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Abstract
INTERGROUP DIALOGUE: AN EVALUATION OF A PEDAGOGICAL MODEL
FOR TEACHING CULTURAL COMPETENCE WITHIN A FRAMEWORK OF
SOCIAL JUSTICE IN SOCIAL WORK PROGRAMS
by

Mayra Lopez-Humphreys

Adviser: Professor Mimi Abromovitz; DSW

A quasi-experimental, non-equivalent comparison group design with pre, post and
follow-up survey data was used to evaluate the effectiveness of an intergragpielial
intervention on bachelor of social work (BSW) students’ levels of cultural congeete
and social justice behaviors. The sample of convenience consisted of 115 who identified
as social-work majors and participated in diversity courses, 76 were intergabogue
participants (Site IGD) and 39 were not (Site non-IGD). Five specificiQunestere
explored in the study.

All 115 participants completed Lum’s (2007) Social Work Cultural Competencies
Self-Assessment and the Confidence in Confronting Injustice Sub-Scalé (Mult
University Intergroup Dialogue Research project Guidebook, n.d.) at the begamiing
end of the course. Intergroup dialogue participants also completed Nagda, Kim, and
Truelove’s (2005) Enlightenment and Encounter scale at the end of the coursé, as wel
the Roper’s Political Questions and the Confidence in Confronting Injustice Slghafca

the end of the course and one year later.



The students who received the intergroup dialogue model displayed significantly
greater improvement in the cultural competence area of awareness tfenisstvho did
not receive the intervention. Students who received the intergroup dialogue model also
showed a significant increase in social justice behavioral outcomes aftggarourse
participation. The cultural competence area of knowledge acquisition showed change
scores that were greater than Non-IGD participants, although not atfecaigrievel.
Lastly, mean confidence in confronting social justice changes scoresiaei@gher for
the IGD group, although the differences were not significant.

The study offers empirical research in determining effective teashiaiggies
for improved cultural competence within a social justice framework, highligtitie
intergroup dialogue model. The data suggests that through enhanced educational
experiences with models of intergroup dialogue, levels of culturally compedadce

social justice behavioral outcomes among social work students will improve.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

The National Association of Social Workers (NASW) and the Council of Social
Work (CSWE) support the assessment of effective teaching approachegplaae pr
students to practice in a manner that effectively engages culturalhaunc éivversity and
endeavors to advance economic and social justice (CSWE, 2008; NASW, 2000).
However, much of the literature within multicultural social work educationdasséd
on the assessment of pedagogical methods that prepare students for eftdtctiaty
competent practice for the benefit of clients (Cordero & Rodriguez, 2008radi&
Zuniga, 2004; Nagda & Gurin, 2007; Schlessinger, 2004). Less emphasis has been given
to pedagogical approaches that prepare students for social justicegsréwit can
support the co-constructing of just and equitable structures (i.e., institutions,
culture/society, policies, and organizations; Dessel, Rogge, & Garlington, GQ96;
Walls, 2007; Sue, 2001).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between an
intergroup dialogue intervention, students’ levels of cultural competence, and social
justice behavioral outcomes. Intergroup dialogue is a pedagogical apprdazdmtha
contribute to the development of an effective, common framework for teachingitgjive
and social justice content within social work education programs (Nagda & Gurin, 2007;
Werkmeister Rozas, 2007; Zuniga, Nagda & Sevig, 2002).

This study begins with a statement of the problem, followed by a historical

examination of social work's relationship to diversity, social justice ancliceamt



teaching models. It then reviews the theories and conceptual foundations of intergroup
dialogue and explains some theoretical linkages between intergroup dialogue, social
justice, and cultural competence. The review of the empirical literataraires
intergroup dialogue teaching models and outcomes related to multicultural soidial w
education. The study then includes a presentation of the program descripicn, w
provides a thorough basis and explanation of the intergroup dialogue interventign. Nex
the methodology chapter presents the research rationale and design usedudythis st
After this, the results of this study are presented. The study concluties dvscussion
of the findings, as well as directions, for future social work education andalesear
Need for the Study

Demographics continue to show dramatic changes and growth within the United
States’ (U.S.) population. Census demographers have estimated that by 2060, the
population of people of color will represent over 50.4% of the population (United States
Census Bureau, 2000). Moreover, the numbers of immigrants and diverse religious
affiliations are rapidly increasing and studies confirm that they wiitinue to increase
(Kosmin, Egon, & Ariela, 2001; Sisneros, Stakeman, Joyner, & Schmitz, 2008). Along
with the expanding diversity of the U.S. population, oppressive relationships and
structural injustices against such diverse groups also continues to gros; @002;
Mama, 2001; Reisch, 2007). For example, despite the efforts of policies that sought to
address segregation (e.g., Brown versus the Board of Education and Affirdetioe),
businesses, neighborhoods, and social resources continue to be segregated and disparate

(Rodenborg & Huynh, 2006). Given the values, knowledge and skills within the field of



social work, the profession is well-positioned to lead change that will adithes
increasing entrenchment of social inequities within the U.S. (Sisneros20G8).

Social work education programs must address the implications of growing
demographic changes by including effective curricula that prepare sttiolents
comprehensively engage the individual needs of diverse populations, while also
addressing the social injustices that affect diverse communitiesigGH95; Uehara,
Sohng, Nagda, Erera, & Yamashiro, 2004). In order to prepare students to work with
diverse populations, social work education has relied on the on-going development of its
multicultural curriculum. Multiculturalism is an all-encompassing concapthie “study
of human diversity and populations at risk for discrimination” (Fellin, 2000, p.1).Within
social work education, the principles of multiculturalism have focused on the inclusion of
underrepresented groups within the student body and faculty, in addition to an inclusion
of content on diverse groups throughout the curriculum (Marsiglia & Kulis, 2009nhsFor
of multicultural curricula within social work education have varied, with contieeva
models excluding an analysis of power and privilege, and liberal modelsgéafoous
on differences and respect for the individual (Kincheloe & Steinberg, 1997; Nayalund,
2006). Equally important, the theory of cultural competence has informed much of the
current development of multicultural curricula (Cross, Brazon, Isaaberéis, 1989;

Lum, 2005; Siegel, Haugland, & Chambers, 2003; Sue et al., 1982; Sue & Sue, 1990).

Institutional authorities within the discipline of social work support the concept of
cultural competence as a response to addressing and informing the needsef diver
populations (Guy-Walls, 2007; Guarnaccia & Rodriguez, 1996; Gutierrez jdkssi, &

Soifer, 1999; NASW, 2001). For example, the NASW Code of Ethics has issued



standardsas well as indicators, for the achievement of culturally competent samilal w
practice (NASW, 2001). These standards include a set of criteria andansliteat
address: (a) cross-cultural knowled@® skills, (c) self-awarenesgd) ethics and values
(e) service delivery(f) empowerment and advocadgy) workforce diversity(h)
professional educatigand (i) language diversity (NASW, 2001).

Equally important, in 2008, the Council of Social Work Education established a
new Education Policy and Accreditation Standard (EPAS) that requiresatiagjet
level social work education programs to demonstrate how students achieve 1@ practic
competencies. These include requirements for explicit diversity conteptrémsdtes an
understanding, affirmation, and respect for people from diverse backgroundfar8sa
also require programs to address factors that perpetuate and uphold matgnadizd
oppression, as well as educating students about social justice principfaacices
(CSWE, 2008). Despite the implementation of the NASW and CSWE standards,
researchers contend that mandates for the achievement of competencegguiarand
confusing for many schools of social work to implement (Colvin-Burque, Zggazga
Davis-May, 2007; Halloway, 2008; Petracchi & Zastrow, 2010).

Social justice within multicultural social work education. In an increasingly
pluralistic and diverse nation where hostility and discrimination against indisidod
groups who are labeled as different continues to grow, the CSWE has responded by
establishing competencies for diversity and social justice curi@8aVE, 2008;
Neubeck & Casenave, 2001). The CSWE Commission for Diversity and Social &
Economic Justice (n.d.) has identified one of its primary goals to be the promotion of

social work education that includes “social and economic justice and the ilclegfat



knowledge of how the multiple aspects of human diversity intersect” (p.1). Equally
important, the EPAS stipulates that social work education programs dualusta core
competencies that include “engaging diversity and difference in pegctis well as
demonstrating competency in “advancing human rights and social and econstmoe’ j
(CSWE, 2008, p.5). Moreover, several researchers (Nayalund, 2006; Mildred & Zuniga,
2004; Sisneros et al., 2008; Van Voorhis & Hostetter, 2006) have also underscored the
importance of including an expliaititical multicultural framework within the

development of social work education curricula. Critical multiculturabgproaches the
conceptualization of cultural competence within a social justice perspduive

addresses oppression, societal roles, power relations, and socio-historstalats. This
approach facilitates an opportunity for students to develop a mindset of glantciry;
openness to others’ experiences; with the goal of eliminating oppressiveawidiVan
Soest, Canon, & Grant, 2000, p. 464).

Preparing students for social work practice that integrates the praoiptecial
justice requires curricula and pedagogy that addresses the developmentrag'stude
awareness of the various forms of oppression and its impact on one’s professional
behavior, attitude, and perceptions. Educators must also provide students with a
comprehensive knowledgd the dynamics and results of oppressive systems and
structures. In addition, educators should assist students in developing e s&kk
actions that support social justice for all members of society (Cordero B&oiNeg009;
Van Soest & Garcia, 2003; Mama, 2001; Pinderhughes, 1995; Reisch, 2007).

Assessment efforts within multicultural social work educaton. The CSWE'’s

accreditation standard four, “Assessmergquires social work education programs to



develop measures for evaluating the extent to which competencies have been met by
students (CSWE, 2008). Accreditation standard four has made it necessagydor s

work education programs to develop measures that evaluate the student’snuficie

with diversity and social justice competencies. However, since the incept@WE
assessment standards, the requirements have been criticized for themessguith

regard to designing effective tools to assess competencies Re&atastrow, 2010).

Social work research has demonstrated similar limitations. While thetlite continues

to develop and support a substantial number of cultural competency frameworkshresearc
that provides rigorous assessment of a particular framework is limigedl¢, Holzhalb,

& Thyer, 1993; Spears, 2004; Williams, 2005).

Le-Doux and Motalvo’s (1999) national survey provided a thorough examination
of curriculum models and instructional methods of baccalaureate programs. Haveve
study did not assess the effectiveness of course curricula or irstalctiethods. A
decade later, a quasi-experimental study by Guy-Walls (2007) exarhaetfdctiveness
of an undergraduate program’s social work diversity curriculum by exploring how well
students were prepared for culturally competent practice. Results fronetpegtr
Multicultural Awareness-Knowledge-Skills Survey (MAKSS) indichtieat the students
were sufficiently prepared for culturally competent practice witnts whose cultures
differed from their own. The research conducted by Guy-Walls is an exarhpbw
rigorous assessment of a social work education program’s diversity comeeieat
provide outcome knowledge that can help identify effective curricula and pedagogie

In social work education, assessment efforts can also help to further deteonst

the value of critical multicultural content that integrates social gigticciples. More



importantly, rigorous assessments can serve to inform an effective, comitnoctimsal
framework that also serves to enhance students’ development of social qunstic

diversity competencies (Dessel et al, 2006; Newsome, 200; Peeler, &yean, 2008;
Sinseros et al., 2008). Although a moderate number of studies have examined students’
commitment to social justice, research that assesses studentspaattiak of social

justice is limited (Geron, 2002; Lu, Lum, & Chen, 2001; Suzuki, McRae, & Short, 2001).
Evaluating curriculum and teaching approaches that include both diversity @&d soc
justice content can ensure that the profession of social work consistently stipports
needs of an increasingly diverse U.S. population (Giroux, 1996).

Instructional approaches within multicultural social work education.

Educators and scholars continue to develop numerous teaching models that can support
students’ learning of multicultural social work principles (Abrams & Gih007;

Adams, Bell, & Griffin, 1997; Lee & Greene, 2003). Notwithstanding the growing

number of multicultural social work instructional models, the literature notemtray

of the models are focused on developing students’ cultural competence with individual
clients and/or attitude re-adjustment (Plotocky, 1997; Schlesinger, 2004; Sraeler, P

& May, 2008). Teaching models that support comprehensive social justice psrangle
practices are limited.

Within the literature on multicultural social work education, intergroup dialogue
has been targeted as an effective pedagogical model to implement whemgrepari
students for culturally competent practice that produces social justicerm#¢blurtado,
2005; Nagda, Gurin, & Lopez, 2003; Zufiga et al., 2002). Models of intergroup dialogue

have emphasized the importance of advancing social justice through alliadaggtand



action planning (Gurin, Dey, Gurin, & Hurtado, 2003; Schoem, Hurtatado, Sevig,
Chelser, & Sumida, 2001). During the intergroup dialogue formation procesststude
from distinct social identities are gathered into small peer-fatatitgroups that support a
cooperative learning environment. Through the exploration of social group identity,
historical and structural power inequalities and conflicts that are oftetfidée in terms

of social identities (e.g., race and sexual orientation), students develop aifmaldat
knowledge about “other” cultural histories, cross-cultural communication, arh acti
planning skills. They also gain a critical awareness of their personiave while
learning to understand the worldviews of others (Schoem, 2003).

Despite the establishment of CSWE mandates and NASW standards, social work
literature continues to recognize an inconsistent implementation of multi¢aitutant
that is integrated with social justice principles and practices (CBique et al., 2007;
Maidment & Cooper, 2002; Sisneros et al., 2008). Additionally, researchers and
educators confirm the need for rigorous evaluation of teaching models thiateiscicial
justice within culturally competent content (Gurin, Nagda, & Lopez, 2004; Gas\W
2007; Newsome, 2004; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Van Soest et al., 2000). Several
researchers have identified intergroup dialogue as a pedagogical modehtpetgare
social work students for culturally competent practice that produces sstieéj
outcomes; however, little assessment has been done to validate thisragSerntio et
al., 2004; Nagda et al., 1999; Zuniga et al., 2002). Several studies have identified
intergroup dialogue as a teaching model that can support the preparation of gulturall
competent students. However, the relationship between intergroup dialogue and students’

development of cultural competence has not been examined within social worlrkterat



A significant number of studies on intergroup dialogue intervention have also neglected
the use of comparison groups, thereby limiting inferences derived from the saghja(N

et al., 1999). Equally important, much of the research on intergroup dialogue has focused
on the assessment of participants’ intellectual outcomes, and remissessiag social

justice behavioral outcomes. Studies that examine social justice behautm@ies

have often lacked follow-up research that investigates students’ sodze pstions

after course participation (Gurin et al., 2004).

Study Questions

Given such limitations, this evaluative study will examine an intergroupgiiel
intervention within a social work diversity course and its relationship, if arstutents’
pre and post levels of cultural competence; and intergroup dialogue andibsséia, if
any, to students’ confidence to act toward social justice and social justaresggpiosttest
and one year later). The two-group, quasi-experimental study address$altbthieg
guestions:

1. Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention
demonstrate greater change in overall postlevels of cultural ¢tengpes than
participants who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention?

a. Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course
intervention demonstrate greater change in postlevels of the “kigevie
acquisition” dimension of cultural competence than students who deceve
intergroup dialogue course intervention?

b. Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course

intervention demonstrate greater change in postlevels of thés“dkielopment”
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dimension of cultural competence than students who do not receive onfergr
dialogue course intervention?

c. Do patrticipants who receive the intergroup dialogue course
intervention demonstrate greater change in postlevels of the “ddtuaaeness”
dimension of cultural competence than students who do not receive onfergr
dialogue course intervention?

2. With regard to learning about social justice, will participants
receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention identifyntieevention as the
most important aspect of the course content?

3. Will participants who receive intergroup dialogue course inteéive
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward spsate than
participants who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention?

4. Among participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention,
what is the overall level of confidence to act toward social justice outcaryees
after course participation?

5. Among participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention,
what is the overall level of social justice actions a year after cparsieipation?
Definition of Terms

Definitions are included because there is little common langasmend
diversity and social justice education. Therefore, these defindi@ased to help
clarify the researcher’'s understanding and application to the.sRidgrsity.

Intersectionality of multiple factors including age, class, ¢atalture, disability,
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ethnicity, gender, gender identity, expression of immigrationustgpolitical
ideology, race, religion, sex and sexual orientation.

Social justice Includes actions which promote and establish equal rights,
opportunities, and liberties within a society and its institutionserkmt within
this definition is the right to have a voice in society (Bell, 2010).

Multiculturalism: Informed by its ideological context, it is a philosophical
movement and position that asserts the need for a pluralisticystcietflect the
diversity of social identities (e.g., race, ethnicity, gendexuale orientation,
religion, and social class), in all of society’s structures iasttutions (Banks,
1997; Sisneros et al., 2008).

Critical multiculturalism  Focuses specifically on deepening
consciousness of diverse social groups that have experienced oppvesigon
also examining the systems that foster the oppression. Systatmadintain and
perpetuate inequality are analyzed, “with the presumption of a domemt to
egalitarianism through action” (Sisneros et al., 2008, p. 3).

Cultural competence:An on-going process that involves continual
learning to maintain mastery of cultural awareness, knowledgeisson, and
skill development (Lum, 2003}t includes cross-cultural learning that enhances the
practitioner’s commitment to advocacy for social justise€, 2001).

Social justice education:Through personal awareness, expanding
knowledge and supporting action, social justice education seeks to transform
societal conditions and work for greater equality and fairnedf {Bashington,

Weinstein, & Love, 1997).
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Diversity education Curriculum that affirms culture as a source of
strength by integrating cross-cultural competency with comemtrand skills to
change oppressive and unjust systems (Bell et al., 1997; A@§®, Van Soest
& Garica, 2000).

Dialogic education The experiences, knowledge and ideas of both
students and teachers as fundamental to the learning process (Freire, 1968).

Social justice behavioral outcomes or actiodadoing oppression work
through a cycle of changes, includimgrapersonal(i.e., change in what a person
believes about himself or herself)ierpersonal(i.e., changes in how we assess
others and the world we live in) asgstemidi.e., changes in positions, system,
structures, thinking, and assumptions; Harro, 2000).

Culture: The skills, ideology, religious and political behaviors, arts, habits,
customs, values, and technology of a group of individuals in a particolar t
(Barker, 1995).

Institutional oppression:Policies, laws, rules, norms, and costumes
enacted by organizations and institutions that disadvantage samaé goups
and advantage other social groups (e.g., religion, government, educatipthd
media & healthcare system; Hardiman & Jackson, 2005).

Structural & Cultural oppressianSocial norms, roles, rituals, language,
music and art that reflect and reinforce the beliefs that cm@gs superior to
another (Hardiman & Jackson, 2005).

Intergroup dialogue:a small group of participants from distinct social

identity groups gather for a series of peer-facilitated, fadace meetings.
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Participants of intergroup dialogue engage in critically cotifle open
communication about injustices that persist through institutional tgtasc
Participants are also required to identify specific stragefpr social change that
support a more just society (Schoem 2003; Nagda et al., 1999, p. 434).
Dissertation Outline

History and theory related to this study are the focus of chapter two,
highlighting social work education and its relationship to diversity and social
justice. Also presented here are the theories and conceptual foundations of the
intergroup dialogue pedagogical model. Additionally, the empirical {uszawill
provide current culturally competent teaching models that integrate scstiagj
principles and their relationship to intergroup dialogue. Chapter 2 ends with a
review of current models of intergroup dialogue and learning outcomes related to
knowledge, skills, awareness, and social justice.

Chapter three focuses on the methodology used in this study. This includes
explanations of the study’s hypotheses, study questions, and the study sample.
This chapter contains details of the study design, procedures for dataaw|lect
study measures, the instrumentation, and the analyses undertaken. Chapter four
contains a description of the program and teaching model used in the study,
including: the goals and learning dispositions of the intergroup dialogue dpversit
course, the study’s intergroup dialogue teaching stages, objectives, structured
activities, the four-stage design of intergroup dialogue, and the goals of peer-

facilitator education.
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In chapter five the results of the study are presented. Chapter Bix is a
overview of the study’s findings, and examination of the findings that failed to
support, or only partially supported the hypotheses. Strengths and limitations of
the study’s results are addressed. Implications for social worlagodua@and
social work practice are also reviewed. Lastly, recommendations for future

research are discussed.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

The profession of social work includes a long tradition of working with diverse
populations. Despite this rich practice, the field of social work did not requiretemtuca
about diversity within its curricula until the early 1970s. The following hisébreview
of social work's relationship to diversity and social justice covers three snofdsdcial
work education: the “assimilationist model,” the “cultural sensitivity modeid’ the
“multiculturalism model.” This literature review also examines tleoties and
conceptual foundations of the intergroup dialogue pedagogical model, followed by an
elucidation of theoretical linkages between intergroup dialogue, sociaguatid
cultural competence and its relevance to the study’s program theory. ThiE@&mp
literature discusses current teaching models that focus on enhancing coltopatence
with social justice principles and their relationship to intergroup dialogue.elienr
will conclude with an empirical review of current models of intergroup dialogue and
learning outcomes related to knowledge, skills, awareness, and social justice.
Historical Literature

1890s-1965: Social work education and the assimilation modedDuring the
early 1900s, the practice of social work primarily focused on understanding poor
European immigrants and Native American families for the purposes of taujita
successful assimilation within dominant society. Simultaneously, a purported
understanding of African-Americans was generally utilized to supporatimmalization
for segregated services (Schlesinger, 2004). Major social servicesgintitieding

settlement houses and the Charitable Organization Society, were actiogpg@atdiin
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developing segregated social services for African-American comnuiimttae North
(Weaver, 1992).

Within social work literature, there is an overwhelming consensus that dyversit
content within the academic curriculum was minimally addressed until the 1960s
(Brainerd, 2002; Guy—Walls, 2007; Newsome, 2004). The era prior to 1965 is identified
as the era of the “assimilation model.” This model labeled ethnic and raciaitragas
nonconforming groups and focused on encouraging such groups to adapt to the norms of
White middle class society (Plotocky, 1997). For example, Black women whoedolat
“normative” constructs of exclusive mother-child bonding by adopting fenealeered
care networks to address childcare needs that were frequently thefésodf hours at
exploitive, low-wage jobs, were often identified as women who made “chdltas”

contributed to a “lag” in Black families (Blum & Deussen, 1996).

Social justice within the assimilation modellhe criteria for legitimacy within
social work education reflected both the strands of Richmond’s (1917) emphasis on
developing a systematized knowledge base and Adams’ focus on social reform (Devore
& Schlesingerl999). During the assimilation model era, tensions emerged about the
degree of participation that social workers should invest in reforming sojistices and
the need to develop a scientific and theoretical base for direct practice (fect&ei
Netting, 1999). Flexner’s (1915) criticism of the legitimacy of social work pfession
and the emergence of the psychiatric model were significant influencesahwou in
the early 288 century. “...becoming so preoccupied with the inner life as almost to lose
touch with the outer reality and the social work factors with which social worlaes w

most familiar” (Gordan Hamilton cited in Goldstein, 1995, p. 1948).



17

Assimilation, curriculum development, and instructional approaché@&se
preoccupation with legitimacy as a science and as a marketable occupatioreththe
professions’ inclination toward social work education that would primarilyesddr
personal change and growth (e.g., psychological and therapeutic intervergtbas
than activities that were directed toward social reform (Abramovitz, 1993hSgec
Courtney, 1994). This resulted in social work education that was generally tiaungten
ethnocentric perspective of the dominant European-American culture ngtikeeudian-
influenced theories and methods that were viewed as culturally neutral aafdréner
could be universally applied to all populations (Devore & London, 1993; Pinderhughes,
1989). Despite the prevalence of the assimilation model within the curriculum df socia
work education, individual endeavors to provide knowledge about culture and race were
made by several academic institutions. For example, in 1919, the Saint Louis School of
Economics developed a more formalized effort to address minority populations wgthi
social work method courses by integrating lectures on racism and minority (EeMes

1983).

1965-1985: Social work education and the cultural sensitivity moddh the
1960s, the collective influence of the Civil Rights Movement, The War on Poverty and
the Women’s Rights Movement generated attention about the concerns of
disenfranchised populations (Piven & Cloward, 1971). As schools of social work sought
to respond to the advocacy efforts and needs of disenfranchised groups, the lack of
literature available to educate students became a significant iimitht response to the
paucity of research, the Council of Social Work’s (CSWE) primary foassdirected

toward developing curriculum for "ethnic sensitive practice” (Dumpson, 1970).
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Standards and assessment of thdtural sensitivity model Ethnically sensitive
practice supported the development of culturally specific concepts, knowledge,lmnd ski
with particular groups (Mama, 2001). The CSWE began the development of
contemporary multicultural social work in the 1970s by establishing five tasksfto
represent each of the largest minority groups in the United States (Amiedcam
Asian Americans, Blacks, Chicanos, and Puerto Ricans). The purpose of the task forces
was to “identify the criteria for determining what content on each minatypgshould
be included in the social work curriculum” (Dumpson, 1970, p.66).

In 1973, the CSWE approved Standard 1234A which stated that “a school must
make special, continual efforts to enrich its program by providing racialceghdi
cultural diversity in its student body and at all levels of instructional andrndse
personnel” (CSWE, 1973, p.1). The CSWE’s development of diversity standards for
enrollment and curriculum served to establish the first imperative for sabfosisial
work to address issues of gender, race, and ethnicity (Schlesinger, 2004). Aasignific
emphasis was placed on the representation of certain ethnic groups on the faculty, the
staff, and the student body. Yet, from the inception of the CSWE'’s diversity standards
the particulars on how schools of social would integrate diversity content within the
curriculum was limited and ambiguous (Brainerd, 2002).

By the early 1980s, the cultural sensitivity model gave way to an expansion of
populations identified as “minority” and “ethnic.” These terms expanded eyati®on
to groups who experienced homophobia, heterosexism, and sexism (Steiner & Devore,
1983). The expansion of recognized minority populations increased inclusivity and

pluralism of knowledge and skills within social work education, however, the standards
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delineating the inclusion of diversity curriculum remained ambiguous (Pi&deawis,
1983; Steiner & Devore, 1983). More & Irsherwood (1988) highlight the lack of clarity i
a study that followed the release of the CSWE’s 1982 Curriculum Policy Stdatérhe
study found that while social work programs acknowledged that curriculum should be
sensitive to the “special needs” of minorities, there was no clear understahdirtghe
needs of minority groups and what skills should be utilized when working with such
groups. With only minimal standards to guide schools of social work, and a lack of
formal assessment, CSWE site reviewers, Horner & Borrero (1981) idéntif
considerable inconsistencies in how schools were integrating and evalwstiagt®n
minority groups in the curriculum.

Cultural sensitivity and instructional approachednconsistencies within
curricula were compounded by the limitations of faculty who taught diversitient.
Within the Task Force Reports of the 1970s, both the Puerto Rican task force and the
Asian task force underscored a need for faculty development programs that weelld ser
in preparing instructors to teach about diverse populations more effectiven(ii
1973). The need for preparation of faculty was further substantiated by Horner and
Borrero’s (1981) study, which documented a lack of knowledge and clarity about
approaches for including content about minority groups in the curriculum. Equally
important, the Asian Task force recommended faculty training programsdhbt assist
educators in extending beyond culture-sensitive concepts by providing educ#tdisewi
knowledge and skills necessary to implement institutional change within minority
communities (Murase, 1973). Although newly established diversity standards &nd Tas

Force Reports influenced some social work programs to add separate courses ¢y minori
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populations, Gallegos & Harris (1979) describe the inclusion of and the investment i
minority curriculum as largely “remedial and compensatory” (p.30).

1990-Current: Social work education and the multicultural model.

Expansion of terminology The broadening from ethnic sensitivity to
multicultural practice evolved in the early 1990s. The rapid growth and inageasin
visibility of minority, ethnic and racial groups challenged schools oabaark to
educate studenfsr multiculturalpractice(Schoem et al., 2001). Use of the term
multiculturalism extended the dialogue on diverse populations to include groups other
than ethnic and racial minorities (e.g., people with disabilities and rural popshat
The broadening of recognized groups in multicultural practice also emanatedhrthe te
“diverse populations.”

Researchers responded to the increase of diverse populations by contributing to a
knowledge base that addressed how social workers could practice with populations that
shared diverse identities. Examples of knowledge development included publications
such as Barresi and Stull's (193hnic/Elderly and Long-Term Casnd Canino and
Spurlock’s (1994 Culturally Diverse Children and AdolescenBespite the development
of language to define expanding identities, as well as an increase in scholacshitha
needs and concerns of diverse groups, the literature revealed a minimal numbiat of soc
work journal articles that addressed multicultural and ethnic content in edutationa
programs. For instance, a study conducted by Lum (1992) followed the number of
articles that integrated multicultural content within three major so@&t yournals.
Although Lum confirmed an increase of articles, he assessed the followhegy: “T

investigation revealed that multicultural concerns were addressedtrpeigent of the
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three leading social work journals....Our overall conclusion is that cultural tywkes
been largely neglected in practice and professional journals over a 25-yedt larm,
1992, p. 36).

When referring to social work practice with diverse populations, use of the term
“cultural competence” became a more universal term in the late 1990s (Méky et
2001; Switzer, Scholle, Johnson, & Kelleher, 1998; Weaver, 1998). Within the discipline
of counseling psychology, the term “cultural competence” was first intrdduc&ue et
al. (1982) in a position paper on cross-cultural competencies. Cultural competence was
conceptualized as specific attitudes and beliefs, knowledge, and skills ne¢essary
successful cross-cultural practice (Sue et al., 1982). Psychology andutturiiic
counseling informed social work’s preliminary conceptualization of cultumalpetence.

The profession of social work initially related cultural competence teteofs
procedures and activities” that develop ethnic competence (Gallegos, 1984, p.4). Social
workers were required to develop self-awareness about their professionalsoraber
values, knowledge about the cultural traditions, history and values of minority groups,
and skills in communicating and engaging minority groups. In the last 10 ymasls
researchers (Garcia & Van Soest, 1997; Lum, 2007; Zuniga et al., 2002) have approached
the concept of cultural competence within a social justice perspectivadir@sses the
roles of social power, oppression, structures, and the intersections of the msjfigutsa
of human diversity (e.g., ethnicity, class, age, gender, disability, sesaatation).

Social justice within the multicultural modelThe CSWE established a
Curriculum Policy Statement in 1992 that affirmed social work education’s comemtit

to social justice. “The statement solidified social work education’s committae
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prepare students to understand the dynamics and consequences of oppression, and to
work toward social justice in relation to specific oppressed populations” (Vah Soes
1995, p.7). Nonetheless, the practice and content of courses within social work education
continued to demonstrate considerable neutrality toward social justicec(Btaiérrez
et al., 1999). Researchers began to highlight the contradictions between thesCSWE'’
Curriculum Policy Statement and the actual integration of social justicegbesevithin
multicultural social work education. Lynch and Mitchell (1995) posited that in ooder f
practitioners to avoid becoming enablers in systems that propagate injustigle, soc
workers needed better preparation in addressing the inner workings of pslitahs.
Equally important, literature that highlighted interventions for social chaagdimited.
McMahon and Allen-Meares (1992) substantiated this limitation in their resiew
multicultural curriculum within four major social work journals. Their reskar
concluded that most of the articles, which addressed multicultural content, focused
primarily on interventions for practice with individuals. Overall, the critiquauéthe
current state of multicultural social work and its integration of sociatpust the 1990s
can be summarized by Plotocky’s (1997) statement about social work education:
Social work curricula in the United States currently includes strateigiesia
at increasing students’ understanding and acceptance of other cultures, and
increasing their competence in cross cultural work. This focus should be
expanded to include increasing students’ sense of personal and professional
responsibility for combating ethnocentrism, assimilationism, prejudice, and

racism. (p.5)
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Resistance (passive or aggressive) regarding multicultural educatitimeantegration

of social justice content continues to require an open scholarly discourse and new
learning about how to integrate social justice principles within an expanditigurtural
social work curriculum (Newsome, 2004; Van Soest et al., 2000). To this end, in 2006,
the CSWE and its Commission for Diversity and Social and Economic Justieie oy

a proposal to establish The Center for Diversity and Social and Economie Justic
(CDSEJ). The CDSEJ mission is to “help promote, develop and sustain social work
leadership, teaching, research, curricula, knowledge building, and institutional
arrangements that foster the achievement of diversity and economic and stcebgis

a central priority” (Abramovitz, 2006, p.1). Although the CDSEJ is still &wor

progress, the members of its Commission have conducted surveys to assess the kinds of
curriculum, programs, and activities currently implemented in schootsc@l svork.

These assessments have gathered important information about schoold efskcaad
content related to diversity and social and economic justice. For exampleirueg that
included 195 schools of social work education, only 11% of the faculty reported mggagi
in scholarship that related to diversity and social and economic justice issuesedhe ne
for research and scholarship that can inform the development of diversity and social
justice curricula is a significant area that the CDSEJ plans to support.

Standards and assessment of the multicultural modeel1991, a study examined
the integration of multicultural content within the curricula of baccattarsocial work
programs (Mokuau, 1991). Only 25% of social work schools responded to the
guestionnaire with the majority of those that did reporting one course thatsettires

75%-100% of its diversity content (Mokuau, 1991). In 1992, the CSWE responded to the
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minimal integration of multicultural content across social work curriculsdying a
general curriculum policy statement that required accredited soarklprograms to

offer substantial diversity content that related to race, ethnicity, geagrreligion,

ability, and sexual orientation throughout social work courses. The CSWE subuimi
policy statement served to establish an on-going commitment to the development and
expansion of multicultural content; however, the inclusion of such content was a slow-
moving process (Fellin, 2000).

In the late 1990s, a modest number of frameworks for evaluating multicultural
content were developed (Garcia & Van Soest, 1997; Lum, 1999; Nakanishi & Rittner
1992; Van Voorhis, 1998). For example, Lum (1999) developed a cultural competent
practice model that describes cultural competence as a performiated ceitcome goal.
Performance attainment is related to mastery of cultural awarenesdeéigew
acquisition, skill development, and inductive learning. Additionally, Van Voorhis (1998)
created a framework for culturally relevant practice that addrelssgqabychosocial
impact of oppression, which includes an evaluation of practice interventions. Both
models have contributed to the development of empirical validation for multicultural
practice.

In addition to the development of evaluative frameworks, outcome studies that
focus on performance have also expanded within social work multicultural education
(Carrillo et al., 1993; Manoleas, 1994; Nagda et al., 1999). For instance, Van Soest
(1996) conducted a pretest and posttest involving 222 MSW students from two
universities. The study examined the impact oOg@pression and Cultural Diversity

course on students’ belief about “just world ideology” and commitment to sociakjusti
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Results demonstrated that students’ self-reported advocacy behaviorseidciides
study by Van Soest provides important implications for social work education, including
the significance of students’ belief systems and their inseparabdity dttention given
to social justice issues. The study is also an example of how outcome studies can
contribute to the empirical validation of multicultural education and performance
outcomes.
Multicultural social work education and instructional approacheBuring the
1990s, many instructors of diversity content focused their pedagogical psamtice
students' development of theoretically based skills, self-awareness, @amdl cul
sensitivity (Nakanishi & Rittner, 1992). Although the cognitive aspects afralilt
sensitivity, and knowledge acquisition were substantially addressedyaehers began to
observe that students also needed to develop the affective dimensions of engagseg di
populations (Bonwell & Eisen, 1994; Chau, 1990; Weaver, 1998). Chau (1990) noted the
need for social educators to expand their teaching approaches beyond the cognitive
dimensions of students’ learning:
often value-laden and evoked emotions, and traditional didactic formats are useful
only to impart factual and descriptive content. Teaching approaches that help
students get beyond cognitive learning, including approaches that are focused on
affective processes and skill development, are generally more useful in helping
students deal with diversities and biases of the kind normally encountered in
cross-cultural situations. (p. 3)
As the affective facets of teaching diversity content gained attention cabgi

to addressing such needs developed. Several researchers cited expleaenina
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techniques that moved the student from knowledge attainment to action, followed by
reflection as essential components to learning multicultural sociél edwrcation content
(Adams et al., 1997; Saddington, 1992; Weaver, 1998). Examples of experiential learning
within diversity courses included immersion experiences (e.g., trips t@ ethni
neighborhoods and visits to families from diverse groups).

Experiential models that focused on students’ understanding and consciousness of
bias through small group interactions were being practiced in coursesdiadeid
content on diversity and social justice (Nakanishi & Rittner, 1992). Notably, the
intergroup dialogue model gained attention as a pedagogical method that allowed
students from different social identity groups to engage in specific group uksltigat
explored cultural identity and differences (Nagda et al., 1999). The processgrionge
dialogue “...fosters a deeper understanding of oppression and privilege, and building
alliances for social change” (Nagda et al., 1999, p. 433). Early evaluations gfaoter
dialogue programs demonstrated modest achievements. For example, Lopeg, Gur
Nagda (1998) evaluated an intergroup dialogue intervention with a group of 50 bachelo
of social work students enrolled irCaltural Diversity andJusticecourse. Results
indicated that 80% of students who completed the course indicated the importance of
constructive collaboration and social action.

As pedagogical models in multicultural social work education grew, concerns
regarding faculty’ knowledge and competence to teach diversity content adsgeeim
within the literature (Gutierrez et al., 1999; Guys-Walls, 1997; Schmitkze®en &
Sisneros, 2001). A primary concern was the limited knowledge base of many faculty

teaching diversity content. With the on-going development of foundational content in
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multicultural social work education, instructors often found themselves movingyuickl
to attain the latest texts and literature, while deepening their own knowleskyeabd
simultaneously teaching diversity courses. In a national study of dwecsitent in 11
social work graduate schools, Diggs (cited in Guy-Walls, 1997) reported thhyfac
expressed a lack of training on how to deliver multicultural content. Moreovereaeatr
study sponsored by the CSWE’s Commission on Diversity and Social and Economic
Justice, 195 schools of social work education were asked to identify activitiesl tela
diversity and social justice, only 28% of the schools reported offering facailtyng that
related to diversity and social justice content (Abramovitz, 2008).

In 2001,the CSWE established an Education Policy and Accreditation Standard
(EPAS) that mandated accredited social work programs to incorporate significa
curriculum content on human diversity, populations at-risk, and social and economic
justice. Changes continued in 2008, when the CSWE established a new EPAS that
requires all generalist level social work education programs to demertstratand to
what degree students achieved the 10 identified practice competencaditibnao
curriculum that promotes self-awareness, an understanding, affirmation peck fes
people from diverse backgrounds, the new EPAS includes competencies that require a
explicit curriculum that educates students on the factors that perpetuate artd uphol
marginalization and oppression, and engages students in social justice p(ESMAS,
2008).

This historical overview of social work literature documents how both scholars
and educators have long criticized the lack of specificity in meeting téE3S

multicultural recommendations and standards. Within schools of social work, there has
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also been an inconsistency in the implementation of multicultural curricilatnns
integrated with social justice principles (Dessel et al., 2006; GardMar&Soest, 1997,
Newsome, 2004). There continues to be a plethora of pedagogical models for
multicultural content that “share the same goals but differ in strateagez to attain
them” (Abrams & Gibson, 2007, p.149). A more rigorous assessment and evaluation of
pedagogical interventions can serve to develop an effective, common framework f
teaching multicultural curriculum within a social justice perspeciicross social work
education programs. Equally important, the literature shows a limited numhediefss
that provide empirical evaluation of students’ level of cultural competencesand it
relationship to social justice outcomes (Carillo et al., 1993; Dessel eDét, Gdy-
Walls, 1997; Mildred & Zuniga, 2004; Plotocky, 1997).
Theoretical & Conceptual Framework

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between an intergroup
dialogue intervention within social work diversity courses and participanistlipueal
and postcultural competency levels; as well as intergroup dialogue andtitsstlg to
students’ confidence to act toward social justice and students’ social justiaeior
outcomes (posttest and one year later). The researcher hypotheatzsatticipants
who received the intergroup dialogue intervention would have greater change in their
levels of cultural competence. Secondly, the researcher hypothesizpdrtitgpants
who received the intergroup dialogue intervention would identify course activiias f
the intergroup dialogue intervention as the most important aspects of theirdeafrnin
macro social justice (e.g., structural inequality and social changst)yLthe researcher

hypothesized that participants who received the intergroup dialogue interventiah woul
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have greater confidence to act toward social justice, as well aat@rgnumber of social
justice actions. The major construct of the study was the intergroup dealdguwention.
Dependant constructs included cultural competence and social justice. Tiois sect
presents theories and concepts that are related to these constructs.

This study suggests that much of the diversity content in social work education is
taught from a multicultural perspective that precludes a critical dialog pbwer
relations, privilege and mechanisms of oppression (Cordero & Rodriguez, 2009; Dessel
et al., 2006; Sisneros et al., 2008; Werkmeister Rozas, 2007). In order to prepére socia
work students in a manner that addresses the professions’ commitment to sogl chan
and social justice, educators need to approach diversity content entical
multicultural perspectiveSisneros et al. (2008) defines this perspective as one that:
“focuses specifically on raising consciousness of social groups that are drdeave
oppressed and the systems that foster that oppression. It involves an analysis of the
systems that maintain and perpetuate inequality, with the presumption of atic@nim
to egalitarianism through action” (p. 6). In addition, Uehara et al. (2004}satdsara
critical multicultural perspective “occurs through a social processdlegsentially
dialogic” (p.119). Several researchers have underscored the importance obugergr
dialogue as a pedagogical intervention that addresses the goals dfrouticzultural
social work education (Nayalund, 2008; Plotocky, 1997; Uehara et al., 2004). Padicipant
of intergroup dialogue engage in critically reflective open communication about
injustices that persist through institutions and structures. Participarasanequired to
identify “socially just actions” for social change that support a motesp@ety

(Schoem, 2003; Nagda et al., 1999, p. 434).
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Intergroup Dialogue Overview

In this study, intergroup dialogue was examined as a bridging mechanismhthroug
which social work students “can engage with people in conflict to advance advocacy,
justice and social change” (Dessel et al., 2006, p. 304). Primarily implemeithed w
academic institutions, intergroup dialogue gathers a small group of panticifrom
distinct social identity groups (e.g., race, ethnicity, gender, sexual dibentaligion,
and social class) for a series of peer-facilitated, face-to-faeéngs (e.g., one hour
weekly meetings over 10-14 weeks). The curriculum often entails readipgsiestial
exercises, and reflective papers. A cooperative learning environmentrisopauteto
fostering constructive open dialogue; therefore, participants should egugl“status.”
Equal status is often addressed by including more than one participant of each social
identity within the group. Intergroup dialogue follows a stage model curriculum
(Schoem, 2003). The following four-stage framework outlines the essentiat@sauf
intergroup dialogue: (a) forming and building relationships, (b) exploring expatienti
differences and commonalities, (c) dialoguing and exploring controvéwpiak, and (d)
action planning and coalition building (Zuniga et al., 2002) (for a descriptive exmtica
of the intergroup dialogue intervention please see Program DescriptiqrteCha.

Participants who are from different social identity groups, with a histgppwer
differentials that are perpetuated by structural inequalities, emgagep meaningful
sustained dialogues about controversial, challenging, or conflict-riddessidsor
example, dialogues can explore a range of topics including: Black-Whitems|at
immigration, hate crimes against gays, police relations with people of color, job

discrimination, current public policy changes, and group conflicts within aoeatic



31

institution (Schoem, 2003; Zuniga et al., 2002). Through the intergroup dialogue process,
personal experiences are shared. Information regarding each others’ isudtxrkanged
and critically examined within the context of privilege and structural opjore¢Dessel
et al., 2006). Intergroup dialogue processes also establish the basis for continued
collaborative engagement via action projects that promote social changeniSthoe
Hurtado, 2001). Overall, the goals of intergroup dialogue entail: (a) understaodiay
identities and the role of social institutions and structure in establishinganthming
and inequity, (b) developing approaches to work through cross-cultural conflicts and
cross-cultural interpersonal communication skills, and (c) planning andrenact
collaboration and plans for action (Schoem, 2003).
Social Engagement Foundations of Intergroup Dialogue

Intergroup contact. Intergroup dialogue incorporates various tenets of
interrelations theory, including intergroup contact. Beginning after WorldI\\social
scientists theorized intergroup contact as an effective strategy favimgintergroup
relations (Allport, 1954; Watson, 1947; Williams, 1947). Intergroup contact theory was
initially informed by studies that included Deutch and Collins’ (1951) examinatian of
racially segregated housing project in Newark and desegregated housingiprdgoet
York City (as cited in Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). The study discovered that White
housewives who resided in desegregated housing expressed a high regard for Black
neighbors and were supportive of desegregated housing. In contrast, the study found that
segregated housewives identified Black communities in a negative stecabtygpnner
(e.q., “rowdy” and “dangerous”) and were not supportive of desegregation.Result

demonstrated that “contact and perceived social climate tend to reinforagtleacivhen
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their influence operates in the same direction, and to cancel each other outevhen t
influence works in the opposite direction” (Winter et al., 1955, p. 106 as cited in
Pettigrew, 1998).

Early field research on desegregation served to inform Allport’s (1954) theprizi
of intergroup contact ilfhe Nature of PrejudiceA social scientist with a commitment to
connecting social science with practice, Allport critiqued the assumphiahstergroup
contact in itself was effective in reducing prejudice (Tropp & Bianchi, 200§)oAl
argued that intergroup contact experiences could only reduce intergroup prejoeice w
four optimal conditions were addressed: equal status within the experience, ¢onperat
common goals and authority sanction. The conceptualization and application of equal
status has varied. In general, a focus has been placed on individuals with dsfferaht
identities “expecting and perceiving equal status” within the intergreperience
(Pettigrew, 1998, p. 66). Reduction of prejudice through intergroup contact also requires
a dynamic goal-orientated endeavor (i.e., common goals), that must besaddres
cooperatively and without intergroup competition (Allport, 1954). The success of
intergroup contact situations that reduce prejudice was predicated on the absence or
presence of optimal conditions.

As intergroup contact theory expanded, additional conditions were posited as
potential factors for optimal intergroup contact. Pettigrew’s (1998) refotionlaf
intergroup contact theory identifiédendshippotentialas a fifth condition that facilitates
“close interaction that would make self-disclosure and other-friendship developing
mechanisms possible” (Pettigrew, 1998, p. 76). The reformulation of intergroup contact

distinguished between conditions (i@equal status within the experience, cooperation,
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common goals and authority sanction) that inhibit or support the process oftfanilita
and conditions (i.e., friendship potential) that mediate intergroup contact processes
Reformulation of the four optimum conditions as supportive and not direct mediators of
intergroup process, led to Pettigrew’s assertion that successful intergroagt cont
experiences may occur even when aspects of four optimum conditions are absent.
More recently, concerns regarding growing social inequities (e-gegmeegation
of public school systems) have led scholars to examine innovations to intergroup
relations that recognize current societal changes (Massey &meir93; Nagda &
Gurin, 2007). Consequently, a closer examination of the saliency of social icdertity
status and how it relates to intergroup communication processes has emerged (Nagda,
2006). For example, an empirical investigation of the mediating processes in an
intergroup education initiative conducted by Nagda, Kim, and Truelove (2004) examined
whether it was a friendship-building process or an alliance-building prttassediated
motivation to bridge differences. Friendship implies personal intimacy and risbafsed
on similarities. Alternatively, alliance-building implies a conjoint catnment toward
diversity and social justice learning and action in the context of differemces
inequalities (Nagda, 2006). The distinction between friendship and alliance building is
the contextualization of intergroup connections within larger systems of social
inequalities. The contextualization of intergroup relations within a largéersyhas
influenced several intergroup dialogue interventions to apply Allport’s optimum
conditions (i.e.equal status within the experience, cooperation, common goals and
authority sanction), as well as Nagda et al.’s (2004) alliance buildingtiomsdifor the

purpose of working towards a goal of social changetprejudice reduction (Nagda,
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Tropp, & Paluck, 2006). Similarly, the intergroup dialogue intervention within tha/st
applied intergroup contact for the purposes of participants working towards thaf goal
social change.
Dialogic Foundations of Intergroup Dialogue

Dialogic education.The educational model of Friere (1968) has had a significant
influence on intergroup dialogue models. His model of education critiqued the traditional
power orientated roles of teacher as the authoritarian expert of what is known, and
students’ as unknowledgeable empty containers that need to be filled. Frierelofmode
dialogic education views the experiences, knowledge, and ideas of both students and
teachers as central to the learning process. Beyond the integration of dersysectives,
the model defines a critical inquiry process (i.e., reflection) that zemlynequal power
relations for the purposes of excavating subjugated voices, while examining the
oppressive forces that subjugate marginalized populations. The model’s eriidey
process provides students and teachers with a better understanding of divelrse socia
identities, varying perspectives of social realities, and rationake gerson’s behavior.
Dialogic education is not solely a dialogic, reflective process thatatsgé consciousness
about social identity, it also has implications for power and the perpetuation of
oppression within a socio-cultural-historical context. The model can only bechuihe a
emancipatory process when student and teacher collectively engage srtipaaxi
challenges the oppressor within, as well as the oppressive forces withinodinerand
society. Intergroup dialogue incorporates many of the tenets of dialogidiedudéagda
et al. (1999) describes the process of intergroup dialogue as “learning tdatdyuil

participant’s experiences; it acknowledges personal experienceschkn@iiledge and
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content for discussion” (p. 440). Moreover, intergroup dialogue aims to raise participants
consciousness of their role in the propagation of oppression, while encouraging
participants toward a collective praxis (i.e., action planning & allianddibg) (Zuniga
et al., 2002).
Social Justice Foundations of Intergroup Dialogue
This study sought to evaluate the relationship between an intergroup dialogue
intervention and confidence to act toward social justice, as well as sociee jastions.
The literature continues to support intergroup dialogue as a viable intervention through
which groups, from different social identity groups, can advance social jusaced@
Van Soest, 1997; Werkmeister Rozas, 2007; Schoem & Hurtado, 2001):
Thus, the culminating goal of intergroup dialogues is social justice: a
fundamental restructuring of social relationships that recognizeslthat al
people have positive contributions to make and fundamental right to
participate in decision making in the larger society. Intergroup dialogues
underscore the fundamentally political and social nature of education and
attends to the processes that make education a truly democratic
experience. (Vasques Scalera, 1999, p. 37)
The purpose of intergroup dialogue is not only to transform the way participants
think about themselves and social issues, but also to help them take action to
transform society.
Miller's (1976) analysis oflominant-subordinated relationshigbeorizes that
the dynamics of domination and subordination characterize all relations. Withetysoci

dominant groups hold the power and define how subordinates operate within society.
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Models of intergroup dialog apply a dominant-subordinate analysis by exploring the
importance of socially constructed identities in conjunction with issuesdelapower
relations and oppressive outcomes (e.g., marginalization, powerlessnesisasop)
cultural imperialism, and violence) (Adams et al., 1997; Zuniga et al., 2002). As
participants dialogue about controversial topics (e.g., racial profilimgsignificance of
a participant’s social identity and the character of dominate-subordelatens is kept
central to how each participant experiences societal inequalities.

Participants involved in the intergroup dialogue process often share divergent
experiences with structural forces, which can often lead to conflict andvermegponses
ranging from anger to shame or guilt (Hurtado, 2001). Through the intergroogudial
process, students can “build bridges” that constructively address such camiticts
provide an opportunity to accept the “challenge of undoing destructive ways of working
across differences” (Nagda et al., 1999, p. 439). The process of building bridges supports
the sustainment and development of alliance building for personal and social change
(Nagda, 2006). Participants build alliances by working through differenceoafidts,
guestioning stereotypes and biases, and developing commitments to social jhssee. T
“alliance building” behaviors work to undo relational disparities within the gnotpe
simultaneously supporting participants in joining together to act againstustl
oppressive forces that perpetuate the enactment of inequalities. Equally vah&ble
process of alliance building strengthens participants’ aspirationsigeldifferences
outside of the intergroup dialogue experience (Nagda, 2006).

Harro’s (2000) cycle of liberation theory illustrates a “critical transfation”

process that incorporates intergroup dialogue’s engagement of bridge builtengycle
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of liberation shows an identifiable pattern of events that “occur in mostssficcehange
efforts, which can lead to some degree of liberation from oppression for those divolve
(p.464). Within this process, individuals who commit to undoing oppression work
through a cycle of changes, includimgrapersonal(i.e., change in what a person
believes about oneselifiterpersonal(i.e., changes in how we assess others and the
world we live in; andystemidi.e., changes in positions, system, structures, thinking and
assumptions). Intergroup dialogue can facilitate bridge building intenactinat guide
participants through a transformational dialogue process which can subsetnstet:
consciousness raising, questioning assumptions, renaming reality, fongaletion
plans, and creating social change (Dessel & Rogge, 2008). Notably, WegkrReizas
(2007) found that intergroup dialogue participants reported outcomes related to
interpersonal, intrapersonal and systemic change. One participanbddsyrstemic
changes in her fervor to act: “It’s like | finally got it. Bad things just dbajppen to
Black people, they happen to them because they are Black, and we have to stop that” (p.
18). Another participant expressed interpersonal changes: “The more laaenaw
disadvantage, the more | see disadvantage, the more | can put that out there”
(Werkmeister Rozas, 2007, p. 20).

Social justice actionsResearch on social work education continues to support
multiculturalism curriculum as a means for achieving social justiteomes (Uehara et
al., 2004, Van Soest, 1996; Gurin, 2004)). Within earlier discourses of social justice,
Perlman (1976) noted that the value of social justice has “small worth, excef as i
moved, or is movable, from believing into doing, from verbal affirmation into action” (p.

381). However, the exposition of what defines actions that contribute to socia justic
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outcomes is conflicting and at best limited. This study sought to evaluatéatinenship
between an intergroup dialogue intervention and confidence to act toward sodaial justi
as well as students’ social justice actions. McClintock’s (2000) Action Contimasn
applied to the study’s conception of social justice actions. The action continuum
conceptualizes responses to social justice as encompassing:

a range of possible responses-from participating in the oppressive

behavior to working to prevent structural injustices: Social justice actions

refer to a range of activities that fall under the following action continuum:

(1) Educate Oneselto learn more about what is behind the oppressive

behavior.

(2) Interrupt Unjust Behavicerexpressing your disapproval of a behavior.

(3) Interrupt and Educateexpressing your disapproval of a behavior and

explaining what is oppressive about the behavior.

(4) Support Others Proactive Responsagpporting the efforts of other

people to educate or take action against injustices.

(5) Initiating Proactive Responsetaking some kind of action that

mobilizes people to educate or take action against injustices.
(McClintock, 2000, p. 484)

Literature has often identified social justice actions as behavior tha&intail
signing a petition, participation in a protest, and writing a letter to a senatongress
person (Adams et al., 1997). However, the continuum identifies social justmesabiat
encompass both personal change actions and the more commonly recognized social

change actions. For example, reading about “discriminatory practwasd Muslims
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after the attack on the World Trade Center” provides a greater knowledge a
consciousness about religious bigotry, which in turn can facilitate an individual’s
capacity to “name the problem” (Freire, 1968). Therefore, education isamtias
action in working towards social justice outcomes. Lum (2003) substantiates the
importance of having a continuum of social justice actions by underscoring howtstude
responses to social justice learning often begins with initial steps tovegidkjgstice
(e.g., talking with family and colleagues). These steps can gradeatlytd more
comprehensive actions. Within this study, McClintock’s action continuum provided a
framework for categorizing the typology of students’ social justateons (see table 2 in
Methodology chapter).
The Social Work Foundation of Intergroup Dialogue

Cultural competence.The study seeks to evaluate the relationship between an
intergroup dialogue intervention and students’ prelevels and postlevels of cultural
competency. Social work literature has generally defined cultural conteets the
integration of the following three areas: $¢a)f awarenessthe exploration of one’s own
cultural identities and experiences with “other” cultural individuals/groug)s; (
knowledge-ef demographics and history of culturally diverse populations, critical
thinking perspectives on cultural competency, strengths of people of oppressed
populations, culturally diverse values; andgkills—interventions and communications
that are culturally appropriate (Cross, Brazon, Isaacs, & Dennis, 1989; Lum S26§8t
et al., 2003; Sue et al., 1982; Sue & Sue, 1990; Sue, 2001). Cross et al. (1989) expanded
upon early conceptions of cultural competence by incorporating macro level

specifications, which they define as,“a set of congruent behaviors, attitumtegolicies
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that come together in a system, agency, or among professionals and enableetinat syst
agency, or those professionals to work effectively in cross-cultural situafmh8).

Equally important, Lum (1999) developed a culturally competent practice modél whic
identifies cultural competence as an on-going performance related outoame g
Performance attainment is defined as “a lifelong process that involves cofgarmang”’

to maintain mastery of cultural awareness, knowledge acquisition, skilbgevent, and
inductive learning (Lum, 2003, p.7). The educational preparation of social work students
continues to benefit from multicultural research that seeks to develop a more
comprehensive conceptual foundation for culturally competent practice.

The conceptual foundation for culturally competent practice has continued to
develop in its broadening of knowledge, skills and values that extend beyond individual
clinical practice, toward an integration of learning that promotes gasiate principles.
Several researchers (Cordero & Rodriguez, 2009; Messinger, 2004; Mildred gaZuni
2004; Nayalund, 2006; Garcia & Van Soest, 1997) have underscored the importance of
developing multicultural curriculum that interprets the dimensions of cultural
competencies (i.e., knowledge, skills, and self-awareness) within a framéabrk t
integrates knowledge about past and present social forces and its impact oredppress
specific populations, as well the inclusion of skills for changing oppressnaditmons.

For example, Newsome (2004) noted that successful culturally competeintepveth
African-American families “... entails recognizing the role of themtis social
environment, the locus of control and empowerment” and the implementation of, “...

micro, mezzo and macro practice” (p. 11).
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A number of researchers have identified primary goals for social justite t
encompass awareness, expansion of knowledge and social change skills (Be¥atQ97;
Soest & Garcia, 2003). For example, Van Voorhis (1998) provides a framework of
cultural competence that integrates knowledge, skills, and self-awsi@rmapetencies
that are related to social justice. First, knowledge competencies iralugdederstanding
the historical context and dynamics of oppression, as well as knowledgelabsatio-
economic impact of oppression. Second, self-awareness competencies involve an
acceptance of one’s socio-cultural identities and how one’s status relates tapdwe
privilege in the larger social context. Lastly, the skills dimension encoegpass
competencies that demonstrate the practitioner’s capacity to assespdbtof
oppressive conditions, intervene and change unjust social conditions, and evaluate
interventions that relate to empowerment outcomes. Instructional methodsebedtmt
Van Voorhis’ (1998) framework can “... aid students to focus on solutions and avoid
interventions that merely adjust clients to oppressive conditions or reinforceetités cl
sense of helplessness and victimhood” (p.130).

Social work literature has begun to underscore the importance and utility of
intergroup dialogue as a teaching approach that can support students’ devettfpment
cultural competencies that are inclusive of social justice principlagda & Zuniga;
2003; Nayalund, 2006; Zuniga et al., 2002). Similarly, intergroup dialogues are often
facilitated through a course structure that encourages students to developlgeowle
skills, and self-awareness competencies through an exploration of issuéstedsuith

social justice, including social group identity, historical and structural pamequalities,
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social identity conflicts, action planning and coalition building (Hurtado, 2001; Zunig
Nagda & Sevig, 2002).

Within this study the construct of cultural competence refers to the subseque
three variables: cultural-awareness, knowledge acquisition, arsldgdgélopment. The
variables are based on the content of the Lum (2003) textBadtkiral competency
practice: A Framework for Understanding Diverse Groups And Justice ldsuess
(2003) conceptualization of the outcomes goals of cultural competency include the

following:

Knowledge acquisitionThe acquisition of a body of information, including terms
related to cultural competence, demographics, and history of culturallgeliver
populations; strengths of people of oppressed populations; critical thinking perspective
on cultural competency; culturally diverse values; application of systesosyt theories

on ethnicity, culture, and minority identity.

Skill developmentAn application of what one knows within helping situations.
Skill development includes the comprehension of how to overcome client resistance;
knowledge of how to obtain client background; use of self-disclosure; use of positive and
open communication style; problem identification; insight of problems in termsra$ wa
or needs; explanation & excavation of problem themes; assessment of all client

dimensions (i.e., micro, mezzo & macro).

Cultural awarenessAn awareness of the various forms of oppression (e.g.,
racism, heterosexism, ableism, sexism and religious bigotry) and itstiorpanes
professional behavior, attitude, and perceptions. Cultural awareness also ingludes a

awareness of one’s own cultural life experiences; contact with variouselivers
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populations; awareness of positive and negative experiences with other diverse
populations; and an awareness of one’s own prejudice and discrimination within the

larger society.

Lum’s (2003)Social Work Cultural Competencies Self-Assess(®NCCSA)
pretest and posttest (see Appendix A and B) define cultural competent outcdsnh@ioa
are also supported by Van Voorhis’s (1998) cultural competency framework. For
example, the SWCCSA pretest and posttest include items that inquire abouetteex
which participants have acquired knowledg®ut “the history of oppression and
multicultural social group history” as well as participant’s levesiali, “I know how to
explain problem themes (racism, prejudice, discrimination) and expressions $appres
powerlessness, stereotyping, acculturation, and exploitation).”

Empirical Literature

Social justice content within multicultural social work education.Social work
education continues to support multiculturalism curriculum as a means forsaddres
social justice. However, much of the literature on multicultural cuurauhas placed a
considerable focus on evaluating effective practices for the benefients(iNewsome,
2004). Less emphasis has been given to the assessment of multicultural cufieculum
the benefit of co-constructing just and equitable structures (Mama, 2001). Gevetten
complex nature of teaching multicultural curriculum, content related tol $osfi@e can
often be minimized. For example, in a study exploring faculty attitudes tovesclsing
diversity and oppression curriculum, Gutierrez et al. (1999) found that greatatamce
was given to teaching about values and beliefs of diverse groups, thangeamitent

on oppression. Moreover, numerous studies substantiate the challenges faculty
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experience when including social justice related topics within multicUkoczal work
education (Fellin, 2000; Gutierrez et al., 1999; Schmitz et al., 2001). One faculty membe
described the experience of teaching about oppression as “walking througgfialdy
(Schmitz et al., 2001). Some of the “minefields” researchers identify egabtical and
philosophical tensions amongst social work department faculty; discomfort arat/of fe
classroom conflict; and inadequate pedagogical preparation (Mildred & Z20i04).
As a result of such challenges, social justice content lacks a consistgrdtiotewithin
the multicultural curriculum of many social work programs (Mildred &iga, 2004).

Cultural competence pedagogical model#rofessional and academic
authorities within social work (NASW & CSWE) continue to emphasize the isupos
of diversity content that ensures the preparation of competent practtisher
understand the dynamics and consequences of oppression, and work toward social justice
outcomes (Abrams & Gibson, 2007; Garcia & Van Soest, 1997; Lum, 2003). Despite the
establishment of standards and mandates, the explicit integration ofjsstota!
principles within cultural competent teaching approaches among soclakdwacators
continues to be an area of unresolved dissonance (Fellin, 2000). Consequently, the
literature emphasizes the two critical challenges that social worladsidace: (1)
“Preparing students to work toward transforming “unjust and oppressive social,
economic, and political institutions into just and nonoppressive alternatives’1698,
p. 1 as cited in Van Soest et al., 2000); and (2) preparing students for competerd practic
in an increasingly diverse society” (Van Soest et al., 2000, p. 464). A number of geachin
models that aim to improve students’ cultural competence have developed within soci

work education (Petrovich & Lowe, 2005; Ridley, Mendoza, Kanitz, Angermeier, &
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Zenk, 1994; Spears, 2004). Some models have focused on enhancing the cognitive
domains of knowledge and skills acquisition (Chau, 1990; Ifill, 1989). Teaching models
have also addressed the learning process of cultural competence and how it @an induc
anxiety about exploring one’s social identities and one’s relationshipitiaqmower

and privilege. As a result, empirical studies have demonstrated that studeeican |
more effectively when, in addition to cognitive instruction, they are engagdieativee
learning experiences (Gray & Gibbons, 2002; Greene, 1995; Deal & Hyde, 2004; Quinn,
1999). Affective learning domains address the impact of feelings, emotions, vallies, a
personal perspectives on one’s professional development. Comerford (2004) concludes
that the use of affective learning “supports the interrogation of student anatios
assumptions, biases, attitudes, and experiences that result from living in a dnars
inequitable world. Such interrogation is critical if students are to develo@paeity to
engage a broad range of clients with varying constellations of soaiditydé€p. 183).
Additionally, Hurtado (2001) identified several important factors that suppaiests’
learning of cultural competence. Her study concluded that students who &ingage
experiential learning via interaction and sharing of social idewiity a diverse set of

peers, were better prepared for life in an increasingly global society.

Research that focuses on the assessment of teaching models thaeintegrat
affective, experiential and cognitive approaches for the purposes of strengtheni
students’ learning of cultural competency is increasing. For exampleneRivque et
al. (2007) conducted an empirical study that examined the impact of a culturally
competent Self and Other Awareness Project (SOAP) model on the raaidestof 110

undergraduate students. The model was intended to address cultural competeghe throu
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cognitive learning (e.g., guest speakers & films) and affectamileg (e.g., small group
activities & reflective journals) approaches. Results indicatetufgignt pre-post
differences ilJnawareness of Racial Priviled&€80)=4.98 p<.01), as well as significant
differences ifJnawareness of Blatant Racial Issg80)=2.90,p<.05). Evaluative
studies that similarly assess the outcomes of teaching models thahenpleulturally
competent practices are important factors in establishing an evidendefdnaséation

for effective teaching models (Dessel et al., 2006). Without the condisigeimentation
of evaluation studies, educators and academicians have limited knowledgeadialut
work teaching models and their relationship to the development of cultural comnpete
behaviors (Carillo et al., 1993; Spears, 2004).

Although scholars have begun to examine the behavioral outcomes of cultural
competent teaching models, pedagogy that can enhance the student’s deveddbpment
cultural competencies that promote social justice outcomes are liAkeahis &

Gibson, 2007; Dessel et al., 2006; Nayalund, 2006). An urgent need remains for social
work educators to link social justice principles within the pedagogy of cuitural
competent practice. Several researchers have underscored intergroup diabbgue as
teaching approach for enhancing students’ preparation for culturally temhpeactice

that advances personal change and promotes social change:

The prevailing emphasis on working across differences in social work

currently centers on culturally competent practice. Criticisms of the

cultural competence approach include lack of explicit focus on equality

and social justice. More recent works embracing a social justice

perspective add to this approach the dimensions of oppression, privilege,
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empowerment, and transformation. Intergroup dialogues aim to bring such

a perspective to educating social work students. (Nagda et al., 2001, p.

118)

Several studies, as well as anecdotal literature, have identified intergroup
dialogues as a teaching model that can serve in preparing social workstifiole
culturally competent and social justice-oriented practices” (Nagdh, 1999, p. 433;
Uehara et al., 2004; Zuniga et al., 2002). Despite these statements from a slumbe
articles, and a range of studies on intergroup dialogue models, research that has
specifically assessed intergroup dialogue and its relationship to studentsjptesst of
cultural competence were not found. Therefore, this evaluative study sought to address
this gap within the literature by examining an intergroup dialogue teaching nmabiés a
relationship, if any, to students’ pre and post levels of cultural competence.
The Study of Intergroup Dialogue

Early research introduced intergroup contact as a model for reducing prejudice
among members of differing social identities (Allport, 1954; Watson, 1947 avislj
1947). Since the initial theoretical development, intergroup contact, along with othe
theoretical models (experiential learning, feminist pedagogiesatrénd dialogic
education) has informed newer models of intergroup dialogue. Research on intergroup
dialogue models has been implemented in a number of settings (e.g., higher education,
religious institutions, and community organizations; Dessel et al., 2006 lieca
assumed that the implementation of intergroup dialogues varies within diffetergsse
which can limit the implications of what is studied. However, Pettigrew (19983 tizde

a number of studies have indicated positive results, despite lacking some of tkeyfour
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conditions, such as, creating equal status within the group and authority sanction for
intergroup dialogue. In an effort to increase learning about standardized methods of
intergroup models, cross-programs of intergroup dialogue have recently been
implemented. For example, the University of Michigan conducted a multi-uityvers
research evaluation of the educational benefits of intergroup dialoguesn(idaréli
Jackson, 2005). The universities involved implemented a standardized educational
intervention, research design and measures. Applicants were randomlycgssigne
dialogue or to a wait-list, thus increasing the potential for generaliredalés.
Premeasures and postmeasures were taken for each participant disdl stadents, in
addition to a 1-year follow-up study to assess longer-term effects of muerdralogues.
As the empirical study of intergroup theory, principles, and praxis continues to grogres
the literature notes that research on intergroup dialogue is still in ¥sséages (Dessel
& Rogge, 2008; Zuniga & Nagda, 2001; Schoem et al., 2001).
Hurtado (2001) classifies the foci of present intergroup dialogue research within
the following three areas:
(1) Actors (coordinators, facilitators, & participants); (2) procedsasinclude
institutional support, general sequence of meetings & group dynamics; and (3)
outcomes that relate to overall impact, improved climate, increased asgrene
attitude change, communication, conflict management and commitment to action
and social justice. (p. 28)
The outcome focus of this study sought to evaluate the relationship between intergroup
dialogue intervention and pretest and posttest levels of cultural competenoeiahd s

justice outcomes.
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Cultural Competencies and Intergroup Dialogue Outcomes

Awareness outcomesA number of studies have documented increased
awareness of memberships, identity, differences, and other cultural groups among
intergroup dialogue participants (Lopez et al., 1998; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Wstdmei
Rozas, 2007). Miller and Donner (2000) sponsored a day-long intergroup racial dialogue
with faculty, staff, and students at Smith College. The dialogue aimed to dimacist
attitudes, and increase awareness and critical reflection about rasiahte The study
was not designed to “confirm cause and affect relationships,” but rathesessahe
“impact and meaning of the racial dialogue” (Miller & Donner, 2000, p. 42).

Students, who voluntarily completed the open-ended and scaled item
guestionnaire, overwhelmingly agreed that the racial dialogue was hetpfegdrds to
awareness, a little less than half of the students of color (45%) agredtetatiogue
had enhanced their understanding of how fellow students with differing cultural
backgrounds felt or viewed issues or race. The percentage for White students wa
considerably higher (85.7%). Overall, students agreed that the dialogue wak helpf
however, White students reported a more substantial gain from the dialogue. Miller a
Donner (2000) posit that learning opportunities related to awareness (eogn;g
more aware of privilege and status) may be greater for White studentsstdients of
color may find that dialogue is only useful if it leads to action. Other resealitires
also suggested that although people of color may value diversity, many are not convinced
that diversity programs will have a positive impact on intergroup relationswtitai

greater society (Ervin, 2001; Tropp & Bianchi, 2006).
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The study conducted by Miller and Donner (2000) provides useful insights about
awareness and the contrasting learning experiences among a culturafig divelent
body. However, the structure of the intergroup intervention, as well as the development
of the questionnaire, created significant limitations for the study. Form&athe
construction of a onetime intergroup dialogue event did not address the model’seequisit
of asustained dialoguéormat. Without a dialogue process that takes place over time, the
opportunity for students to engage in the intergroup stages of forming and bsigblis
relationships, exploring experiential differences and commonalities |larta building
is minimized (Zuniga et al., 2002). Additionally, the reliability of theplemented
guestionnaire was not provided.

Lum’s (2003) definition otultural awarenesicludes the development of an
awareness of the various forms of oppression (e.g., racism and hetenysendsts
impact on one’s professional behavior, attitude, and perceptions. Research examining the
relationship between intergroup dialogues and students’ development of an awafene
the various forms of oppression has yielded several significant findingse{[2tss.,
2006; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Werkmeister Rozas, 2007). For instance, Lopez et al.
(1998) conducted a quasi-experimental study of 87 students enrolled in an Intergroup
Relations course. The study findings indicated that compared with studemtsad no
exposure to intergroup dialogue, students who received the intervention demonstrated a
greater understanding of structural factors that related to racial ilesqdibe study also
revealed changes in students’ attitudes, enrolled students showed a greatessapenne
taking on various perspectives. The scale that measured causal attributiocisifor ra

ethnic inequality demonstrated an acceptable reliability (for the pr&estbach'ss =
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.75; for the posttesg = .77). Antecedent variables included a measure regarding
students’ political views. The inclusion of the control variable was based on the possible
influence an individual’s political ideology could have on their understanding of
structural oppressive forces. The findings of the study supported the impatance
intergroup dialogue in developing students’ awareness of larger structuoas fiett
influence racial/ethnic discrimination. Nevertheless, Lopez et al. (1998¢sted that
future researchers should address the lack of research that examines théoconnect
between intellectual understanding of structural inequality and actionsetivatto
address such inequalities. Such recommendations for future investigations suhgorted
value of the author’s study of intergroup dialogue and social justice actions.
Knowledge acquisition outcomesWithin social work multicultural education,
various researchers have found empirical support for the relationship betwegrouyper
dialogues and enhanced cognitive outcomes (e.g., “learning about othersiip§era
1997; Pettigrew, 1998; Trevino, 2001; Werkmeister Rozas, 2007). Learning about others
can enhance knowledge about diverse groups, thereby reducing the propensity f
individuals to avoid different people groups, as well as decreasing apprehension about
engaging different groups (Dovidio, Gaertner, & Kawakami, 2003). Incrgasi
knowledge about the socio-political histories of different people may also “recascbybi
increasing recognition of injustice” (Dovidio et al., 2003, p. 10). Similarly, L20038)
provides a description of knowledge cultural competencies that include an undiegsta
of demographics and the histories of culturally diverse populations, strengibepdé of

oppressed populations, critical thinking perspectives, and culturally diverse values.
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An empirical study conducted by Geranios (1997) investigated a diversity
course’s implementation of intergroup dialogue on students’ cognitive (i.e., éahgsvl
about discrimination toward marginalized cultural groups), affective, and bedlavior
outcomes. The pretest and posttest design included a comparison group of students who
participated in a diversity course without an intergroup dialogue intervention.llQvera
results suggested that both groups demonstrated statistically sigrifcamitive,
behavioral, and affective outcomes and that there were no statisticalficaigt
differences between the two groups. However, when prescores and postsceae$ f
dimension (i.e., cognitive, affective, and behavioral outcomes) were separsdbglyed,

“the number and intensity of the statistically significant individual cogmit@affective

and behavioral scores of those patrticipating in the multicultural course witks/of
Discovery Program (i.e., intergroup dialogue ) exceed those of the muléatwbwrse

only participants” (Geranios, 1997, p. 129). Although the increase in aggregate score of
outcome dimensions was not statistically significant, the findings for eandion

confirm that the implementation of intergroup dialogue improved the outcomes goals of
the multicultural course. The results of Geranios’ study help to establistrmip

dialogue as a viable teaching model for enhancing cognitive, affective, anddoaha
outcomes of diversity courses. The study included several limitations thaelpaguide
future research. The research was limited to a single institution cdsetis¢refore, the
results may not hold true for other institutions. Because the sample of participant
attended the same institution, the study’s generalizibility wasdlihia the sample that

was examined.
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Rigorous qualitative studies can also serve to provide a descriptive understanding
of intergroup dialogue knowledge outcomes and how knowledge outcomes are
experienced by the participants. Wermeister Rozas (2007) conducted reetoirst!
interviews with 13 students who participated in a 10 week, voluntary, noncredit bearing
intergroup dialogue. A grounded theory approach was used to analyze the data.
Participants described “gaining knowledge” as a consequence of participatieg
intergroup dialogue. Some patrticipant’s described gaining knowledge that served t
clarify misinformation they had about a certain cultural group before engiaging
intergroup dialogue process. “. . .it made me realize that some of the things déisat | w
thinking were a little off base [Participant #9]” (Wermeister Rozas, 2007, pOft&r
participants were encouraged to question and seek greater knowledge about differe
groups’ identities: “I always felt like every time | learned sonmgghbecause somebody
had something new to say [Participant #7]” (Wermeister Rozas, 2007, p. 18). The study’s
limitations were related to participants’ demographics: the samplexeassively
women and predominately White. In addition, Wermeister Rozas (2007) acknowledged
that the study would have benefitted from a follow-up component to provide an
“understanding of the duration of some of the outcomes” (p. 24). This study sought to
address such limitations, by including a follow-up component that would evaluate
student’s social justice outcomes a year after participation.

Skill development outcomesSeveral scholars have linked intergroup dialogue
approaches with skill outcomes that relate to increased complex thinking, pigespec
taking, increased communication, and capacity to productively address cdsilict €t

al., 2004; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Zuniga & Sevig, 1997). Similarly, Lum (2003)
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described cultural competent skill outcomes that entail the use of positive and open
communication styles, critical analysis of problem themes- from micr@on®macro
client dimensions (i.e., complex thinking). Geranios (1997) found that students who
participated in intergroup dialogue demonstrated an increase in complex thhrounght
their deconstruction of ignorance and stereotypes. Research also indicaigease in
communication skills amongst intergroup participants (Hurtado, 2001). Nagda and
Zuniga’s (2003) action research study with 203 students examined the effectivEaes
seven week intergroup dialogue on student’s investment in the intergroup dialogic
learning process and its effect on learning outcomes. One of the hypothegsizied lea
outcomes posited that student’s who participated would demonstrate an increage in t
capacity to develop dialogic communication skills (Nadga & Zuniga, 2003)odigal
communication entails “perspective taking and comfort in communication across
differences” (Nagda & Zuniga, 2003, p. 116). Results of pretest and posttstst
analysis showed no significant impact of intergroup dialogue on dialogic communication
skills. However, a regression analysis showed that the students’ investment in the
intergroup learning process predicted changes in communication skills outcagds. N
and Zuniga (2003) posit that the pretest and posttest demonstrated no significant impac
because learning is predicated on students’ value of the intergroup learniesspideeir
study raises important questions as to whether intergroup dialogue learningesiszem
significantly influenced by student’s investment in the learning prodéssertheless,

the study’s assertions are limited to the students investigated beodidseat include a
comparison group. Equally important, the study assessed for change immediatel

following the completion of the intergroup dialogues, without a follow-up component.
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Therefore it was not possible to establish whether there were changesctivaéd that
were not immediately identified in the postdialogue experience.

Social justice outcomes.In addition to intergroup dialogue learning concerning
knowledge, awareness, and skill outcomes, Hurtado (2001) highlights the importance of
learning that involves social justice outcomes: “Perhaps the most compeltiegpewiof
program impact involved studies that have examined individual commitment to take
action and participation in social justice issues after the dialogue expefi(p. 30).

Within the literature on intergroup dialogue, social justice outcomes are oftdifiéde

as a component @femocracy outcomedbdlagda et al, 2003; Schoem, 2003; Zuniga et al.,
2002). Democracy outcomes consist of a student’'s commitment to supporting racial
understanding, perspective taking, and participation in political and commuuit aff
(Gurin et al., 2003). Several studies demonstrate how students’ experiences with
intergroup dialogue are associated with an increase in students’ long-termticeminto
advancing social justice (Hurtado, 2001; Nagda et al., 2003). Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, and
Gurin (2002) found that students involved in classes that promoted intergroup dialogue
also showed a greater commitment to social justice actions (e.g., “sagpadial

equality” or “volunteering with political organizations”).

In regards to student’s developing an understanding of structural approaches f
addressing social injustices, the results of an intergroup program with l85ldradevel
social work students enrolled in a “Cultural Diversity and Justice” course shbated t
80% of students who completed the course indicated the importance of constructive
collaboration and social action (Lopez et al., 1998). The study implemented a rigorous

guasi-experimental design that included a comparison group of students who only
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participated in a diversity course. In an effort to attain similar chaistate within both
groups, the comparison group was matched to the course participants by a number of
demographic criteria (e.g., gender, race or ethnicity [White, African iargrAsian
American, or Latino] and precollege residency). However, some scholersaised
guestions regarding self selection and whether students who are interest@dlimyan

an intergroup dialogue course would have a predisposition to learning about structural
injustices (Dessel et al., 2006).

Equally important, Nagda et al. (2003) conducted a pretest and posttest that
examined “commitment to action” outcomes with 203 students who participated in an
Intergroup Relations and Conflict course. Students were presented with arougergr
conflict situation, and asked to choose a response that best fit the conflicbsituati
Possible responses ranged from focusing on the victim (e.g., the person should try to be
less sensitive), to focusing on institutional/societal change (e.qg., talk teeasuly
authority about conflict). Posttest results showed an effect on studentsbodsd¢asi
endorse ‘individual agency’ toward organizational actors (such as an authosiiypé
= 3.339,p <0.001), as well as institutional/societal chartge%.705,p <0.001) as a
response to intergroup conflict situations (Nagda et al., 2003). The resultsdatsdad
that students found content-based learning (i.e., lectures) did not enhance their
commitment to action strategies. Rather, “active learning” (i.ergrdep dialogue)
served to increase their commitment to action. A number of studies have ineestigat
commitment, knowledge, attitude changes, and confidence in relation to soal just
(Nagda et al., 2004; Nagda et al. 2003; Lopez et al., 1998; Vasques Scalera, 1999).

However, few studies have examined presocial and postsocial justice actiidos
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follow-up studies after course intervention. This study sought to addressphvistiyia
the literature.

The literature continues to establish that social work education has not been
successful in eliminating the gap between the social worker's commitmentdb soc
justice and the social worker’s actual practice of social justice (Abra@dgon, 2007;
Dessel et al, 2006; Van Soest et al., 2000). Intergroup dialogue is a pedagogid¢al mode
that can contribute to the development of a common effective theoretical frakfewor
teaching multicultural social work education that links to social justice cbiite
confirmed by Dessel et al. (2006),

Through intergroup dialogue, we can test in yet another venue how to bring social

work knowledge of the inner and relational world to bear on community practice

to achieve the internal and external transformations that lead to socizd pusti

change. (p. 313)

The research reviewed in this paper alludes to a growing commitment to
evaluating intergroup dialogue interventions; but much is still needed. A significa
amount of the research on intergroup dialogue has focused on outcomes that assess
participants’ learning of perspective taking, knowledge about the socio-pldfitstories
of different people, dialogic communication skills, and commitment to sociatgusti
However, literature that documents outcomes concerning social justmesadtas
lacked follow-up research (Gurin et al., 2004). In addition, intergroup dialogue studies
have often taken place in single institutions and have neglected the use of comparison
groups, thereby limiting inferences derived from study outcomes (Nagdla E299).

Equally important, despite several studies that have identified intergroup diasgu
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teaching model that can support the preparation of culturally competent students, the
relationship between intergroup dialogue and students’ development of cultural
competence has not been examined within social work literature. Given suatidinsit
this evaluative study of an intergroup dialogue intervention within a social wornlsitijve
course examined intergroup dialogue and its relationship, if any, to students’
preintervention and postintervention cultural competence levels; as wellrgsaote
dialogues and their relationship, if any, to students’ confidence to act toward social

justice and students’ social justice behavior outcomes (posttest and oregRa
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Chapter 3
Program Description

In evaluative, quantitative studies the importance of describing a pregram
often be overlooked. Evaluative studies can place much of its resources on recruiting
participants and operationalizing outcomes, and consequently the interventios itself i
minimized. Smith (2010) characterizes the inner-workings of progrant3aaslora’s
Box” because given the often comprehensive, fluid and intricate design of psoginam
process of “opening the box” can be challenging, time-consuming and laborious.
However, when addressing the purpose of research, program descriptions are @h essent
aspect. Program descriptions engage research through exploration withl a soci
phenomenon. Exploration of a program provides evidence for in-depth, precise
descriptions of observations (Smith, 2010). Programs descriptions also provityeaslar
to how, if, or why, program goals and objectives were achieved (Smith, 2010). Equally
important, program descriptions increase knowledge about human service provision and
best practices for program implementation (Smith, 2010). Given the value and benefits of
program descriptions, Chapter 5 includes a in-depth description of the prograen at Sit
IGD (intervention group).
Program Setting

The mission of Site IGD’s baccalaureate Social Work Program is to prepare
students to be social work professionals who can effectively enhance the invglebe
diverse individuals, families, groups, sectarian and nonsectarian organizatidns
communities, with competence, compassion, and ethical integrity, and who are

committed to promoting a just and caring society in a complex and interrelated worl
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The department’s diversity course is the foundation for gathering knowledge on huma
diversity and marginalized populations, diversity content is also integratagyhout
practice courses. Students are challenged to examine and face their oditc@@jyainst
groups different from themselves. The course is intended to direct studentsdoattenti
diversity, populations experiencing oppression and marginalization, social and econom
justice, and increase their awareness on the importance of those issues inagkcial w
practice.
Historical Overview of the Program

The social work major at Site IGD began as a part of the Department of
Anthropology and Sociology in the fall of 2000 with the approval of New York State.
The social work major was separated into the Department of Social Work in thesumm
of 2003, and granted CSWE Candidacy status in February of 2005. Since its inception,
the department has offered a required diversity course for all bacheloxgadfveork
majors. In 2007, the author of this study redesigned the course content. Prior to the
redesigning, the course content did not integrate social justice principléscasdd
solely on the delivery of culturally-sensitive approaches with a broad cdngeerse
populations (e.g., children, elderly, and persons with chemical dependencies). Several
researchers have posited that course content that focuses on culturaliyesensit
approaches with specific populations can reinforce cultural stereotyipesa, 2001).
Rationale for Implementation of Intergroup Dialogue

Although the diversity course addressed the 2001 CSWE mandates regarding
ethnic-sensitive content by educating students on “the differences aratigiesilin

experiences, needs and beliefs of people,” the course placed little focus oWtke CS
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mandates concerning oppression and how specific populations are exposed to structural
oppression (CSWE, 2001). In response to the 2001 CSWE mandates, the course was
redesigned with the purpose of linking diversity content with social justice commtent
redesigned course integrated knowledge, skills, and values related to powessigopr

and inequality, and how specific status characteristics (e.g., racefgthopender, sexual
orientation and religion) have been utilized and perpetuated in differential ilfooat
resources through society’s structures and institutions (Sisneros et al., 2008).

One of the common fears students have about the academic experidraten
the process of sharing a reflection in class, they will be hat®di by having their
reflection discredited by the professor (Palmer, 1998; Jordan & pa20®0; Edwards
& Richards, 2002). The institution of academia facilitates a tukieal environment,
where the professor is expert, and the student is learner gRali®998; Edwards &
Richards, 2002). Within social work education, this hierarchical ngettian cause
students to have a contradictory experience with course conterdftiiatemphasizes
concepts regarding value suspension, nonjudgmental listening, empameameé the
“leveling of the playing field.” It became necessary for dln¢hor of this study to ask if,
as a professor of social work, | too, was duplicating aspeets oppressive environment
while in the process of teaching students to advocate and work ag@aret injustice.
Relational teaching approaches are rooted in the teacher’sy abilibe present, to
facilitate, to learn from students’ reflections, and to resatients’ reflections -
regardless of whether their reflections coincide with the “prafeés expertise” (Edwards
& Richards, 2002). The shift in the course’s content, as well asutiher's commitment

to integrate a relational teaching model, influenced the authocisiole to implement
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intergroup dialogue as a pedagogical model that would reinforagethly incorporated
social justice content and engage students in affective-based, relatiomalgear
State of the Art-Broader Program Context

Intergroup dialogue is a group model that is intended to help facilitate bette
group relations. Several universities (e.g., Arizona State Universitydé&ntal College,
University of Illinois, and the University of Washington) have adopted and developed
similar intergroup dialogue model programs within their institutions (Shoem 088B).
Academic institutions have also incorporated intergroup dialogue as echesthased
initiative that can support the facilitation of a diverse college campus (Mdéring, &
Antonio, 2005). Intergroup Dialogue centers at several universities and cobeges (
Occidental College, University of Maryland, and Arizona State Uniygiséve
partnered with on-campus departments (e.g., first-year studies progrnos|sSof
Education, or Schools of Sciences) to offer courses in intergroup dialogue thedtante
the social identities that exist within the academic institution (e.g., gaadefethnicity,
sexual orientation, political, immigration and socio-economic identitiesn@ual.,
2003).

The “diversity focused” questions posed by organizations often examine the value
of diversity within the organization. However, a number of researchers (Barak, 2000;
Iglehart, 2000; Milem, Chang & Antonio, 200&ggest that organizations place an
unnecessary focus on exploring the value of diversity and should instead place a focus on
how to make the existing diversity work for the organization and its current cgdtimal
environment. Such research has influenced several academic institutions to sponsor

intergroup dialogue programs that have become integral components of its stizilent af
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divisions and are valuable components in the facilitation of the holistic campus gliversit
that encompassesructural diversity(i.e., numerical representatiomformal
interactional diversity(i.e., actual experiences students have with diverse peers), and
classroom diversityi.e., exposure and knowledge of diversity in a formal classroom)
(Gurin et al., 2003).
Program Theory

According to Bickman (2004), program theory can be defined as a reasonable
model of how a program is intended to work. The following is an explanation of the
study’s program theory. Differences and similarities exist witHigraup identities
within society. The term “diversity” is a complex socially constructeellighat embodies
the dominantly held ideas and perceptions about individuals and groups within a specific
socio-historical environment (Comerford, 2005). The labeling of certain groups as
“diverse” is determined through the power of social order in U.S. society, whiclolsontr
public knowledge and assertions concerning individual and group identities (Stanely &
Baca-Zinn, 2003). As a result, the term “diverse populations” has become a means to
identifying individuals and groups that deviate from the “norms” of dominant society
(Bell, 2010). For the purposes of this study, “diverse populations” does not refer to
groups that are different, but rather to people groups living within the United 8tate
experience oppression and discrimination on the basis of race/ethnicity, socioeconom
status, gender, religion, ability, and/or sexual orientation.

The diversity courses at Site IGD (intervention group) and Site NBn-1G
(comparison group) were approximately 14-week courses that routinely éaleegblboth

institutions and are taught once a week, for approximately two and a half hour periods.



64

Course goals at both institutions aim to provide students with the knowledge and skills
for social work practice with oppressed people in the U.S. (e.g., people of color, women,
people with physical and mental disabilities, gay, lesbian, bisexual, andeindesgd
people, and people with particular religious beliefs). Concepts covered in both courses
included ethnicity, culture, race, gender, minority group, majority group, dogena
marginality, social class, prejudice, intersectionality, essertiaprivilege, structural
and system inequities, stereotypes, discrimination, oppression, racism, ethsoge
anti-Semitism, sexism, homophobia, heterosexism, and xenoghehi&nowledge
acquisition). Additionally, both diversity courses examined the adaptive capalalitd
strengths of oppressed people (i.e., knowledge acquisition).

Students explored their own personal values, beliefs, and behaviors that may limit
their ability to practice social work ethically with people of diverse bamkuls (i.e
cultural awareness). Students at both sites were expected to completerseendth a
better understanding of themselves, their identity within society, of divevapgthey
would work with in practice, and strategies for advancing human rights for aftlevia t
promotion of social justice (i.e., cultural awareness & skills acquigitontent learning
was expected to occur through lectures, information-oriented films, and readicigee A
learning at both sites took place through reflective journal/papers and expégenttip
projects. As defined by Dovidio, Gaertner, and Kawakami, (2003), active learning
encompasses encounter oriented approaches that involve students in inteexciivg le
on an individual and group level. To summarize, professors at Site IGD and Site non-
IGD utilized the equivalent content learning (e.qg., lectures, films, and caagmgs),

and implemented similar active learning content (e.g., group-work projetiefective
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journal/papers) throughout the semester.
Site IGD Course Content

The goals and learning dispositions (LD) of the Site IGD diversity course

included the following:

1. Understand the interlocking and complex nature of culture and personal
identity (LD: Knowledge).

2. Understand how differences have the potential to translate into discrimination
on individual, cultural, and institutional levels (LD: Knowledge).

3. Comprehend and be sensitized to the dynamics of social oppression and the
effect of globalization (LD: Knowledge & Values).

4. Develop a critical awareness of personal values, feelings, attitudes, and
behaviors (LD: Knowledge & Values).

5. Affirm and respect people from diverse backgrounds from the strengths
perspective (LD: Skill).

6. Use communication skills differently across client populations, and
communities (LD: Skill).

7. Understand the dynamics and consequences of discrimination, oppression,
exploitation, and poverty in human societies and the concepts of human rights, and
social, and economic justice as a values-base for social work practic¥glLi2s).

The following is a sample of Site IGD course assignments:

1. Presentations: Small groups were required to present on a specifi

population’s demographic information (e.g., economic resources, and educationa

attainment); historical, political, economic, and social expergenagéhin the United
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States (i.e., forces that foster systematic disparities/sgipreand collective strengths);
and cultural beliefs, values, and acculturation issues. Each group memwalser
responsible for summarizing what they learned through the groupnpaé&en process
and how it would impact their facilitation of social work practiaéh individuals from
the identified diverse population.

2. Personal Journals and Text Summaries: Students were aslespand to
weekly self-reflection questions. Examples of assigned questidagléytWrite about
a situation in which you felt a strong power imbalance betweensglf and another
person”; “Take a look at your close circle of friends. How divésshe group?The
text journals required that students respond to guided questions geffienaitedeekly
course reading assignments.

3. Cross-cultural/Diverse Neighborhoods Experience: Students were reguired t
attend a cultural interaction, event, or performance and dialogue with atultur
informant (e.g., museum guide or host). A cross-cultural/diverse neighborhoods
experience was defined as an experience that informs the student about sgdivgrse
different from his/her own identity. Examples included attending art festissedmatic
performances, museum exhibitions, religious programs/services, and cultural
celebrations. Students were required to submit a written response that includes
responses to the following questions: “What were your preconceptions and
expectations?” and “How did the visit inform your prior understanding of this gpecif
diverse population?”

4. Self-Awareness Paper: Students were to complete a final writirgaEst

that described what they learned about themselves and specific diverseipagudat
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well as their greatest challenges in taking the course. The assignmérgdestudents
to reflect on where they “began” in the semester, to identify areas of pleysonth,
areas in need of further development, and to describe how they will use the newly
attained knowledge, skills, and awareness, in their future roles as sodal wor
practitioners.

Beginning in the spring of 2008, the diversity course at Site IGD incorporated the
intergroup dialogue intervention as an additional active learning approach. Students
enrolled at Site non-IGD didot receive the intergroup dialogue intervention and served
as a comparison group. At Site IGD the weekly two and half hour sessions werd divide
into two parts. The first part of each class consisted of a lecture that focused on a
presentation of empirical, conceptual, and theoretical information. Lecturesitlized
in combination with experiential exercises and small group activities. Toaddalf of
each class focused on intergroup dialogues.

Intergroup dialogues followed a festage framework with small peer-facilitated
groups (10-12 students): (a) forming and building relationships; (b) explonegiextial
differences and commonalities; (c) dialoguing and exploring contialéwpics; and (d)
action-planning and coalition building (Zuniga et al., 2002). Students who enrolled at Site
IGD represented the diversity that existed within the campus. HowevelGSite city
college campus had less than a 10% enroliment of White students, creatingragehall
for facilitation of equitable dialogues regarding race. As a resultbased dialogues at
the city campus focused on intra-group tensions regarding gender, ethnicityalits,
immigration/citizenship status, language differences and the intetra@iizd racism.

The framework, stages, content, and process of the intergroup dialogues abDSiter&s
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modeled after the content within Schoem and Hurtado’s framework (2001) and the
activities were modeled after Zuniga, Nagda, Chessler, and Cryton-W20Kat). Table
1 provides further description about the study’s intergroup dialogue teaching stages

objectives and structured activities.
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Overview of Stages One and Two of the Four Stage Design of Intergroup Dialogue

Stage IGD Content & Process Structured Activities
Objectives
Stage I: e Underpinnings for honest e Establishing group formation,
Group Beginnings and robust dialogue are participating in group-building

Setting group norms,  established.

guiding principles,

goals, hope/fears, ande Elucidation of how
expectations. Groups dialogue is distinctive from

begin to practice other modes of .
dialogue skills. communication (e.g.,
(2-3 Sessions) debate and conversation).
[ ]
[ ]
Stage I e Exploring the meaning of e
Learning about the central terms
Commonalities and discrimination, prejudice,
Differences and oppression, and how

Implementing modules terms impact students’ o

with opportunities for  personal lives.

engaged and in-depth

dialogue. Individual, e Understanding of

group, and within- structural/systemic .

group social oppression and how group

experiences are conflicts in perceptions o

understood within the  and/or experiences are

context of systems of  pased on different social
oppression, privilege,  group memberships.

and justice.

(4 Sessions) e Practicing and promotion
of listening and perspective
taking of experiences and
perceptions different from
one’s own.

activities, and identifying
guiding principles and goals
for group dialogue.

Discovering and exploring
personal and social identities.

Identifying differences
between dialogue and debate.

Reviewing and practicing
interpersonal communication
skills: speaking, listening,
mirroring, receiving, and
providing feedback.

Cultural chest activity:
exploring multiple social
identities.

Terminology walk: a module
to stimulate discussion about
central terms.

Web of oppression activity.

“Privilege snapshot” to reflect
and explore the meaning and
context of privilege in society
and how target and agent

social memberships are used.

Social identity-based
dialogues and fishbowls to
promote reflection and robust
dialogue.

Note.Werkmeister Rozas (2007)
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Table 2

Overview of Stages Three and Four of the Four Stage Design of Intergroup Dialogue
Stage IGD Content & Process Structured Activities

Objectives

Stage llI: e Explore the interpersonal, ¢ Dialogues about controversial

Working with cultural, and structural topics.

Controversial Issues  history of conflicting

& Intergroup experiences and e Promoting the beginnings of

Conflicts perceptions. dialogue through take a stand

Probing into difficult activities, film clips, and

historical, societal, and Encourage and search for  gallery walk. Activities ensue
institutional issues of  dialogue that demonstrates inquiry, extensive debriefing,

racism. The group meaningful and informed  and robust dialogue.
develops skills for inquiry, thoughts, feelings,

engaging in and responses. e Controversial IGD topics
controversial subjects include gender and media,
in a supportive and  « Promote and analysis of  racial profiling, White
nonjudgmental systems, oppression, privilege, immigration,
manner. power, and privilege. sexuality and religion, and
(5 Sessions) intragroup conflicts.

Stage 1V: e Explore and identify ¢ Review and application of
Envisioning Change approaches for moving Harro’s Cycle of Liberation
and Taking Action from dialogue to action. (2000).

The group begins to
examine how to build « Achieve closure to the IGD» Develop action plans and

alliances and change  group experience. possible timelines for taking
some of the inequities actions towards social justice.
within society. What

can we do to interrupt o Affirmation and appreciation
injustice? The stage activities to bring IGD group
ends with a group experience to a close.
celebration and

affirmation.

(2 Sessions)

Note.Werkmeister Rozas (2007)
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IGD Peer-Facilitator Education and Training Course

Peer facilitation plays a necessary role in creating a safe, nonjaotireeace for
participants to dialogue with one another (Nagda, 2006). Peer trainers sexdetdhne
outlook and skills necessary for engaging across different social ydgrttitps who have
similar and varying perspectives. For the purpose of preparing peegatacslito pose
guestions, share personal experiences, and raise issues, the intesgoetacilitator
Education and Training2) credit social-work course took place over a 14-week period.
Training began three weeks prior to the implementation of intergroup dialogue sind wa
taught by the author of this study. The course was taught once a week, for a two-hour
period. An open invitation to participate in the peer facilitation training was raake t
students enrolled at Site IGD. Final selection was made by the author afitlyisa the
basis of students’ representative diversity, schedule availability, anditoent to

training, as well as comfort with facilitation.

Goals and Objectives of Peer-Facilitator Education and Training Course

There is a need to educate and train peer facilitators in intergrougneetatd
the management of intergroup conflict. Positive cross-group interaction cannot take
place on its own. The facilitation process of understanding and interacting with people
who are different is difficult and stressful. Intergroup dialogue interacti@ns
structured and peer facilitators were given education, training, and ongoingtsuppor
The learning structures for the IGD training course were directlyrdfeom the
Multi-University Intergroup Dialogue Research Project Handbfuk.) andThelGD
Peer-Facilitator Education and Training cour§8uniga et al., 2007). The training

served three primary goals: (1) to guide the conduct of peer mediators;i(2pifo
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the disputants; and (3) to promote confidence in peer mediation as a process for

handling critical incidents. (see Appendix C for objectives).

The Peer-Facilitator Education and Traingogirse focused on knowledge,
values, and skills development. Topics covered included philosophy and principles of
dialogic education and dialogic communication; intergroup communication; social
identity development; principles of working with conflict; group dynamics,
observation, and facilitation; team building among co-facilitators; and supptatsys
creation among instructor and facilitators. Training sessions focusedil@atian
skills, intergroup dialogue reviews, in which critical incidents (e.g., aggress
silence, and defensiveness) were explored with other facilitators, ttatacieam
building modules, and planning for intergroup dialogue. The course explored specific
intergroup issues that were current (such as interracial relationshipsasiffe action,

and immigration) in preparation for upcoming intergroup sessions.

Planning and implementation issueslntergroup dialogue is an essential component
in addressing the legacies of discrimination and other forms of social igjtisaic

exist in society. Notwithstanding the empirical value of intergroup dialobaes tvere
several challenges involved in the implementation of intergroup dialoguie 3G9 .
These included the “bonding capital” within the socio-cultural context ol Gbés
department of social work. Bonding affiliations and activities provide essentll

and psychological support for groups who share a specific demographic identity
(Putnam, 2000). Research indicates that the strength of bonding social capital withi

religious institutions is a compelling force in the development of social networ
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(Putnam, 2000; Saegert et al., 2001). The strength of “bonding” social capitabwas al
evidenced within the department of social work at Site IGD. For exampldtyfand
students have sponsored identity-based cultural celebrations; Latino stugents ha
rallied in support of immigration rights issues; and Korean students havtafadili

prayer groups. The benefits of bonding capital can also be counteracted by negative
outcomes, which can lead to, “strongly bonded communities that become close-

minded, hostile to others” (Saegert et al., 2001, p. 11).

Both the benefits and unfavorable results of bonding capital were evident within
Site IGD’s diversity courses. The peer-student leadership structure afehgroup
dialogue intervention required the training and supervision of peer facsitdtois
required team building, the bringing together of diverse faculty and students to provide
leadership, and support for a more student-centered approach to teaching and learning.
However, the department of social work has traditionally relied primamilyonding
capital to provide socialization, community service, and political participatioitsf
students. Expressions of diversity have existed in the representatiofeddrditultural
groups and not necessarily in actual inter-cultural exchanges within thatdtods.
Students have often become polarized and distrustful in cross-cultural relationship
building, choosing reciprocal connections on the basis of which bonding enclaves they
are “allied” with (Barak, 2000). Therefore, the IGD group process waalipithet with
significant resistance.
Conclusion

In the above chapter, the investigator provided a program description of the

multicultural course with an intergroup dialogue intervention at Site IGD. fidater
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described the context of the program and the specifics regarding theanpediglogue
intervention, course activities and course structure. Lastly, planningnghehnentation

issues were discussed.
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Chapter 4
Method

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this chapter is to present the research rationale and design used in
this study. An overview of the research strategy is followed by a description of
techniques used to collect and analyze the data.

Mandates for social work programs require that schools of social work include
multicultural curricula that address cultural competence and socialgustntent.
Specific pedagogical models that can show how to effectively achieve suchtessaea
needed. Several researchers have posited that students’ cultural comiesteacy
confidence to act toward social justice, and performance of social jusimesacan be
significantly enhanced through intergroup dialogue (Nagda et al, 2001; Zuiba e
2002). This is a model that can contribute to the development of a common effective
theoretical framework for teaching multicultural curriculum withinigbeork
education. Learning about the outcomes of intergroup dialogue models within afrange o
academic settings, as well as assessing outcomes related tousticalwithin courses
that implement intergroup dialogue, contributes to the development of a pedagogica
framework that fulfills and further elucidates multicultural mandatésimvsocial work
education.

Much of the research on intergroup dialogue models has focused nearly
exclusively on intellectual outcomes, and has been negligent in documenting social
justice behavioral outcomes. Several studies have also identified intergrimgueias a

teaching model that can support the preparation of culturally competent students;



75

however, the relationship between intergroup dialogue and students’ development of
cultural competence has not been examined within social work literatareoivér,
studies on intergroup dialogue have primarily been implemented within singletioss
and have included limited studies that follow-up on students’ social justice behavior
outcomes (Nagda et al., 1999). Given these limitations, the present study examined a
intergroup dialogue teaching model and its relationship to (a) students’ pedest
posttest levels of cultural competence; and (b) students’ confidence to act sowil
justice and students’ social justice actions (posttest and one yepr late

This chapter includes the research design and methodology, the sampled
population, the instruments used, how the study was completed, data analysis, the bias of
the research, limitations, and delimitations.
Research Questions (RQ) and Hypotheses
RQ1: Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue courseventeon
demonstrate greater overall change in postlevels of cultural ¢tengeethan

participants who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention?

RQ1a: Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue caonteeention
demonstrate greater change in postlevels of the “knowledge icauiis
dimension of cultural competence than students who do not receive onfergr

dialogue course intervention?

RQ1b: Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course@dnteEm

demonstrate greater change in postlevels of the “skill developiemtnsion of
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cultural competence than students who do not receive intergroup dialmgnse c

intervention?

RQ1c: Do participants who receive the intergroup dialogue coatsevention
demonstrate greater change in post levels of the “cultural avgatetienension
of cultural competence than students who do not receive intergrowqgukal

course intervention?

RQ2: Do participants who receive intergroup dialogue course intgrae

identify the intervention as the most important aspect of the course content?

RQ3: Do participants who receive intergroup dialogue course intesment
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward spate than

participants who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention?

RQ4: Among participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervemiiuat,
is the overall level of confidence to act toward social jastigtcomes a year after

course participation?

RQ5: Among participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervemiiwat,

is the overall level of social justice actions a year after coadeipation?
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Study Hypotheses

H1o: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention will not
demonstrate significantly more change in cultural competence scores oalcultur
awareness, knowledge acquisition, skill development and overall cultural competence

than students who do not receive intergroup dialogue course intervention.

H1a: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention will
demonstrate significantly more change in cultural competence scoresumalcult
awareness, knowledge acquisition, skill development and overall cultural competence

than students who do not receive intergroup dialogue course intervention.

H2y: With regard to learning about social justice, participants who receive éngroup
dialogue course intervention will not identify the intervention as the most important

aspect of course content.

H24: With regard to learning about social justice, participants who receive ¢ngronip
dialogue course intervention will identify the intervention as the most impodpeattof

course content.

H3y:  Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention will not
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward social justicpatieipants

who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention.
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H3a: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention will
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward social justicpatiecipants

who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention.

H4,: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention will not deratenstr
a greater level of confidence to act toward social justice outcomes atgeaoafrse

participation.

H4,: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention will demteatra
greater level of confidence to act toward social justice outcomes afy@acourse

participation.

H5y: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention matl

demonstrate an increase in social justice actions a year after cotispgian.

H5,: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue interventioh wi

demonstrate an increase in social justice actions a year after cotispgien.

Research Design and Sample

Ziera and Rosen (2000) note how the knowledge base of social work has often
focused on understanding and describing problems, rather than explicating andngvaluat
the effectiveness of interventions. Similarly, within the field of multicultsoaial work

education, the knowledge development of effective pedagogical interventions continues
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to be limited. The state of knowledge within social work multicultural educasion c
benefit from quantitative studies that derive conclusions that can extend to a mena ge
level and thereby inform the identification of effective instruction methods andecour
content (Rubin & Babbie, 2005). Quantitative methods are designed to collect data in a
form that is suitable for statistical analysis for studying changereally.

The study’s convenience sample consisted of 115 college students enrolled in
CSWE accredited social work programs. The sample size guideliabisstd by
Cohen (1992) were used to determine the minimum sample grr&ia According to
Cohen, in order to achieve a significant independent sarnfgssat a .05 level of
significance, an observed power of .80, and a large effect size of .80, the minimum
sample size required is 26 participants per group for a total of 52 participahen(C
1992). This evaluative study was based on a quasi-experimental nonequivalent
comparison group design with pre, post and follow-up measures, quantitatively
examining the effect of an intergroup dialogue course intervention on students'deve
cultural competence and social justice outcomes. Given the nomothetioftes
study, the utilization of a quantitative investigation allowed the investig@mexplore the
possibility of causal relationships (Ruben & Babbie, 2005).

Procedures for data collection researckites. The school of social work
selected for the implementation of intergroup dialogue (Site IGD) wasate sectarian
college situated in the Northeastern United States which has a subuibarampus, as
well as urban satellite programs (site IGD diversity courses taaght at both the
suburban and urban campuses). The college offers liberal arts and professional programs

to approximately 2,500 students (1800 undergraduate students and 700 graduate
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students). As of 2008, a total of 114 students were majoring in its bachelor’s of social
work program.

The school of social work selected for the comparison group (Site non-1GD)
was a private university situated in the Northeastern United States whialshbarban
main campus, as well as urban satellite programs (Site non-IGD diversises were
taught at both the suburban and urban campuses). Site non-IGD enrolls over 8,600
students within its graduate and undergraduate programs. The university seeks its se
locality, state, and nation through the research and practice of ity/fdhalt
strengthening of its ties between the professional schools and the educatimieifss
In 2009, the school of social work enrolled over 1000 students in its BSW and MSW
programs.

Method of recruitment. One hundred and fifteen participants were recruited
through the Department of Social Work at Site IGD and through the UnyweiSitthool
of Social Work at Site non-IGD. Students who identified as social-workrshand
registered for diversity courses within both sites were asked to volymariicipate in
the study. Participant recruitment occurred from September 2007 through May 2010. At
Site IGD, students who identified as cross-cultural majors were eligibbégister for
social work diversity courses; however, students who identified as croggatutgjors
were not included within this study. At Site non-1GD, first-year masteo@bwork
students and third-year bachelor of social-work students are taught.jointly

Data collection.Study participants at Site IGD participated in the peer-facititate
intergroup dialogue intervention and were assessed during: January 2008, January 2009

and January 2010 (baseline/pretest), May 2008 and May 2009 and May 2010 (posttest
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and follow-up survey-one year later). At Site non-IGD, students were aedssing
September 2007, September 2008, September 2009 (baseline/pretest), December 2007,
December 2008 and December 2009 (posttest). Appendix H provides an overall timeline
for the data collection of this intergroup dialogue evaluation study.

Students at Site non-IGD did not receive the intergroup dialogue intervention and
served as a comparison group. During the pre and posttest time points, participants wer
asked to complete the surveys after the first (pretest) and last (padtsstsession.

Students received surveys through a web-link that was sent to their e-mail account
immediately following the first and the last day of classes. Paatits who completed
surveys (pre and posttest) were allotted a four-point credit toward their journal
assignments. If students chose not to participate in the study, additiotehyournal
assignments were provided throughout the semester. Only participants who completed
both pre and postsurveys were included in the study. Students at Site IGDsaere a
mailed and mailed a follow-up survey a year after the posttest wasetetpl

Participants who conducted the follow-up survey were offered a $10 chak gif
compensation for their participation in the study (Appendix L and M). Participatiits
guestions about any of the surveys were provided with an opportunity via e-mail or phone
to privately discuss, with the professors, their inquiries about the survey. To insure
accuracy of pretest, posttest and follow—up test time frame, surveys weazeapted

after the due date of required submission. All pre, post, and follow up surveys were self
administered through SurveyMonkey.com, an online survey website. The participants’

completion of the online surveys required approximately one hour.



82

Protection of Human Participants and Ethical Issues

The American Psychological Association’s (APA) guidelines (2005) for
conducting research with human participants were followed. An electronic cémsent
(see Appendix I, J and K) was used to have participants indicate their meingo
participate in the research study, advise students of the researcluets’tefmaintain
confidentiality, and to state that participation could be discontinued at amyitimno
penalties was given to participants. Permission to engage in the resesaibtamaed
from the both study sites. Since the project involved adult participants and data had to be
collected to evaluate study questions, a minimal risk was anticipated; however
adverse consequences were reported to the researcher. The records did not show
participants’ names, but had codes entered that allowed the information to bedinked t
participants. Only principal investigators of the study had access to tbedeies and
names. Participants were also debriefed after completion of the survey.
Measures

Independent and dependant variablesThe intergroup dialogue intervention
was the independent variable, as measured by the Enlightenment and Encolénter sca
This instrument asked students to assess the level of importance of |@atiiges
provided within the course. Therefore, the dependant variable is the change in students’
survey scores (post and follow-up). A comprehensive description of the intergroup
dialogue intervention can be found in Chapter 4.

Operational definitions of dependant variablesAs established within the
literature, the construct of cultural competence has been operationalibe€eas

variables: cultural awareness, knowledge acquisition and skill develophinese three
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variables are also included in the theoretical framework of Lum’s (200®)otek«t
Cultural Competency Practice: A Framework for Understanding Diverse Groups and
Justice Issuedhis iterative process served to establish the construct validity of cultural
competence. Lum’s (2003) culturally competent practice model descritbesatul
competence as a performance related outcomeualmodel served the study’s
investigation of pre and postoutcomksaddition,the Social Work Cultural
Competencies Self-Assessn{&@WCCSA; see Appendix A and B), used to measure
levels of cultural competence within the study, and was “designed to saifiisfsal
diversity curriculum outcomes of the CSWE's Accreditation Standard 1” (Lum, 2003, p.
22). Lum’s model for cultural competence also includes an “inductive learning”
dimension. This is defined as a human service professional’s individual coemhitm
ongoing growth and professional development through reading, study groups, conducting
research and producing scholarship (Lum, 20B@wever, much of the literature on
cultural competence does not integrate this dimension as a separate and integral
component of culturally competent practice, therefore the four items megaswutuctive
learning were not included in this study. The SWCCSA was self-administeied thie
pre and posttest at both Site IGD and Site non-IGD students

The SWCCSA begins with a collection of data on six single demographic items:
age, sex, ethnicity, years of education, years of previous social work engpibsnd
prior courses on cultural diversity. This is followed by SWCCSA itentsatigagrouped
into three subscales that measure knowledge acquisition (9 items), ekitglaent (23
items) and cultural awareness (8 items). The SWCCSA consists of 4atem

responses to items are based on a 4-point Likert scale ranging fromligely to (4)
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Definitely. An example of an item is, “I have contact with other cultural and ethnic
individuals, families, and groups.” Total score on the SWCCSA ranges from lgvel (
unlikely (Scores 44-77), Level to (2): not very likely (Scores 78-101),Iltev@®): likely
(Scores 102-135), to Level (4): definitely (Scores 136-176). As measyitbd b
SWCCSA, the higher the score, the greater the level of cultural competence.

Previous studies utilizing the SWCCSA yielded Cronbach's alpha reliaifilio4
for the pretest and .92 for the posttest (Lum, 2003). To test the internal reliability and
consistency of the SWCCSA, Cronbach’s alpha was measured for each of the survey
constructs. The guidelines established by George and Mallery (2003) were used t
determine the quality of each construct. The guidelines are as followss ex®ellent,
>.8 is good, >.7 is acceptable, >.6 is questionable, >.5 is poor, and <.5 is unacceptable.
The combination of the eight items comprising the Cultural Awareness substek pr
yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .75, or an acceptable measure. The combination of the nine
items comprising the Knowledge Acquisition subscale pretest yielded a Crasbiata
of .88, or a good measure. The combination of the 23 items comprising the Skill
Development subscale pretest yielded a Cronbach’s alpha of .93, or an excelfanemea
The combination of the 40 items comprising the overall score pretest yielded a
Cronbach’s alpha of .94, or an excellent measure. Overall, the alpha coeffiziezash
of the subscales indicate that the combination of the items comprising eachesubsca
accurately measure the intended phenomena.

To gauge the extent to which prior experiences with other ethnicities influenced
beliefs about other races, ethnicities and social groups, six itemsigegtdrom the

following three measurefnsights into Racism, Sexism, and Homophgbiee item),



85

Family Cultural Life Experiences and Contact Outside of One's Own Ethnic/Cultural
(two items), andMulticultural Involvement Over the Life Spéour items) (see
Appendix D, E and F). For example, participants were asked to identify their
involvement with people of color in their childhood: “When | was a child, my
neighborhood was predominantly.” Responses included: (a) European American, (b)
African American, (c) Latino American, (d) Asian American, (e3tfNations Peoples,
() multiracial. Items from the three measures were part of L{®2983) textbook,
Cultural Competency Practice: A Framework for Understanding Diverse Groups and
Justice Issueslhe seven items were self-administered within the pretest atGhitand
Site non-IGD.

“Importance of the intergroup dialogue interventiomas measured with Nagda,
Kim, and Truelove’s (2004) 19-itefnlightenment and Encounter Sc@ES) (see
Appendix G). For the purposes of maintaining consistency with intergroup course
activities at Site IGD, the EES measure was adapted to a 13-item $wabkxadle was
self-administered within the posttest with participants at Site Eillghtenmentefers
to “involvement and importance for both lectures and readings” (Nagda et al., 2004, p.
202).Encounterrefers to “involvement of intergroup dialogues and associated
weekly/interim reflective papers” (Nagda et al., 2004, p. 202). Importanrcassassed
on “specific components of intergroup dialogue-peer facilitation, strucaatadties,
weekly reflection papers, small group setting and having a diverse group aftstude
(Nagda et al., 2004, p. 202). Students were asked: “Please indicate how important the
following learning activities...were”; aexample of response items inclutifersonal

journals: Responses to weekly self-reflection questions.” Responses to iebased on
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a four-point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all important to (4) veportant. As
measured by the EES, the higher the score, the greater the level of importance
involvement in course activity. The EES was self-administered withipdstest with
Site IGD participantsPrevious studies utilizing the EES yielded a reliability of .63 for
enlightenment items and a reliability of .71 for encounter items (Nagdia 20@4a).
Although the enlightenment items demonstrated Cronbach’s alphas that wevéhabme
low, it was considered appropriate to use measures with this lower intensatence to
attain a sense of the importance of the intervention to the participants.

“Confidence to act toward social justice outcomes” was assessed usiadriem
the Oppression Exists Measu(@EM). The OEM subscale was published in the Multi-
University Intergroup Dialogue Research project Guidebook, (n.d.). Confiddiece tie
“participant’s perceived ability to do the action” (Nadga et al., 2004, p. ).OEM was
self-administered within the pretest, posttest, and follow-up study withpEstizipants,
as well as the pre and posttest with non-IGD participdis.original instrument
consists of 24 items. The original scale consists of four subscales: oppression exi
social values, confidence in confronting injustice, and the importance of fighting
injustice. The nine subscale items that address “confidence in confrontirntgcaijusere
self-administered. The study asked, “How confident are you of your abilitye the
following approaches?” (e.g., “Challenge others on racial/ethnic/dgxieabgatory
comments”). Responses to items were based on a four-point Likert swategricom
(1) not at all confident to (4) extremely confident. A previous study (Araujo, 2000)
utilizing the OEM vyielded a Cronbach’s alpha reliability of .74 for all falrssales. In

addition, the author of this study conducted a pilot study, which included the OEM, and
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the Cronbach's alpha indicated an internal consistency reliability of .#ifefeaonfidence

in confronting injustice subscale. Equally important, Araujo (2000) reported that students

who completed the confidence in confronting subscale had mean scores of 2.80 (pretest)

and 2.97 (posttest); results which demonstrated a very moderate gain of .1fiefrom

mean baseline/pretest. As established in the literature, a number of sealegdrained

confidence in confronting injustice (Araujo, 2000; Nadga et al., 2004). However, in

relation to the evaluation of intergroup dialogue interventions, few studies spssad

social justice actions. In an effort to address such limitations, the siasttéfollow-up

study with IGD students included the nine subscale items that address ideromnfn

confronting injusticeThis was followed by the following dichotomous question to assess

post and follow-up social justice actions: “Have you used the approach discussed in

qguestion three?” (see Appendix L). Responses to dichotomous items ws&rer'jymo".
Assessment of “social justice actions” was measured witRdiper Political

QuestiongRPQ) (see Appendix M). The RPQ were derived from 173 Roper polls from

1973 to 1990 (as cited in Brady, 1999). The RPQ consists of 12 items that focus on

taking actions within the political sphere. The RPQ were self-adminisietieit the

posttest and follow-up study with IGD students. The original stem questionM@s, “

here is a list of things some people do about government and politics. Which, if any, of

these things have you done in the past year?” Within this study, the followirsg ptaa

added to the original stem question “Now here is a list of things some people do about

government and politics. Which, if any, of these things have you done in the past year to

act against social injustice®s measured by the RPQ instrument, the greater the number

of activities completed, the greater the level of political participation. tGanvalidity
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for “social justice actions” is related to the theoretical ideas indludéhe McClintock’s
(2000)action continuumSaocial justice actions refer to a range of activities that fall under
McClintock’s action continuum: “(1) Educate Oneself, (2) Interrupt Unjust Behg3)
Interrupt and Educate, (4) Support Others Proactive Responses, (5) InitiatievEroa
Responses” (McClintock, 2000, p. 484). Actions identified in OEM subscale & RPQ
items were organized under each stage of the action continuum (see Table 2). A
correlation matrix was attempted in an effort to analyze the interlatore of all social
action items under each stage of McClintok’s action continuum. However, given the
small sample size on the follow-up test, the test could not be completed.

In order to gain insight about the specific experiences and behaviors of Bite IG
students, the follow-up test, a year after the posttest was completed, ingVodsaen-
ended questions: (4n what ways (if any) do you think the 2008 Site IGD course has
influenced you?”, and (b) “What are you doing today in your preparation agahvwsork
professional that you did not do prior to the completion of the 2008 Site IGD course?”
Data Analysis

Data collected from this investigation were entered into the StatiB#ckage for
Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 13. Descriptive statistics wereatatttor each of the
variables. The total number (n) of individuals participating in each activagnrg),
standard deviatiorSD), and percentages (%) were derived for: race, ethnicity, gender
and age, multicultural courses taken; work experience; level of educatiomatifegrand
current interactions with ethnic, cultural, social and religious groupsriptge
statistics also provided simple summaries about the sample. Pretestaj@mmogems

(e.g., race, ethnicity, gender and age) were evaluated to assess intatinal va
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Categorical data from tfeWCCA, Enlightenment and Encounter Scale (EES),
Oppression Exists Measure (OEM), and Roper Political Questions (RPQ¢avepded
using descriptive statistics, cross tabulations, frequencies, and persentage

To test the first hypothesis, amdependent samplésgest was used to analyze the
SWCCSA changes scores derived as the difference from pre intergroup dialog
intervention to postintergroup dialog intervention. iAdependent samplésest for
cultural competence change scores for each dimension of cultural coogpeten
(knowledge acquisition, skill development, cultural-awareness, and overalljsedgo
identify whether there was a statistically significant diffeeem the change scores
between the intergroup dialogue group and the non-intergroup dialogue group.

To test the second hypothesis, a Pearson chi-square was used to analyze the data
from the EES. This test compared the rating given to the rating expectepEotagon
was that there would be an equal distribution of ratings for each topic, and the Chi Square
test would demonstrate whether the items related to the importance of intergroup
dialogue received an equal number of, for example, scores of 1, 2 and 3, or whether in
fact there is a preponderance of one particular score for items related t@impart
intergroup dialogue.

To test the third hypothesis, srlependent samplésest was used to analyze
the change scores of the OEM derived as the difference from preintedijatague
intervention to postintergroup dialogue intervention.idagependent samplésest for
the OEM change scores for confidence in confronting injustice were used tdyidenti
whether there was a statistically significant difference betweseimtérgroup dialogue

group and the non-intergroup dialogue group on OEM scores.
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To test the fourth hypothesis, a paired samiplest was used to analyze the
OEM. A paired sampletest for pairs of posttest and follow-up OEM for confidence in
confronting injustice was used to identify whether there was a staltisignificance
between all posttests and follow-up OEM scores.

To test the fifth hypothesis, a paired samplestwas used to analyze the mean
difference in social actions from postintergroup dialogue intervention toeare y
following intergroup dialogue intervention. The variable for social actionsieraged
from adding items from the RPQ with the supplementary yes/no questionthizEom
confidence in confronting injustice section of the OEM. Dichotomous items werd code
as “1” for the action occurring and “0” for the action not occurring. Actions iftehin
OEM & RPQ items were organized under each stage dfitd@intok’s action
continuum (see Table 2). The first activity under the action continuum is Educate
Oneself.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the investigator outlined the research methodology and five
research questions. Also defined in this chapter were the research cestaitch
guestions and hypothesis, design and sample, procedures for recruitment and data

collection, ethical concerns, measures, and data analysis.



Table 2

McClintok’s Action Continuum and Social Justice Actions Derived from Oppressioa &xisRoper Political Scale Items

Works Against Social Justice

Actively Join in
Behavior

No Response

Educate Oneself

Interrupt the

Behavior

Work Toward Social Justice

Interrupt and Educate

Support Others’
Proactive Responses

Initiate Proactive
Responses

Participate in
jokes that are
derogatory to

any group

No response to
a joke that is
derogatory to

any group

Make efforts to
educate myself
about other

group$

Make an effort to
get to know
individuals from
diverse
background$

Attend a public
meeting on
community or
school affair§

Attend a political
rally or speech

Refuse to

participate in jokes that are derogatory to any
that are derogatory grou

to any group

Refuse to participate in jokes
that takes action
toward justic®

Challenge others on racial/
ethnic/sexually derogatory
comment’

Get together with
others to challenge
an unjust practide

Reinforce others toward Serve as an officer
behavior that supports cultural of some club or

diversity’ organizatiofi

Write a congressman or sendtoWork for a political
party’

Call, write or in some way

protest when a book, Serve on a

newspaper, television show or committee of some
some branch of media local organizatioh
perpetuates or reinforces a bias

or prejudic® Sign a petitioh

A member of some
"better government"

groug

Make a speech
Write a letter to the paper

Write an article for a magazine,
newspaper or internet blog

Join an organization Organize an

educational forum to
inform others about
social injustic®

Held or ran for
political office®

Note.?Not assessed within this stuf3Oppression Exists ScaléRoper Political Scale

16
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Chapter 5

Results

Results of the research conducted are presented in this chapter. This section
presents an analysis of the data collected from students who participatedsitydive
courses at Site non-IGD (comparison group) and from students who participatied at Si
IGD in diversity courses in conjunction with participation in an intergroup dialogue
intervention (experimental group). First, the descriptive characterasttb® groups are
presented and group equivalence is calculated. The results of the testipgtbEbgs are
then explicated.
Description of the Sample as a Whole

In this section, information about the sample will be presented in detail. Since this
study utilized a two-group, quasi-experimental design comparing pre, post, andudpllow
assessment measurements on two different groups of students, descriptiveimrfiormat
will be presented for each group as well as for the group as a whole. To measure
categorical data, frequency and percent measurements were cdlclitateeasure
continuous data, means and standard deviations were calculated. Where appropriate, both
statistical measures were calculated and used in presentation of thehdatsdilts of
the frequency and percent measurements will be presented first, followlesl by
presentation of mean and standard deviation measurements.

The sample of this study consisted of 115 students in social-work classes.
Seventy-six students were recruited from Site IGD (intervention groub3@ were

recruited from Site NON-IGD (comparison group). The participants dofttiay were
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asked to identify their age, gender and race/ethnicity. The youngest partwegsah®
and the oldest participant was 58l £ 28.30,SD= 10.60). The median age was 23,
reflecting the large number of participants in their early 20s. Partisigannger than 30
years of age account for 70.4% of the participants. The participants werelsimew
evenly distributed across ethnicities: As with most courses in socikl onajority
were female 96 (83.5%), while only 19 (16.5%) were male. The frequency distnibfi

participants’, self-identified racial/ethnic identities is presentedgarE 1.

34, 30%
= White
» Latino
N
9, 8% 334333
S " Black
R
SRR
= : | Other
15, 13% (8 s Asian

 29,25%
28, 24%

Figure 1.Frequency distribution on ethnicity of participants.

With regards to years of social service volunteer experience, a majotiity
participants (86.4%) had little or none as can be seen in Figure 2. The participants w
also asked how many years of social service employment they had: Agaioriyrod|

the participants (92.2%) had little or none. This is also presented in Figure 2.
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w 80 / * Years Social Service
S Employment
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o 60
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S 50
> 41,35.7%
c 40
3}
>3
o 30
o}
C
20 14 14
. -}
3 2 3
1 1
0 A A /7 AP Y ) TR/ / / / /]
None 1-3Years 4-6Years 7-9Years 10 or more

Years

Social Service Volunteer and Employment (Years)

Figure 2.Frequency distribution on years as social service volunteer and years of social
service employment.

In addition, participants were asked how many years of education and how many
prior courses on cultural diversity they had taken. The minimum years of exuwais
12 and the maximum was 21 yeaid,£ 15.16,SD= 1.92). A large majority of the
participants, accounting for 92.2% of the sample, had taken two or fewer courses, 60
participants (52.2%) had taken no prior courses on cultural diversity, 29 pantcipa
(25.2%) had taken 1 course, 17 participants (14.8%) had taken 2 courses, and nine (7.8%)
had taken 3 or more courses.

Prior experiences with other ethnicities.The participants were presented with a

series of 12 statements to gauge the extent to which prior experientesheit
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ethnicities had influenced their beliefs about other ethnicities. One of stdteEwieded:

“l believe that racism, sexism, and homophobia will always be part of human nadure a
that people who are racist, sexist, or homophobic will remain so.” Participassked

to rate the likelihood of this statement on a scale of unlikely, not very likely, likety
definitely. The largest number of participants believed this statement itheeli&ely

41 (36%) or not very likely 38 (33.3%), with smaller percentages responding unlikely 20
(17.5%) and definitely 15 (13.2%).

Another statement was also presented to students, “My levels of contact with
individuals, families, and groups outside my own cultural and ethnic group in the
following settings are: (check all that apply).” Participants vasked to identify their
level of contact with people outside their own cultural and ethnic groups in four settings:
neighborhood, school, social activities, and work. The results are presented in Table 3.
For each of the four settings, a majority of the participants indicated mederfa¢quent
levels of contact with individuals, families, and groups outside their own cultural and

ethnic group.
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Frequency Distribution on Levels of Contact with Other Cultural and Ethnic Groups in

Four Settings

Setting Frequency Percent
Neighborhood Minimal 21 18.6
Moderate 41 36.3
Frequent 49 43.4
Other 2 1.7
School Minimal 5 4.4
Moderate 29 25.7
Frequent 77 68.1
Other 2 1.7
Social activities Minimal 16 14.2
Moderate 52 46.0
Frequent 43 38.1
Other 2 1.8
Work Minimal 16 14.2
Moderate 31 27.4
Frequent 52 46.0
Other 14 12.4

Participants were asked to rate their experiences with people of otheesand

ethnicities by answering the following statement: “My experiemgdspeople of other

cultures and ethnicities have been: (check all that apply).” A majority qfatieipants

selected either “positive” 48 (42.5%) or “mixed” 62 (54.9%), and 3 (1%) of the

participants selected “other”.



97

To gauge the ethnic makeup of participants’ neighborhood when they were
children, participants were asked about the predominant ethnicity of their childhood
neighborhood. This revealed that neighborhoods were predominantly white or
multiracial, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4

Frequency Distribution on Neighborhood Ethnicity as a Child

Ethnicity Frequency Percent
White 41 36.6
Multiracial 28 25.0
Black 16 14.3
Other 13 11.6
Latino 12 10.7
Asian 2 1.8

To determine the ethnic makeup of the participants’ neighborhood as adults, the
participants were asked of the predominant ethnicity of their current neighbofAsod
an adult, 1 live in a neighborhood that is predominantly?” This revealed that
neighborhoods were predominantly White or Multiracial as shown in Table 5.
Approximately half of the participants (five out of 10), lived in multiraciaghborhoods

at the time of the study, and one-quarter lived in a White neighborhood.
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Table 5

Frequency Distribution on Neighborhood Ethnicity as an Adult

Ethnicity Frequency Percent
Multiracial 58 49.6
White 28 24.8
African American 15 13.3
Latino American 6 5.3
Other 5 4.4
Asian 2 1.8
Native American 1 0.9

Participants were also asked to rate their contact and involvement with people of
color: “Throughout my life, the degree of contact and involvement with people of color
that has been?” To respond, they were able to select from the followingmiatini
“somewhat frequent”, “frequent”, or “other”. The majority of participanéses out of
10 selected “frequent”. The revealed a frequency distribution as followsnat 11
(9.7%), somewhat frequent 17 (15%), frequent 82 (72.6%), Other 3 (2.7%).

The participants were asked to rate the time spent with individuals from their
religious affiliation by answering the following stateméritenjoy spending time with
others of my religious affiliation.” Participants were able to select tranfollowing
responses: “not at all true of me”, “somewhat true of me”, “moderately true’of m
“mostly true of me”, “totally true of me. The largest percentage of partitspselected
totally true of me 32 (32%), followed by mostly true of me 22 (22%), not at all true of me

18 (18%), moderately true of me 15 (15%), and somewhat true of me 13 (13%).
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Description of the sample by groupFor the purposes of comparison, two
groups of students were used in this study: a group functioning as the comparison group
not receiving intergroup dialogue (non-1GD), and a group receiving the intergroup
dialogue (IGD). Frequency distributions on the demographic questions as well as
previous social service volunteer experience, previous social work empigyand prior
courses on cultural diversity are presented in Table 6.
Table 6

Frequency Distribution on Demographic and Social Work Variables

Non-IGD group IGD group
N Percent N Percent

Gender
Female 31 79.5 65 85.5
Male 8 20.5 11 145

Ethnicity
Latino 4 10.3 25 32.9
African American 6 15.4 22 28.9
White 20 51.3 14 18.4
Jewish American 2 5.1 0 0
Asian American 1 2.6 8 10.5

Other 6 15.4 7 9.2
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Table 6 (continued)

Years of previous social service volunteer experience

None 13 33.3 45 59.2
1-3 years 21 53.8 20 26.3
4-6 years 4 10.3 10 13.2
7-9 years 0 0 1 1.3
10 or more years 1 2.6 0 0

Years of previous social-work employment

None 24 61.5 69 90.8
1-3 years 9 23.1 5 6.6
4-6 years 2 51 1 1.3
7-9 years 1 2.6 1 1.3
10 or more years 3 7.7 0 0

Prior courses on cultural diversity

None 11 28.2 49 64.5

1 course 11 28.2 18 23.7
2 courses 12 30.8 5 6.6
3 or more courses 5 12.8 4 5.3

The student participants in the study were asked to identify their gender in
guestion 2 of the survey. Frequency and percent measures revealed that a ofdf@rity
students were female, accounting for 79.5% of the participants in the non-IGD group and
85.5% of the participants in the IGD group. Female participants representedjonigym

at both schools, as reflected by the significant Pearson chi-square showihg tixad
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schools were not significantly different with regards to gendét) = .68,p = .41.
Frequency distributions were calculated for each of the ethnicitiehbplsd he results
are presented in Figure 3, where each race and ethnicity is preseateeresntage of
the participants from each school. It can be seen from the figure that studet$GD
group were more ethnically diverse than students from non-IGD group. Among the
participants, 51.3% of the students from the non-IGD group identified as White, while
only 18.4% of the students from the IGD group indicated White as their raciéityde
The largest group of participants from the IGD group, those of Latino ethnicit
represented only 32.9% of the participants. To test whether this difference oitgtlni
statistically significant, a Pearson chi-square was conducted on studeait\etyy
location. Ethnicities and mixed racial identities with small counts wengpgd with the
Othergroup, creating the following groups: Black, White, Latino, and Other. The results
of the Pearson chi-square were significah¢3) = 17.11p < .001, indicating that the
schools were significantly different with regards to ethnicity and race.

60.0%

51.3%, 20

50.0% m Non-IGD »1GD

40.0%
32.9%, 25
30.0% 2§.9%, 22

7
20.0% 1 4o, 6/

10.0%

8.4%14
15.4%, 6

10.5%, 8

7

Black Asian White Latino Other
Race and Ethnicity
Figure 3.Frequency distribution on each ethnicity by school city by school.

10.3%, 4

Frequency of Selections

AN

0.0%
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To determine the experience of the participants in social work, the survely aske
three questions addressing years of previous social service, volunteer expgeans of
social-work employment, and prior courses on cultural diversity. Each quegiite w
addressed separately and in the same order.

Previous social service volunteer experienck analyzing responses to previous
social service volunteer experience, participants from each school weigmeéar, as
can be seen in Figure 4. For the purposes of conducting a more meaningful statistical
analysis, participants selecting 4-6 years, 7-9 years, or 10 yearsegnweoe grouped
together in new group representing those with more than 3 years of previolis socia
service volunteer experience. With the exception of those participants with no socia
service volunteer experience — where the number of participants from the IGD group
more than doubled those from the non-IGD group — the two schools were nearly equal. A
Pearson chi-square confirms th@%(Z) = 8.95,p = .01. Participants from the two groups

were significantly different with regards to years of social servicaénteer experience.

70.0%
0 59.2%, 45

* 60.0% 7 53.8%, 21
c o m Non-
S 50.0%
= IGD
= 40.0%
N 33.3%, 13
© 30.0% 26.3%, 20
)
S 20.0%
qg)_ (o) / / 12.8%, 5 ’14.5%, 11
S / / %//
L

None 1-3 Years More than 3 Years
Previous Social Service Volunteer Experience

Figure 4 Years of social service volunteer experience by school.
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To examine years of previous social work employment among participamts
each group, frequency and percent measurements were calculated fonguesnly 8
of the 103 participants had more than three years of previous social work emptoyme
therefore it was determined, for the purposes of statistical analysis, to esep t
individuals together in one group of participants representing those with more than 3
years of previous social work employment. The findings show a disparitydethe
schools with regards to years of previous social service employment. @rtiagpants
with no previous experience in social service employment, more than halintbee i
IGD group. Participants from the non-IGD group with 1-3 years of employment
experience and more than 3 years of employment experience also outnumbered
participants from the IGD group. A Pearson chi-square confirmsyf{®), = 14.52p <
.001. Participants from the non-IGD group and the IGD group were significantlsediffe

in years of previous social-work employment. The findings are presentegline 5.

100.0% N
0 90.8%, 69 m Non-IGD

90.0% ’
80.0% / ~1GD

70.0%
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%
30.0%
20.0%
10.0%

0.0%

61.5%, 24

23.1%, 9
/ 15.4%, 6
6.6%, 5
) 2.6%,2
% 277 j28%2

None . _1-3 Years More than 3 Years
Previous Social Work Employment

Frequency of Selections

Figure 5.Frequency and percent on years of previous social-work employment by

school.
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The same measures used to analyze responses to question 7 were used to analyze
responses to question 8 regarding the number of courses on cultural diversity taken.
However, prior to analyzing responses to question 8, it was again determined appropriate
to group participants in three groups instead of four: only 8 participants had talken thre
or more courses on cultural diversity. The results were very similar toftimogeestion
7, showing a difference in the number of prior courses on cultural diversity. A Pearson
chi-square confirms thig? (2) = 18.20p < .001, showing that the non-IGD group
participants had completed significantly more courses on cultural diversitytgor

completing the survey. The results are presented in Figure 6.

70.0%
64.5%, 49 m Non-IGD
/
60.0% 7 £1GD
2
S 50.0%
@ 43.6%, 17
2 40.0%
‘©
c:> 30.0% - 28.2%, 11 28.2%, 11
3 23.7%, 18
8 20.0%
L
10.0% 7
0.0% Z %
None 1 course 2 or More Courses

Prior Courses on Cultural Diversity

Figure 6.Frequency and percent on number of prior courses on cultural diversity by

school.
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For the questions pertaining to age and years of education, means and standard
deviations were calculated. The youngest of all the participants wasrsoyege and
the oldest was 58 years of age. Participants at Site non-IGD had a miageurh21
and maximum age of 58y(= 28.95,SD= 9.87), while participants at Site IGD had a
minimum age of 19 and a maximum age of B8~27.96,SD= 11.0).

To test if the groups were significantly different, independent sarhf#ess were
conducted on both age and years of education by group (non-IGD vs. IGD). The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met fot tbsts on both age and years of
education. Therefore values associated with equal variances assumed def@eise
results of the independent sampiésst on age by group were not significarfit13) = -
4.72,p = .64, indicating that participants from the two groups were not significantly
different with regards to age. A second independent samf@sswas conducted on
years of education. The results of the test were significéht3) = -7.28p < .001,
indicating that the participants from the two schools were significantlgrdift with
regards to years of education. The students from the non-IGD dvbad6.67,SD=
1.44) had significantly more years of education than the students from the 1GD Mroup (
=14.38,SD=11.0). The results are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7

Independent Samples t Tests on Age and Years of Education by Group

Non-1GD IGD

Variable t(df) p M SD M SD

Age -0.47 (113) 64 28.95 9.87 27.96 11.0

Education -7.28 (113) <.001 16.67 1.44 14.38 1.67
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Overall, participants from the two schools were found to be statistically equa
with regards to age and gender. However, they were found to be different in terms of
ethnicity, years of education, years of previous volunteer work, years of previcak
work employment, and prior courses on cultural diversity. Participants iGih@ioup
were found to be more ethnically diverse, while participants from the non-IGiIp g
were found to be more educated and more experienced in the field of social work.
SWCCSA Pre to Posttest Gain Score Outcomes

Site IGD. The four dimensions of the SWCCSA assessing cultural competence
(Cultural Awareness, Knowledge Acquisition, Skill Development, and Overakscor
were administered pretest and posttest. To test if the scores from {rgtesttest
showed significant gains, paired samplessts were conducted on each the four
dimensions (see Table 8). Scores for all four measures were signyficayfter in
posttest measurement. It is important to note that although IGD partecipegdn with
lower pretest scores in Cultural Awareness, the posttest results showQuidioeal
Awareness mean scores than non-IGD participants who were also found to be more
educated and more experienced in the field of social work. The results, shown in,Table 8
confirmed that IGD course content had a positive effect on participants’ ldeged$ of
cultural competency. On the whole, Site IGD’s course content had a podiietecef the

participants’ posttest results for all four-dimensions of cultural compgtisee Table 8).
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Table 8

Paired Samples t Test on SWCCSA Subscales by Time for the IGD Group

Standard Mean

Group participation Mean deviation difference t Score
Cultural awareness & 75,df = 74)
Pretest 26.36 3.41
2.19 -4.00**
Posttest 28.55 2.93
Knowledge acquisitionn(= 74,df = 73)
Pretest 23.78 4.50
6.78 -11.31**
Posttest 30.57 3.62
Skill developmentr{ = 74,df = 73)
Pretest 54.15 11.63
14.34 -10.16**
Posttest 68.49 9.83
Overall = 75,df =74)
Pretest 104.24 17.00
22.04 -8.90**
Posttest 126.28 17.91

Note. * p< .01

Site non-IGD. The SWCCSA was also administered to the non-IGD group to test
if the scores from pretest to posttest showed significant gains. Pamptesatests were
conducted on the same four dimensions that were used for the IGD group: Cultural
Awareness, Knowledge Acquisition, Skill Development, and Overall (see Jablon-

IGD participants who completed the SWCCSA pretest and posttest did not score
significantly higher on the Cultural Awareness dimensi(88) = -1.04p = .15. The
remaining three tests were significant, indicating a significant increase in scores from
pretest to posttest. For the Knowledge Acquisition dimen§id8) = -6.90p < .01,

pretest scoresM = 26.41,SD= 4.31)increased by 5.87 points in posttest administration

(M =32.28,SD= 2.90). For the Skill Development dimensit(38) = -7.60p < .01,
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pretest scoresM = 60.26,SD= 12.32) increased by 15.85 points in posttest
administration 1 = 76.10,SD= 9.06). For the Overall dimensia38) = -7.24p < .01,
pretest scoresV = 114.51,SD= 17.50)increased by 22.26 points in posttest
administration 1 = 136.77,SD= 13.19; see Table 9).

Table 9

Paired Samples t Test on SWCCSA Subscales by Time for the Non-IGD Group

Standard Mean
Group participation Mean deviation difference t Score
Cultural awareness & 39,df = 38)
Pretest 27.85 3.18
0.54 -1.04
Posttest 28.38 3.00
Knowledge acquisitionn(= 39,df = 38)
Pretest 26.41 4.31
5.87 -6.90**
Posttest 32.28 2.90
Skill developmentrf{ = 39,df = 38)
Pretest 60.26 12.32
15.85 -7.60**
Posttest 76.10 9.06
Overall f = 39,df =38)
Pretest 114.51 17.50
22.26 -7.24**
Posttest 136.77 13.19

Note. ** p<.01

Hypothesis Testing

An alpha level of statistical significance of p< .05 was used for all of the
statistical tests in this section. The first hypothesis was

H1o: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention will not

demonstrate significantly more change in cultural competency scorestaralcul
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awareness, skill development and knowledge acquisition than students who do not
receive intergroup dialogue course intervention.

Research Hypothesis 1 was tested by conducting four, one-tailed independent
samplegd tests on the three constructs of the SWCCSA: Cultural Awareness, Knowledge
Acquisition, Skill Development, and Overall. The assumption of homogeneity of
variance was met for thtéests on Cultural Awareness, Knowledge Acquisition, Skill
Development, and Overall scales. Therefore values associated with ecprat@siri
assumed were used. The result of the first independent sdrtgdesn change in
Cultural Awareness scores by group (IGD vs. non-IGD) was significéit?2) = 1.95p
= .03. Cultural Awareness change scores for the IGD gtdup Z.19,SD =4.73) were
significantly higher than Cultural Awareness change scores for thE3iogroup M =
0.54,SD =3.24). The result of the secontkst on change in Knowledge Acquisition
scores by group (IGD vs. non-IGD) was not significaft11) = .88p = .19, indicating
that there is no mean difference in Knowledge Acquisition change scores between the
IGD group and the non-IGD group. The result of the third independent sargdesn
change in Skill Development scores by group (IGD vs. non-IGD) was not eagnifi
(111) = -.61p = .27, indicating that there is no mean difference in Skill Development
change scores between the IGD group and the non-IGD group. The resultoairthe f
independent samplésest on change in Overall scores by group (IGD vs. non-IGD) was
not significantt (112) = -.05p = .48, indicating that there is no mean difference in
Overall change scores between the IGD group and the non-IGD group. The null

hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis is partially edchfgan change
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scores for the four subscales are presented in Figure 7 and the results of #iedne-t

independent samplégests are presented in Table 10.
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Figure 6.Mean scores on cultural awarenesd, knowledge acquisition skill
development, and overall.

While there is only a significant difference in Cultural Awareness sceigse 7
shows that Site IGD changed more in Knowledge Acquisition from pretest tegiost

Again, the results of the one-tailed, independent sampdss$s are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10
Independent Samples t TestsAcQultural Awarenessd Knowledge Acquisition, antl

Skill Development

Non-IGD IGD
Subscale t(df) p M SD M SD
A Cultural Awareness 1.95(112) .03 3.24 2.65 4.73 3.59
A Knowledge Acquisition .88(111) .19 5.31 5.28 5.16 4.39
A Skill Development -.61(111) .27 13.02 13.00 12.14 10.38
A Overall score -.05(112) .96 22.26 19.21 22.04 21.46

H2y: With regard to learning about social justice, (e.g., structural indgaal
social change), participants who receive the intergroup dialogue coursertin will
not identify the intervention as the most important aspect of course content.

It was hypothesized that participants would assign greater importanmerse c
activities associated with the intergroup dialogue course intervention. tg®P
focused exclusively on the participants who received the intervention. To testdhd sec
Hypothesis, 22 Pearson chi-squares were conducted to determine if there wicarsigni
differences between responses to questions that rated the activitieslajrenmp
presentations and in-class, peer-facilitated group dialogues, and the othestidnque
that rated various other course activities (see Table 11). Because of theasnmad size
and the low frequency of “not at all important” and “somewhat importartiggtmany
of the cells in the Pearson chi-square were either zero or had expecteddies|less

than five. Therefore, the ratings were collapsed and dichotomized by grouping the
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responses “not at all importdnand “somewhat importantt one group titled “not
important”, and the responses “importaatid “very important” in another group title
“important”. After conducting the analyses, there were no significanteiftes between
responses to the questions pertaining to small group presentations and in dlass, pee
facilitated group dialogues, and the questions pertaining to other courseeactivhe

null hypothesis is accepted. Once again, the Pearson chi-square valuesifindrsig
values are presented in Table 11.

Though the null hypothesis was accepted for Hypothesis 2, the interventi
aspects of the course were intended to work in concert witbillee structured activities
within the course content. To broaden the scope of the analysis, tvwimaldaspects
were also identified as key aspects of intergroup dialogue courgentoPersonal
journals and Cross-cultural/Diverse neighborhoexgerience. These two aspects were
compared to the other 11 aspects in 22 additional Pearson chi-squanesasure
significant differences between them and the other 11 aspecturde content. The
results of these chi-squares can be found in Table 11 alongtivatesults of the
previous 22 chi-squares. For the chi-squares utilizing Personal jpufoat of the chi-
squares were significant: Text Summarig§l) = 26.67,p < .001; Readings from the
Anderson & Middleton textbooky’(1) = 5.18,p = .02; Lectures on Race and Racism,
v¥(1) = 18.62,p < .001; Cross-cultural/ Diverse Neighborhoods Experientd) =

11.85,p < .001.
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Table 11

Pearson Chi-Square Results on Intergroup Dialogue Course Intervention Items

Personal Cross-
In-class, : .
journals: cultural/
peer- :
: Small group - Responsesto  Diverse
Question . facilitated .
presentations weekly self-  Neighbor-
group ;
. reflection hoods
dialogues : :
guestions Experience
¥ Sig. v Sig. v Sig. 7 Sig.
Personal journals: Responses 3.68 0.06 0.23 0.63 -- -- 11.85 0.001
to weekly self-reflection
guestions
Text summaries 1.16 0.28 0.47 0.49 26.67 <.001 7 9.0 0.003
Readings from the Lum 2.95 0.09 0.28 0.60 0.16 0.69 3.04 0.08
textbook

Readings from the Anderson 1.61 0.21 0.43 0.51 5.18 0.02 20.91 <.001
& Middleton textbook

Lectures on self-awareness  0.07 0.79 0.07 0.79 3.60 0.06 18.29 <.001
exploration

Lectures on oppression & 0.04 0.85 0.04 0.85 0.12 0.73 8.82 0.003
power

Lectures on race and racism 0.07 0.79 0.07 0.79 6218.<.001 18.62 <.001

Lectures on diverse cultural 0.04 0.85 0.04 0.85 0.11 0.74 9.15 0.002
groups

Lectures on heterosexism 0.07 0.79 0.07 0.79 0.23.63 0 3.60 0.06

Cross-cultural/ diverse 0.23 0.63 0.23 0.63 11.85 0.001 -- --
neighborhoods experience

Trip to the New York 0.27 0.60 0.51 0.48 0.61 0.44 8.40 0.004
Tolerance Center
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The results of the chi-squares utilizing Cross-cultural/Divédeeghborhoods
Experience are also presented in Table 12. With the exception ahtsguare on
Lectures on heterosexisnf(1) = 3.60,p = .06, and the chi-square on Readings from the
Lum textbooky?(1) = 3.04,p = .08, all of the chi-squares utilizing Cross-cultural/Diverse
Neighborhoods Experienagere significant. To further analyze those aspects of course
content identified as important, the mean and standard deviation on edod 3
Enlightenment and Encounter questions were calculated and rank-otdeyleelr means
indicated a higher level of importance, while lower means indicatéower level of
importance. The course activities receiving the highest meaessfmrimportance were:
(1) Lectures on Race and Raciskh £ 3.72,SD =0.52), (2) Lectures on Oppressidvi (
= 3.71,SD =0.50), and (3) Power and Lectures on Heterosexidm 8.69,SD =0.53).
Conversely, the course activities with the lowest scores wWaR: Text SummariedV =
3.20,SD =0.80), Trip to The New York Tolerance Centdt € 3.25,SD =1.06), and
Readings from the Anderson & Middleton textbodk € 3.31,SD = 0.79). Aspects
included within the intergroup dialogue intervention (personal journatess<
cultural/diverse neighborhoods experience, small group presentations alass, peer-
facilitated group dialogues) were rated as important to vepoitant by the study
participants. It is important to note that the mean scores doh ef the 13 course
activities at Site IGD were higher than 3, the scores hsgeres ranged from 3.20 to
3.72, therefore, all course activities were identified as bemgpitant. Means and
standard deviations on each of the 13 Enlightenment and Encounter questions a

presented in descending order from highest mean to lowest mean in Table 12.
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Table 12

Descriptive Statistics on Enlightenment and Encounter Scale

Question Min. Max. M SD

Lectures on race and racism 2 4 3.72 052
Lectures on oppression and power ) 4 371 050
Lectures on heterosexism 2 4 369 053
Small group presentations 2 4 368 054
Lectures on diverse cultural groups ) 4 367 051
Lectures on self-awareness exploration 1 4 364 061
In class, peer-facilitated group dialogues 2 4 363 055
Cross-cultural/diverse neighborhoods experience 1 4 345 077

Personal journals: Responses to weekly self-reflection

cueations 1 4 343 0.72
Readings from the Lum textbook 1 4 3.42 0.74
Readings from the Anderson & Middleton textbook 1 4 331 0.79
Trip to: The New York Tolerance Center 1 4 325 1.06

Text summaries: (Responses to guided questions as

generated from weekly course reading assignments) 4 3.20  0.80

H3o: Participants who receive intergroup dialogue course intervention will not
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward social justicpatieipants
who do not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention.

To test Research Hypothesis 3, an independent satripktsvas conducted,

utilizing confidence in confronting social justice outcomes change storagretest to
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posttest between the IGD group and the non-IGD group. The confidence in cogfrontin
social justice outcomes variable was derived from the nine-question Qppregssts
subscale. Each of the nine questions was summed preintervention and postintervention.
The postintervention values were then subtracted from the preintervention walues t
create a change score. In thest, the change score was used as the dependent variable
and the group (IGD vs. non-IGD) was used as the independent variable. Theaseores
assumed to increase, therefore a one-téitedt was deemed appropriate. The

assumption of homogeneity of variance was assessed by Levene’s test for liheafqua
variance and was found to be met as indicated by a not significant finding. The result of
the independent samplegest was not significant,(109) = 1.41p = .08, indicating that

no significant mean difference exists between the IGD group and the non-0GP ar
confidence in confronting social justice outcome change scores. It is importzote

that the mean confidence in confronting social justice outcome changes\seoee

higher for the IGD group (M=3.12, SD=7.12) than for the Non-1GD group (M=1.21,
SD=6.02). Though this difference is not statistically significant, scord&D

participants were nearly three times higher than Non-IGD participamesefbre the null
hypothesis is partially accepted. The results are presented in Table 13.

Table 13

Independent Samples t Test@onfidence in Confronting Social Justice Outcomes

Non-IGD IGD

Subscale t(df) p M SD M SD

A Confidence 1.41(109) .08 1.21 6.02 3.12 7.12




117

H4,: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention will not
demonstrate a greater level of confidence to act toward social justicenast@ year
after course participation.

To test Research Hypothesis 4, a paired sanyést was conducted, utilizing
confidence in confronting social justice outcomes after the IGD interventiomasame
scores one year later. Confidence in confronting social justice outconedse/aras
derived from the nine-question Oppression Exists subscale. Each of the nine questions
was summed postintervention and one year later in a follow-up administration of the
survey. The result of the paired samglésst was significant,(40) = 2.66p = .01,
indicating that a significant mean difference exists within the IGD grougofidence in
confronting social justice outcome scores by time (postintervention to follameigear
later). Confidence in confronting social justice outcome scores one y@avifaglthe
intervention M = 26.22,SD= 4.89) were significantly lower than confidence in
confronting social justice outcome scores immediately following the Eéon M =
28.76,SD= 3.79).Because confidence in confronting social justice scores were
significantly lower one year later, the null hypothesis is accepted. Shksrare
presented in Table 14.

Table 14

Paired Samples t Test on Confidence in Confronting Social Justice Outcomes

Posttreatment One year later

Subscale t(df) p M SD M SD

Confidence 2.66(40) .01  28.76 3.79 26.22 4.89
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H50: Participants who receive the intergroup dialogue intervention will not
demonstrate an increase in social justice actions a year after cotispgien.

To test Research Hypothesis 5, a paired sanipés$ was conducted, utilizing
social justice actions after the IGD intervention and the same scoresamlatgr. The
social justice actions variable was derived from the 12-question Roper Political
Questionnaire combined with nine subquestions from the Oppression Exist subscale.
Each of the 21 questions were summed postintervention and one year later in aollow-
administration of the survey. The result of the paired sanhpdss was significant,(27)
=-4.53,p < .001, indicating that a significant mean difference exists within tbe 1G
group on social justice action scores by time (postintervention to follow-up one yea
later). Social justice action scores one year following the coltse§.43,SD= 3.02)
were significantly higher than social justice action scores immegliai&wing the
course M = 4.29,SD= 3.21).The null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate hypothesis
is accepted. The results are presented in Table 15.

Table 15

Paired Samples t Test on Social Justice Actions

Posttreatment One year later
Subscale t(df) p M SD M SD
Social justice actions -4.53(27) <.001 4.29 3.21 8.43 3.02

A frequency distribution of the responses was used to identify which individual
items increased in the course of one year. With the exception of “signetiapeti
“attended a public meeting on community or school affairs”, and “refuse to patéicn

jokes that are derogatory to any group& percentage of participants who engaged in



119

each of the social justice actions increased one year later. McClsn(@€IK0) action
continuum was applied to this study’s conception of social justice actions (see2Tiabl
Methodology chapter). The items in Table 1 are organized within the five statipes of
McClintok’s action continuum (Educate Oneself, Interrupt Behavior, Interrupt &

Educate, Support Others’ Proactive Responses, and Initiate Proactive Rgsponse



Table 16
McClintok’s Action Continuum Items Posttest and Follow-Up
Posttest Follow-Up
N % N %
Educate oneself
Make efforts to educate myself about
other groups 12 92.3 26 92.9
Make an effort to get to know
individuals from diverse backgrounds 11 84.6 26 96.3
Attended a public meeting on
community or school affairs 14 50 11 39.3
Attended a political rally or speech 1 36 1 36
Interrupt behavior
Refuse to participate in jokes that are
derogatory to any group 12 92.3 27 96.4
Interrupt & educate
Challenge others on
racial/ethnic/sexually derogatory 10 76.9 o4 85.7
comments
Reinforce others toward behavior that
supports cultural diversity 8 61.5 23 82.1
Wrote congressman or senator 5 17.9 10 35 7
Call, write or in some way protest a
book, newspaper, television show 4 18.2 9 32.1
Made a speech 1 36 3 10.7
Wrote a letter to the paper 1 36 4 14.3
Wrote an article for a magazine,
newspaper or internet blog 2 7.1 5 17.9
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Support others’ proactive responses

Join an organization that takes action
toward justice

Get together with others to challenge
an unjust practice

Served as an officer of some club or
organization

Worked for a political party

Served on a committee of some local
organization

Signed a petition

Was a member of some better
government group

Initiate proactive responses

Organize an educational forum to
inform others about social injustice

Held or ran for political office

16

22.7

28.6

14.3

0.0

17.9

57.1

0.0

13.6

0.0

15

14

18

53.6

50.0

14.3

3.6

25.0

64.3

0.0

28.6

0.0

For each of the five stages of tkeClintok’s action continuum (Educate
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Oneself, Interrupt Behavior, Interrupt & Educate, Support Others’ Pro&ésponses,

and Initiate Proactive Responses) the average percentage of the itecascwiased

posttest and follow-up. For the “Educate Oneself” area, an average of 33.9% ahthe ite

were endorsed at the posttest session, while 57.1% of the items were endorsed at the

follow-up session, (33.9%, 57.1%). For the “Interrupt Behavior” area, an average of

92.3% of the participants endorsed the item at the posttest session, while 96.4% of the

participants endorsed the item at the follow-up session, (92.3%, 96.4%). For the

“Interrupt & Educate” area, an average of 15.8% of the items were endobtbed a
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posttest session, while 39.8% of the items were endorsed at the follow-up session,
(15.8%, 39.8%). For the “Support Others’ Proactive Responses”, an average of 18.4% of
the items were endorsed at the posttest session, while 30.1% of the itemsdeesecd

at the follow-up session, (18.4%, 30.1%). Finally, for the “Initiate Proactigpdtses”,

an average of 5.4% of the items was endorsed at the posttest session, while 14.3% of the
items were endorsed at the follow-up session, (5.4%, 14.3%). On the whole, IGD
participants showed an average increase in all stages of the McClirtoéis a

continuum (see Table 17).
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Table 17

Mean Percentage of Endorsed Items by McClintok Action Continuum Area and Session

Posttest Follow-up A
M SD M SD AM
Educate oneself 0.34 0.27 0.60 0.18 0.26
Interrupt behavior 0.92 0.28 0.96 0.19 0.04
Interrupt and educate 0.16 0.18 0.38 0.18 0.22

Support others proactive responses 0.18 0.17 0.28 0.20 0.10

Initiate proactive responses 0.05 0.16 0.14 0.23 0.09

Summary of Results

Overall, cultural awareness change scores for the IGD group \garcsintly
higher than Cultural Awareness change scores for the non-IGD group. éigzwI
Acquisition change scores were greater than non-IGD participants, although not at a
significant level. Skill development change scores and overall cultural cencyet
change scores were not significantly higher than the non-IGD group. Theésg$
provide partial support of the hypothesis for Research Question 1. The results for
Research Question 2 indicate that there were no significant differencezbetourse
activities associated with the intergroup dialogue course intervention amcotinge
activities. Therefore, the hypothesis for Research Question 2 was not supiported.
regards to confidence to act toward social justice, participants wheeddetergroup
dialogue course intervention demonstrated higher change scores than non-1IGD

participants; however results were not statistically significames€ findings provide
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partial support of the hypotheses for Research Question 3. Additionally, the null
hypothesis for Research Question 4 was accepted because participardseired
intergroup dialogue course intervention did not demonstrate higher changeiscore
confidence to act toward social justice a year after course paibciphastly, the
present findings indicated that IGD participants demonstrated a sighiiicaease in
social justice actions one year after course participation. Thesedgmprovide support

of the hypothesis for Research Question 5.
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Chapter 6 Summary, Discussion and Implications

Introduction

The CSWE (2008) and NASW (2001) have established directives for social
workers to actively integrate knowledge, skills and values that address gieeicit
social justice. However, within social work education, the literature conttoudentify
an inconsistent implementation of diversity content that is integrated witl gwtice
principles and practices (Colvin-Burque et al., 2007; Maidment & Cooper, 2002; Sisneros
et al., 2008). Additionally, researchers and educators continue to underscore tloe need f
rigorous evaluation of teaching models that include social justice prineifilea
culturally competent practice (Guy-Walls, 2007; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Neg&ysom
2004; Van Soest et al., 2000). The present study sought to address this gap by examining
the effect of an intergroup dialogue course intervention on students’ levels oélcultur
competence and social justice behavioral outcomes. The themes that emerghd from
study correspond to some key issues that should be investigated in future re¢eseh. T
themes should be seriously considered in designing the social work curriculum for
instruction in cultural competence, anti-oppression, structural inequality, aatl soc
justice principles and practices. This chapter will first provide a discussaut the
possible explanations for the findings and their convergence or divergence sfithgexi
literature. Next, study limitations and implications for social work edoicare
considered. Finally, directions for future research will be presented.
Discussion

An evaluative, quasi-experimental design was used to investigate the response

115 students who participated in social work diversity courses. Quantitativeclesear
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methods were used to analyze responses from the 39 students who participated at Site
non-IGD (comparison group) and the 76 students who participated at Site IGD
(intervention group). In conjunction with the diversity course, students at Site IG
participated in an intergroup dialogue intervention. Data from all surveys (seadkppe
A, B, D, E, F, G, L and M) were analyzed using descriptive and inferetatates. The
results from the surveys were used to answer five research questions. Thesesques
dealt with evaluating (a) the relationship between an intergroup dialoguredntion and
participants’ pre and post cultural competency levels, (b) IGD course cantétte
level of importance students assigned to the intergroup dialogue intervention, (c)
intergroup dialogue and its relationship to students’ confidence to act toward social
justice, and (d) students’ social justice behavioral outcomes one yeaoaitee
participation These aspects of the present evaluation also provide the framework for a
discussion of the findings.

Cultural competence outcomesCulturally competent course content within
social work research has focused on various forms of assessments and evaluatyins (B
& Crisp, 2004; Brainerd, 2002; Guy-Walls, 2007). For example, a number of studies have
identified intergroup dialogue as a teaching model that can concurrently psapmierts
for culturally competent and social justice-oriented practice (Nagda £989; Uehara
et al., 2004; Zuniga et al., 2002). Despite these assertions, studies that haiebypecif
assessed intergroup dialogue and its relationship to students’ development df cultura
competence were not found. Therefore, the first research question of thiscatgbi/te

determine whether participants who received the intergroup dialogue courgerititer
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demonstrated greater change in posttest levels of cultural competenparti@pants
who did not receive the intergroup dialogue course intervention.

This question examined both the overall scores on cultural competenck as we
each separate dimension of knowledge acquisition, skill development and cultural
awareness. It was hypothesized that participants who received the ined@mgue
course intervention would demonstrate significantly more change in ovdtaliat
competency scores and in each dimension (cultural awareness, skill development, and
knowledge acquisition) than students who did not receive intergroup dialogue course
intervention.

This hypothesis was patrtially supported by the results. Cultural awacaasge
scores for the IGD group were significantly higher than cultural awssememge scores
for the non-IGD group. These findings are consistent with existing resegeridirg
increased awareness outcomes in students who participate in intergroup diabpgze (
et al., 1998; Nagda & Zuniga, 2003; Werkmeister Rozas, 2007). For example, Nagda et
al. (1999) reported that 93% of 175 students participating in intergroup dialogue
identified the most important learning in the course to consist of self-awsarene
including the development of taking on and learning experiences from the peepetti
other social groups, increased awareness of social inequality, and a desgeusness
of how social group membership impacts one’s own personal identity. Within social
work education, a foundational component to fostering cultural competence includes the
provision of experiences where students can question, examine and expand their cultural
assumptions (Alvarez, 2001; Weaver 20@Eghlesinger and Devore (1995) affirm the

essential importance of the practitioner’s on-going development of awsréhes
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conscious use of self is at the core of social work technique, enabling workers to be
aware and take responsibility for their own emotions and attitudes as tbety aff
professional function” (p. 103). This study’s findings indicate that the intergroup
dialogue experiences of social work students (e.g., intentional discussiofisrehdes
and similarities, exploration of one's history and social identity within theegbof
systems of power and privilege and perspective taking) presented them wyth man
insights related to the development of cultural competence. In general, asgaaade
understanding one’s own social identity are critical factors in social weoekgaging
“helping relationships” in a culturally competent manner. Although a subdthotig of
research indicates a significant relationship between increased asaaaddbe
development of cultural competence (Guy-Walls, 2007; Lum, 2003; Sue, 2001), little is
known about how to promote students’ awareness for the purposes of on-going progress
as a culturally competent social work practitioner. In a post-colt@igsv-up study with
intergroup dialogue peer facilitators, Vasques Scalera (1999) confirmedtdigtoup
dialogue experiences had a deep and long-term impact on students’ seliessar
Contributing to the body of intergroup dialogue research, the present study Bhbws t
integrating cultural competence learning with intergroup dialoguertdamee students’
awareness outcomes. Studies of this nature also provide us with a valuable understanding
of experiential learning that social workers can use on an ongoing basis in order to
enhance their practice.

Knowledge acquisition change scores for IGD participants were higher than non
IGD participants, while not at a significant level. The findings confirmadhat

multicultural course with an intergroup dialogue intervention produces greater kgewled
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outcomes than a multicultural course alone, although the increase in knowledge change
scores was not a statistically significant level. There was notisiatis significant
difference found in overall cultural competency change scores and skill devatopme
change scores; therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted for those dblpaims

closer examination of the results it was determined that the sample sizenafter than
was needed to detect a significant difference at the .05 level of sign#ichhe sample
size of this study, coupled with a somewhat small effect size, contributed tstcala
power level below the generally accepted level of .80; this could have caused other
significant differences in the cultural competency domains to go undetected. An
additional explanation for the improvement in cultural awareness and knowledge
acquisition change scores and not skill development change scores is that cultura
awareness, followed by the dimension of knowledge acquisition, are theadrets

where the increase in cultural competence is measurably evident (L& Glman,

2001; Chau, 1990). The literature establishes that self-awareness aboutydiwersi¢|f-
in-relation to other identities in society is essential to the process obgevglultural
awareness, as it supports the learner in developing culturally compete¢d#gewand

skills (Lum, 1999). Equally important, Sodowsky et al. (1994) explains that the domains
of knowledge, skills and awareness are not impermeable categoriestdibey s
“awareness, which is experience based, perhaps affects both knowledgdisibdtstan

be separate from both because it implies both an attitudinal emotional component and
insightfulness. Knowledge and skills that are more declarative in nature coulpdver

(p. 138). Given that participants from the non-IGD group when compared to the IGD

group were found to have significantly more experience with courses on cultural
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diversity, and were more educated and more experienced in the field of soéidbee
Table 6), perhaps non-IGD patrticipants entered the diversity course wittamareness
and knowledge that served to foster greater change scores in skill developmeent.
assertion is consistent with an existing study conducted by Guy-Walls (0@7)esults
of this study showed that baseline cultural competency scores of senior¥#WVel B
students were significantly higher than entry-level BSW students. Aathe time it is
important to note that although the non-IGD group was more experienced and more
educated, the IGD group change scores were higher in knowledge acquisiion f
pretest to posttest, indicating some greater knowledge gains, though notiatieadta
significant level. A larger sample could have aided in finding significargreifices in
this study and should be sought in the power analysis of future studies.

With regard to SWCCSA Pretest to Posttest gain sctirere was an increase in
the overall cultural competency scores, cultural awareness scores, kreabeggsition
scores, and skill development scores for both the non-IGD group and the IGD group. This
would suggest that present social work pedagogical frameworks do have an effect on
improving cultural competence. It is important to note that several reseafcve
posited that intergroup dialogue learning opportunities related to awarergess (
becoming more aware of privilege and status) may be greater for White st(@letr
& Donner, 2000; Dessel & Rogge, 2008). However, non-IGD participants who were
more educated, more experienced in the field of social work, and less ethniaibedi
showed lower posttest cultural awareness mean scores than IGD partisiparmisgan
with lower pretest scores in cultural awareness. Perhaps IGDipant& experiences

with intergroup dialogue course intervention served to increase learrmogalbtural
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awareness in a manner that traditional teaching approaches with pregbmiviaite
students at site non-IGD did not. Equally important, for both Site non-IGD and Site IGD
the greatest gain was made in the skill development domain (see Table 8 and 9). This
follows the suggestion in social work literature that social work curriculunraine
emphasizes skill and knowledge based learning (Chau, 1990; Weaver, 2005).

Intergroup dialogue intervention. The present study expected that participants
would assign greater importance to course activities associated witieitggoup
dialogue course intervention. The findings indicated that there were no significant
differences between responses to the questions pertaining to small greaumpabiass
and in class, peer-facilitated group dialogues, and the questions pertaining toatker
activities. These findings are not consistent with existing intergroup diategaarch,
which has yielded a significant relationship between enlightenment aigitd
students’ support of structural and societal change (Lopez, Gurin & Nadga, Efit,N
Kim & Truelove, 2004). Though there were no significant differences found between
small group presentatiorendin class, peer-facilitated group dialoguasdother course
activities high mean scores were achieved for each of the thirteen course actidties a
all course activities were identified as being important. Similar tstiagiliterature on
social work diversity education (Nagda, Kim & Truelove, 2004; Lopez, Gurin & Ngda,
1998), these finding suggest that for students to learn about structural inequality and
social change, social work educators should utilize a range of instructional cmgsoa
that engage both enlightenment and encounter learning.

There are many reasons why the lack of significance may dworgred. Given

the sample size and the low frequency of “not at all importamfi “somewhat
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important ratings, many of the cells in the Pearson chi-square werer eiero or had
expected frequencies less than five. Perhaps, the collapsing anductizhag of data
limited necessary variation to attain significant differencdse use of a hierarchical
linear regression analysis could have examined the relationshipedretwhe
Enlightenment & Encounter scores, posttest scores and follow arpssrom social
justice measures. Additionally, the Enlightenment & Encounter iteang have lacked
specificity that was needed to answer the question. Although tims identified the
different course activities within the scale, perhaps a mordéetk@escription of each
activity was needed. For example, the course activitiesviegehe highest mean scores
for importance were (a) Lectures on Race and Rachn¥ (3.72, SD = 0.52), (b)
Lectures on OppressiorM(= 3.71, SD = 0.50), and (c) Power and Lectures on
HeterosexismNl = 3.69,SD = 0.53). It is possible that without descriptions of these
course activities, participants could have identified instructor-bgoergential group
activities about race, heterosexism, and oppression as featureslettures and not as
aspects of the intergroup dialogue intervention.

Nagda, Kim and Truelove (2004) also identified personal journals and
experiential exercises as part of the intergroup dialogue emtigtant intervention. To
expand the scope of the analysis, similar items within this gfRessonal journals and
Cross-cultural/Diverse neighborhoods experigneere analyzed. The results indicate
that responses to Personal journals were statistically elffethan responses to Text
Summaries, Readings from the Anderson & Middleton textbook and Leauor&ace
and Racism and Cross-cultural/ Diverse Neighborhoods Experiende tiWeiexception

of Lectures on heterosexism and Readings from the Lum Text Bbies&guares utilizing
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Cross-cultural/ Diverse Neighborhoods Experiewege also significant. These findings
contribute to our understanding of the value of interactive teaching iexpes to
students’ learning of social justice.

Confidence to act.IGD participants demonstrated greater levels of change in
confidence to confront injustice than non-IGD participants, though notsagnéicant
level. The present findings support previous studies conducted by Nagdé&2604) and
Miller and Donner (2001). Both indicate that participants of intergrdiglogue
demonstrated increased confidence in engaging conversations aboulityhyegdaaking
action towards social justice. However, no statistically siggifi difference was found
between the IGD group and the non-IGD group on confidence in confrontimg soc
justice outcome change scores. Therefore, the hypothesis was diylypaccepted.
One possible explanation for these contradictory findings is the sasigg. The results
reached a significance level of .08, indicating that results &ppeoaching statistical
significance, but given the number of participants and the rdlatereall effect size,
finding a significant difference at the .05 level of significance was nailgdes

Findings from the follow-up with IGD participants indicated that studentsf leve
of confidence did not increase a year after participation. In fact, leketmnfidence
significantly decreased. There are a number of reasons as to why thédapkficance
may have occurred. A one-dimensional interpretation of this result would assurtie that
IGD participants’ learning within the intergroup dialogue multicultural sedrad a
negative effect on students’ confidence to act towards social justice. However, a
considerable portion of intergroup dialogue process involves deconstructing preconceived

notions that students may have about social justice and personal social identitg,(Zunig
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et. al., 2002). This process of “unlearning” and integrating new learning can be escrib
as a process that is conducive to critical analysis and is filled waths@temotions.
Perhaps, immediately following the course, students were significantiyateat and
idealistic about their confidence. Yet, the follow-up a year later could hatared
students who were experiencing a more sober awareness and comprehensive
understanding of the challenges and risks that can be associated with involvement in
social justice, subsequently resulting in lower confidence scores. Inoagldite follow-
up study only examined IGD participants who responded a year after takirgutse c
and the number of responses to both the posttest and the follow-up were much smaller (
= 41). Consequently, it was difficult to distinguish between a real effect addma
variations within the sample. A phenomenological intergroup dialogue study by Detur
(2006), examined the experiences and relationships among individuals and group agency.
Perhaps the use of qualitative studies similar to Deturk’s (2006) model wouldfbktas
implement in addition to quantitative measures included in this study’s examion
students’ confidence levels.

Social justice behavioral outcomesThe intergroup dialogue intervention within
this study applies intergroup contact for the purpose of participants workingltthe
goal of social change. Therefore, the fifth research question soughtrimidete
participants’ level of social justice actions posttest and one yeacatiese participation
at Site IGD. It was hypothesized that participants who receive the muerdralogue
intervention would demonstrate an increase in social justice actions atge&oafse
participation. This hypothesis was confirmed by the results and the null hypothssis w

rejected. The present findings are supported by a significant number o€hessavho
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have underscored the end goal of intergroup dialogue to be acting towards soceal justic
(Hurtado, 2001; Schoem, 2003; Vasques Scalera, 1999; Zuniga et al., 2002). A number of
studies have also examined capacities (confidence and commitment towakgustce)
and patrticipants’ intellectual and awareness outcomes (e.g., reductioreofygigg and
knowledge about discrimination and oppression) (Geron, 2002; Lu, Lum, & Chen, 2001;
Suzuki, McRae, & Short, 2001). However, only one study was found that followed-up on
students actions, Gurin, Nagda, & Lopez (2004) found that students who participated in
intergroup dialogue were more involved in campus politics and promoting racial and
ethnic understanding than the matched control students. More studies that contribute to
research by not only assessing students’ capacities, but also examiningsstmhemete
practices of social justice are needed. Chesler (2001) affirms this needjaesl that
“even the best ‘talking dialogue’ still falls short of meeting the gatef educating and
mobilizing people to work together for social justice objectives. Taking action
together...is where we find out if we can truly “walk the talk” (p. 301). The pressht st
contributes to addressing the gap between studies that examine capacitiadiandrsit
examine action by contributing valuable knowledge about social justicenoesc

Deturk’s (2006) results demonstrated the primary importance in
developing ones capacity and actions toward changing self, befocareegin
to enact systemic social change. Similarly, McClintocKZ000) Action
Continuum serves to capture the progression of social justice atakers by
individuals, the continuum encompasses both personal change actions and more
commonly recognized social change actions. To gain an extensivestamding

of participants’ social justice actions, McClintock’s (2000) actiontinuum was
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applied to this study’s conception of social justice actionsTabte 2 in Chapter
4). Actions identified in Oppression Exists subscale & Roper Palliicale items
were organized under each stage ofMe€lintock’s (2000) Action Continuum:
(a) Educate Oneself, (b) Interrupt Unjust Behavior, (c) Interrupt and edu@d)
Support Others Proactive Responses and (e) Initiate Proactiperides. These
findings indicate that overall averages for the endorsementro$ itender each
stage of the continuum showed an increase from posttest to followhdp.
current study also found that personal change actions related ttmvakihg
efforts to educate myself about other groups” had the highest Iaivel
participation, both posttest (92.3%) and follow-up (92.9%). The finding are
consistent with existing research on social change which eftablihat social
justice actions often begin with students’ initial changethiwiself (DeTurk,
2006; Lum, 2003).

In relation to the McClintock Action Continuum, the findings also showed that
social justice actions relating to the middle stages of the action continimtenrupting
Behavior and Support Others’ Proactive Responses - showed the greatest amount of
change from posttest to follow-up. These actions included (a) “reinforce aitvenslt
behavior that supports cultural diversity” (61.5%, 83.3%); (b) “join an organization that
takes action” (22.7%, 51.2%); and (c) “get together with others to challenge” (28.6%,
47.6%). These findings provide basic knowledge about the progression of social justice
actions posttest and a year after a diversity course. During the pthstaghest
concentration of actions were related to Educating Ongkelinitial step described

within the action continuum). However, within the year IGD participants sogmifiy
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enhanced their actions to behaviors that involved collaborating and engagingeathers (
“reinforce others toward behavior that supports cultural diversity” and “gethtegwith
others to challenge”). These findings confirm existing intergroup dialoggsearch,

which posits that the four-stage design of the intergroup dialogue model provides
opportunities for students to move from practices concerning reflection (anwsgremes
action planning and coalition building (collective actions; Hurtado, 2001; Nagtia et a
2003; Zuniga et al., 2002). Equally important, these findings substantiate the
developmental changes that occur in an individual’s dialogue process, can alsezéflue
how an individual approaches social justice. Initially the dialogue process $erve
develop one’s individual interest (e.g., “What can | change?” and “How cand anak
difference?”), however, when communication moves to “generative dialogue”, the
participant recognize their common ground with others and their interactions can then
occur at a point of connection that transcends individual interests (Pruitt &rK200!).
Substantial literature provides an indication of how theoretical shifts areepsig

toward examining relational significance in personal change (Chodorow, 1888nX
Dooley, 2000; Miller et al., 1991). Yet when facilitating the process for stilel@ming

of social change, the process often continues to be highly individualistic, and grimaril
focused on content versus process. Although the importance of individual knowledge
and skills-building is not to be disparaged, these findings indicate that pregpiaciegts

to become social work practitioners who can achieve both internal and external
transformations, which can lead to social justice and change, requiremacade

preparation toward the process for engaging with others towards sush goal
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Lopez et al. (1998) suggested that “because our surveys measitgdesatt
toward action rather than actual behavior, future research should aalddetest the link
we have found between structural thinking and structural action” (p. 384) present
research confirms the link between structural thinking, which magress toward
structural actions that require a change process within oneself“(haking efforts to
educate myself about other groups”), followed by involvement in changetex
collectivities (e.g., “join an organization that takes actioBY. extending the current
research an additional two years, the study could evaluate if ¢tlgeepsion of change
continues to evolve to actions that are led by participants (ergarfize an educational
forum to inform others about social injustice”).

Future studies examining the processes that translate ing@ lgroup,
structural/institutional change would also benefit from a longitudinalgdeto study
long-term changes, which may not be identified within a year. Bguabortant, studies
of intergroup dialogue have focused on the individual change processes divepgni
affective and behavioral outcomes. Yet, minimal research hawiead the processes
that foster institutional, larger group change. Given the limited ledbye in this area,
future research should implement studies which seek to examin@dbess towards
larger social change actions.

As a leading researcher in the field of cultural competence(2804) asserts the
importance of including within the conceptualization of cultural conmpet¢he ability to
engage in social actions. This conceptualization of cultural comgetemmompasses
diversity education which seeks to develop the emerging practisor@nmitment and

actions towards social justice. These results contribute to broadbrisgope of current
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definitions of cultural competence, as well as demonstrate theofuse intergroup
dialogue as an effective pedagogical model when preparing stuftentsulturally
competent practice that produces social justice outcomes.

Strengths of the Current Study

The current study has a number of key strengths. First, it increases our
understanding of the combined impact that cultural competence learning and intergroup
dialogue can have on students’ cultural awareness. Understanding how intergroup
dialogue can be integrated into teaching approaches that develop awaresssstial e
considering that th€ESWE has established a new Education Policy and Accreditation
Standard (EPAS; 2008) which requires all social work programs to demonstrate that
students can, “practice personal reflection and self-correction to assureiabnt
professional development” (p. 3).

Second, the study contributes to our understanding of the outcomes and
progressive development of students’ social justice actions. The present study
demonstrates that participants of intergroup dialogue can develop socta actions
that address internal change processes, as well as actions that involveartearigd
collectivities. Previous studies have found that students move from practicegioefl
(awareness) to the development of capacities for action planning ancbadalitiding,
however little evaluation has been done to assess behavior outcomes. These findings
substantiate the connection between capacities for social justice and kalaw@rmes
(Dessel & Rogge, 2008; Zuniga et al., 2002). Information of this nature can be utylized b

researchers seeking to further understand the relationship between modelgyajupt
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dialogue and the development of cultural competency and social justice behavior
outcomes.
Limitations

This study provides valuable information that can be used by somikl
educators seeking to prepare their students for culturally competent@naithin a
social justice framework. However, the study includes several limitatiansan help
guide future research that examines intergroup dialogue, cultural compeatdremil
justice. The study's major limitations were use of a non--random conveniemge,sa
generalizability, sample size, instrumentation, faculty effect and thefiself-reported
data. The sample was selected because of availability. As a resuttiitharison group
was significantly different in race, years of education, years ofque volunteer work,
years of previous social work employment, and participation in prior courses orakcult
diversity. The disparities in experiences most likely led to differeme each group’s
frame of reference and previous learning about cultural competence (knowledge
acquisition, skill development and cultural awareness) and social justice. Moitbever
sample was nonrandom; consequently, the outcomes cannot be generalized to other
undergraduate/graduate soaiairk programs or students. Although the overall sample of
115 students should have been sufficient to achieve a power of .80 and find statistically
significant differences had the effect size been larger, the eftectosisome of the
study’s questions was found to be small and therefore inadequate to detesticatita
significant difference at a .05 level of significance. Had the sample been, [drere is a

possibility that additional research questions might have shown significanceriipke s
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size of the intervention group also prevented the use of better-suited, statistigaks,
such as ANCOVAs and logistic regressions.

With regard to instrumentation, all items on the Enlightenment and Encounter
scale generated mean scores that were higher than 3, resultingoursdl activities
being identified as important. The high means could be attributed to several.f&atsiy
the 1-4 point Likert-like scale offered limited variation in potential resporiderhaps the
scale items did not differentiate as well as it might have had it providedvaigagon
and greater distinction among the points of the scale. The intergroup dialogue
intervention might be assessed as effective simply because it is differanhstruction
that participants usually receive. Research questions related to théaincpanf
intervention and confidence to act against social injustices also could haveraBtidue
from rigorous qualitative methods. For example, coding recordings of selfti@fle
interviews could have explored the quality, interrelationships and depth of experiences
with intergroup dialogue and acting towards social justice (McCracken,.1998)

Faculty effect is another limitation of the present study; researchergited¢he
possibility of faculty effect when using a convenience sample. The ethmazt/and
gender, etc. of instructors were not controlled for in this study. In addition, each
instructor’s approach to delivering content and its relationship to partisipaatning
was not examined. Lastly, with the use of self-reported measures, acaigiiifinitation
can be the tendency of respondents to report socially desirable answers. This is
particularly a possibility with diversity content, which may elicit poétly correct
responses. In order to decrease socially desirable responses, particgrarassured of

confidentiality, but other means of decreasing social desirability neeceaiddeel to the
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measures used. It was also difficult to measure how much effect soaiabdieg or
faculty effect had on the study.
Implications for Social Work Education

The Council of Social Work Education has recently established a new EPAS,
which mandates all generalist level social work education programs tr@gpdents
with competencies that develop an understanding, affirmation, and respect for people
from diverse backgrounds, knowledge of the factors that uphold marginalization and
oppression and skills for advocacy and engagement in social justice pracBveE,(C
2008). Continued research is needed to evaluate teaching methods that can contribute to
the development of an effective, common framework for teaching multidultura
curriculum with a social justice perspective across social work educatigraprs. This
study has shown significance between an intergroup dialogue intervention@eickst
development of cultural awareness and social justice behavioral outcomes, dutlhis s
needs to be expanded. Longitudinal studies can serve to examine practicing social
workers and assess how, and if, practitioners are delivering servicesits iclia manner
that is culturally competent and socially just. It is only through this lomg-tesearch
that we will be able to know when, or if, the education has had impact on the profession
as a whole.

Among social work educators, the linking of social justice to diversity content
continues to be an area of unresolved dissonance (Fellin, 2000). Numerous studies
substantiate the challenges faculty experience when including content etiabjustice
related topics (i.e., oppression, power and privilege; Fellin, 2000; Gutierrez, Ksedric

and Soifer, 1999; Schmitz, Stakeman & Sisneros, 2001). Some of the challenges
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researchers have identified include political and philosophical tensions amornagjst soc
work department faculty, provocation of strong emotions, discomfort and or fear of
classroom conflict and inadequate pedagogical preparation (Guy-Walls, 20dr&d\vet

al., 2004). The research also substantiates that there are few studies whtoh see

validate effective teaching strategies, which consequently has led tty fa¢hl limited
knowledge of approaches for teaching critical multicultural content (News2004;

Van Soest et al., 2000). The author of this study experienced similar chabeages

found on-going professional development, as well as, cognitive and affective support to
be vital to effectively teaching diversity content within a social judte@ework. More
research is needed to better understand teaching dispositions and classroom engironment
that contribute to a safe and effective learning experience with students. Mpneove

order for social work educators to feel comfortable and secure with sucmtgachi

teachers must model a commitment to on-going personal and professional development.
Maintaining such commitments requires empirical research that can iafeguoing

training, teaching models and assessment of best practices for teagbmsgydcontent

within a social justice framework. It is imperative that social work schmobgctive in

this process, as well as individual faculty.

Several studies have identified intergroup dialogue as a teaching modalthat c
prepare students to be culturally competent social workers, who are achee in t
commitment to social justice principles. However, there are few consisséniments
that are available to social work educators who want to assess intergroup dialogue

outcomes (Dessel & Rogge, 2008). Publication of study measurements, alotigewit
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reliability and validity of measures, could also benefit social work ediscavho are
interested in evaluating intergroup dialogue outcomes.
Directions for Future Research

This study included an available sample of students from two Northeast&n soc
work programs. The results are not intended to be generalizable to othetiomstit
However, the data collected will continue to yield valuable insights into the tamoer
of developing diversity content that integrates cultural competence and intergroup
dialogue within a social justice framework. Variables can be more closatyieed for
significant relationships to the study’s constructs of social justice bhheoutcomes,
intergroup dialogue and cultural competence. For example, it would be important t
examine the relationship between students’ prior experiences with otheiteth@nd
their responses to particular items on the scales.

Findings may also be of value to social work programs that are seeking to develop
measures to assess students’ achievement of diversity and social usipetencies.
While the intergroup dialogue program at Site IGD is unique to its contextiiosts
may endeavor to replicate the program on their own campus (see Prograiptidasc
Chapter 4). Thorough descriptions of how course interventions are implememted ca
provide an opportunity for comprehensive replications of effective programs (Smith,
2010). Additional program replications would also provide an important opportunity for
future research of intergroup dialogue within social work multicultural coursesoted
in preceding chapters, data within this study, as with most survey datajedt@ound. It
was not within the scope of the study to predict the long-term gains of cultural

competence learning or social justice behavioral outcomes. Future hessasicould
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conduct longitudinal studies of each study construct (cultural competence | ssita
outcomes and intergroup dialogue) and their participants to address this need. With
regards to future studies, researchers of intergroup dialogue have aisedtfthe
importance of on-going research in the areas of validity and reliabiliyeakures
(Dessel & Rogge, 2008). The scales within this study would benefit from a rigorous
review by diverse social work academicians, as well as students’ evalo&taculty

and peer facilitators implementation of intergroup dialogue.

Intergroup dialogue studies have primarily focused on pre-experimental designs
In a meta-analysis of 23 intergroup dialogue studies, Dessel and Rogge (2008hatport t
all of the studies used convenience samples. Without studies that implement matched
control group design or random assignment, the generalizability of intergroup dialogue
learning outcomes are at best, limited. In addition, this study examined whiedinge
outcomes occurred and not the process of change. Future research should be conducted to
identify the processes and factors which cause outcomes to occur. Processvghutt
also benefit from qualitative methodologies (McCoy & McCormick, 2001) which could
identify cognitive and affective experiences that mediate outcomes (espep@ve
taking) within intergroup dialogue participation.

Lastly, this study emphasizes the value and need for social work education, to
articulate what is necessary to prepare students for culturally comzeteiatly just
practice. Equally important, if social work faculty are teaching appesattiat integrate
diversity content within a framework of social justice, are they effedti preparing
students for practice with diverse populations? In an increasingly complexispitira

multicultural, global society, this is a vital question that the profession of sowikl
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must thoroughly respond to if it seeks to remain a relevant, viable and thriving
profession.
Conclusion

The present study offers evidence that greater change in students’ cultural
awareness is related to intergroup dialogue. Equally important, it cortfienimk
between students’ capacities for social justice and social justice bett@uitmomes. The
study also provides valuable knowledge and insight into the range and development of
social justice actions within a social work multicultural course thatrpaorated
intergroup dialogue. These are important findings considering the dearthathese
focusing on the relationship between cultural competence outcomes and intergroup
dialogue. The present research should be seen as a starting point that identiées
opportunities and gaps in the current data and understanding. Social work educators and
researchers must continue to develop this line of research, which will help to denetlop a
evaluate effective pedagogical models for teaching cultural competerutum within

a social justice framework.
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Appendix A. Social Work Cultural Competencies Self-Assessment Etest

Introduction

This instrument measures your level of cultural competence at the beginniegdofl
the semester. The results of this self —assessment will be evaluatewr lspcial-work

instructor. Strict confidentiality is observed regarding the results of thasssssment.

Rate yourself on your level of competency on a scale of 1-4: 1 = Unlikely;d welky
likely; 3 = Likely; and 4 = Definitely. Circle the appropriate number.

Social Security (last four digits): Course: Instructor: Campus:

Background Information:

1. Age:. 2. Sex: Male ~ Female

3.  Ethnicity: (please check all that apply)

African American ___ Asian American ___ European American
Jewish American ____ Latino American ___ Middle Eastern
First Nations Peoples _ Other (please specify)

4. Years of education (e.g., 12 = high school graduate) (circle correct number)
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 or more

5. Highest degree earned/major:

6. Years of previous social service volunteer experience:

None  1-3years  4-6years _ 7-9years ___ 10yearsormore

7.  Years of previous social-work employment:

None  1-3years__ 4-6years___ 7-9years ___ 10yearsormore

8.  Prior courses on cultural diversity:
None 1 course 2 courses 3 or more courses
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Cultural Awareness

1. | am aware of my life experiences as a person related to a cultureafaily,, f
heritage,
household and community events, beliefs, and practices).
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
2. | have contact with other cultural and ethnic individuals, families, and groups.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
3. | am aware of positive and negative experiences with cultural and etlsoiopand
events.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
4. 1 know how to evaluate my cognitive, affective, and behavioral experiences and
reactions to racism, prejudice, and discrimination.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
5. | have assessed my involvement with cultural and ethnic people of color in
childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
6. | have had or plan to have academic course work, fieldwork experiences, and
research projects on culturally diverse clients and groups.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
7. I have had or plan to have professional employment experiences with culturall
diverse clients and programs.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
8. I have assessed or plan to assess my academic and professional waekaeger

with cultural diversity and culturally diverse clients.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

Knowledge Acquisition

9.

10.

11.

| understand the following termathnic minority multiculturalism diversity
people of color
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I have knowledge of demographic profiles of some culturally diverse populations.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have developed a critical thinking perspective on cultural diversity.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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12. lunderstand the history of oppression and multicultural social group history.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

13. | know information on men, women, and children of color.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

14. | know about culturally diverse values.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

15. 1 know how to apply systems theory and psychosocial theory to multicultural social
work.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

16. | have knowledge of theories on ethnicity, culture, minority identity, andlsoci
class.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

17. 1 know how to draw on a range of social science theory from cross-cultural
psychology, multicultural counseling and therapy, and cultural anthropology.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

Skill Development

18. | understand how to overcome the resistance and lower the communication barriers
of a multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

19. | know how to obtain personal and family background information from a
multicultural client and determine the client’'s ethnic/community sengkenfity.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

20. | understand the concepts of ethnic community and practice relationship protocols
with a multicultural client.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
21. | use professional self-disclosure with a multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
22. | have a positive and open communication style and use open-ended listening
responses.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

23. | know how to obtain problem information, facilitate problem area disclosure, and
promote problem understanding.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
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| view a problem as an unsatisfied want or an unfulfilled need.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to explain problems on micro, meso, and macro levels.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to explain problem themes (racism, prejudice, discrimination) and
expressions (oppression, powerlessness, stereotyping, acculturation, and
exploitation).

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to find out about problem details.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to assess socioenvironmental impacts, psychoindividual reactions, and

cultural strengths.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to assess the biological, psychological, social, cultural, and spiritual
dimensions of the multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| know how to establish joint goals and agreements with the client that are
culturally acceptable.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to formulate micro, mezzo, and macro intervention strategies that
address the cultural needs of the client and special needs populations such as
immigrants and refugees.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to initiate termination in a way that links the client to an ethnic
community resource, reviews significant progress and growth development,
evaluates good outcomes, and establishes a follow-up strategy.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to design a service delivery and agency linkage and culturatityvetfe
social service programs in ethnic communities.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have been involved in services that have been accessible to the ethnic community.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have participated in delivering pragmatic and positive services thatlraee
tangible needs of the ethnic community.
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37.

38.

39.

40.
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1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I have observed the effectiveness of bilingual/bicultural workers whaotrefée
ethnic composition of the clientele.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I have participated in community outreach education and prevention that establish
visible services, provide culturally sensitive programs, and employ cretigfte
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I have been involved in a service linkage network to related social agencies that
ensures rapid referral and program collaboration.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have participated as a staff member in fostering a conducive agenuay \sétii
an atmosphere that is friendly and helpful to multicultural clients.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I am involved or plan to be involved with cultural skill development research in
areas related to cultural empathy, clinical alliance, goal-obtaityfessachieving
styles, practice skills, and outcome research.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

Inductive Learning

41.

42.

43.

44,

| have participated or plan to participate in a study discussion group with ¢yltural
diverse social-work educators, practitioners, students, and clients on cultural
competence issues, emerging cultural trends, and future directions for rturiicul
social work.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have found or am seeking new journal articles and textbook material about
cultural competence and culturally diverse practice.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I have conducted or plan to conduct inductive research on cultural competence and
culturally diverse practice, using survey, oral history, and/or participatory
observation research methods.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have participated or will participate in the writing of articles amtston cultural
competence and culturally diverse practice.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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Appendix B- Social Work Cultural Competencies Self-AssessmeRosttest

Introduction

This instrument measures your level of cultural competence at the beginniegdaofl
the semester. The results of this self —assessment will be evaluatedr lspcial-work
instructor. Strict confidentiality is observed regarding the results of thassgssment.
Rate yourself on your level of competency on a scale of 1-4: 1 = Unlikely; 2 veNot
likely; 3 = Likely; and 4 = Definitely. Circle the appropriate number.

Social Security (last four digits): Course: Instructor: Campus:

Cultural Awareness

1. | am aware of my life experiences as a person related to a cultureafaily., f
heritage,

household and community events, beliefs, and practices).

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

2. | have contact with other cultural and ethnic individuals, families, and groups.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

3. |l am aware of positive and negative experiences with cultural and etlsuiogpand
events.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

4. 1 know how to evaluate my cognitive, affective, and behavioral experiences and
reactions to racism, prejudice, and discrimination.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

5. | have assessed my involvement with cultural and ethnic people of color in
childhood, adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

6. | have had or plan to have academic course work, fieldwork experiences, and
research projects on culturally diverse clients and groups.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

7. | have had or plan to have professional employment experiences with oulturall
diverse clients and programs.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

8. I have assessed or plan to assess my academic and professional waekaeger
with cultural diversity and culturally diverse clients.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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Knowledge Acquisition

9. lunderstand the following termsthnic minority multiculturalism diversity,
people of color
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

10. I have knowledge of demographic profiles of some culturally diverse populations.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

11. 1 have developed a critical thinking perspective on cultural diversity.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

12. 1 understand the history of oppression and multicultural social group history.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

13. | know information on men, women, and children of color.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

14. | know about culturally diverse values.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

15. 1 know how to apply systems theory and psychosocial theory to multicultural social
work.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

16. | have knowledge of theories on ethnicity, culture, minority identity, andlsoci
class.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

17. 1 know how to draw on a range of social science theory from cross-cultural
psychology, multicultural counseling and therapy, and cultural anthropology.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

Skill Development

18. | understand how to overcome the resistance and lower the communication barriers
of a multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

19. | know how to obtain personal and family background information from a
multicultural client and determine the client’'s ethnic/community senskeofity.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

20. lunderstand the concepts of ethnic community and practice relationship protocols
with a multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.
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| use professional self-disclosure with a multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have a positive and open communication style and use open-ended listening
responses.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to obtain problem information, facilitate problem area disclosure, and
promote problem understanding.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| view a problem as an unsatisfied want or an unfulfilled need.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to explain problems on micro, meso, and macro levels.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to explain problem themes (racism, prejudice, discrimination) and
expressions (oppression, powerlessness, stereotyping, acculturation, and
exploitation).

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to find out about problem details.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to assess socioenvironmental impacts, psychoindividual reactions, and

cultural strengths.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to assess the biological, psychological, social, cultural, and spiritual
dimensions of the multicultural client.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| know how to establish joint goals and agreements with the client that are
culturally acceptable.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to formulate micro, meso, and macro intervention strategies that
address the cultural needs of the client and special needs populations such as
immigrants and refugees.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

I know how to initiate termination in a way that links the client to an ethnic
community resource, reviews significant progress and growth development,
evaluates good outcomes, and establishes a follow-up strategy.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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33. I know how to design a service delivery and agency linkage and culturatiyvetfe
social service programs in ethnic communities.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

34. | have been involved in services that have been accessible to the ethnic community.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

35. | have participated in delivering pragmatic and positive services thathreee
tangible needs of the ethnic community.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

36. | have observed the effectiveness of bilingual/bicultural workers whotrtfee
ethnic composition of the clientele.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

37. | have participated in community outreach education and prevention that establish
visible services, provide culturally sensitive programs, and employ cretiife
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

38. | have been involved in a service linkage network to related social agencies that
ensures rapid referral and program collaboration.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

39. | have participated as a staff member in fostering a conducive agenuy st
an atmosphere that is friendly and helpful to multicultural clients.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

40. | am involved or plan to be involved with cultural skill development research in
areas related to cultural empathy, clinical alliance, goal-obtaityfgssachieving
styles, practice skills, and outcome research.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

Inductive Learning

41. | have participated or plan to participate in a study discussion group with ¢pltural
diverse social-work educators, practitioners, students, and clients on cultural
competence issues, emerging cultural trends, and future directions for rturkicul
social work.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

42. 1 have found or am seeking new journal articles and textbook material about
cultural competence and culturally diverse practice.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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I have conducted or plan to conduct inductive research on cultural competence and
culturally diverse practice, using survey, oral history, and/or participatory
observation research methods.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| have participated or will participate in the writing of articles amtston cultural
competence and culturally diverse practice.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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Appendix C. Goal, Rationale and Objectives for Intergroup Dialogue Peer

Facilitator Training

Goal 1: Facilitation of Intergroup Dialogue Peer-Facilitator Education anuhifiga

course — Provide intergroup dialogue education and intergroup dialogue training to peer
facilitators in order to develop the tools necessary to facilitate intergralqgde within

a social-work diversity course.

Rationale: There is a need to educate and train peer facilitators in intergroup relations
and the management of intergroup conflict. Positive cross-group interaction cannot take
place on its own. The facilitation process of understanding and interacting with people
who are different is difficult and stressful. Intergroup dialogue interactiarst be

structured and peer facilitators must be given education, training and ongoing.support

The course is focused on developing the following knowledge, awareness, values,
(e.g., commitment and passion), and skills:

A. Knowledge and Awareness Objectives:

o Describe the concepts and practices of dialogic education and dialogic

communication;

o Explain how social identities, differential power, and status affect IGD and

facilitation;

o Atrticulate learner’s interpersonal and intergroup styles in communication;

o Explain key theories of group dynamics which facilitate understanding of

interpersonal and intercultural processes;
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o Gain understanding and ability of group observation and diagnostic skills;

o Identify the conditions that facilitate or hinder IGD;

o ldentify personal strengths and challenges in working with diverse groups;

o Describe different processes in facilitating educational activitiéSD

sessions.

o Identify individual and collective actions for interrupting injustices and

building alliances to promote greater social justice.

B. Values Objectives

o Appreciate a praxis--reflective and active--approach to learning, and to

facilitating learning;

o Articulate the values of IGD as a coalition & alliance building process;

o Critically reflect on own passion for facilitating IGD--motivation,

strengths, and challenges;

o Assess own areas of growth and continued learning;

o Participate constructively in creating an empowering and diverse lgarnin

community;

o Commit to continued engagement and learning in social justice work.

C. Skills Objectives

o Demonstrate an increased confidence in facilitation competencies;
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Plan and implement processes for facilitating educational activiti€Dn |

sessions;

Provide constructive feedback;

Demonstrate constructive dialogic skills,

Team building skills and alliance behaviors;

Demonstrate effective group observation and group process skills and use

IGD facilitation;

Plan a mediation protocol for dealing with intergroup conflict (i.e., referral

process for cases of interpersonal conflict to appropriate offices).
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Appendix D. Insights into Racism, Sexism, and Homophobia

(*Items in bold were included in this study)

Answer the following statements by circling the appropriate answer that best describes
you. Discuss the 10 statements and your answers in class.

1.

10.

| do not consider myself a racist because | believe that everyone is equal and should
be treated with respect and dignity.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself somewhat of a racist because | believe that my children
should marry within their own ethnic group.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself a racist because | would not live next to a house or
apartment inhabited by a person of family of color.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would not consider myself a sexist because | believe that women should be able to
work in any organization, providing that they have the qualifications and skills
necessary to do the required work.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself a sexist sometimes because | would like my wifeandus

to stay home, keep house, and take care of the kids while | work and earn the living
for my family.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself a sexist because | enjoy having sexual affairs wrtd seve
different women or men at the same time without making a commitment to any of
them.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| do not consider myself homophobic because | support equal rights for gay and
lesbian persons as far as military service, employment, and marriage are
concerned.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself somewhat homophobic because | feel uncomfortable when |
am the only heterosexual person in the company of a group of gay and lesbian
single friends and partners.

1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| would consider myself homophobic because | would be very upset and angry if my
son told me that he was gay or my daughter indicated that she was a lesbian.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely

| believe that racism, sexism, and homophobia will always be a part of human
nature and that people who are racist, sexist, or homophobic will remain so.
1-Unlikely 2-Not very likely 3-Likely 4-Definitely
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Appendix E. Family Cultural Life Experiences &Contact Outside of One's Own
Ethnic/Cultural Group

(*Items in bold were included in this study)

My level of acculturation is: (circle one)

a. very Americanized d. traditional culture of origin
b. somewhat Americanized e. other (please explain)
c. bicultural

My regional culture (circle one) does / does not influence me. If it does, my
regional culture is: (circle one)

a. southern f. New England

b. Midwestern g. New York

C. eastern h. California

d. northern I. Texas

e. western J. other (please explain)

The keeper of culture in my family is: (circle one)

a. my mother f. my grandmother

b. my father g. my grandfather

c. my mother and father h. my grandmother and grandfather
d. my sister I. other (please explain)

e. my brother j. no one (please explain)

My family observes the following cultural practices: (check relevant ones)

a. ethnic holidays f. ethnic birthday traditions
b. ethnic religious worship g. ethnic funeral traditions
c. ethnic and cultural food h. other (please explain)
d. ethnic conversational language I. none (please explain)

e. ethnic marriage traditions

My best friends in my neighborhood were: (check one)
a. the same race c. other (please explain)
b. different races (please specify)

My best friends in school were: (check one)
a. the same race c. other (please explain)
b. different races (please specify)

My closest friends are: (check one)
a. the same race c. other (please explain)
b. different races (please specify)
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| have married or will probably marry: (check one)

a. a person of my specific ethnic subgroup d. uncertain

b. a person of my general ethnic background e. other (please explain)
(e. g., European-European, Latino-Latino)

c. a person of another race

10. My levels of contact with individuals, families, and groups outside my own

11.

12.

13.

cultural and ethnic group in the following settings are: (check releant ones)

1. neighborhood a. minimal  b. moderate c. frequent
2. school a. minimal b. moderate c. frequent
3. social activities a. minimal  b. moderate c. frequent
4. work a. minimal  b. moderate c. frequent

My experiences with person of other cultures and ethnicities havedse (circle
relevant ones)

positive negative mixed

a. Describe a positive experience:

b. Describe a negative experience:

c. Describe a mixed experience:

I have a number of stereotypes about the following groups: (circle relvapt ones
a. European Americans

b, African Americans

c. Latino Americans

Give an example of a group stereotype that you have:

People have a stereotype about me due to: (circle relevant ones)

a. my ethnic background f. my income

b. my gender g. my place of residence
C. my appearance h. the make of my car
d. my student status i. other (please explain)
e. my career choice
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Appendix F- Multicultural Involvement Over the Life Span

(*Items in bold were included in this study)

This questionnaire surveys your involvement with people of color in childhood,
adolescence, young adulthood, and adulthood. You are asked to provide the following
information and to share it in class discussion.

1.

2.

| was born in: (hame of city, population)

My childhood years were spent in: (name of city or cities)

When | was a child, my neighborhood was predominantly: (circle one)

a. European American d. Asian American
b. African American e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino American f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

When | was a child, my contact with people of different ethnic groups was as
indicated. (circle one in each category)

a. African Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
b. Mexican Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
c. Latin Caribbean Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
e. Chinese Americans rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
f. Japanese Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
g. Korean Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
h. Viethamese Americans: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
i. First Nations People: rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
j. Afro-Caribbeammericans rare / somewhat frequent / frequent
k. South & Central American rare / somewhat frequent / frequent

When | was a child, my impressions about people of different ethnic groups were as
indicated. (circle one in each category)

a. African Americans: favorable / somewhat favorable / unfavorable
b. Latino Americans: favorable / somewhat favorable / unfavorable
c.Asian Americans: favorable / somewhat favorable / unfavorable
d. First Nations Peoples: favorable / somewhat favorable / unfavorable

As a child, | formulated my impression about people of color from: (circle relevant

ones)
a. my parents’ attitudes d. my peer group
b. my experiences with ethnic individuals e. other (please explain)

C. neighbors’ attitudes

My adolescent years were spent in: (hame of city of cities)
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15.

16.

17.
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When | was a teenager, my neighborhood was predominantly: (circle one)

a. European American (Whites) d. Asian American
b. African American/ Black people  e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino American f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

When | was a teenager, my close friends were predominantly: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American
b. African Americans/ Black people e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino Americans f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

As a teenager, | dated predominantly: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American

b. African AmericandBlack people e. First Nations Peoples

c. Latino Americans f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

When | was a teenager, my impressions from childhood about people of different
ethnic groups changed (or not) as indicated. (circle one in each category)
a. African Americans/ Black people:
remained the same / changed more favorably / changed less favorably
b. Latino Americans:
remained the same / changed more favorably / changed less favorably
c. Asian Americans
remained the same / changed more favorably / changed less favorably
d. First Nations people
remained the same / changed more favorably / changed less favorably
* Explain the reasons for your change in impressions about specific ethnic groups.

As a young adult, I lived in: (name of city or cities)

| went to the following colleges and universities:

My undergraduate college major was:

My college degrees are: (circle relevant ones)
baccalaureate master doctorate

When | was a young adult, my close friends were predominantly: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American
b. African Americans/Black people e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino Americans f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

When | was a young adult, my serious romantic relationships were predominantly
with: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American

b. African Americans/Black people e. First Nations Peoples

c. Latino Americans f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)
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When | was a young adult, my first full-time job after graduation from college was
with an organization whose employees were predominantly: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American
b. African Americans/ Black people e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino Americans f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

As an adult, | have lived in: (name of city or cities)

I now am living in: (hame of city)

As an adult, | married or am living with a partner whose ethnic background is:
(circle one)

a. the same as mine

b. different from mine (please explain)

As an adult, I live in a neighborhood that is predominantly: (circle one)
a. European Americans (whites) d. Asian American

b. African American/ Black people e. First Nations Peoples

c. Latino American f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

My present employer is: (name of the company)

My fellow employees are predominantly: (circle one)

a. European Americans (Whites) d. Asian American
b. African American/ Black people  e. First Nations Peoples
c. Latino American f. multiracial (list ethnic groups)

Throughout my life, the degree of contact and involvement with people of ¢bat
have had has been: (circle one)

a. minimal b. somewhat frequent c. frequent  d. other (please
explain)
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Appendix G. Enlightenment & Encounter Survey
Please indicate how important different aspects of the course were fiacilitating
your learning of social justice content (e.g. power, privilege, oppression, gttural
inequality and social change):
1. Small group presentations (presentations on a specific population’s demographiatiofgrm
historical, political, economic and social experiences within the UnitedsS{zossible cultural
beliefs, values, and acculturation issues):

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

2. Personal journals: Responses to weekly self-reflection questions.

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important
3. Text summaries: responses to guided questions as generated from weeklyeaulinge
assignments.

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

4. Readings from the Lum Text Book

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

5. Readings from the Anderson & Middleton textbook

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

6. Lectures on: Self —Awareness Exploration

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

7. Lectures on: Oppression & Power

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

8. Lectures on: Race & Racism
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1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important
9. Lectures on: Heterosexism

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

10. Lectures on Diverse Cultural Groups (i.e., Asian Americans)

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

11.Trip to the:New York Tolerance Center

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important
12. Cross-cultural/Diverse Neighborhoods Experience: attendance to a culteractiion,
events, or performances and dialogue with a cultural informant (e.g. muséelaroghost).

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important

13. Intergroup Dialogue Groups (In class, peer-facilitated group dialogues)

1-Not at all important ~ 2-Somewhat important 3-Important 4-Very Important



APPENDIX H. Timeline for Data Collection of Intergroup Dialogue Evaluation Sudy

September 2007 — January 2008 —  September 2008 — January 2009 —  September 2009 —  January 2010 —
December 2007 May 2008 December 2008 May 2009 December 2009 May 2010
Site non-IGD Site IGD Baseline  Site non-IGD Site IGD Baseline  Site non-IGD Site IGD Baseline
Baseline Data Data Collection Baseline Data Data Collection Baseline Data Data Collection
Collection (January§® Collection (January§® Collection (January§®
(September}® (September}® (September}®
Site non-IGD Post- Site IGD Post- Site non-IGD Post- Site IGD Post- Site non-IGD Post- Site IGD Post-

Intervention Data
Collection
(December§®

Intervention Data
Colléection (May)
,C,

a,b

Intervention Data
Collection
(December$®

Intervention Data
Colléection (May)
,C,

a,b

Site IGD One Year
Follow-Up Data
Collection (May}*

Intervention Data
Collection
(December§®

Intervention Data
Colléection (May)
,C,

a,b

Site IGD One Year
Follow-Up Data
Collection (May}*

Note. *Social Work Competencies Self-Assessment (SWCC@ppression Exists ScaléEnlightenment and Encounter Scale.

“The Roper Political Questions.

39T
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Appendix |. Site IGD Social Work Diversity Courses and the Evaluation of
Students’
Cultural Competency Levels Informed Consent Agreement

Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide twgzetiin the study.

Purpose of the research studyThe purpose of the study is to evaluate the effect of diversity

courses on the increasing the cultural competency levels of BSW anddu@ents.

What you will do in the study: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. The study
includes a pre and postsurveys that will consist of questions perttinjogrself-assessment of
cultural competencies before and after your participation in the “Uatieling Diverse
Populations” Course. In addition posttest questions will include questiongireggour
experience of the course content. All pre and postsurveys will be atbrédishrough
SurveyMonkey.com, an online survey website. If you are interested in pditigiplease sign
the consent form on the following page.

Time required: In the beginning of the course a seriesaaf surveys will require an hour of
your time, and during the end of the semester a serfesigurveys will require an hour of your
time. In total, the study will require about two hours of your time.

Voluntary participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. Your grade for

the course will not be affected by your participation in the study.
Payment: You will receive no payment for participating in the study.

Right to withdraw from the study: If during your participation in answering the survey, there
are questions that make you feel uncomfortable you can stop answering gyeasiamy time.
You may leave the study at any time and alternative options such aalsefell be discussed. If
you leave the study before it is finished, there will be no penalty to you, and yowinlidlse any
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. If you wish to tell the refse@ why you are
leaving the study, your reasons for leaving may be kept as part of the stonty feyou decide
to leave the study before it is finished, please notify Mayra Lopez-Huggphr®ISW at (646)
378-6. 169

Risks: The risks involved in the study are minimal. However, there is d gskathat some
guestions we may ask, and telling us sensitive information about yourselmakayyou feel

uncomfortable. However, you may skip or decline to answer any questions.
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Benefits: The study can contribute to a knowledge base that will guide the develogiment

human diversity content within social work education programs.

Confidentiality: Your responses to the surveys will be kept confidential. Thers a small
risk of breach of confidentiality, i.e., that the confidential nformation shared may get in the
wrong hands. Specific provisions are in place to prevent thisdm happening. The
information collected through the survey website about you for tis study will be put into a
computerized research record. This record will not show your nams, but will have codes
entered in it that will allow the information to be linked to you. Only principal investigators
on this project will have access to those codes and the websitsgvords to access research
records. Because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to dedyoar identity;
however, there will be no attempt to do so and your data will be reportkin a way that will
not identify you. The research records will be kept confidendl to the extent provided by
federal, state and local law. No part of the research record willdreleased without your
written consent, and you and your child will not be identified in anyeports on this study.

This research has been reviewed and approved by the City University of dMkWZiYy
Graduate Center and tlgte non-IGDinstitutional Review Board. If you have any questions,
concerns or comments, please contact Dr. Patrick Ross, Chair of thesityiveB, at 516-877-
4806 or

After reading the consent form, sign on the indicated line below. Your gignatlicates
that you understand the nature of the study, agree that you will participai@nd understand
that The City University of New York City Graduate Center &it non-IGDis sponsoring this
study. You also understand that the completion of surveys, will take an hbuarddhat you
will receive a copy of the consent form.

Before filling out the survey, please make sure you have been given the oppdatunity
ask gquestions and have them answered to your satisfaction. If you have any further
guestions about the study, contact:

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

Address:
Phone:
Email:

Co-Investigator:
Address:
Phone:

Email:
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Agreement:
| agree to participate in the research study described above.

Signature: Date:
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Appendix J. Site non-IGD Social Work Diversity Courses and the Evaluation of

Students’ Cultural Competency Levels Informed Consent Agreaent

Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide to partinipiaeesiudy.

Purpose of the research studyThe purpose of the study is to evaluate the effect of
diversity courses on the increasing the cultural competency levels ofaB8\WMSW
students.

What you will do in the study: Taking part in this study is completely voluntary. The
study includes a pre and postsurveys that will consist of questions pertainmg self-
assessment of cultural competencies before and after your paidicijathe

“Oppression, Diversity and Social and the Struggle for Human RiGlotsrse. In

addition posttest questions will include questions regarding your experiencecotitse
content. All pre and postsurveys will be administered through SurveyMonkey.com, an
online survey website. If you are interested in participating please sigorieent form

on the following page.

Time required: In the beginning of the course a seriesaa surveys will require an

hour of your time, and during the end of the semester a seti@s sfirveys will require

an hour of your time. In total, the study will require about two hours of your time.
Voluntary participation: Your participation in the study is completely voluntary. Your
grade for the course will not be affected by your participation in the study.

Payment: You will receive no payment for participating in the study.

Right to withdraw from the study: If during your participation in answering the survey,
there are questions that make you feel uncomfortable you can stop answeringeie surv
at any timeYou may leave the study at any time and alternative options such as referrals
will be discussed. If you leave the study before it is finished, there will benadty&o

you, and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entithgal Mvish to
tell the researchers why you are leaving the study, your reasonavimglenay be kept

as part of the study record. If you decide to leave the study before it is dinmbase

notify



173

Risks: The risks involved in the study are minimal. However, there is a small risk that
some questions we may ask, and telling us sensitive information about yourself, may
make you feel uncomfortable. However, you may skip or decline to answer any
guestions.

Benefits: The study can contribute to a knowledge base that will guide the development
of human diversity content within social work education programs.

Confidentiality: Your responses to the surveys will be kept confidential. Thers a small

risk of breach of confidentiality, i.e., that the confidential hformation shared may get in the
wrong hands. Specific provisions are in place to prevent thisdm happening. The

information collected through the survey website about you for ti$ study will be put into a
computerized research record. This record will not show your name$ut will have codes
entered in it that will allow the information to be linked to you. Only principal investigators

on this project will have access to those codes and the websitsgvords to access research
records. Because of the nature of the data, it may be possible to dedyoar identity;

however, there will be no attempt to do so and your data will be reportkin a way that will

not identify you. The research records will be kept confidendl to the extent provided by
federal, state and local law. No part of the research record willdreleased without your

written consent, and you and your child will not be identified in anyeports on this study.

This research has been reviewed and approved by the City University of dikewity Graduate
Center and th&ite non-IGDinstitutional Review Board. If you have any questions, concerns or
comments, please contact

After reading the consent form, sign on the indicated line below. Your gigriaticates that

you understand the nature of the study, agree that you will participatamad itnderstand that

The City University of New York City Graduate Center and School of Sééiek at non-IGD is
sponsoring this study. You also understand that the completion of survéyakavén hour each,
and that you will receive a copy of the consent form.

Before filling out the survey, please make sure you have been given the oppootask
guestions and have them answered to your satisfaction. If you have &ey fuestions about
the study, contact:

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:

Co-Investigator:

Agreement:
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| agree to participate in the research study described above.

Signature: Date:
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Appendix K. Site IGD Social Work Diversity Courses and the Evaluation of

Students’ Social Justice Outcome€onsent Agreement

Please read this consent agreement carefully before you decide tipgi@riic the study.

Purpose of the research study: The purpose of the study is to evaluate the 2009 SWK 254
Understanding Diverse Populations course and social justice outcomes GISBSW
students a year after course participation.

What you will do in the study: Taking part in this study is completely volungary.

person under 18 years old is considered to be a child and is NOT eligible to complete this
study. The study includes a follow up surveys that will consist of questions pertaining
your self-assessment of social justice outcomes after your parbcipatihe 2009 SWK

254 Understanding Diverse Populations Course.

Time required: Two surveys and two questions will require an hour of your time.
Voluntary participation: Your participation in the study is completely volynta

Payment: You will be compensated $10 to fill out the surveys. The $10 will be mailed to
the address provided within the follow-up assessment.

Right to withdraw from the study: If during your participation in answetiegsurvey,

there are questions that make you feel uncomfortable you can stop answeringehe surv
at any time. You may stop the study at any time and alternative options sucriadsref
will be discussed. If you stop the study before it is finished, there will be ratyém

you, and you will not lose any benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.

Risks: The risks involved in the study are minimal. However, there is a srkdhais
some questions we may ask, and telling us sensitive information about yourself, may
make you feel uncomfortable. However, you may skip or decline to answer any
guestions.

Benefits: The study can contribute to a knowledge base that will guide tHepiaeeat
of human diversity content within social work education programs.

Confidentiality: Your responses to the surveys will be kept confidential. Tharensll
risk that the confidential information shared may get in the wrong hands of another
student and/or professor. Specific provisions are in place to prevent this fromihgppe
The information collected through the survey website about you for this studyevalit
into a computerized research record. This record will not show your names, thaweill
codes entered in it that will allow the information to be linked to you. Only principal
investigators on this project will have access to those codes and the websita e ss
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access research records. Because of the nature of the data, it may le wodsituce

your identity; however, there will be no attempt to do so and your data will be reported i
a way that will not identify you. The research records will be kept confideatibe

extent provided by federal, state and local law. No part of the research recdre will
released without your written consent, and you will not be identified in any reyoabtsr
publications on this study.

This research has been reviewed and approved by the CUNY Graduate School
Institutional Review Board.

After reading the consent form, electronically sign on the indicated line belmw. Y
signature indicates that you understand the nature of the study, agree thdt you wi
participate in it, and understand that the School of Social Work at Site non-IGD is
sponsoring this study. You also understand that the completion of surveys, will take an
hour each, and that you will receive a copy of the consent form.

Before filling out the survey, please make sure you have been given the oppdatunity
ask gquestions and have them answered to your satisfaction. If you have any further
guestions about the study, contact:

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:
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Appendix L. Confidence in Confronting Injustice Subscale
How confident are you of your ability to use the following approaches?
(Circle oneresponse for each item.)
Extremely Confident

Very Confident
Somewhat Confident
Not at all Confident

Challenge others on racial/ethnic/sexually derogatory comments 1 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #1?
1- No 2-Yes

Refuse to participate in jokes that are derogatory to any group 1 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #2?
1- No 2-Yes

Join an organization that takes action toward justice 1 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #3?
1- No 2-Yes

Organize an educational forum to inform others about social injustic& 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #47?
1- No 2-Yes

Reinforce others for behavior that support cultural diversity 1 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #5?
1- No 2-Yes

Make efforts to educate myself about other groups 1 2 3 4

. Have you used the approach discussed in question #67?
1- No 2-Yes

Call, write or in some way protest when a book, newspaper, television show or sonmedfranc
media perpetuates or reinforces a bias or prejudice 1 2 3 4
Have you used the approach discussed in question #77?

1- No 2-Yes
Make an effort to get to know individuals from diverse backgrounds 1 2 3 4
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a. Have you used the approach discussed in question #87?
1- No 2-Yes

9. Get together with others to challenge an unjust practice 1 2 3

a. Have you used the approach discussed in question #9?
1- No 2-Yes
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Appendix M. Roper Political Questions

Now here is a list of things some people do about government and politics.
Which, if any, of these things have you done in the past year to act against social injustice?
Served as an officer of some club or organization

Worked for a political party

Served on a committee of some local organization

Attended a public meeting on community or school affairs

Attended a political rally or speech

Made a speech

Wrote congressman or senator

Signed a petition

Was a member of some "better government" group

Held or ran for political office

Wrote a letter to the paper

O o o oo0oo0do0odod d

Wrote an article for a magazine, newspaper or internet blog
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