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The Committee on Diversity and Liberal Education was appointed by the Dean 

of the College in the fall of 1993 to carry out the mandate of President Shapiro to take 

a broad look at the issue of diversity and the curriculum and to make recommendations 

for what Princeton might do in this important area to strengthen the undergraduate 

educational experience. 

The President's instructions to the committee grew out of Vice Provost Ruth 

Simmons' March 1993 report on race relations at Princeton."' The committee's charge 

included, but was not limited to, a consideration of a possible "diversity" or "race and 

ethnicity" course requirement. 

I. Introduction and overview 

In framing its deliberations, the committee has taken as a point of departure these 

basic premises: The purpose of a high quality liberal education is to promote scholarly 

inquiry, facilitate broad intellectual conversation, and provide training for national and 

global citizenship. The critical analysis of class, cultural, ethnic, gender, racial, and other 

related differences is a fundamental element of such an education. Understanding 

diversity is central, not peripheral, to our academic objectives. 

"'The relevant portion of the Simmons report is included in Appendix A. 
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We have debated intensely the meaning of diversity in intellectual discourse, its 

function in the preservation, transmission, and creation of knowledge, and its particular 

role in the context of the undergrad-uate curriculum. We have asked ourselves whether 

the study of diversity should focus on heretofore marginalized groups, or on groups that 

are very different from each other, or on the differences within all groups. We have 

considered whether the focus for the study of diversity should be on the United States, 

or the Americas, or whether it properly encompasses the entire world. We have asked 

ourselves how best to achieve diverse perspectives: through the expansion of traditional 

approaches to include the perspectives and experiences of previously unstudied groups? 

Or through a comparative approach, which unsettles established categories of thought 

and provides the tools for understanding that the study of diversity should not proceed 

from a fixed center from which all things are measured? We have considered whether 

our emphasis should be on courses that deal with issues of ethnicity, gender, and race, 

or on that list expanded to include non-western cultures, or on courses taught in a 

comparative context, or on courses that deal with issues of alienation, displacement, and 

commonality. 

We have come to the conviction that Princeton has the capacity to develop a 

distinctive model for linking diversity and liberal learning, and that that model should 

be grounded in three essential features: 

A scholarly approach, in which the study of diversity has strong intellectual 
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content and fits squarely within the on-going quest for knowledge and 

understanding. 

A self-critical approach that makes constructive use of the feelings of unsettlement 

and discomfort raised by the study of diversity (both for members of the so-called 

majority as well as of minority groups) so as to examine how we live our lives 

and how we explain the world. 

An integrative approach, featuring courses throughout the curriculum which are 

comparative in conception and which highlight connections and relations among 

groups and across what may ordinarily seem to be cultural and social divides. 

These courses should examine the sources and the effects of differences in class, 

ethnicity, gender, race, sexual orientation, region, nation, empire, and power; they 

should take into account the fact that groups too often presumed to be 

homogeneous are themselves full of intellectually significant diversity. 

This report seeks, first, to set our deliberations in context, to describe our work, 

and to convey something of the richness of what was, for members of the committee, an 

extraordinarily stimulating intellectual conversation. We proceed, next, to lay out specific 

recommendations for steps that we think the University should take to expand and 

enrich its curricular offerings in an area that we believe to be of central importance to 

a liberal education. 
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II. Setting a context 

Why should we address this issue, at this time, in this institution? The 

committee's inquiry comes in the wake of the specific stimulus of the Simmons report. 

But it is grounded also in broader academic developments and concerns. 

First, the recent evolution of the disciplines, coupled with the social evolution of 

American democracy, has led to significant new work, focused on the diversity of 

cultures (understood in the broadest sense of the term), which cuts across scholarly 

fields. 

Second, by general agreement American higher education now faces new 

curricular challenges, among them the need to reflect in what we teach the greatly 

enhanced global interaction among diverse peoples, and the implications for intellectual 

inquiry of the changing composition of our own population. As we seek to prepare our 

students for productive work and effective citizenship in the complex, multicultural, 

multilingual, multiracial world of the twenty-first century, we need to think carefully 

both about the content of the curriculum and about the ways in which the learning of 

the classroom can support the development of a truly inclusive campus community. 

Third, students on our own campus, like those at so many institutions, see what 

happens inside the classroom as powerfully shaping the climate outside it. Convinced 
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of the transformative power of reason and informed understanding, they look for the 

curriculum to affect the beliefs, values, and actions of those with whom they live. 

III. The work of the committee 

The committee met ten times over a period of seven months. We collected data 

on course offerings and patterns of course and program enrollments at Princeton, and 

gathered information about approaches to diversity and the curriculum at other 

universities. We issued a brief report on our work in progress in an open letter to 

members of the University community on February 14 and held an open meeting on 

February 21, which some 90 students, faculty, and administrators attended. Throughout 

our deliberations, we have striven to think as deeply and carefully as possible about our 

purposes as an institution and about the ways in which the study of many kinds of 

differences relates to our educational objectives. 

We began our work by grounding ourselves as fully as possible in information 

about opportunities for the study of difference that are already available in the Princeton 

curriculum. At first, we cast our net within a carefully prescribed conception of diversity 

by taking stock of courses that are centrally focused on race and ethnicity, gender, and 

non-western cultures. We wanted to know how many such courses have been offered, 

and how various groups of students have taken advantage of them. We collected data 

for the classes of 1991 and 1993, which are reported in detail in the tables in Appendix B. 
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The findings, in summary, are as follows: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

During the four years of its enrollment, the Class of 1991 could have chosen from 

among 186 courses that were centrally focused on race and ethnicity, gender, and 

non-western cultures. The Class of 1993 had the choice of 238 such courses. 

About three-quarters of the students in both classes took at least one of these 

courses. 

23°/o of the Class of 1991 and 42°/o of the Class of 1993 took at least one course 

focused on race and ethnicity. (The increase came in all categories of students: 

Black, Asian, Hispanic, White, and International.) 

26°/o of the Class of 1991 and 32°/o of the Class of 1993 took at least one course 

focused on gender. (In the Class of 1991, 9°/o of males and 52°/o of females took 

such a course; in the Class of 1993, the corresponding figures were 19°/o and 49°/o.) 

65°/o of the Class of 1991 and 64°/o of the Class of 1993 took at least one course 

focused on non-western cultures. 

While a cross-section of the student body enrolls in courses that deal with race, 

ethnicity, and gender, the picture is quitedifferent for those students who go on to earn 
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interdisciplinary program certificates. We collected data on recent enrollments in 

interdisciplinary certificate programs, especially those which focus on race and ethnicity, 

gender, and non-western cultures. (The detailed findings are reported in the tables in 

Appendix C.) Here we found a considerable self-selection along group lines: students 

of color who earn program certificates do so chiefly in the interdisciplinary programs 

that correspond most closely to their particular group identity (Black students in the 

Afro-American Studies Program, Hispanic students in the Latin American Studies 

Program, Asian-American students in the East Asian Studies Program); the programs in 

American Studies and other area studies are populated overwhelmingly by white 

students; women (overwhelmingly white) --but not men-- earn certificates in Women's 

Studies. We understand very well that the certificate programs provide for some groups 

of students specialized studies that are more fully reflective of their own experiences and 

perspectives than is the "mainstream" curriculum. At the same time, we want our 

students to venture confidently beyond their own experience, and we do not want them 

to feel excluded from studying that which they are not. 

As informative as these data proved to be, we felt that it was important also to 

cast a wider net to gain an understanding of less obvious ways in which the study of 

difference is infused in the Princeton curriculum. We knew that courses and programs 

focused explicitly on race and ethnicity, gender, and non-western cultures told only part 

of the story, and we set out early on to inform ourselves about what was going on in 

this respect in the departments and programs that could not easily be discerned by 
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scanning course titles or catalogue descriptions. 

We surveyed departmental chairs and program directors to inquire about course 

offerings which, in their judgment, most effectively raise issues of "otherness." We 

explained that we were interested particularly in courses which explore perspectives, 

cultures, and value systems that go beyond traditional or dominant assumptions or 

points of view. We suggested that such courses might have some of the following· 

characteristics: courses that examine a variety of cultures in comparative perspective; 

courses in which the perspective of the other becomes the analytic lens through which 

students look at the world; courses in which the themes of class, ethnicity, gender, and 

race are embedded in a broader subject matter; courses in which traditionally "unheard" 

voices (class, ethnicity, gender, and race) are represented; courses in which otherness is 

not reified, where categories are destabilized, where boundaries are blurred, where the 

complexities of identity are emphasized. 

While this inquiry. yielded some useful information, we quickly learned that we 

had cast our net too widely. So many courses seemed to fit within the definitions we 

had offered that our particular objectives receded from view. It became clear that one 

of our principal tasks would be to make plain to ourselves, as well as to our colleagues, 

precisely what we meant by diversity, and just what educational purposes we were 

trying to accomplish. 
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At the same time that we sought to inform ourselves about curricular 

opportunities at Princeton, we also gathered detailed information about the approaches 

that a number of our peer institutions have taken to integrating diverse perspectives and 

experiences into the undergraduate curriculum. We looked especially at recent strategies 

and experience at Berkeley, Brown, Harvard, Michigan, Stanford, and Yale. We felt 

usefully informed about what has worked and what has not worked in a variety of 

contexts, and we have borrowed and adapted good ideas wherever we have found them. 

We believe, however, that none of our sister institutions has developed a model that we 

can transplant into the Princeton context. What we do here, we are convinced, must 

grow, organically, from the particular strengths and interests of our own faculty, and 

within the particular patterns and traditions of our own curriculum. The task of 

identifying the elements of a distinctive Princeton approach to diversity and the 

curriculum has been the principal preoccupation of our committee. 

IV. Recommendations 

As we have already suggested, we believe that the Princeton approach to diversity 

and liberal learning should be grounded in a broad array of courses throughout the 

curriculum which are comparative in conception and which highlight connections and 

relations among groups and across what may ordinarily seem to be cultural and social 

divides. These courses should examine the sources and the effects of differences in class, 

ethnicity, gender, race, sexual orientation, region, nation, empire, and power; they should 
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take into account the facts that all groups have internal diversities and all individuals 

have multiple identities and identifications. 

We have imagined a broad array of topics which could fit well under this rubric. 

Here we mention only a few: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Constructing Categories: Gender, Class, Race, and Nation 

The Science and Politics of Difference: Race, Gender; Sexuality 

The Social Functions of Alienation·and Displacement 

Comparative Multiculturalism 

Biculturalism and National Identity 

Ethnic Nationalism in Comparative Perspective 

Racial Stratification and Diaspora 

Colony and Empire in the Anglo-American and Spanish-American Experience 

Race, Class, and Gender in the United States 

The Caribbean: European, African, and American Encounters 

* Slavery and Emancipation in the Americas 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Race and Empire in the Literary Imagination 

Society, Culture, and Politics in New York City 

African-Americans, Asian-Americans, Latinos, and Anglos in Los Angeles 

Violence in American Culture 

M ultiethnic American Women Writers 



* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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Slavery in the Literary and Philosophical Imagination 

Documentaries and the Representation of Difference 

Sexuality and Gender in Modern Literature 

Images of European and African Art 

The Ideal of Beauty and Perfection in the Artistic Imagination 

From Eugenics to Sociobiology: The Social Construction of Scientific Knowledge 

National Sovereignty, Civil Strife, and Humanitarian Interventions 

In keeping with the premise that the study of diversity is an integral part of a 

liberal education, such courses should not be marginalized or ghettoized, but should be 

at the center of ongoing intellectual inquiry within and across appropriate fields. They 

should be offered in a variety of settings -- in departments and interdisciplinary 

programs across the University (with special emphasis on the American Studies 

Program, which seems to be particularly well suited to encompass studies of the 

comparative experience of the peoples of America, broadly defined); and in the range 

of existing seminar programs, including the Freshman Seminar Program, an expanded 

Residential College Seminar Program on Cultural and Ethnic Diversity, and a more 

active Student-Initiated Seminar Program. Some of these courses are already in our 

curriculum, others will entail some rethinking of courses that are now being offered, and 

still others will be brand new. 
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Toward this end, the committee makes the following recommendations: 

1. Expand the American Studies Program to encompass more fully studies of 

the comparative experience of the peoples of America, broadly defined. 

We look to the American Studies Program for strong intellectual leadership 

in developing the vision we have outlined here. A number of the 

Program's offerings already address these themes (in 1993-94, for example, 

"Studies in American Africanism" and "Mestizaje Cultural: Strategies of 

Cultural Survival"; for 1994-95, "Visions of the United States from the 

Perspective of Latin American Fiction" and "Cultural Politics and Identity 

in Late 20th-Century U.S."). We see a range of possibilities for new courses, 

including both large, team-taught, introductory lecture courses as well as 

smaller, more specialized offerings at the advanced level. The Program 

ought regularly to offer at least one large lecture course and several 

specialized seminars on subjects related to the comparative study of· 

American society and culture. Some of these courses could be mounted by 

buying fractions of the teaching time of faculty in the various departments; 

others might depend on the appointment of visiting faculty members 

invited to offer specialized courses in emerging fields of study. In order to 

accomplish these objectives, we should seek to increase the teaching budget 

of the Program by two FTEs. 



13 

2. Expand the offerings of the Freshman Seminar Program to encompass 

topics relating to the sources and the effects of differences in class, 

ethnicity, gender, race, sexual orientation, region, nation, empire, and 

power. 

As the Freshman Seminar Program continues to grow, special efforts 

should be made to include among its regular offerings a number of courses 

which are centrally focused on these themes. In order to accomplish this 

objective, we should seek dedicated funds to allow the Program to support 

at least one such seminar annually in each of the five residential colleges. 

3. Continue and expand the Residential College Seminar Program on Cultural 

and Ethnic Diversity. 

Established as a pilot project under a grant from the Ford Foundation in 

1991, the Residential College Seminars on Cultural and Ethnic Diversity 

were designed with two important aims: (1) to discuss difficult issues of 

race, ethnicity, diversity, and personal identity in the "safe space" of the 

classroom; and (2) to create a link between the discussions that go on in 

the classroom and the individual experiences of students as they encounter 

otherness, perhaps for the first time, in a residential setting. Taught by 

college masters, directors of studies, and faculty fellows, the Residential 
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College Seminars are open to students in all four classes. 

Thus far, we have offered six seminars over a three-year period: "The 

Concept of Diaspora," "The Idea of Nationalism in American Ethnic Life," 

"Prejudice and the Challenge of Pluralism," "Europeans, Africans, and 

Americans in the' Age of Discovery,"' "The Korean War: An Examination 

of Diversity and Conformity in Wartime," and "Ethnic Identity and Politics 

in the United States." 

With resources to ensure the continuation of this program, we would hope 

to offer a Residential College Seminar annually in each of the five colleges. 

4. Expand the Student-Initiated Seminar Program to encompass topical 

offerings in these areas that reflect the current interests of undergraduates. 

Historically, the Student-Initiated Seminar Program has functioned as an 

important vehicle for topical courses of great interest to some number of 

undergraduates which have not been represented in the permanent 

curriculum. Recent examples include: "Women's Issues in a Global 

Context," "Liberation Theology," "The United States and the Wars in 

Vietnam," "Post-World War II Social Movements and University Student 

Activism," and "Imagining Arabs in Israeli Fiction." Based on what we 
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know, we expect there to be a strong and continuing desire on the part of 

students to create specialized, one-time courses under this rubric. 

It would be highly desirable to dedicate to the Student-Initiated Seminar 

Program resources sufficient to support at least one Student-Initiated 

Seminar each semester on topics relating_ to the sources and the effects of 

difference, as described above. 

5. Establish a special committee with the mandate and the resources to 

encourage the creation of new courses, and the modification of existing 

courses, to encompass the critical analysis of difference in a comparative 

context. 

Responsibility for stimulating the development of permanent courses in 

this area should be vested initially in a committee of faculty and students 

which succeeds the Committee on Diversity and Liberal Education. Should 

the University move, as has been suggested elsewhere, to establish a more 

formal, interdisciplinary faculty committee on the comparative study of 

cultures and societies, that new group should find appropriate ways to 

work closely with a designated group of students in carrying out its 

mandate. The committee would invite proposals from members of the 

faculty for funding to assist in the development of new courses or the 
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renovation and enrichment of existing courses. Such funds might be used, 

among other purposes, for summer stipends, for the development or 

acquisition of teaching materials, and for guest lecturers. The committee 

should aim to support the development of five new (or substantially 

revised) permanent courses a year during its first four years. To 

accomplish this objective, it should have under its aegis a substantial fund 

for course development. While it is difficult to state precisely what the 

dollar requirements would be in the absence of specific course proposals, 

our experience leads us to believe that we should anticipate investing at 

least $50,000 a year in course development in this initial period. 

6. Vest in the committee described above the responsibility-and the resources 

to organize conferences and lectures- on the themes of diversity _ and 

comparative studies, including an ongoing faculty-graduate student 

seminar on teaching about diversity. 

Working with departments, programs, centers, residential colleges, and 

dean's offices, the committee should initiate and coordinate a range of 

educational activities outside the classroom that keep the campus abreast 

of the latest scholarship and the most important policy issues with respect 

to diversity and comparative studies. One thinks of two recent examples 

as suggestive models of what might go on under the committee's auspices: 
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the American Studies Program conference, ''Race Matters," and the Dean 

of the College symposium, "Brown v. Board of Education in Retrospect." 

As well, the committee should take the lead in providing graduate 

students and faculty with structured opportunities to think about the 

relationship between diversity and pedagogy (in what ways does the 

sharing of personal experience in the classroom enhance or undermine 

student learning? how can one avoid naturalizing the viewpoint of the 

majority as "normal" or "universal"? how best can one foster frank yet 

respectful discussion of diversity?). 

7. Represent more fully on the faculty scholars with expertise in emerging 

fields of studies, such as Asian-American and Latino Studies. 

Additional appointments in these areas are crucial to the University's 

ability to realize the potential of the proposed Princeton model for the 

comparative study of cultures and societies. We cannot emphasize strongly 

enough the importance of ensuring that we have the faculty resources to 

carry out the teaching that we have described here. We urge that the Dean 

of the Faculty work actively with the relevant departments and programs 

to accomplish this critical objective. 
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The presence of additional faculty with such expertise would bring new 

courses on important topics into the curriculum. While our emphasis in 

this report is on the comparative study of cultures and societies, it ought 

not to be construed as incompatible with the development of courses in 

new scholarly fields, such as Asian-American, Latino, Native American, or 

gay and lesbian studies. Careful, sophisticated work in these new areas is 

important in and of itself as well as for its role in enriching the 

comparative studies that we believe to be so important for Princeton. We 

would urge that such courses be developed in the context of the 

comparative, interdisciplinary approach that we have emphasized -- that 

is to say, that they be comparative, broad-based, and thematically complex, 

and that they locate difference at the center and question established 

categories and boundaries. 

This last discussion brings up an important point: the possibility of creating new 

interdisciplinary certificate programst_particularly in Asian-American and Latino Studies. 

Since the focus in this report follows from our understanding of our mandate to take a 

broad look at diversity and the curriculum, we make no specific recommendations on 

this subject. We believe that the University ought to devote the necessary attention and 

resources to the development of the model we have proposed. The design of any 

subsequent modifications of this proposal, or of any new programs, should be informed 

by our experience in implementing this comparative model. Should the University come 
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to the view that new faculty and curricular resources in such fields as Asian-American 

and Latino Studies ought to be organized into certificate programs, we would hope that 

they too would be broadly focused, and that they would appeal to multiple 

constituencies. 

We want to comment, finally, on the matter of a requirement. In the course of our 

deliberations, we paid sustained attention to the question of whether there should be a 

diversity requirement, or a race and ethnicity requirement, in the form of a single 

common course, or a course chosen from among a variety of designated courses across 

the curriculum. A number of our peer institutions have taken this approach, and we 

appreciate the benefits that it may yield. But we are persuaded that the study of 

diversity should be embedded in the larger curriculum and should be seen by students 

as an integral part of their education, rather than as something set apart as a special 

category. Also, we know that people tend to resist courses that are imposed as 

requirements, and we believe that the study of diversity should be approached with 

openness and curiosity. Moreover, a debate over a requirement might easily divert 

attention from the important pedagogical purposes that we believe will be served 

through more effective attention to diversity throughout the undergraduate curriculum. 

We prefer, instead, to concentrate on enriching the curriculum by creating a broad array 

of high-profile courses -- comparative, often interdisciplinary, wherever possible, team

taught-- exciting, intellectually challenging courses that students believe they simply 

must take in order to derive the full benefits of a Princeton education. We are convinced 
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that courses of this kind will draw large student enrollments and will serve most 

effectively to meet our educational objectives. 

Over time, the success of our efforts will be measured by our capacity to 

invigorate teaching within and across the disciplines -- teaching grounded both in 

courses already in the curriculum and in an array of new courses which enrich our 

offerings, teaching carried out by faculty currently on staff and by new faculty who 

augment the formidable intellectual resources already assembled in the University. One 

of the functions of the new committee recommended above should be to monitor the 

progress of these efforts and to stimulate discussion about further steps that ought to be 

taken to realize our aspirations in this critically important area. 
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Appendix A 

'nle CUrriculum .. 

M3:ny students have :p:>inte:i to the nee:i for a require:i ccurse that 
teaches stu:ie.nts ab:ut race an::i ethnicity in the context of u.s. pluralism. 
ot:hers say that a n:ore practical course on the ·manifestations . ar.d effects of 
racism 'WOUld :be n:ore af:Propriat.e. rebates on whether there should be a · 
require:i course an racism or mul ticuJ:turalism will inevitably c:r::m= to the 
Ccm:'se of study Committee. (Most. students are unaware that the Administration 
cannot marxJate such .a· c::ba.n;e.) As this issue COil)2S fo:rwcrr::d, I am concerned. 
al:::out two problems. 

'lhe first is that the deba.te aroun::l mul tia.ll tm:alism can l::e especially 
divisive on a ca:mpus that is in the midst of a deb:ite on civility an:i racial 
ha..ra.s.sm::mt. I believe that, at the present~, such a cHscussion at 
Prin::eton ca.lld "Hell · lead to :t:ot:h in::xease:i hasti.lity t.c.1+Jard minorities arxi 
ar.ger at those 'Who <:JFPOSe such a requ..iren:ent. On the other han:::l, such 
discussions are ilnp:Jrtant an:l essential to the prq::er devel~ of the 
CLJJ:::riculum, so we n:rust prep::u:-e for this debate in ways that ::permit us to hear 
an:i explore· fully a rar:ge of vieYlS on this subject. For there are ma.ny arrl 
quite differin;r points of vieit~ on this subject ani, provided that p:sitions 
arrl. view:p::>ints are argued .in ·wa.ys that do not deliberately seek to inflane 
racial a:rrl ethnic bigotry, they can l::e heard wi thcut lor:g-tenn adve:r;:se 
consequ.en::es. 

A sec:or:rl c::x::xn::ern is that such a deh:ite be situated in a context that 
~ts the free expression of viavs withcut fear of stigi!lC3.tization or of 
lal:eJ s. Sb::Oiq ar.d balanced leadership is required to avoid .irrtemp?rate an:l 
inflexible dlarges an:i to assure that campus race relations ani inter-cultural 
- erre:rge st.ror.ger frc:m such debates. 

I reo=mnend that the Dean of the College invite a·~; 
knowl~le and diverse group of faculty with different vieitt1X'ints on this 
issue to prepare a report for the course of study Cr:mnittee on the subject of 
a ••race and etbnici tyt• requirenent, in preparation for a general. discussion on 
this issue du:!:::i.:D:;' the· :next academi c yea:r. I ·further su;gest that there be em 
open meetin;r of the Course of study catmi ttee dj SCilssion so that students and 
others will have a full - of the debate on this· question. 

From Ruth J. Simmons, Report on Campus Race Relations, 
March 1, 1993, pp. 30-31. 



Students From the Classes of 1991 and 1993 Who Took at Least One Course Focusing 
on Race and Ethnicity, Gender, and Non-Western Culture, 

Broken Down by Gender, Race, and Underclass/Upperclass Status 

Total Students 
Master List Race/Ethnicity Gender Non-Western Culture in Cohort 
1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 

Number of courses* 186 238 32 47 28 49 132 164 N/A N/A 

Gender 

Male 66.8% 68.4% 17.8% 34.1% 8.7% 18.5% 60.1% 58.8% 688 639 
Female 89.4% 87.1% 30.6% 51.0% 52.2% 48.6% 71.3% 69.6% 454 504 

Race 

Asian 85.8% 80.2% 17.6% 37.5% 27.4% 31.2% 79.6% 74.0% 113 96 
Black 82.4% 93.9% 60.8% 81.7% 27.0% 57.3% 63.5% 60.9% 74 82 
Hispanic 80.4% 84.6% 19.5% 48.1% 19.5% 44.2% 76.0% 75.0% 46 52 
Nat. Am. 75.0% 0 62.5% 0 37.5% 0 62.5% 0 8 1 
White 76.9% 74.4% 22.0% 39.8% 27.5% 29.6% 64.7% 61.8% 825 844 
Foreign 65.2% 73.5% .02% 16.3% 15.2% 19.1% 58.7% 66.2% 46 68 

When Taken 

Underclass 594 633 109 174 170 161 464 531 N/A N/A 
Upperclass 718 731 200 412 204 282 574 485 N/A N/A 

All Students 75.8% 76.6% 22.9% 41.6% 26.0% 31.8°/o 64.6% 63.6% 1142 1143 

*The total number of courses on the sublists exceeds the total on the master list, since some courses are counted in more than one sub-category. 

**Note that the total number of underclass and upperclass students is greater than the number of "all students" since some students took courses 
on each list as both an underclass and an upperclass student. 
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Students From the Classes of 1991 and 1993 Who Took Courses Focusing on 
Race and Ethnicity, Gender, and Non-Western Culture, 

By Division 

Total Students 
Master List Race/Ethnicity Gender Non-Western Culture in Cohort 
1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 

Humanities 

ARC 17 14 4 4 5 3 14 10 25 23 
ART 36 31 12 12 14 10 34 31 38 31 
CLA 9 6 2 1 2 3 8 2 13 10 
COM 13 12 2 3 6 5 12 9 17 16 
EAS 15 11 3 2 6 3 15 11 15 11 
ENG 93 68 37 45 61 39 59 50 109 77 
GER 3 7 0 2 1 3 3 5 5 8 
MUS 4 3 1 2 2 0 4 3 5 3 
NES 6 3 1 1 4 1 6 3 6 3 
PHI 15 10 5 4 8 1 10 6 23 18 
REL 36 35 21 29 19 17 36 34 36 35 
ROM 17 18 6 7 7 12 15 16 20 23 
SLA 3 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 3 3 

- - - - - -
267 219 94 112 136 97 219 181 315 261 

Social Sciences 

ANT 24 35 16 30 15 22 20 30 24 35 
ECO 36 55 6 25 2 12 30 44 72 77 
HIS 144 131 35 90 40 49 143 130 149 132 
POL 99 107 23 57 23 44 92 94 111 122 
soc 10 21 9 18 5 17 6 13 12 21 
wws 61 64 33 51 15 43 49 55 67 67 

- - - - - - - -

374 413 122 271 100 187 340 366 435 454 



Total Students 
Master List Race/Ethnicity Gender Non-Western Culture in Cohort 
1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 1991 1993 

Natural Sciences 

AST 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 1 
CHM 11 17 1 9 0 7 10 10 18 29 
EEB 30 19 10 10 12 14 18 13 39 22 
GEO 3 9 0 3 0 0 3 8 3 10 
MAT 14 6 1 2 1 2 13 5 21 21 
MOL 22 34 2 12 4 14 19 26 39 44 
PHY 10 10 1 2 1 0 9 10 26 23 
PSY 33 45 14 27 25 29 24 23 39 50 

- - - - - -
125 140 29 65 43 66 98 95 189 200 

Engineering 

CHE 12 18 1 3 2 4 10 14 21 36 
CIV 21 23 7 9 3 3 14 20 41 47 
COS** 10 11 1 2 2 0 9 10 24 32 
ELE 20 22 1 5 4 2 17 18 38 37 
MAE 29 27 3 7 5 2 26 21 53 54 

- -
92 101 13 26 16 11 76 83 177 206 

None* 8 1 4 0 2 1 5 0 26 22 

ALL STUDENTS 866 874 262 474 297 362 738 725 1142 1143 

*Some students withdrew before declaring a concentration. 1991 figures also include one IND concentrator. 

**Includes both AB and BSE Computer Science concentrators. 



PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

r m----;--- ' AFRO-AMERICAN STUDIES I 
MALE II FEMALE 

CLASS Wh 81 His NA As A Wh 81 His NA As A II Total 

1989 5 5 14 1 25 

1990 4 2 9 1 16 

1991 1 6 4 5 16 

1992 4 4 5 9 22 

1993 2 8 6 13 29 

Total 7 27 22 50 108 

Wh White 
81 = Black 
His= Hispanic 
NA = Native American 
AsA = Asian-American 
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I 

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh == 
Bl 
His == 
NA == 
As A 

Wh 

3 

3 

5 

5 

16 

AFRICAN STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

Bl 

1 

1 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

FEMALE 

Wh Bl His 

2 

5 

1 1 

4 

10 3 

I 

NA As A Total 

3 

5 

1 1 1 

7 

5 

1 31 



r -~-----~~----

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 
81 = 

His= 
NA = 

As A 

Wh 

20 

24 

15 

19 

17 

95 

Bl 

1 

1 

1 

2 

5 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

2 

1 . 

3 

Native American 
Asian-American 

PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

AMERICAN STUDIES PROGRAM I 
FEMALE 

NA A sA Wh Bl His NA As A Total 

28 2 52 

14 1 40 

21 1 1 39 

1 13 1 35 

17 1 1 39 

1 93 4 2 2 205 



CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 
Bl = 
His= 
NA = 
AsA = 

Wh 

7 

3 

4 

7 

2 

23 

EAST ASIAN STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

Bl 

1 

1 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

1 

1 

2 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

2 

4 

4 

8 

4 

22 

FEMALE 

Wh Bl His 

8 

4 2 

7 

5 

6 1 

30 3 

I 

NA As A Total 

3 21 

4 18 

5 21 

3 23 

3 16 

18 99 



1 Euoo~EAN cuLru~~L STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 1 

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 

Bl = 
His 
NA = 
AsA = 

Wh 

5 

7 

7 

3 

4 

26 

Bl 

1 

1 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

1 

1 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

1 

1 

2 

FEMALE 

Wh Bl His NA As A Total 

7 1 13 

9 3 1 21 

5 1 14 

2 6 

10 1 16 

33 4 3 70 



1 HELLENIC sTu~-~5~ PRO~~~~ CERTIFIC~TES ~wARDED 

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 

Bl = 
His 
NA = 

AsA = 

Wh 

1 

3 

4 

Bl 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

1 

1 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

FEMALE 

Wh Bl His 

1 

1 

2 

4 

NA As A Total 

1 

4 

2 

2 

9 



I 
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LATIN AMERICAN STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh 
Bl = 
His 
NA = 
AsA = 

Wh 

7 

11 

7 

8 

5 

38 

Bl 

1 

1 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

2 

3 

4 

6 

5 

20 

Native American 
Asian-American 

FEMALE 

NA As A Wh Bl His NA 

17 2 2 1 

5 3 

3 1 3 1 

8 4 5 

7 2 2 

40 9 15 2 

I 

As A Total 

32 

22 

19 

31 

21 

125 



,-- ---~· NEAR EASTERN STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED I 

CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 
Bl = 
His= 
NA = 

AsA = 

Wh 

2 

2 

3 

4 

11 

81 

1 

1 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

1 

1 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

FEMALE 

Wh 81 His NA As A Total 

3 1 6 

1 1 1 5 

4 1 5 

3 8 

2 6 

13 2 2 30 



I RUSSIAN STUDIES ;~0-G-;~~ CERTIFICATES AWARDED I 

CLASS li 
1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 

Bl = 
His= 
NA = 
As A 

Wh 

9 

1 1 

1 

8 

7 

36 

81 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

1 

1 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA 

I I 
FEMALE 

As A Wh Bl His NA As A Total 

1 8 18 

5 17 

2 8 1 1 13 

8 16 

12 1 20 

3 1 1 1 84 



CLASS 

1989 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

Total 

Wh = 
81 = 
His= 
NA = 
AsA = 

Wh 

2 

2 

WOMEN'S STUDIES PROGRAM CERTIFICATES AWARDED 

Bl 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 

MALE 

His 

Native American 
Asian-American 

NA As A 

FEMALE 

Wh Bl His 

7 

9 1 

18 

6 1 

4 

44 1 1 

~--~-·········-··-~-

I 

NA As A Total 

3 10 

12 

2 20 

1 8 

4 

6 54 


