problem is much bigger
than that, and we must solve it systemically. . All the while we need

~-to be cognizant of the need to continue research into new lifesaving

- and life-prolonging drugs that W||| ‘improve the quality of l|fe for us
all: : - .

e Last year, Congress came cIose to achlevmg drug coverage in Medicare. The

foundation for success has been laid. The House passed a bill, though in our .
view, it needed improvement. Although the Senate failed to pass its own-

legislation, 99 Senators voted for some form of a prescription-drug benefit for
Medicare beneficiaries. The Senate essentially reached an implicit bipartisan

~“agreement on a number of key issues, rncludlng the need to contain the splrallng

cost of drugs.
I. They couId not agree however on two |ssues

1. Whether to target the limited dollars to seniors most in need— :
‘those with low incomes and/or high drug expenses This was
essentially about the money avallable v

2. The role of prlvate insurers vs. the government in. deI|ver|ng v
' the benefit and controlllng the cost. This was partly
|deoIog|caI

. Whlle these differences are. substantial; they are not insurmountable. Both pubhc
‘and private insurance can co-exist, jUSt as they have in Medlcare under the

Medicare Plus Choice program.

i. We are working hard agaln this year to help achreve reliable and o
- affordable prescription-drug coverage in Medicare that will assure -
access to, and appropriate use of, drugs for Medicare beneficiaries. -
- In the absence of a benefit, our over 35 million members will
- continue to struggle with drug costs And pressures forcost -
controls will contrnue to increase. '

ii. Congress has many priorities and the nation’s deficits are higher, = .
so finding adequate resources for drug coverage will be difficult. -
But it seems clear that the situation is going to change. Something
must be done to help seniors with skyrocketing drug costs. There =
is simply too much public and political pressure and too much
pain —to ma|nta|n the status quo. :

“iii. This‘is a new day, but a lot of the old polltlcs remain. We are weII
 aware of the pharmaceutical industry's heavy spending and -
- successes in the November elections. We understand the
challenges the industry faces onWall Street. We are assuming,

- however, that the industry’s leaders see that the world of drug
pricing and drug costs is changing. They want to manage that
change and control it to the degree they possibly can. | hope we

- can work together to do this.

iv. We are interested in a pragmat‘ic; bipartisan, workable solution:for -
the politicians, the industry, the states and America’s health-care
'consumers |nclud|ng our own members and their families:

‘Medicare Reform



a. It may be possible to integrate drug coverage into a total benefit package. We

- are concerned, as is the pharmaceutical industry, that a drug-only benefit in
Medlcare may be unstable due to rising costs. We are also concerned that it
may not offer a benefit that is generous enough to attract an adequate number
of enrollees. If that were the case, the risk pool would be too smail to hold"
down premlum costs and to sustain the program over the Iong term

b Elements of Medlcare Reform

i. Preserve Medlcare s pIedge to provrde affordable accesslble h|gh
quallty health care to older Americans ¥

ii. Defined package of benefits |ncIud|ng new voluntary, affordable .
prescrlptlon drug coverage s

iii. "No excluslons due to age geography, health status or ablllty to :
pay - :

iv. Extra protectlons for lower |ncome beneflcrarles 7

V. Improvements to the orlglnal fee-for—servrce opt|on

vi. Stable flnancmg

C. Medlcare lmprovements should take into account the surge in beneficiaries that
will begin in 2011 when the first baby boomers become eligible for benefits. And, -
they should reflect advances in medicine, such as greater coverage of prevention
benefits and the greater use of drug theraples that are replacing more expenswe
hospltal stays for many- people : '

d. It is critical that we find a squtlon to this problem Untll we do no one W|II be
able to feel secure from the rising costs of drugs ’

V. Conclusion: We need your voice in th|s debate

a. Lack of prescrlptlon drug coverage'in Medlcare is havnng a detrlmental effect on '} v
your. patients...it undermines the treatment you provrde SRR

~ b. We recognize and understand the tremendous amount of respect our members , |
- have for you, their doctors. : . '

i. We stood up—in the m|dst of the drug debate in the Iast Congress—
and said we supported the effort to correct the physruan
relmbursement problem in Medlcare ‘

ii. Now, we chaIIenge you to stand up and tell the Congress and the
President that your patients are suffering from the lack of
- prescrlptron drug coverage in Medlcare
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Good afternoon It's a pIeasure to be here You have had qwte a ’

line up of speakers already today with more to foIIow and I'm

certa|nIy proud to be part of it. | especially want to thank Dr. Mlke

Maves for |nvrt|ng me to speak to you on behalf of AARP’s 35 m|II|on+ -

| members

You and your colleagues—physicians researchers, medical scientists, -

public health experts—are largely responsrble for the enormous

| progress we have made in helplng people to live Ionger and to live

better in 21St century America.

But as you know desplte aII of this progress we stlll face senous

chaIIenges regardlng health and health care.

Last Spring AARP released a Study titled, Beyond Fifty: A Reportto -

the Nation on Trends in Health Secur/ty, wh|ch ldentlfled the pr|mary ,

~ factors that |nfluence the health security. of 50+ Amerlcans

1. Increased rehance on prescrrptron drugs and other new heaIth
technoIogles.has brought about major chang'es in the dellvery
- of health care and has driven hea"Ith;‘care costs and coverage

structures. - R | E

2 Chronic diseases and conditions are,com'mon among people o

| over age 50 especialtly in the oldest age segments. Butthe -
systems that serve the chronlcaIIy ill rema|n oriented Iarger

- toward acute medical care. Increasrngly, the health-care needs
of this popuIatlon rnvoglye, a range of serV|ces across the

spectrum of physician; inpatient, out'patient, and Iong-term’care.._
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3. _Greater longevity—and the functio_nal limitations that -
accompa'ny old age;have highlighted th‘e need to live more"
| independently and increased awareness of the quality of life,
especially during the last stages of life. '

4. There is increasing recognition among those who provide or’
o pay for care that patients need choices about quality and value.
Informed decision- making is an increasingly important—yet

often m|ss1ng—d|menS|on in consumer thinking about health
_security (For those needing long-term care, espeC|aIIy, the
~ challenge of naV|gat|ng afragmented uncoordinated

patchwork of public and private programs is very, very difficult. ) :

‘7 5. High and rising health-care costs make care less accessible for
~ many 50+ Americans. Average‘spending per per{son over age
50 has increased fueled Iargely by‘ the increase in chronic
" conditions and spending for prescription drugs. Out—of—pocket
. 'spending on prescription drugs and long-term care represent

the greatest health related finanC|al risk for older Americans.

I'm not going to talk about all of these today, but they do prov1de a
- good context for the issue | do want to focus on-- prescription drug

, coverage in Medicare and Medicare reform

We face a major problem in this country today older Americans and
their families cannot afford or sustain current prescription drug costs |

We truly need these products but we. aIso need them to be

f‘affordable
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L

' " The marketplace |s out of baIance and spendlng on these wonderfuI

drugs that combat d|sease and ease sufferrng |s too high.

Spendlng on prescrlptlon drugs rose on average about 13

percent a year between 1993 and 2001. For the next decade, it

is expected to rise about 12 percent a year

\ Prlces of brand name prescrlptlon drugs have been r|s|ng at

| _.nearIy four tlmes the rate of generaI |nf|at|on

NearIy one Amerlcan woman |n five between the ages of 50

- and 64 dld not fill a prescrlptlon because |t was too expenswe T

vM|II|ons of sen|ors are sklpplng doses or spI|tt|ng pills to save . :

money.

g Prescrlptlon.d'rugsvare the fastest growing item in .many state . _.
health-care'budgets;‘not.ju_s't» because the prices are higher, but =

| ,'because 'more people areiusing t'hem' and often they are'

demandlng the CadrIIac when the Chevy wouId work jUSt as

'weII

'Arecent studyby ’Harri»'s Interactiye "found th.at higher out-of-pocket

drug costs are causing massive non-compliance in the use of

prescrlptlon drugs M|II|ons of Amerlcans do not ask their doctors for

‘the prescrlptlons they need, do not f|II the prescrlptlons they . are

- given, don t take thelrfuII doses and take their drugs less often than

- ~they should. Moreover, the h|gher people s out- of-pocket costs for

B drugs(,_the more I|.ker.they are.to.be_non compllant.
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: We hear from our members every day on th|s It is a huge and

| persrstent problem that won't go away by |tself It affects not just low-

income seniors, but middle-class people on fixed i incomes, as well. -
We are committed to h‘elping'our members | and all older Americans
" and their families, to cope with this. Our goaI is affordable drug

7 coverage in Medicare W|th some cost contalnment SO that a
Medlcare benefit can be susta|ned ’

 We are also c_oncerned about Medicaid and the states’ abilities to
sustain these 'programs. Forty-nine states currently face Medicaid
| ,short'falls driven by unsustainable drug costs ~High drug costs are
continuing to dr|ve the i increase in Medlgap premlums for the few -

'pIans that offer drug coverage

And busmesses Iarge and smaII are feellng the squeeze of high drug
'_ .costs Many are either dropping drug coverage or requiring |

‘employees and ret|rees to pay. S|gn|ficantl_y more.

~ Until we achieve affordable and sustainable drug coverage in j
Medicare, pressures for other cost- reducmg measures will only
-increase.. pressures for drug re|mportation more state squtlons :

price controls and increased litigation.

Last year, Congress came cloSe to_vvachieving’ drug cove‘r‘age in
| Medicare. The foundation for success has be'en laid. The House
passed a biII,'though.in our view, it needed’ improvement. Although

the Senate failed to pass its own '_Iegislation,‘99 Senators voted for
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- some form of a prescription drug benefit for Medicare benefIC|ar|es
_ The Senate essentiaIIy reached an |mpIIC|t bipartisan agreement ona
number of key issues, including the need to contaln the sp|raI|ng cost

of drugs | SO

| They could not agree however on two issues: |

1 ‘Whether to target the ||m|ted dollars to seniors most in need—

those with low incomes and/or hlgh drug expenses

2. The role of private insurers vs. the government in delivering the: -

benefit and controlling the cost.

While these dn‘ferences are substantial they are not |nsurmountable '
Both public and private insurance can co- eXIst just as they have in

Medlcare under the Medicare Pius Ch0|ce program '

Congress and the administration has many p:riorities and the nation’s _
deficits are higher SO f|nd|ng adequate resources for drug coverage
will be difficult. But there is simply too much public and political.

pressure — and too much paln - to maintain the status quo.

This morning» you heard the President address th\is, and present a
- framework for debate and action. We are very encouraged by the
President’s leadership on this issue. Policymakers in Congress. in
“both parties and both »Houses are working on this. So the Medicare ;
debate is moving fonivard,' and there is'broad commitment tofinda -

- solution. But it will not be easy.
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~ Some lawmakers believe that‘.addingiprescri‘pt:ionjdrugs to'MediCare »

-

]'is the'single urgent need 'and s‘hOuld be the"goal Others say that

S ,V_Medlcare |tseIf must be reformed and prescr|ptron drugs should be |

- just a part of th|s overhauI

Our posrtlon is that Medrcare shouId be strengthened for the decades
ahead But we must aIso remember that it is a program that works
__And it works reasonably weII especrally when compared to most

. 'other aspects of the Amerrcan heaIth ~care system

‘We advocate sensible improvements'to‘ strengthen'Medicare' as long

‘ as. they include prescrlptlon drug coverage and ensure that the

program remains the soI|d rock of heaIth care that more than 40

‘million Amerrcans rely on.

- The frrst step is to ensure that enough money is available in the ,'
budget to accomplish these goaIs The Admrnlstratlon S W||I|ngness -
__'vto increase the level of fundlng for a Medrcare prescrrptlon drug
benefit and other reforms is an lmportant step. As all the research
and analysis shows an adequate Medicare drug beneﬂt is gorng to -

requrre a very substantlal fundrng commltment

So, what does that benefit look like?. Our members tell us a R
. ‘prescription-drug beneflt must meet five criteria. It must: o
'. 1. Ensure all Med|care benefrcrarres have access to affordable

meaningful prescription-drug coverage in all Medlcare optlons—'
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no exclusrons due to age geography, health status or ablhty to ‘
 pay; | o - |
"2',. Prowde stable coverage that beneflc1ar|es can rely on from

| year toyear, | |
) ‘3. Protect benefrcrarles from extraordrnary out-of—pocket costs
4, }Provrde lower-income beneflmanes with additional assrstance
5.: Not create |ncent|ves for employers to drop current retlree

coverage or dlsadvantage ‘benef_lmarles in t_he trad,|t|onal

7 Med_icare. ‘

Older Americans and _their' families don’t ekpect first-dollar c0verage;
but they do want a benefit they canvdepevnd‘_on \_Over time. To meet "
these criteria, it may be ‘possible to integrate dru»g coverage into a
total benefit package. We are concerned that a drug-only beneflt rn

r_'Medlcare may be unstable due to rrsrng costs

We are also concerned that it may not offer a benefit that is

‘ generous enough to attract an adequate number of enrollees If that

o were the case, the risk pooI might be too small to hold down

o premlum costs and to sustain the program over the Iong term.

Medicare improVem‘e‘_nts should take into account the surge' in
benefiCiar_ies that wiII'b'egin’_in 2011 when t'he 'firstbaby boomers |

‘ become eligible for benefits. “They shou|d include greater coverage
M'of preventlon and detection benefrts so that |I|nesses can be

detected earlier and managed better lmprovmg the de!llvery of care
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‘ fto' chron'icaily-iI»I benefiFCia‘ries and th'e’,great'er use of drug therapies

that are replacing more expensive hospital stays for many people.

We must find a pragmaticv bipartisan, workable solution to this
problem. Until we do, no one wnII be abIe to feel secure from the
rising costs of drugs The payoff—ln |ncreased |ndependence quaI|ty ,_

~of life and f|nanC|aI savrngs—ls huge o

Well- thought -out, and well funded pohcues can be transformatlonal in
our society. But pub||c policy anne has limits. We must also address

: |n.d|V|du_al behaviors and personal reSponS|b|I|ty for our own health.

. »So, it is important_for people to understa’ndﬂand use medications
‘wisely. Our research shows that, even though people 45 and older =
are taking lots of pres'o‘ription drugs%especially those 65 and older—
they are n'ot'reaIizing the fuII benefits of these drugs because they’re’\- .
often not taking them as directed. And many are not usrng genencs B
- despite thelr comparable efflcacy and lower cost They don't fully

understand what generlcs are.

On the basis of this research, here ,is our basic message.that‘we tell

our members and the public: | |

* If generics are av_a‘ilablge', then take them, vas Iong as yoUr physician -
“agrees. B | B | |

 Ifadrugis not necessary, there is no reason to take |t Over-

- utilization can be physrcally harmfuI can compromlse the
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effectlveness of other drugs and wastes money And don t go in
- for overk||| For example take Tums or Maalox for heart burn and

. save the expenslve Prllosec for reflux disease.

e 'Under—utlllzatlon |SJUSt as bad Take the medlcatlon your doctor

| ’_ prescrlbes For example, some hlgher cost drugs such as stat|ns
for hlgh choIesteroI and ant| hypertens|ve medlcatlons have been

shown to be under—utlllzed

~ We reach a Iot of people and we are gomg to cont|nue to educate

. j _our members and others to use prescnptlon drugs w:sely

i Informatlon and educatlon are cr|t|ca| in br|ng|ng down drug 'costs e
| When people can take better: care of themselves they may rely less

: 'on medlcal mterventlons to lead heaIthy Ilves

- ~We have reached anew era ln th|s country People turn|ng 50 today

:have half of thelr adult I|ves ahead of them. They are using that
mllestone to questlon what they want to do with. the rest of their ||ves,
|nstead of viewing it as a time of decllne For many itis a tlme to
enjoy new-found freedoms make new chonces and dream new

dreams

“There is'a lot to feel good aboUt-.because we know more and more

about aging, and aging itself i.svgetting’better for'u's all. Increased and

improved Iongevity is one Of ou_r g'reatest success stories, and today_ o
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we have the knowIedge |nnovat|on and technology to make it even .,

better The questlon |s ~do we have the W|Il’?

| believe the answer is yes. Bvut, it Wiil ta:k‘e" all of us working together
:to face the new chaIIenges our progres;s has brought us.. Tomorrow, | |
| will be standing with your AMA presid’ent‘ Dr. Yank Coble, and the
: Ieaders of other national organlzatlons to k|ck off the Cover the
»' . Un/nsured Week campaign to bring greater awareness to the problem o

. oof the more than 40 million uninsured ,pe,op,Ie in this country.

~ Recently, AARP joined with 'you tov:advoc"'ate for'fixing the physician |
| payment formuIa because it was an obvious error that needed to be
o corrected We told the Congress that “Our members want
'_,phyS|C|ans who treat Medlcare patlents to be paid falrly,” and that
- “errors or m|scaIcuIat|ons in Medlcare payment formulas shouId be -

. corrected "

| And now, we need to Jom together in the Medlcare debate. Our

members are your pat|ents And, lack of a meaningful prescnptlon-

drug benefit in Medicare is harmrng them. It undermines the

treatment you provide.

: ‘.It must be very difficult for you to know that you are prescrrblng

o |mportant drugs that many pat|ents W||I not be able to afford That s
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- sad. 'Together, we can put a stop to much of it with a meaningful -

prescription-drug benefit in Medicare. Let's work together on this. - o

CHEH
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