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INTRODUCTION
The Multi-university Intergroup Dialogue Research Guidebook contains specific information about the 
implementation	of	a	research	project	involving	nine	universities.		They	collaborated	for	four	years	to	
design,	develop	and	implement	a	uniform	curriculum	and	research	design	used	at	all	institutions.	The	
participating	institutions	were:	

	 Arizona	State	University
	 Occidental	College
	 Syracuse	University
	 University	of	California,	San	Diego
	 University	of	Maryland
	 University	of	Massachusetts	at	Amherst
	 University	of	Michigan,	Ann	Arbor
	 University	of	Texas,	Austin
	 University	of	Washington,	Seattle

The	goals	of	the	guidebook	are	to:		

	 •		Articulate	the	rationale	for	evaluating	intergroup	dialogue;	

	 •		Describe	what	is	an	intergroup	dialogue;	

	 •		Delineate	the	research	questions	and	design;	

	 •		Situate	this	project	within	the	theoretical	and	research	literature	on	intergroup	relations;	

	 •			Present	the	class	assignments,	interview	protocols,	instructions	to	coders,	and	the	codes	used	
to	derive	scales	from	the	three	qualitative	aspects	of	the	research	–	video	taping,	interviews,	
and students’ final papers;

	 •		Provide	the	survey	instruments	and	measures.

SECTION
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RATIONALE FOR EVALUATING INTERGROUP DIALOGUE
The value of diversity is widely accepted in the United States.  However, the social science evidence 
on the educational benefits of racial and ethnic diversity that was presented to the Supreme Court 
in the University of Michigan’s affirmative action cases made clear that institutions need to make full 
use of diversity as an institutional resource if it is to have educational benefits.	 Like	other	 resources	
(such	as,	an	excellent	library	or	an	outstanding	faculty),	racial/ethnic	and	other	types	of	diversity	are	
resources	 that	 can	 be	 most	 effective	 by	 creating	 educational	 opportunities	 that	 students	 actually	
use. Leveraging diversity for educational benefit requires developing innovative courses and other 
academic	initiatives	that	provide	guided	interaction	and	intellectual	engagement	between	students	
of	different	backgrounds	and	life	experiences.		 It	 is	that	interaction	that	helps	diverse	students	learn	
from	each	other	and	gain	the	cultural	competence	they	will	need	as	citizens,	leaders,	and	professionals	
in	our	increasingly	diverse	country	and	in	its	relationships	with	the	wider	world.	

The	important	question	is	what kind of academic initiatives will promote these outcomes.  Intergroup	
dialogue	provides	one	innovative	educational	model	that	aims	to	guide	students	in	learning	how	to	
talk	with	and	listen	to	students	from	different	backgrounds,	discern	commonalities	as	well	as	differences	
in	these	interactions,	work	cooperatively	across	differences,	and	normalize	and	learn	how	to	negotiate	
intergroup conflicts. Some research has been conducted to assess the effects of intergroup dialogue 
(see,	for	example,	Lopez,	Gurin	&	Nagda,	1998;	Nagda	&	Zuniga,	�003),	although	to	our	knowledge	this	
multi-university project is the first to use random assignment to assess effects. Such a research design 
provides	the	assurance	that	effects	found	in	this	research	are	truly	effects	of	participating	in	intergroup	
dialogues	that	cannot	be	attributed	to	selectivity	(that	is,	not	the	result	of	just	certain	kinds	of	students	
choosing	to	be	participants	in	intergroup	dialogue).
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WHAT IS AN INTERGROUP DIALOGUE?
Intergroup	 Dialogues	 (IGD)	 bring	 together	 students	 from	 two	 or	 more	 social	 identity	 groups	 that	
sometimes	 have	 had	 contentious	 relationships	 with	 each	 other,	 or	 at	 the	 very	 least	 have	 lacked	
opportunities to talk in non-superficial ways.  Further, the focal social identities – in this project race and 
gender	 identities	–	represent	historical	and	structural	 inequalities.	 	Each	of	the	social	 identity	groups	
participating	in	the	dialogues	is	represented	equally.	

As	an	educational	approach,	three	important	aspects	of	intergroup	dialogues	are	noteworthy:

1.			Dialogue	requires	learning	to	listen,	to	ask	questions	of	others,	and	to	commit	to	understanding	
the perspectives of others, even if not agreeing.  Dialogue is difficult.  Dialogue is not debate 
in	which	people	try	to	convince	each	other	so	that	one	side	“wins.”		Dialogue	is	not	discussion	
in	which	each	person	typically	waits	for	another	to	stop	talking	in	order	to	deliver	his/her	own	
monologue.		It	is	not	a	term	that	simply	substitutes	for	talk,	for	example	when	students	say	that	
they	dialogue	--	talk	--	with	their	friends,	roommates,	and	families	about	political	and	social	
issues.		Students	(and	all	of	us)	have	to	learn	how	to	dialogue,	a	style	of	communication	that	
facilitates	understanding	rather	than	debate!

�.			In	the	multi-university	project	intergroup	dialogues	are	guided	by	a	curriculum	that	includes	
learning	objectives,	didactic	and	experiential	activities,	historical	and	social	science	materials,	
writing assignments, and questions to stimulate dialogue and reflection (Zúñiga, Nagda, 
Chesler,	&	Cytron-Walker,	�007).	

3.			Intergroup	dialogue	courses	are	facilitated	by	faculty,	professional	staff,	graduate	students	
or	undergraduates	who	undergo	intensive	training.		Two	facilitators,	one	with	membership	in	
each	of	the	identity	groups,	work	as	a	team.		

The	overall	goals	of	intergroup	dialogue	are:	

•			To	develop	a	language	and	capacity	for	dialogue	--	deep	listening,	suspending	judgments,	
identifying assumptions, reflecting, and inquiring—in a diverse society;

•			To reflect upon and learn about self and others as members of a social group(s) in the 
context	of	systems	of	privilege	and	inequality;

•			To	explore	the	similarities	and	differences	in	experiences	within	and	across	social	group	
memberships;

•			To	gain	knowledge	and	understand	the	impact	of	sex	and	gender	on	gender	relations	in	the	
United	States;

•			To develop skills to work with differences, disagreements, and conflicts as opportunities for 
deeper	understanding;

•			To	identify	and	plan	individual	and	collective	actions	that	contribute	toward	more	inclusive	
and	just	communities.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DESIGN
Two	broad	research	questions	were	investigated:

1)	 	Does	participation	in	a	race	and	a	gender	intergroup	dialogue	have	educational	effects	
not	attributable	to	a	predisposition	to	participate	in	diversity	programs	(e.g.,	selectivity)?	

�)	 	What	processes	inherent	in	the	combined	content	and	experience	of	the	dialogues	ac-
count	for	demonstrated	effects?

To answer the first question, an experimental design was employed, with students randomly assigned 
to	an	experimental	group	(to	participate	in	 intergroup	dialogue)	and	a	wait-list	control	group	(non-
participants).	To	partly	answer	the	second	question,	a	comparison	group	was	created	of	students	in	
social	science	classes	that	focused	on	racial	and	gender	inequality.

The	research	design	is	described	more	fully	below.

Random Assignment

At	all	of	the	participating	institutions	students applied on-line	to	enroll	in	intergroup	dialogue	courses.		
That	made	it	possible	to	randomly	assign	applicants	–	equated	for	motivation	to	participate	in	intergroup	
dialogue	–	either	to	a	dialogue	(the	experimental	group)	or	to	a	control	group.

Number and Composition of Dialogues and Control Groups

A	total	of	�6	race	dialogues	with	�6	control	groups,	and	�6	gender	dialogues	with	�6	control	groups	
were	conducted	across	the	institutions	over	three	years.	In	each	of	these	experiments,	the	race	and	
gender	of	the	students	were	controlled.		The	goal	was	to	enroll	four	each	of	white	men,	white	women,	
men	of	color,	and	women	of	color.	 	 The	actual	numbers	varied	somewhat	with	a	 range	of	1�	–	16	
students	in	each	dialogue	and	each	control	group.		Why	were	students	of	color	not	disaggregated	to	
assess	effects	for	different	ethnic/racial	groups?		There	were	simply	not	enough	students	applying	to	
participate	in	intergroup	dialogues	from	each	of	the	separate	ethnic/racial	groups	at	each	institution	
to	have	multiple	dialogues	and	control	groups	comparing	white	students	with	each	of	the	other	ethnic/
racial	groups.

Comparison Groups

The	project	also	measured	students	enrolled	in	social	science	classes	on	race	and	gender	in	order	to	
test	if	effects	of	dialogue	could	be	attributed	to	the	method of dialogue over and beyond learning 
content about race and gender.	 	 These	social	 science	classes	used	 lecture/discussion	 format.	 	 The	
project	 conducted	 14	 race	 and	 14	 gender	 social	 science	 comparisons.	 	 Each	 of	 the	 comparison	
groups	included	4	white	men,	4	white	women,	4	men	of	color	and	4	women	of	color	drawn	randomly	
from	the	students	in	these	classes	who	volunteered	to	be	part	of	the	study.			This	design	feature	provides	
evidence	–	testing	if	change	over	time	turned	out	to	be	greater	for	students	in	the	dialogue	courses	
than	students	in	the	social	science	classes	–	for	the	importance	of	the	dialogue	method.



5

Assessments

Surveys.	 	 All	 students	 in	 the	 dialogues,	 control groups,	 and	 comparison groups	 were	 administered	
a	 survey	before	classes	 started	 for	 the	 term,	a	post-survey	at	 the	end	of	 the	 term,	and	a	one-year	
longitudinal	 follow-up	survey.	 	 (See	 the	Appendix	 for	 the	actual	 surveys.)	 These	surveys	provide	 the	
primary	measures	for	assessing	the	effects	of	dialogues	(comparing	the	dialogue	students	with	both	
control	group	students	and	the	comparison	group	students).

Final Papers.		All	students	in	the	dialogues responded to the same final paper assignment at all institutions.  
These	papers	were	coded	for	�5	dimensions	of	how	students	evaluated	their	dialogue	experience.		The	
coded	papers	were	entered	into	a	qualitative	analysis	computer	program,	NVIVO,	which	provides	an	
important	mechanism	for	tying	student	experiences	involving	dialogue	processes	with	effects	of	the	
dialogues,	as	measured	by	the	surveys.		(See	Section	Three	for	the	paper	assignment,	instructions	to	
coders,	and	codes	applied	to	these	qualitative	materials.)

The Special Qualitative Assessments in Ten Race and Ten Gender Dialogues.			A	sub-study,	using	video	
tapes	 and	 interviewing,	 closely	 examined	 the	 interactions	 and	 experiences	 of	 students	 in	 10	 race	
dialogues	and	10	gender	dialogues.	

Video Taping.		Three	sessions	of	each	of	these	dialogues	were	videotaped	(one	early,	one	mid,	and	
one	late	in	the	term).		The	tapes	were	edited	and	coded	for	eight	dimensions	of	student	interactions	
with	each	other.		(See	Section	Four	for	Instructions	for	videographers	and	for	coders,	along	with	the	
codes	for	deriving	scales	from	the	edited	videos.)

Interviewing.	 	All	 students	 in	 the	videotaped	sessions	were	also	 interviewed	at	 the	end	of	 the	 term.		
Scales	for	empathy,	emotion,	engagement	in	the	dialogue,	self-assessed	skills,	and	commitments	to	
action	were	developed	for	 the	 transcribed	 interviews.	 	 (See	Section	Five	 for	 the	 interview	protocol,	
instructions	for	the	coders,	and	codes	that	were	applied	to	the	interviews.)

Analyses

In	order	to	develop	scales	and	summary	indices,	the	quantitative	measures	from	the	survey	instruments	
(all	 survey	 items	on	 the	pretest	and	posttest)	were	 factor	analyzed.	 Those	measures	are	presented	
in	Section	Two.	Preliminary	tests	of	 treatment	effects	(effects	of	 the	dialogue	across	 time	relative	to	
the	 waitlist	 control	 group)	 have	 been	 conducted	 using	 a	 repeated	 measures	 analysis	 of	 variance	
(ANOVA)	with	time	(pre-post)	as	a	within	subjects	variable	and	condition	(dialogue	vs.	waitlist	control)	
as	 a	 between	 subjects	 variable.	 	 Evidence	 of	 effect	 is	 demonstrated	 when	 there	 are	 no	 statistical	
differences	between	dialogue	and	control	at	pretest	and	when	the	statistical	interaction	term	between	
time (pretest vs. posttest) and condition (dialogue vs. control) is significant, indicating greater change 
over	time	in	the	predicted	direction	for	dialogue	students	than	control	students.	Similar	tests	have	also	
been	conducted	to	understand	the	relative	effect	of	dialogue	groups	to	social	science	comparison	
courses.
	
Because	the	data	are	nested	(measures	within	persons,	persons	within	dialogue	groups,	dialogue	groups	
within institutions), Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) was used to confirm or disconfirm effects that 
were	demonstrated	in	the	ANOVA	analyses.		Structural	Equation	Modeling	(SEM)	analytic	techniques	
were	utilized	to	investigate	the	communication	and	psychological	processes	that	produce	the	three	
sets	of	outcomes.
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INTERGROUP DIALOGUE: ITS GROUNDING IN THE SOCIAL 
PSYCHOLOGY OF INTERGROUP RELATIONS

College	 campuses	 in	 the	 United	 States	 abound	 with	 various	 diversity/multicultural	 initiatives	 inside	
and	outside	the	classroom,	most	of	which	are	guided	either	explicitly	or	implicitly	by	the	classic	work	
by	Gordon	Allport	on	intergroup	contact	(Allport,	1954).	Allport	argued	that	cross-racial	contact	will	
produce	more	tolerant	attitudes	when	members	of	different	groups	 interact	with	each	other	under	
specified conditions, namely when they have equal status in the situation, get to know each other 
well	and	cooperate	with	each	other	 toward	common	goals,	and	when	 their	contact	 is	 supported	
by	 relevant	authorities.	Allport’s	 theorizing	has	guided	 research	and	 interventions	 involving	contact	
between	many	groups,	not	merely	racial/ethnic	groups.	Most	research	on	the	impact	of	 intergroup	
contact supports its efficacy in reducing prejudice and intergroup bias (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006). 
Despite	their	common	heritage	in	the	work	on	intergroup	contact,	educational	initiatives	found	on	US	
college campuses often reflect different theoretical orientations built upon the general Allport model 
of intergroup contact. Gurin and Nagda (2006) identified four points of difference: 

•		the	saliency	of	group	membership	in	the	contact	situation;	
•			the	extent	to	which	power,	privilege,	and	inequality	are	dealt	with	as	aspects	of	the	group	

experiences	in	the	wider	society	and	within	the	contact	situation	itself;	
•		the	desired	outcomes	resulting	from	the	intergroup	contact	situation;
•			the specification of processes that take place within individuals and among them in the 

contact	situation	that	account	for	its	impact.

The Standard Models in Social Psychology: Intergroup Harmony

Much	of	social	psychology’s	work	on	intergroup	contact	has	been	directed	to	two	approaches	for	
achieving	intergroup	harmony.

1.   Decategorization helps	members	of	groups	personalize	and	get	to	know	“outgroup”	mem-
bers	as	separate	individuals	rather	than	as	group	members	(Brewer	&	Miller,	1984).	Anything	
that	makes	groups	salient	and	encourages	thinking	about	groups	rather	than	about	indi-
viduals	is	believed	to	foster	intergroup	prejudice,	bias,	and	discrimination. To	achieve de-
categorization,	interventions	offer	activities	and	assignments	that	facilitate	individuals	from	
different	groups	getting	to	know	each	other	in	personal,	not	merely	in	formal,	ways.

�.			Recategorization, also	called	the	common in-group identity model,	(Dovidio	et	al.,	�005) 
helps	the	members	of	the	two	groups	become	one	group	with	a	single	superordinate	group	
identity	(as	opposed	to	separate	group	identities).		Common	activities	and	tasks,	rewards	
based	on	cooperative	behavior,	and	use	of	symbols	for	the	new,	single	group,	such	as	a	
team	T-shirt	or	a	group	name,	are	examples	of	recategorization	strategies.	

These	two	models,	advanced	by	many	social	psychologists	as	the	most	effective	ones	for	achieving	
intergroup	harmony,	are	color-blind.	 In	both	models,	group	 identities	are	 submerged	so	 that	group	
members	 think	 about	 themselves	 only	 as	 individuals	 or	 as	 part	 of	 a	 newly	 formed	 de-racialized	 in-
group.	Furthermore,	neither	model	attends	explicitly	to	power,	privilege,	or	inequality.	Thus,	while	racial	
and	ethnic	diversity	is	represented	among	students,	its	salience	is	actively	diminished.
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Separate Groups Identity Model

A	third	model,	based	on	Tajfel’s	 (1974)	 identity	 theory,	provides	a	social	psychological	 rationale	 for	
maintaining	the	identities	of	separate	groups,	namely	the development of group solidarity as a basis for 
social change.	When		a	group	is	devalued	or	has	less	power	than	other	groups	in	society,	members	of	
those	groups	can	reinterpret	negative	stereotypes	as	positive	(such	as,	“Black	is	beautiful,”	“Emotionality	
of	women	 is	 their	 strength,”	“Queer	power”).	 They	come	 to	 recognize	and	 treat	as	 illegitimate	 the	
political	and	social	inequalities	that	disadvantage	their	groups.	Through	these	cognitive	and	emotional	
processes,	they	can	develop	a	group	consciousness	and	solidarity	that	provide	collective	resources	
for	collective	action.			Ethnic-themed	houses,	separate	religious	organizations,	cultural	shows,	separate	
(though	often	supplementary)	orientation	programs,	graduation	celebrations	for	different	groups,	and	
ethnic	studies	and	women’s	studies	courses	derive	from	this	model	of	the	role	of	identity	in	intergroup	
relationships.

Intergroup Dialogue: An Integrative Model

Intergroup	 dialogue	 integrates	 various	 aspects	 of	 these	 different	 social	 psychological	 models.  
Personalizing is a critical ingredient of the success of intergroup dialogues (Yeakley, 1998). However, in 
contrast	to	simple	decategorization,	personalization	comes	from	testimonials	and	stories	that	students	
tell	about	themselves	as	members	of	groups,	not	simply	as	autonomous	individuals.	Recategorization	
also takes place within intergroup dialogues by helping students bridge differences, find common 
ground,	and	develop	an	inclusive	identity	of	people	broadly	committed	to	social	justice.	

Intergroup	dialogue	also	utilizes	some	aspects	of	the	separate	groups	identity	model.		Saliency	of	the	
two	groups	is	never	lost.		At	times	the	two	groups	meet	separately	and	then	come	back	together	to	
share their learning and perspectives.  However, intergroup dialogue differs from the separate groups 
identity	model	by	emphasizing	how	bonds	between	members	of	the	two	groups	can	develop	through	
intergroup	collaborations,	alliances,	and	action.	 Intergroup	dialogues	are	structured	purposefully	 to	
use	separate	groups	to	deepen	the	intergroup	exchange.

Intergroup	 dialogues	 are	 structured	 to	 create	 the	 conditions	 that	 Allport	 delineated	 for	 positive	
intergroup	contact.		Equal	status	is	achieved	within	the	dialogue	itself	by	enrolling	an	equal	number	of	
students	from	each	identity	group.		Cooperation	and	personal	interaction	are	assured	by	exercises	and	
assignments that require students to work together and to get to know each other in non-superficial 
ways.		Support	from	authorities	is	evident	because	these	courses	are	legitimated	for	earning	college	
credit.	

Outcomes.  Intergroup harmony and reduction of prejudice define the outcomes of both 
decategorization	and	recategorization	(and	the	many	 interventions	that	 implicitly	follow	one	
or	both	of	these	models).		 Interventions	based	on	identity	theory	usually	emphasize	favoritism	
toward	members	of	 the	 identity	group,	 increased	awareness	and	centrality	of	 social	 identity	
and	its	role	in	fostering	group-based	action.

While	 not	 diminishing	 the	 importance	 of	 these	 outcomes,	 intergroup	 dialogue	 emphasizes	 three	
others:		 intergroup understanding, intergroup relationships, and intergroup collaboration and action.		
Intergroup	dialogues	succeed	when	students	understand	the	perspectives	of	others	(not	whether	they	
agree	with	each	other),	when	they	are	motivated	to	empathize	and	bridge	differences,	and	when	
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they	are	able	 to	work	 together	at	 least	on	 some	 issues.	 	 Intergroup	collaboration	 is	considered	 just	
one	approach	to	action,	which	along	with	intragroup	solidarity,	provides	the	yeast	for	citizen	action	in	
pluralistic	democracies.	(Gurin,	Nagda	&	Lopez,	�004;	Gurin,	Nagda	&	Campanella,	in	press).

Processes.	 	 	Most	of	 the	social	psychological	 research	and	 interventions	 involving	 intergroup	
contact	have	stressed	psychological	processes	(intergroup	anxiety,	other	emotions,	empathy)	
that	 take	 place	 within	 individuals	 as	 they	 interact	 across	 differences.	 	 In	 addition	 to	 these	
processes,	 intergroup	 dialogue	 also	 considers	 the	 processes	 that	 take	 place	 within	 the	
dialogues	between	individuals.		Dialogue	facilitators	engage	students	in	processes	of	dialogic	
communication.			This	project	has	focused	on	four	such	processes:	(a)	appreciating	difference	
–	listening	to	others’	perspectives	and	stories,	and	trying	to	understand	them	and	learning	from	
them;	(b)	engaging	self--	sharing	one’s	own	stories	and	perspectives,	taking	risks	and	admitting	
vulnerabilities; (c) critical self-reflection – appraising one’s personal perspectives, biases and 
assumptions	in	the	context	of	systems	of	privilege	and	disadvantage;	and,	(d)	alliance	building	
and finding common ground – working with others to lessen inequalities and achieve greater 
social	justice	(Nagda,	�006).		

The figure below illustrates the general model that we are testing in evaluating intergroup dialogue.  In 
addition	to	outcomes	and	processes,	this	model	involves	three	components	of	dialogue	(its	structure,	
content,	 and	 effectiveness	 of	 facilitation)	 and	 the	 group	 climate	 that	 these	 three	 components	
produce.

Figure 1: Theoretical framework of Intergroup Dialogue
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SURVEY INSTRUMENTS
In	order	to	assess	effects	of	intergroup	dialogue	across	time,	all	participants	were	administered	three	
surveys,	including	a	pretest	at	the	beginning	of	an	academic	term	(Survey	I),	a	posttest	immediately	at	
the	end	of	the	academic	term	(Survey	II),	and	a	post-posttest	(Survey	III)	1�	months	after	the	posttest.		Thus,	
for	each	cohort,	data	collection	spanned	16	months	with	4	months	between	the	pretest	and	posttest	
and	1�	months	between	the	posttest	and	the	post-posttest.		The	survey	questionnaires	administered	to	
participants	in	race	and	gender	dialogue,	waitlist	control	and	social	science	comparison	groups	did	
not	differ	in	their	measures	although	items	within	measures	were	changed	where	appropriate	to	focus	
on	either	race/ethnicity	or	gender.		Therefore,	in	total	we	utilized	six	survey	instruments:	Race	Survey	
I,	Race	Survey	II,	Race	Survey	III,	Gender	Survey	I,	Gender	Survey	II,	Gender	Survey	III.	The	surveys	are	
presented	in	that	order	in	the	Appendix.

The	following	document	lists	the	constructs	that	were	measured	on	each	survey	and	references	the	
appropriate	questions	on	each	survey	that	were	scaled	together	to	produce	an	average	composite	
score	for	each	construct.		The	measures	and	their	corresponding	items	documented	in	the	following	
pages	are	based	on	a	series	of	 factor	analyses	using	a	varimax	rotation	and	reliability	assessments.		
Cronbach’s	alphas	are	presented	 for	pretest	and	posttest	data	where	 relevant	and	are	based	on	
approximately	1000	participants.		Some	individual	items	on	the	survey	may	not	appear	in	the	following	
pages	because	analyses	indicated	they	did	not	scale	well	with	other	items.		The	following	pages	do	
include	a	few	measures	that	were	not	scaled	together	for	a	composite	score	but	are	grouped	together	
because	they	appear	to	relate	to	a	conceptually	similar	concept;	these	items	are	indicated	with	a	
star	(*)	below.		Moreover,	analyses	of	reliability	have	not	yet	been	conducted	on	post-posttest	data	
(Survey	III)	because	at	the	time	of	putting	this	guidebook	together	Survey	III	will	still	be	collected	for	
another year. However, there is no reason to expect substantial change from the reliabilities presented 
for	pre	and	posttest	data.	

SECTION

2

11



1�

The	lists	of	constructs	and	measures	indicate	the	surveys	in	which	they	were	included.	Demographic	
information	was	assessed	primarily	on	the	pretest	(Survey	I)	including:	year	in	college,	expected	date	of	
graduation,	academic	major,	course	history,	current	involvement	on	campus,	age,	gender,	immigration	
status,	language,	religion,	parental	education,	previous	exposure	to	diversity,	and	race/ethnicity.		All	
surveys	also	assessed	social	network	diversity	by	having	participants	indicate	the	race/ethnicity,	gender	
and	religion	of	their	six	closest	friends	(see	Q6	on	Survey	I).		

Lastly,	 participants	 in	 each	 condition	 (dialogue,	 waitlist	 control	 group,	 social	 science	 comparison	
group)	were	provided	different	instructions	for	the	measures	that	were	designed	to	assess	processes	
within	the	classroom	(Survey	II	Q�4-Q30).		Waitlist	control	participants	were	asked	not	to	complete	the	
final section of Survey II.  Dialogue students were asked to think about their intergroup dialogue, and 
social	science	comparison	students	were	asked	to	think	about	the	social	science	course	they	were	
recruited	from	when	answering	questions	�4-30	on	Survey	II.	
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SURVEY MEASURES

INTERGROUP UNDERSTANDING
*denotes	reverse	coding

ACTIVE THINKING (PRE Q27; POST Q15; POST-POST Q16)

The	 following	 statements	 concern	 your	 thinking	 about	 people,	 society	 and	 the	 world.	 	 For	 each	
statement,	indicate	how	well	each	statement	describes	you.	(Mark	one for	each	item).	(1	=	Not	at	all	
like	me;	7	=	Very	much	like	me)

	 	 Active Thinking In General (pre α =.793; post α =.818) 
	 a.	 I	really	enjoy	analyzing	the	reasons	or	causes	for	people’s	behavior
 *b. The world is too complicated for me to spend time trying to figure out how it operates
	 *f.	 I	like	tasks	that	require	little	thought	once	I’ve	learned	them
	 i.	 I	am	fascinated	by	the	complexity	of	the	social	institutions	that	affect	people’s	lives
	 *k.	 	I	would	rather	do	something	that	requires	little	thought	than	something	that	is	sure	to	

challenge	my	thinking	abilities
	 *o.	 	I	tend	to	take	people’s	behavior	at	face	value	and	not	worry	about	the	inner	causes	for	their	

behavior
	 q.	 I	prefer	simple	rather	than	complex	explanations	for	people’s	behavior
	 *u.	 I	don’t	like	to	have	the	responsibility	of	handling	a	situation	that	requires	a	lot	of	thinking

INTEREST IN POLITICS AND SOCIETAL ISSUES (PRE Q27; POST Q15; POST-POST Q16)

The	 following	 statements	 concern	 your	 thinking	 about	 people,	 society	 and	 the	 world.	 For	 each	
statement,	indicate	how	well	each	statement	describes	you.	(Mark	one	for	each	item).	(1	=	Not	at	all	
like	me;	7	=	Very	much	like	me)

	 	 Interest in Politics and Societal Issues (pre α =.729; post α =.735)
 *d.	 	I	don’t	enjoy	getting	into	discussions	where	the	causes	for	people’s	behaviors	are	being		

talked	over
 e.  I find it interesting to think about how this country has changed over the last several years and 

will	change	in	the	future
	 *j.	 I	do	not	enjoy	getting	into	discussions	about	political	issues
 m. I think a lot about the influence that society has on my behaviors
 r. I think a lot about the influence that society has on other people
	 t.	 I	try	hard	to	keep	up	with	current	views
	 *v.	 I	try	to	take	society	as	it	is,	rather	than	questioning	it

OPENNESS TO MULTIPLE PERSPECTIVES (PRE Q27; POST Q15; POST-POST Q16)

The	 following	 statements	 concern	 your	 thinking	 about	 people,	 society	 and	 the	 world.	 	 For	 each	
statement,	indicate	how	well	each	statement	describes	you.	(Mark	one for	each	item).	(1	=	Not	at	all	
like	me;	7	=	Very	much	like	me)
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	 	 Davis measure of ‘Cognitive Empathy’ (pre α =.737; post α =.760) 
	 c.	 I	strive	to	see	issues	from	many	points	of	view
	 *h.	 	If	I	am	sure	about	something,	I	don’t	waste	too	much	time	listening	to	other	people’s	

arguments
	 l.	 I	believe	there	are	many	sides	to	every	issue	and	try	to	look	at	most	of	them
	 p.	 	I	am	willing	to	listen	to	the	variety	of	views	that	can	emerge	in	talking	about	social	issues	and	

problems
 *s. I sometimes find it difficult to see things from the “other person’s” point of view

SOCIAL IDENTITY MEASURES (PRE Q16-18; POST Q4-6; POST-POST Q5-7)

	 	 Cognitive Centrality (PRE Q16; POST Q4; POST-POST Q5)
  How often do you think about yourself as a member of each of the following social groups? 	
	 	 (Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Never;	7	=	Always)

	 a.	 Race/Ethnicity
	 b.	 Gender
	 c.	 Socio-economic	class
	 d.	 Sexual	orientation
	 e.	 Ability/Disability	status
	 f.	 Religion/Spirituality
	 g.	 Age
	 h.	 National	origin

	 	 Common Fate (PRE Q17; POST Q5; POST-POST Q6)
	 	 	For	 each	 of	 your	 social	 identity	 group(s),	 how	 much	 does	 the	 way	 people	 in	 this	 group	 are	

treated	in	the	United	States	affect	what	happens	in	your	life?	(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Not	
at	all;	7	=	Very	much)

	 a.	 Race/Ethnicity
	 b.	 Gender
	 c.	 Socio-economic	class
	 d.	 Sexual	orientation
	 e.	 Ability/Disability	status
	 f.	 Religion/Spirituality
	 g.	 Age
	 h.	 National	origin

	 	 Collective Self-Esteem (PRE Q18; POST Q6; POST-POST Q7)
	 	 	Thinking	about	the	racial/ethnic	identity	group	that	you	mentioned	as	your	primary	racial/ethnic	

identification in either Q13 or Q14, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 
following	statements.		(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Disagree	strongly;	7	=	Agree	strongly)
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	 	 Pride/Attachment (pre α =.813; post α =.860) 
	 c.	 I	have	a	lot	of	pride	in	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group	and	its	accomplishments
	 f.	 I	feel	a	strong	attachment	toward	my	own	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group
	 i.	 I	feel	good	about	being	a	member	of	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group

	 	 Centrality (pre α =.620; post α =.718) 
	 b.	 I	have	a	clear	sense	of	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	background	and	what	it	means	for	me
	 e.	 I	think	a	lot	about	how	my	life	will	be	affected	by	my	race/ethnicity	(gender)
	 h.	 	I	think	a	lot	about	how	the	group	history	and	traditions	of	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group	have	

influenced me

	 	 Behavioral Commitment (pre α =.731; post α =.754) 
 a. I have spent time trying to find out more about my racial/ethnic (gender) identity group
	 d.	 	To	 learn	 more	 about	 my	 racial/ethnic	 (gender)	 group,	 I	 have	 often	 talked	 to	 other	 people	

about	it
	 g.	 I	participate	in	activities	that	express	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group

  Identity Engagement (alternative composite score, pre α =.833; post α =.853) 
 a. I have spent time trying to find out more about my racial/ethnic (gender) identity group
	 d.	 	To	 learn	 more	 about	 my	 racial/ethnic	 (gender)	 group,	 I	 have	 often	 talked	 to	 other	 people	

about	it
	 g.	 I	participate	in	activities	that	express	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group
	 e.	 I	think	a	lot	about	how	my	life	will	be	affected	by	my	race/ethnicity	(gender)
	 h.	 	I	think	a	lot	about	how	the	group	history	and	traditions	of	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group	have	

influenced me

BELIEFS ABOUT CONFLICT (PRE Q25; POST Q13; POST-POST Q14)

Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	these	statements	about	how	you	think	about	
conflict.  By conflict, we mean situations or interactions in which there are important and emotionally 
charged	 disagreements	 and	 differences	 in	 points	 of	 view	 (Mark	 one	 for	 each	 item)	 (1	 =	 Disagree	
strongly;	7	=	Agree	strongly)

	 	 Positive (pre α =.678; post α =.738) 
 a. Conflict and disagreement can enrich discussion of social issues
 c.  Talking about conflicts can help clarify misunderstandings that groups have about each other
 e. Conflict is a normal process when people get together
 g. Conflict can be healthy for democracy
	  
	 	 Negative (pre α =.612; post α =.610) 
 *b. Conflict in discussing social issues makes people fearful
 *d. Conflict has a negative impact on relationships with others
 *f. Conflicts between groups rarely have positive consequences
 *h. Conflict between groups makes it difficult for them to communicate
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (pre α =.648; post α =.669) All Items
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RECOGNITION OF VARIABILITY WITHIN GROUPS (PRE Q23; POST Q11;  
POST-POST Q12)

The	 following	 statements	 concern	 how	 you	 view	 people	 and	 members	 of	 racial/ethnic	 (gender	 -	
women and men) groups.  How much do you agree with these statements? (Mark one for each item). 
(1	=	Disagree	strongly;	7	=	Agree	strongly)

	 	 (pre α =.607; post α =.588)
	 a.	 	I	 try	 to	be	aware	of	differences	among	people,	even	when	 they	are	members	of	 the	 same	

racial/ethnic	(gender)	group
	 d.	 	It	 is	 important	 to	 understand	 the	 differences	 in	 perspectives	 between	 different	 racial/ethnic	

groups	(women	and	men)

COMMONALITY OF VALUES WITH OTHER RACE/ETHNIC GROUPS (PRE Q15;  
POST Q3; POST-POST Q4)

The	next	question	(Q15)	asks	you	about	the	group	that	you	mentioned	as	your	primary	racial/ethnic	
identification in either Q13 or Q14. As you think about important values in life, such as values about 
work	and	family,	how	similar	or	different	are	your	racial/ethnic	group’s	values	and	those	of	the	following	
groups?		(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Very	different;	7	=	Very	similar;	9	=	Not	applicable	(this	is	my	
group))

	 a.	 African	American/Blacks
 b. Asian Americans/Asians/Pacific Islanders
 c. Latina(o)s/Hispanic Americans
	 d.	 Native	Americans/American	Indians/Alaskan	Natives
	 e.	 Arab	American/Arabs
	 f.	 Whites/European	Americans

AWARENESS AND ATTRIBUTION FOR RACE & GENDER INEQUALITY (PRE Q29;  
POST Q17; POST-POST Q19) AND FEAGIN CAUSAL ANALYSIS OF POVERTY (PRE 
Q31A; POST Q19A; POST-POST Q21A) AND WEALTH (PRE Q31B; POST Q19B;  
POST-POST Q21B)

Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements	about	gender,	racial/
ethnic,	and	political	issues	about	society?	(Mark	one	for	each	item).	(1	=	Disagree	Strongly;	7	=	Agree	
Strongly)

	 	 Awareness of and Structural Attribution for Racial/Ethnic Inequality (pre α =.771; post α =.796) 
	 a.	 What	one	can	achieve	in	life	is	still	limited	by	one’s	race	or	ethnicity
	 c.	 	Prejudice	and	discrimination	in	the	educational	system	limit	the	success	of	people	of	color
	 e.	 	Unfair	hiring	and	promotion	practices	help	keep	many	people	of	color	from	gaining	positions	

of	power
	 *f.	 Most	people	of	color	are	no	longer	discriminated	against	in	this	country
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	 	 Awareness of and Structural Attribution for Gender Inequality (pre α =.728; post α =.756) 
	 a.	 In	the	United	States	there	is	still	great	gender	inequality
	 c.	 Discrimination	in	the	workplace	still	limits	the	success	of	many	women
	 e.	 It	is	harder	for	women	candidates	to	raise	campaign	funds	than	it	is	men	candidates
	 *f.	 Most	women	are	no	longer	discriminated	against	in	the	country

	 	 Awareness of and Structural Attribution ALL ITEMS (Race & Gender) (pre α =.830; post α =.860) 

	 	 Individual Attributions for Racial/Ethnic Inequality (pre α =.669; post α =.729) 
	 b.	 People	of	color	are	responsible	for	their	lack	of	accomplishments	in	society
	 d.	 	People	of	color	aren’t	as	successful	in	the	workplace	as	whites	because	they	don’t	have	the	

same	work	ethic
	
	 	 Individual Attributions for Gender Inequality (pre α =.618; post α =.674) 
	 b.	 Women	are	responsible	for	their	lack	of	accomplishments	in	society
 d.  Women are less willing to make the personal sacrifices needed to make it in American society
	
	 	 Individual Attribution ALL ITEMS (Race & Gender) (pre α =.743; post α =.799) 

The	following	items	give	reasons	that	people	sometimes	use	to	explain	why	there	are	poor	and	rich	
people	in	this	country.	(Mark	one	for	each	item).	(1	=	Extremely	Unimportant;	7	=	Extremely	Important)

	 	 Feagin Structural Blame for Poverty (pre α =.789; post α =.817) 
	 b.	 Prejudice	and	Discrimination	against	the	poor
	 c.	 Failure	of	society	to	provide	good	schools	for	many	Americans
	 f.	 Inadequate	opportunities	for	the	poor
	 g.	 Failure	of	private	industry	to	provide	enough	jobs	that	pay	more	than	poverty	wages
	  
	 	 Feagin Individual Blame for Poverty (pre α =.733; post α =.774) 
	 a.	 Lack	of	ability	and	talent	among	the	poor
	 d.	 Lack	of	thrift	and	proper	money	management	by	poor	people
	 e.	 Lack	of	effort	by	the	poor	themselves

  Feagin Structural Blame for Wealth (pre α =.657; post α =.723) 
 a. Political influence or “pull”
	 c.	 Money	inherited	from	families
	 e.	 The	“good	old	boys”	network
	
  Feagin Individual Blame for Wealth (pre α =.846; post α =.877) 
 b. Hard work and initiative
	 d.	 Personal	drive	and	willingness	to	take	risks
	 f.	 Competence	and	ability
	  
	 	 	COMPOSITE MEASURE: Awareness of and Structural Attribution ALL ITEMS (Race, Gender, Poverty 

& Wealth) (pre α =.874; post α =.897) 
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	 	 	COMPOSITE MEASURE: Individual Attribution ALL ITEMS (Race, Gender, Poverty & Wealth)  
(pre α =.795; post α =.832) 

BELIEFS ABOUT INEQUALITY IN SOCIETY (POST-POST Q18)

Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements.	(1	=	Disagree	strongly;	
7	=	Agree	strongly)	

	 *b.	 Some	degree	of	inequality	is	necessary	in	a	society	that	wants	to	be	the	best	in	the	world
	 d.	 If	people	were	treated	more	equally	we	would	have	fewer	problems	in	this	country
	 *g.	 	It	is	not	really	that	big	a	problem	if	some	people	have	more	of	a	chance	in	life	than	others
	 i.	 	Social	progress	should	be	measured	by	how	far	the	least	among	us	are	able	to	move	

economically

Note: Reliability	assessments	and	factor	analyses	have	not	yet	been	conducted;	data	collection	is	still	
in	progress.

INTERGROUP COMMUNICATION & INTERACTIONS

COMMUNICATIVE INTERACTIONS WITH OTHERS (PRE Q19; POST Q7; POST-POST Q9)
For	each	 item	below,	 indicate	how	well	 you	 think	 it	describes	your	motivation	and	 skills	 in	 learning	
about	people	of	 racial/ethnic	 (gender)	groups	different	 from	your	own	and	 interacting	with	 them.	
(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Not	at	all	like	me;	7	=	Very	much	like	me)

	 	 	Comfort in Communicating With People of Other Groups (race/gender) (pre α =.696;  
post α =.732) 

 *a. I find it hard to challenge opinions of people in other racial/ethnic (gender) groups
	 b.	 	I	am	able	to	respect	and	interact	positively	with	people	in	other	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	

whose	views	on	social	issues	differ	from	my	own
 *c.  I have difficulty expressing myself when discussing sensitive issues with people in other racial/

ethnic	(gender)	groups
	 e.	 	I	feel	comfortable	asking	people	of	other	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	about	their	perspectives	

on	issues	involving	their	groups
	 *f.	 	I	avoid	conversations	with	people	of	other	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	who	hold	really	different	

perspectives	from	my	own
	 *h.	 	I	worry	about	offending	people	from	a	different	gender/race	when	I	disagree	with	their	points	

of	view
	
	 	 Motivation to Bridge Differences (pre α =.766; post α =.788) 
	 i.	 It	is	important	for	me	to	educate	others	about	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group
	 j.	 I	like	to	learn	about	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	different	from	my	own
	 l.	 	Sharing	stories	and	experiences	of	my	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	with	others	matters	a	lot	to	

me
	 m.	 I	want	to	bridge	differences	between	different	racial/ethnic	groups	(women	and	men)
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 o.  As I learn more about other racial/ethnic (gender) groups, I find myself wanting to learn more 
about	people	of	my	own	racial/ethnic	(gender)	group

	 *k.	 	I	don’t	enjoy	getting	into	unfamiliar	situations	involving	members	of	other	racial/ethnic	(gender)	
groups

	 *p.	 	I	don’t	feel	the	need	to	help	people	from	different	racial/ethnic	(women	and	men)	groups	learn	
from	each	other

	 *n.	 I	don’t	care	if	other	people	understand	my	racial/ethnic/gender	group

EMOTIONS IN INTERGROUP SETTINGS (PRE Q21; POST Q9; POST-POST Q8)

How do you generally feel when interacting with people from racial/ethnic (gender) groups different 
from	your	own?		Look	at	the	pairs	of	emotions	below	and	place	yourself	somewhere	on	that	continuum.	
(Mark	one	for	each	pair).		(Scale:	1-10)

	 	 Positive Feelings (pre α =.698; post α =.718) 
	 b.	 1	=	Not	trusting	at	all;	10	=	Extremely	trusting
	 d.	 1	=	Not	at	all	excited;	10	=	Extremely	excited
	 f.	 1	=	Not	at	all	open;	10	=	Extremely	open
	 h.	 1	=	Not	at	all	engaged;	10	=	Extremely	engaged
	  
	 	 Negative Emotions (pre α =.843; post α =.872) 
	 a.	 1	=	Not	at	all	worried;	10	=	Extremely	worried
	 c.	 1	=	Not	at	all	anxious;	10	=	Extremely	anxious
	 e.	 1	=	Not	at	all	tense;	10	=	Extremely	tense
	 g.	 1	=	Not	at	all	fearful;	10	=	Extremely	fearful

INTERGROUP EMPATHY (PRE Q22; POST Q10; POST-POST Q11)

Here is another way of describing your feelings in conversations with people from racial/ethnic 
(gender)	groups	different	from	your	own.	(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Not	at	all	like	me;	7	=	Very	much		
like	me)

	 	 Parallel Empathy (Feeling-Feeling) pre α =.814; post α =.839
	 a.	 	When	people	feel	frustrated	about	racial/ethnic	(gender)	stereotypes	applied	to	their	group,	I	

feel	some	of	their	frustration	too
	 b.	 	When	people	feel	proud	of	the	accomplishments	of	someone	of	their	 racial/ethnic	(gender)	

group,	I	feel	some	of	their	pride	as	well
	 c.	 	When	people	express	regret	about	the	racial/ethnic	(gender)	biases	they	were	taught,	 I	can	

empathize	with	their	feelings
	 d.	 	When	 I	 learn	 about	 the	 injustices	 that	 people	 of	 different	 races/ethnicities	 (gender)	 have	

experienced,	I	tend	to	feel	some	of	the	anger	that	they	do
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	 	 Critical, relational empathy (unjust situation feeling) pre α =.751; post α =.780 
	 e.	 	When	I	hear	others	use	their	positions	of	privilege	to	promote	greater	racial/gender	equality,	I	

feel	hopeful
	 f.	 	I	 feel	 despair	 when	 I	 hear	 about	 the	 impact	 of	 racial/gender	 inequalities	 on	 others	 in	 our	

society
	 g.	 	I	 feel	 hopeful	 hearing	 how	 others	 have	 overcome	 disadvantages	 because	 of	 their	 race/

gender
	 h.	 	I	feel	angry	when	people	don’t	acknowledge	the	privileges	they	have	in	society	because	of	

their	race/gender
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (pre α =.863; post α =.882) All Items

SELF-ASSESSED RELATIONAL IMPACT OF INTERGROUP DIALOGUE (POST Q30)

In	your	own	assessment,	how	much	has	the	course/program	had	an	impact	on	you	in	the	following	
dimensions?	(Mark	one	for	each	pair)	(1	=	Not	at	all;	10	=	Very	much)

	 	 Positive Outcomes (post α =.874) 
	 a.	 Being	more	self	aware
	 c.	 Being	more	sensitive	to	others
	 e.	 Being	more	thoughtful	about	social	issues
	 g.	 	Thinking	 that	groups	composed	of	people	 from	different	backgrounds	can	work	 together	 in	

positive	ways
	 i.	 Being	more	concerned	about	the	world
	  
	 	 Negative Outcomes (post α =.715) 
	 b.	 Feeling	that	sharing	your	personal	experiences	with	others	is	often	a	mistake
	 d.	 Feeling	that	others	are	not	genuinely	interested	in	what	you	think	and	feel
	 f.	 Feeling	more	separate	or	distant	from	students	whose	backgrounds	differ	from	your	own
	 h.	 Feeling	helpless	about	making	a	difference	in	the	world
	 j.	 Being	convinced	that	government	should	not	try	to	reduce	inequalities

COMMUNICATION PROCESSES (POST-POST Q17) 

We	have	a	variety	of	ways	of	relating	with	each	other.		To	what	extent	do	you	use	each	of	the	following	
in	your	everyday	life?	(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)

	 a.	 Being	able	to	disagree	with	others
	 b.	 Sharing	my	views	and	experiences
 c. Addressing difficult issues
	 d.	 Speaking	openly	without	feeling	judged
	 e.	 Appreciating	different	points	of	view
	 f.	 Being	open	to	having	my	views	challenged
	 g.	 Trying	to	see	the	world	from	someone	else’s	perspective
 h. Working through disagreements and conflicts
	 i.	 Examining	the	sources	of	my	biases	and	assumptions
	 j.	 Using	my	mistakes	to	reconsider	my	point	of	view
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	 k.	 Appreciating	experiences	different	from	my	own
	 l.	 Discussing	and	negotiating	controversial	issues
	 m.	 Expressing	emotions	such	as	affection	and	caring	in	my	relations	with	others
	 n.	 Understanding	how	privilege	and	oppression	affect	our	lives
	 o.	 Expressing	emotions	such	as	fear	and	sadness	in	my	relations	with	others
	 p.	 Talking	about	ways	to	take	action	on	social	issues
	 q.	 Sharing	ways	to	collaborate	with	other	groups	to	take	action
	 r.	 Working	cooperatively	with	people	from	different	racial/ethnic/gender	backgrounds

Note: Reliability	assessments	and	factor	analyses	have	not	yet	been	conducted;	data	collection	is	still	
in	progress.

INTERGROUP COLLABORATION & ACTION

FREQUENCY OF POSITIVE/NEGATIVE INTERGROUP INTERACTIONS  
(PRE Q20; POST Q8; POST-POST Q10)

In	interactions	with	people	from	racial/ethnic	(gender)	groups	different	from	your	own,	how	frequently	
have	you	done	or	experienced	the	following	since	you	have	been	at	the	university?		(Mark	one	for	
each	item)	(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)

	 	 Negative Interactions (pre α =.792; post α =.774) 
	 b.	 been	put	down,	made	to	feel	uncomfortable
	 d.	 had	tense,	somewhat	hostile	interactions
	 f.	 had	guarded,	cautious	interactions
	 g.	 felt	excluded,	ignored
	
	 	 Positive Interactions (pre α =.776; post α =.784) 
	 a.	 	had	meaningful	and	honest	discussions	outside	of	class	about	race	and	ethnic	(gender)	

relations
	 c.	 shared	our	personal	feelings	and	problems
	 e.	 had	close	friendships

CAMPUS INGROUP AND INTERGROUP INTERACTIONS (PRE Q24; POST Q12;  
POST-POST Q13)

We	are	interested	in	the	amount	of	contact	(in	non-romantic	relationships)	that	you	have	with	students	
from	various	groups.		Please	indicate	the	extent	to	which	you	interact	with	students	from	each	of	the	
following	groups.		(Mark	one	for	each	item)		(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)

	 a.	 African	American/Black	students
 b. Asian American/Asian/Pacific Islander students
 c. Latina(o)/Hispanic American students
	 d.	 Native	American/American	Indian/Alaskan	Native	students
	 e.	 Arab	American/Arab	students
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	 f.	 White/European	American	students
	 g.	 Women
	 h.	 Men
	 i.	 Students	of	a	religion	different	from	your	own
	 j.	 Students	of	a	social	class	different	from	your	own
	 k.	 Students	of	a	sexual	orientation	different	from	your	own

GENERAL ACADEMIC ENGAGEMENT (POST-POST Q18)

Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements.	(1	=	Disagree	strongly;	
7	=	Agree	strongly)	

	 a.	 I	have	sought	out	opportunities	to	enrich	my	own	learning
	 *f.	 I	feel	disengaged	academically
	 *k.	 I	often	feel	bored	and	unchallenged	in	my	classes

Note: Reliability	assessments	and	factor	analyses	have	not	yet	been	conducted;	data	collection	is	still	
in	progress.

ENGAGED LEARNING OUTSIDE OF THE CLASSROOM (POST Q28; POST-POST Q2)
How much have your experiences in the course/program affected the following behaviors? (Mark one 
for	each	item).	(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)

	 	 (post α =.888) 
	 a.	 Discussing	ideas	and	concepts	from	course/program	with	your	family	members
	 b.	 Discussing	ideas	and	concepts	with	friends	who	are	not	in	the	course/program
	 c.	 	Thinking	about	the	course/program	material	on	your	own	outside	of	the	classroom/program
	 d.	 Applying	ideas	and	concepts	from	course/program	to	other	courses	you	are	taking
	 e.	 Applying	ideas	and	concepts	from	course/program	to	real	life	situations

SKILLS IN DEALING WITH CONFLICT (PRE Q25; POST Q13; POST-POST Q14)
Please	 indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	 these	 statements	about	how	you	deal	with	
conflict  By conflict, we mean situations or interactions in which there are important and emotionally 
charged	 disagreements	 and	 differences	 in	 points	 of	 view	 (Mark	 one	 for	 each	 item)	 (1	 =	 Disagree	
strongly;	7	=	Agree	strongly)

	 	 Self-appraisal of skills in dealing with conflict (pre α =.739; post α =.758) 
 *a. I generally try to avoid conflict
 b. I can help people from different groups use conflict constructively
 *c. I clam up (freeze) when conflict involves strong emotions
 d. I can work effectively with conflicts that involve me
 *e. I am usually uncertain how to help people learn from conflicts
 f. I learn a lot about myself in conflict situations
 *g. I’d like for groups to just get along rather than deal openly with their conflicts
 h.  I can help people from different groups deal with conflicts that break out between groups
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INVOLVEMENT IN CAMPUS ORGANIZATIONS AND ACTIVITIES (PRE Q33; POST Q21; 
POST-POST Q25)

To	what	extent	have	you	been	involved	in	the	following	campus	activities	and	organizations	while	at	
college?	

	 	 Involvement with Social Justice Activities (pre α =.717; post α =.739)
	 d.	 	Cultural	entertainment	performances	and	activities	(e.g.,	music	performance,	band,	theater,	

etc.)
 f.   Groups and activities reflecting my own cultural-ethnic background (such as Black Student 

Union,	La	Raza,	Asian	American	Association,	etc.)
 g.  Groups and activities reflecting other cultural/ethnic backgrounds
	 i.	 	Groups	 promoting	 gender	 awareness	 and	 equality	 (such	 as	 anti-sexual	 harassment	 and	

violence)
	 j.	 Lesbian,	gay,	bisexual,	transgendered	people	and	allies	(LGBTA)
	  
	 	 Separate Items
	 a.	 Fraternity	and/or	sorority	life
	 b.	 Intramural	and/or	intercollegiate	athletics
	 c.	 Political	activities	and	organizations
 e.  Religious clubs and activities (e.g., Christian Fellowship, Muslim Student Association, Hillel, Baha’I 

Club,	etc.)
	 h.	 Community	service/volunteer	work	(on	campus	or	off)
	 k.	 Campus	media	activities	(e.g.	college	newspaper,	magazine,	radio,	etc.)
	 l.	 Student	government

POST-COLLEGE ANTICIPATED INVOLVEMENT IN REDRESSING INEQUALITY (PRE Q34; 
POST Q22; POST-POST Q27)

How important do you think the following activities will be to you personally after college? (Mark one 
for	each	item).	(1	=	Not	at	all	important;	7	=	Extremely	important)

	 	 (pre α =.883; post α =.893) 
 a.  Influencing the political structure (e.g. voting, education campaigns, get-out-the-vote, etc.)
 b. Influencing social policy
	 c.	 Working	to	correct	social	and	economic	inequalities	(ECONOMIC	INEQUALITY)
 e. Helping promote inter-racial/inter-ethnic understanding (RACIAL/ETHNIC INEQUALITY)
	 f.	 Working	to	achieve	greater	gender	equality	(GENDER	INEQUALITY)

CONFIDENCE AND FREQUENCY OF ACTION (PRE Q35; POST Q23; POST-POST Q26)

People	can	take	a	variety	of	actions	to	address	issues	of	prejudice,	discrimination,	and	injustices.	Listed	
below	are	different	actions.
 a.  In column A to the right, indicate how confident you feel about your abilities in each of the 

actions listed. (1 = Not at all confident; 7 = Extremely confident)
	 b.	 	In	column	B	to	the	far	right,	indicate	how	often	you	have	engaged	in	each	of	the	actions	during	

the	last	few	months.	(1	=	Never;	7	=	Very	often)



�6

	 	 	Self-directed actions (pre confidence α =.713; pre frequency α =.704, post confidence α =.755; 
post frequency α =.755) 

	 a.	 Recognize	and	challenge	the	biases	that	affect	my	own	thinking	(SELF)
	 b.	 Avoid	using	language	that	reinforces	negative	stereotypes	(SELF)
	 e.	 Make	efforts	to	educate	myself	about	other	groups	(SELF)
	 f.	 Make	efforts	to	get	to	know	people	from	diverse	backgrounds	(SELF)

	 	 	Other-directed actions (pre confidence α =.692; pre frequency α =.681, post confidence α 
=.707; post frequency α =.700) 

 c. Challenge others on derogatory comments (OTHER)
 d. Reinforce others for behaviors that support cultural diversity (OTHER)

	 	 	Intergroup collaboration (pre confidence α =.880; pre frequency α =.861, post confidence α 
=.890; post frequency α =.887)   

	 g.	 Join	a	community	group/organization	that	promotes	diversity
	 h.	 Get	together	with	others	to	challenge	discrimination
	 i.	 Participate	in	a	coalition	of	different	groups	to	address	some	social	issues
 
	 	 	ALL ACTION ITEMS (pre confidence α =.870; pre frequency α =.849, post confidence α =.885; 

post frequency α =.862)   

BELIEFS ABOUT INDIVIDUAL ACTION AND SOCIETAL CHANGE (POST-POST Q18)

Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements.	(1	=	Disagree	strongly;	
7	=	Agree	strongly)	

	 *c.	 Even	if	I	do	the	best	I	can	to	help	others,	it	won’t	make	much	difference	in	their	lives
	 e.	 I	have	an	obligation	to	“give	back”	to	the	community
	 *h.	 There	is	little	I	can	do	to	make	the	world	a	better	place	to	live
	 j.	 Even	though	it	is	hard	to	bring	about	social	change,	I	still	believe	I	can	have	an	impact

Note: Reliability	assessments	and	factor	analyses	have	not	yet	been	conducted;	data	collection	is	still	
in	progress.
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DIVERSITY & SOCIAL JUSTICE

ATTITUDES TOWARD MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION AND DIVERSITY (PRE Q30; POST 
Q18; POST-POST Q20)

Below are statements about the value of diversity in higher education. How much do you agree or 
disagree	with	each	of	them?	(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Disagree	Strongly;	7	=	Agree	Strongly)

	 	 (pre α =.693; post α =.731)
	 *a.	 	The	focus	on	diversity	in	colleges	and	universities	puts	too	much	emphasis	on	differences	between	

racial/ethnic	groups
	 b.	 	A	diverse	student	body	is	essential	to	teaching	students	the	skills	they	need	to	succeed	and	lead	

in	the	work	environments	of	the	�1st	century
	 *c.	 	The	emphasis	on	diversity	means	I	can’t	talk	honestly	about	ethnic,	racial	and	gender	issues
 d.  Leaders in science and engineering should reflect the racial/ethnic diversity of the United 

States
	 *e.	 	The	current	focus	on	diversity	undermines	the	common	ties	that	bind	us	as	a	nation
	 f.	 	Exposure	to	diverse	peers	makes	college	graduates	better-informed	participants	in	public	life

POLITICAL ISSUES IN SOCIETY (PRE Q29C; POST Q17C; POST-POST Q19C)
Please	indicate	how	much	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements	about	gender,	racial/
ethnic,	and	political	issues	about	society?	(Mark	one	for	each	item).	(1	=	Disagree	Strongly;	7	=	Agree	
Strongly)

	 	 (pre α =.645; post α =.694)
 b. Racial/ethnic profiling is a serious problem in our society
	 *c.		 	The	government	should	provide	fewer	services,	such	as	health	and	education	in	order	to	reduce	

spending
	 d.		 There	should	be	stronger	legislation	against	perpetrators	of	hate	crimes
	 e.	 	The	biases	built	into	the	legal	and	justice	systems	contribute	to	the	inequality	in	our	country
	 *f.		 	We	 should	 decrease	 the	 number	 of	 immigrants	 who	 are	 permitted	 to	 come	 to	 the	 United	

States

QUALITY OF INTERGROUP DIALOGUE EXPERIENCE

INTERGROUP DIALOGUE COMPONENTS (POST Q24, Q26 & Q27)
Listed to the right are different educational features that characterize courses or programs. How much 
did	each	component	contribute	to	your	learning?	(Mark	one	for	each	item)	(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	
much;	9	=	Does	not	apply)

	 	 IGD Content (post α =.776) 
	 c.	 Assigned	readings	(POST	Q�4)
 d. Journals/reflection papers (POST Q24)
	 e.	 Other	written	assignments	(POST	Q�4)
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	 	 IGD Structure (post α =.786)
	 b.	 Structured	activities	and	exercises	(POST	Q�4)
	 f.	 Ground	rules	for	discussion	(POST	Q�4)
	 g.	 A	small	group	of	students	(POST	Q�4)
	 h.	 A	diverse	group	of	students	(POST	Q�4)
	 i.	 Collaborative	projects	with	other	students	(POST	Q�4)

	 	 IGD Facilitation Assessment (post α =.955)

	Please	 rate	your	 facilitators/instructors	on	each	of	 the	 following	characteristics:	 (Mark	one	 for	each	
item.)	(1	=	Very	poor;	7	=	Excellent)

	 a.	 Facilitators/instructors	(POST	Q�4)
	 a.	 Knowledgeable	(POST	Q�6)
	 b.	 Clear	and	Organized	(POST	Q�6)
	 c.	 Established	Support	(POST	Q�6)
	 d.	 Enthusiastic	(POST	Q�6)
	 e.	 Stimulating	(POST	Q�6)
	 f.	 Supportive	(POST	Q�6)
	 g.	 Challenging	(POST	Q�6)

 How effective were your facilitators/instructors in the following areas: (Mark one for each item). (1 = Not 
at	all	effective;	7	=	Extremely	effective)
	 a.	 Creating	an	inclusive	climate	(POST	Q�7)
	 b.	 Modeling	good	communication	skills	(POST	Q�7)
	 c.	 Actively	involving	me	in	learning	experiences	(POST	Q�7)
	 d.	 Intervening	when	some	group/class	members	dominated	discussion	(POST	Q�7)
	 e.	 	Encouraging	group/class	members	to	talk	to	each	other,	not	just	to	the	facilitators/instructors	

(POST	Q�7)
	 f.	 Intervening	when	some	group/class	members	were	quiet	(POST	Q�7)
 g. Handling conflict situations (POST Q27)
 h. Helping to clarify misunderstandings (POST Q27)
	 i.	 Offering	their	own	perspectives	in	a	helpful	way	(POST	Q�7)
	 j.	 Bringing	in	a	different	perspective	when	everyone	seemed	to	be	agreeing	(POST	Q�7)
	 k.	 Encouraging	us	to	continue	discussion	when	it	became	uncomfortable	(POST	Q�7)

COMMUNICATION PROCESSES (POST Q25) – FREQUENCY AND IMPORTANCE

A	variety	of	learning	and	communication	processes	are	found	in	courses	and	programs	involving	group	
discussions.		Listed	below	are	a	number	of	such	processes.
	 A.	 	In	column	A	to	the	right,	 indicate	the	extent	to	which	each	of	the	communication	processes	

occurred	during	your	course/program.		(1	=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)
	 B.	 	In	column	B	to	the	far	right,	indicate	how	much	each	communication	process	contributed	to	

your	learning	in	the	course/program.	(1=	Not	at	all;	7	=	Very	much)
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	 	 Appreciating Difference (post freq α =.837, post imp α =.876) 
 f. Hearing different points of view
	 g.	 Learning	from	each	other
 h. Hearing other students’ personal stories

	 	 Alliance Building/Common Ground (post freq α =.915, post imp α =.927)
 i. Working through disagreements and conflicts
	 n.	 Other	students’	willingness	to	understand	their	own	biases	and	assumptions
	 p.	 Listening	to	other	students’	commitment	to	work	against	injustices
	 q.	 Understanding	other	students’	passion	about	social	issues
	 r.	 Talking	about	ways	to	take	action	on	social	issues
	 s.	 Sharing	ways	to	collaborate	with	other	groups	to	take	action

  Critical Self-Reflection (post freq α =.807, post imp α =.842)
	 j.	 Examining	the	sources	of	my	biases	and	assumptions
	 k.	 Making	mistakes	and	reconsidering	my	opinions
	 l.	 Appreciating	experiences	different	from	my	own
	 m.	 Thinking	about	issues	that	I	may	not	have	before

	 	 Engaging Self (post freq α =.836, post imp α =.872)
	 a.	 Being	able	to	disagree
	 b.	 Sharing	my	views	and	experiences
	 c.	 Asking	questions	that	I	felt	I	wasn’t	able	to	ask	before
 d. Addressing difficult issues
	 e.	 Speaking	openly	without	feeling	judged

GROUP CLIMATE (POST Q29)

How would you characterize the overall class/group climate of your course/program on the following 
dimensions?		(Mark	one	for	each	pair)			(Scale:	1-10)

	 	 Positive Group Climate (post α =.788)
	 a.	 1	=	Not	at	all	personal;	10	=	Extremely	personal
	 c.	 1	=	Not	at	all	positive;	10	=	Extremely	positive
	 e.	 1	=	Not	at	all	engaging;	10	=	Extremely	engaging
	





31

CONTENT ANALYSIS OF FINAL PAPERS
Students in all dialogues responded to the same final paper assignment, which asked them to evaluate 
their	experiences	 in	 the	dialogue.	 	 The	paper	 (8-10	pages	 in	 length)	provided	a	 rich	picture	of	 the	
students’	subjective	experiences.		These	materials	made	it	possible	to	assess	communication	processes	
and	particular	outcomes	in	a	manner	deeper	than	possible	in	the	survey	responses.		In	addition,	these	
materials	 were	 used	 to	 measure	 the	 students’	 references	 to	 emotion	 words	 and	 words	 indicating	
empathy	as	well	as	the	extent	to	which	they	referred	to	readings,	classroom	exercises,	writing	in	journals,	
and	the	facilitators.

Because	 all	 students	 in	 the	 dialogues	 wrote	 these	 papers,	 these	 qualitative	 materials	 produced	
measures	that	could	be	integrated	into	the	analyses	of	the	survey	materials	to	accomplish	three	goals:		
1)	assess	how	students	subjectively	wrote	about	their	experiences,	using	 just	the	qualitative	content	
itself,	�)	use	this	content,	along	with	the	survey	responses,	in	the	SEM	analyses	of	how	processes	that	
took	place	within	dialogues	brought	about	the	effects	that	were	demonstrated	by	the	quantitative	
measures	from	the	surveys,	and	3)	provide	a	deeper	understanding	of	certain	outcomes,	especially	
action	commitments,	change	in	identity,	and	active	thinking.

The	assignment	is	given	below,	along	with	the	codes	that	were	applied	to	these	materials.

Coding	was	carried	out	on	hard	copies	of	the	papers,	using	different	colors	to	underline	the	passages	
representing each code (or circling specific words as indicated in the code). Then the codes were 
entered	into	NVIVO,	a	computer-based	qualitative	analysis	software	program.

Coders worked in teams of two.  Training was carried out by having them code the same five papers 
under the supervision of staff.  Then each person coded five papers alone, two of which were the same 
for	each	coder.		Reliability	was	checked	on	those	two	papers	and	if	it	was	70-80%,	the	two	coders	then	
shifted to checking reliability on one out of five papers.  If reliability ever decreased (which happened 
one semester), the staff went back to five more training papers and repeated the steps for assessing 
reliability	again.

SECTION

3
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GUIDELINES FOR FINAL REFLECTION PAPER
 (Gender Dialogue; Race/ethnicity
 Dialogue Essentially the Same)

Objectives

The purpose of this paper is for you to reflect on your experiences in the intergroup dialogue and 
integrate	your	learning	from	all	aspects	of	the	course,	including	the	assigned	readings,	weekly	journals,	
class	activities,	Intergroup	Collaboration	Project	(ICP),	and	dialogue	discussions.	

Paper Requirements

Length: The final paper should be 8-10 pages long (double-spaced), using 12-point Times New Roman 
font	and	1-inch	margins	all	around.		

Inclusion of Readings

Please	use	readings	to	support,	clarify,	and	contextualize	your	ideas.	We	want	to	see	that	you	have	
not	 only	 read	 and	 understood	 assigned	 readings,	 but	 also	 thought	 about	 them	 in	 relation	 to	 your	
own	experiences	and	learning	in	the	intergroup	dialogue.	A	strong	paper	will	incorporate	at	least	6-8	
readings	of	your	choice	from	the	assigned	course	readings.	Papers that include fewer than six readings 
will be substantially penalized.	Be	sure	to	cite	readings	appropriately	according	to	the	format	provided	
by	your	facilitators.

Grading Criteria

Because	students	learn	different	things	in	different	ways,	there	are	no	“right	or	wrong”	answers	to	the	
guiding	questions.		Papers	will	be	evaluated	on	content	depth	and	quality	–	not	on	one’s	opinions.		A	
thoughtful,	well-written paper	will	include:
	 •	 Integrative,	coherent	and	well-organized	writing;
	 •	 	Specific examples and detailed descriptions of learning experiences that were important 

for	you;
	 •	 	Reflections on your thought processes while you went through the dialogue;
	 •	 	Analyses	of	 your	 experiences	 and	 learning	 through	 the	 concepts	 of	 social	 identities,	

socialization,	group	status,	personal	and	social	change	among	others;
	 •	 	Clear	 and	 precise	 connections	 between	 readings,	 concepts,	 and	 examples	 from	

dialogue.	

Guiding Questions

Your paper should integrate your reflections on the questions into a comprehensive	essay	that	reads	
coherently	and	smoothly	rather	than	relying	on	a	“question-answer”	format.		Each	of	the	four	themes	
is equally important, and hence, contributes equally to your final grade for the paper. 

1. You and the Group  
	 a.	 	What	were	your	hopes	and	fears	for	this	class,	how	were	those	hopes	and	fears	met	or	not	met	

in	this	group,	and	why?
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 b.  How would you describe the group in terms of quality of interactions, sharing feelings and 
perspectives, feeling of trust, sense of community, asking difficult questions and working with 
disagreements or conflicts? Did that change over time?

		
2. Learning about Gender Identity and Sexism   
	 a.	 	Describe	your	understanding	of	your	own	gender	 identity	before	you	entered	the	class,	and	

how	you	understand	it	now	that	the	class	has	ended.
	 b.	 	What	 insights	have	you	gained	about	 the	advantages	and	disadvantages	 available	 to	you	

and	others	based	on	your	social	group	membership(s)?	What	did	you	learn	about	how	gender	
identity	and	sexism	impact	men/women	relationships?	

3. Exploring Differences and Disagreements	  
Describe	a	disagreement	or	difference	of	perspectives	that	occurred	in	your	dialogue	group	that	was	
significant for you.   
	 a.	 	What	were	the	different	viewpoints	and	feelings	during	the	episode?	What	role	did	individuals’	

social identities play in the dialogue at this point? How did this particular disagreement or 
difference	affect	the	group?

	 b.	 	What	were	your	own	views	and	feelings	on	the	topic?	What	choices	did	you	make	about	how	
you	wanted	to	participate	in	this	conversation	and	why?	What	did	you	learn	about	yourself	in	
this	disagreement	that	you	will	take	with	you	in	future	interaction?

4. Looking Back, Moving Forward  
	 a.	 	What	intergroup	relations	skills	have	you	learned	(e.g.,	communicating	with	others,	feeling	and	

showing empathy for others, staying in dialogue when experiencing conflict with others, taking 
risks,	and	so	on)?		What	aspects	of	the	course	contributed	the	most	to	this	learning?	

	 b.	 	Thinking	about	your	ICP,	what	lessons	about	collaborating	across	differences	and	taking	action	
did	you	learn?	

	 c.	 	Looking	ahead,	how	do	you	see	yourself	applying	your	 learning	 to	your	 life	on	campus	and	
society at large?  Describe a specific situation in which you hope to apply these skills and/or 
where	you	have	already	begun	to	apply	these	skills	outside	of	class.	
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CODING FINAL PAPERS

THE FOUR MAJOR PROCESSES

Engaging Self/Disengaging (SELF): Pink
	 •	 Being	able	to	(or	not	able	to)	disagree,	challenge	others
	 •	 Being	(not)	listened	to
	 •	 Sharing	(or	not	sharing)	my	views,	experiences
	 •	 Taking	(or	not	taking)	self-risks
	 •	 Admitting	(or	not	admitting)	vulnerability
	 •	 Being	able	(or	not	able)	to	speak	openly	without	feeling	judged
	 •	 Being	allowed	(or	not	allowed)	to	make	mistakes
	 •	 Reconsidering/rethinking	(or	not)	my	opinions,	views

Critical Self Reflection/Simplistic Status-Quo (SELF): Yellow
	 •	 	Being	challenged	(or	not	challenged)	to	examine	sources	of	biases,	assumptions	about	

how	society	works,	stereotypes
	 •	 	Being	challenged	(or	not	challenged)	to	consider	how	socialization	is	part	of	the	way	

social	systems	work	to	inculcate	acceptance	of	status	quo
	 •	 	Being	encouraged	(or	not)	to	think	about	power,	inequality	that	I	may	not	have	thought	

about	before
	 •	 Being	encouraged	(or	not)	to	understand	how	privilege	and	oppression	affect	our	lives

Appreciating Difference/Devaluing Differences (OTHERS): Turquoise
	 •	 May	be	either	intra-	or	inter-group	processes
	 •	 Listening	(or	not	listening)	to	others,	even	if	hurtful	or	threatening	to	do	so
	 •	 Understanding	(or	not	understanding)	others’	points	of	view
	 •	 Learning	(or	not	learning)	from	each	other
	 •	 Dealing	(or	not	dealing)	with	experiences	different	from	my	own
	 •	 Empathizing	(or	not	empathizing)	with	others,	listening	to	their	perspectives
	 •	 Showing	(or	not	showing)	sympathy	for	others
	 •	 Trusting	(or	not	trusting)	others

Commonality & Collaborative Action/Separation (OTHERS): Navy Blue
	 •	 Bridging	(or	not	bridging)	across	identities	to	common	ground,	common	goals
	 •	 	Inspired,	motivated	(or	not)	by	others’	passion	about	social	issues	or	others’	commitment	

to	work	against	injustice
	 •	 	Talking	(or	not)	about	ways	to	take	action	across	differences	with	people	from	the	

dialogue
	 •	 Exploring	(or	not	exploring)	ways	to	act	with	people	from	different	groups
	 •	 Sticking “with it” (or not) to work through conflicts
	 •	 Overcoming	(or	not	overcoming)	impediments	to	alliance	building
	 •	 	Struggling	together	(or	not).	Does	not	include	building	bridges	within	one’s	own	identity	

group



35

What is coded for processes?  Dialogic	processes	occur	through	dialogue	and	interaction	among	the	
self and others within the dialogue.  It includes reflection outside of the two hour dialogue class, for 
example through journals, or reflecting on readings or exercises.  Therefore we code for anything that 
is	directly	related	to	the	dialogic	process,	including	but	not	limited	to	class	time,	readings,	ICP	groups,	
and	journals.

What is not coded? We	do	not	code	for	processes	that	happen	prior	to	the	dialogue,	that	are	clearly	
outside of the dialogic process as defined above, or that are anticipations of the future.  An example 
of	what	would	not	be	coded	would	be	engagement	of	the	self	(writer)	in	a	student	organization.

How much is coded? We	will	code	as	much	text	as	is	necessary	to	represent	complete	thoughts	related	
to	processes	or	outcomes.		Often	this	means	coding	complete	sentences,	and	sometimes	even	entire	
paragraphs.		By	coding	larger	rather	than	smaller	“chunks”,	we	expect	to	achieve	greater	reliability.

On double or triple coding. Double	 (or	 sometimes	 even	 triple)	 coding	 between	 two	 dimensions	 is	
acceptable and often necessary.  However no double (or triple) coding will occur within the same 
dimension.			For	example,	a	passage	may	be	coded	for	one	process,	one	identity,	and	one	action	(i.e.	
three	different	dimensions),	but	may	not	be	coded	for	two	processes	because	that	would	be	double	
coding	within	the	same	dimension.		Some	dimensions	have	hierarchies	clarifying	which	codes	receive	
precedence	when	criteria	for	multiple	codes	are	met.		This	will	be	discussed	in	individual	sections.		Only	
one	process	may	be	coded	for	at	a	time.

Positive and negative indications of processes. Both	positive	(presence	of)	and	negative	(explicit	lack	
of)	processes	are	coded.		Positive	 indications	are	underlined,	while	negative	 indications	are	coded	
with	an	underline	with	x’s	through	it.		On	some	occasions,	both	positive	and	negative	indications	may	
be	present	in	the	same	sentence,	and	may	be	coded	accordingly.		Additionally,	some	dimensions	are	
coded	with	circles.		When	this	is	the	case,	it	is	stated	in	individual	sections.

Precedence: When	 criteria	 are	 met	 for	 more	 than	 one	 process,	 precedence	 will	 be	 given	 to	 the	
“higher” process.  Critical Self-Reflection/Simplistic Status-Quo (SELF) and Commonality & Collaborative 
Action/Separation (OTHERS) are considered “higher” processes and take precedence over Engaging 
Self/Disengaging (SELF) and Appreciating Difference/Devaluing Differences (OTHERS).  When “equal” 
processes	 occur	 at	 once	 (e.g.	 two	 “higher”	 or	 two	 “lower”	 processes	 in	 the	 same	 sentence	 or	
paragraph), the processes concerned with OTHERS take precedence.

Distinguishing between codes related to SELF: While	both	involve	what	the	student	learned	about	him	
or	herself,	Engaging	Self	primarily	 involves	 learning	about	growing	self-awareness,	while	Critical	Self-
Reflection requires a particular kind of self-awareness (e.g. that involves structural issues such as privilege, 
oppression,	structural	inequality,	power,	and	stereotypes,	including	the	student’s	own	structural	position).		
Socialization meets criteria for Critical Self Reflection only if it is clear that the student understands that 
it	involves	inculcating	status-quo	views	about	structure,	inequality,	power,	or	stereotypes.

Distinguishing between codes related to OTHERS: While	both	involve	what	the	student	learned	about	
and	from	others,	Appreciating	Difference	primarily	involves	learning	through	listening	to	others’	different	
views	and	feelings	so	as	to	understand	them,	while	Commonality	and	Collaborative	Action	involves	
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learning	about	commonality	across	differences	and	the	possibility	of	joint	action	on	things	upon	which	
the	two	groups	could	agree.

CONTEXTS AND SOURCES

Readings (Assigned or Unassigned): Circle Red Orange
	 •	 	Circle the author’s name or the title, whichever comes first.  If author’s name and the title 

appear	together,	circle	together	(as	one).		If	the	date	appears	alongside	this	information	
(in	any	of	the	above	scenarios),	include	date	in	circle.

	 •	 	Underline	quote	or	paraphrase,	as	well	as	title,	author,	or	date	if	any	of	this	information	is	
separate	from	circled	portion.

	 •	 	Readings	are	 circled	 (counted)	 once	 per	 paragraph.	 	 That	 is,	 if	 the	 same	 reading	 is	
mentioned	more	than	once	within	the	same	paragraph,	it	is	counted	only	once.		If	the	same	
reading	is	mentioned	in	two	different	paragraphs,	and	it	is	separated	by	other	material,	it	
is	counted	twice.

Activities and Exercises: Circle Yellow Orange
	 •	 Circle	the	name	of	the	activity	or	exercise.
	 •	 	Count	only	activities	 that	are	part	of	 the	curriculum.	 	Do	not	count	 speakers	or	outside	

events	attended	by	the	writer.
	 •	 	Individual	activities	 or	 exercises	 are	 coded	 once	 per	 paragraph	 (but	 multiple	 different	

activities	may	be	coded	within	the	same	paragraph).

Journals: Circle Navy Blue
	 •	 Circle	when	mentioned.
	 •	 Journals	are	coded	once	per	paragraph.

Facilitators: Circle Lime Green
	 •	 	Circle	each	time	a	facilitator	is	mentioned,	even	when	facilitators	are	mentioned	multiple	

times	within	the	same	paragraph.
	 •	 	Some	programs	incorporate	professors	 in	the	facilitator	role.		When	a	student	refers	to	a	

professor	 in	this	context	(i.e.	 in	a	facilitator	role,	not	in	the	role	of	a	professor	for	another	
class),	it	is	coded	the	same	way	as	facilitator.

EMOTIONS AND EMPATHY

Emotions: Circle Cool Grey
	 •	 	Circle emotion words that relate to the dialogue (as defined in general instructions).  If 

unsure	of	time	sequence,	code	the	emotion.
	 •	 	If a modifier is used (e.g. very	sad,	or	extremely	frustrated),	include	this	in	the	code/circle.		

Similarly,	if	a	student	writes,	for	example,	“I	had	no	fears”,	“no	fears”	would	be	circled,	not	
just	“fears”.

	 •	 	Code “hope(s)” and “fear(s)” even though they are words explicitly used in the final paper 
question.
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	 •	 	Code	emotions	that	are	not	explicitly	owned	(e.g.	“It	was	scary”)	as	well	as	those	that	are	
explicitly	owned	(e.g.	“I	was	scared”).

	 •	 Code	behavioral	expressions	of	emotion	(e.g.	crying,	laughing).
	 •	 	Code	every	 emotion	 every	 time	 it	 is	 mentioned	 (even	 multiple	 times	 within	 the	 same	

paragraph).
	 •	 	Do	not	code	emotions	 that	are	descriptions	 for	others	or	 that	could	possibly	happen	 in	

life.
	 •	 	Consider	the	difference	between	emotions	and	cognitive	processes,	and	code	only	 for	

emotions.	 	 Examples:	 Trust	 (though	 there	 is	 an	 emotional	 component,	 it	 is	 not	 coded),	
Epiphany

	 •	 	The	word	“trigger”	or	 variations	 thereof,	 is	coded	when	used	 to	describe	an	emotional	
rather	than	a	cognitive	event.		For	example,	“I	felt	triggered	when	____	said	____”	would	be	
coded,	while	“We	discussed	triggers	in	our	____	session”	would	not.	

	 •	 Examples	of	emotions	that	came	from	four	different	papers:
 Scared Tears flooded my eyes Frustrating
 Hurtful Relieved Upset
	 Courageous	 Comfortable	 Uncomfortable
	 Outraged	 Eager	 Excited
	 Mad	 Angry	 Intimidated
	 Nervous	 Passionate	 Sad
	 Shocked	 Astonished	 Fearful
 Embarrassed Humiliated Distressed

Empathy: Circle Magenta
	 •	 Circle	each	time	the	word	“empathy”	or	“empathize”	is	mentioned.		
	 •	 	Empathy	is	putting	oneself	in	others’	shoes,	understanding	how	others	think	and	feel.		It	is	

different	from	sympathy,	which	involves	feeling	sorry	for	others.		When	the	writer	uses	the	
word	“empathy”	or	“empathize”	when	the	context	suggests	“sympathy”	or	“sympathize”,	
it	will	not	be	coded.

	 •	 	Phrases	clearly	expressing	empathy,	e.g.	“I	was	able	to	put	myself	in	_____’s	shoes”	or	
“When	I	took	_____’s	perspective,	I	could	see…”	may	be	coded	(circled)	as	well.

ACTION

	 •	 Code	dialogue-related	or	future	action.		If	uncertain	of	time	sequence,	do	not	code.
	 •	 Coded	for	level	and	target.

Levels:
 1. Awareness: Underline with Diagonal Slash Marks
	 	 •	 Includes	awareness	of	the	importance	of	action,	or	greater	value	placed	on	action.
 2. Contemplative:	Wavy Underline
	 	 •	 Includes	intention	or	planning	action.
 3. Behavioral/Actual Action: (Regular) Underline 
	 	 •	 Action	happened,	or	is	happening.
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 4. Racist or Sexist Action: Add X’s to Appropriate Line
	 	 •	 	Ex:	“I’m	going	to	tell	more	sexist	jokes”	would	be	coded	with	a	wavy	mahogany	line	

with	x’s	through	it.

Targets:	(from	lowest	to	highest	precedence)		
 1. Self—Educating Self: Orange
	 	 •	 	Example	1:	“I	do	not	want	to	perpetuate	the	cycle	of	socialization	any	longer.		I	want	

to	work	harder	to	make	it	to	the	next	stages	in	the	cycle	of	liberation.		I	hope	that	soon	
I	will	feel	comfortable	in	my	level	of	self-education.”

	 	 •	 	Example	�:	“As	a	white	person,	I	see	it	as	my	duty	to	really	open	my	eyes	and	ears	and	
to	be	able	to	see	past	the	lines	of	my	own	privilege	on	this	campus	and	in	society	as	a	
whole.”

	 	 •	 Example	3:	“I	still	need	to	spend	some	more	time	educating	myself.”

 2. Others—Educating Others: Mahogany
	 	 •	 	Example	1:	“I	am	committed	to	go	on	not	only	educating	myself	but	also	educating	

others on ways to fight against discrimination that occurs in sweatshops around the 
world.”

	 	 •	 	Example	�:	“Although	I	am	only	one	person,	 I	know	that	 I	can	use	my	knowledge	to	
spread	the	word	to	so	many	people	and	get	them	excited	about	promoting	positive	
social	change…I	look	forward	to	implementing	what	I	have	learned	in	order	to	promote	
positive	social	change.”

	 	 •	 Educating	Others	takes	precedence	over	Educating	Self.

 3. Intergroup Collaboration—Working With Others: Green
	 	 •	 	Example	1:	“We	must	focus	on	our	commonalities	while	simultaneously	acknowledging	

our differences.  By doing this, we will be able to build alliances in order to fight against 
racism.		I	learned	that	being	an	ally	is	essential	in	building	alliances.”		(Becoming	an	ally	
is	by	nature	a	collaborative	action.)

	 	 •	 	Example	�:	“This	class	taught	me	how	important	it	is	to	work	with	others,	including	people	
I	might	feel	intimidated	by	or	nervous	around.”	

	 	 •	 	Intergroup	 Collaboration	 takes	 precedence	 over	 Educating	 Self	 and	 Educating	
Others.

IDENTITY

	 •	 	Code	any	one	of	the	following	three	 levels	when	the	word	“identity”	or	categories	that	
represent	identity	are	used	by	the	writer.		

	 •	 	Use	a	 straight	 underline	 to	code	 discussion	 of	 identity	 that	 is	 the	 topic	 of	 dialogue	 (i.e.	
discussion	of	gender	in	gender	dialogue,	or	discussion	of	race	or	ethnicity	in	race	&	ethnicity	
dialogue).	 	Use	wavy	underline	 to	code	discussion	of	 “off-topic”	 facets	of	 identity	 (e.g.	
discussion	of	gender	in	race	dialogue	or	vice	versa,	discussion	of	SES,	etc.)	

	 •	 Precedence	is	given	to	Positionality,	then	to	Connection.		Change	in	Identity	is	last.

 1. Change in Identity: Raspberry
	 •	 More	important,	more	aware,	etc.;	coded	only	when	unspecified about what changed.
	 •	 Includes	multiracial	students	discussing	multiple	identities.



39

	 •	 	Includes discussion of facets of student’s identity that are outside of specific dialogue focus 
(e.g.	referring	to	gender	in	a	race/ethnicity	dialogue	or	vice	versa).

	 •	 	Example: “When I first began the dialogue course, I had virtually no understanding of my 
own	racial/ethnic	identity.		I	am	not	more	aware	of	being	a	woman…”

 2. Connection
	 •	 	Connection	passages	 should	 begin	 with	 a	 superscript	 1	 or	 �	 in	 a	 circle	 to	 show	 if	 the	

connection	refers	to	(1)	a	person	within	the	dialogue,	or	to	(�)	an	outside	person/outside	
material such as authors of readings, television or film characters, etc.

	 •	 	Connection	passages	are	coded	one	of	the	two	following	ways	(with	precedence	given	
to	connection	to	people	within	the	dialogue,	and	to	Across	Different	Identities).

	 •	 Shared Identity: Cerulean	
	 	 	References	connection	to	others	of	shared/same	identity.		Example	from	a	race/ethnicity	

dialogue:	“I	realized	throughout	the	dialogue	that	I	had	things	in	common	with	the	other	
white	 people,	 even	 though	 I	 had	 never	 thought	 about	 it	 before	 and	 am	 not	 entirely	
comfortable	with	it”	would	be	coded	with	a	1	and	a	straight	cerulean	underline.

	 •	 Across Different Identities: Harvest Gold
   References	connection	to	others	with	different	identities.		Example	from	a	gender	dialogue:	

“As a person of color…the last article I could most definitely relate too.  No I am not an 
African	American	woman	but	I	understand	where	she	is	coming	from	and	loving	the	way	
of	my	own	ethnic	look”	would	be	coded	with	a	�	and	a	wavy	underline	in	harvest	gold.

 3.Positionality: Brown
Awareness	that	identity	is	connected	to	subordinate/dominant	position	in	society.
This includes words such as “privilege” and “oppression”, and also discussion of benefits, 
disadvantages,	etc.	of	the	student’s	social	identity.

Example	from	a	race/ethnicity	dialogue:	“I	had	never	taken	the	time	to	realize	that	being	white	
gave	me	certain	privileges	that	were	not	given	to	people	of	color.		Before	entering	the	class	I	felt	
that	I	had	not	been	given	any	privileges	while	growing	up	simply	because	I	was	white.”

Example	from	a	gender	dialogue:	“I	now	have	no	problem	acknowledging	that	the	privilege	I	
am	afforded	as	a	man	comes	from	the	way	gender	is	structured	in	our	society.”

ACTIVE THINKING: Black

	 •	 Involves liking to think, spending time trying to figure things out, reflecting.
	 •	 	Example 1: “I am able to reflect back on old thoughts and mark all of the ideas that have 

changed	within	me.”
	 •	 	Example 2: “Staying calm and reflecting on what others are saying is something I can do 

more	effectively	now.”
	 •	 	Example	3:	“I	learned	to	really	read	what	an	author	is	saying	instead	of	just	reacting	and	

letting	my	emotions	take	over.		I’ve	learned	to	think	about	what	I	read	and	hear.”
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OVERALL JUDGEMENTS

Once	you	have	completed	coding	(and	have	therefore	read	over	the	entire	paper),	you	will	assign	a	
number from one to five (scale below) for each of the areas described below.

1	=	very	low	
�	=	low	
3	=	medium	
4	=	high	
5	=	very	high

Individual Impact
	 •	 How much impact do you think the writer would say the dialogue had on him or her?
	 •	 Choose	a	number	(1-5)	and	write	it	in	the	top	circle	on	the	cover	page.
	 •	 How much impact do you think the dialogue had on this student?
	 •	 Choose	a	number	(1-5)	and	write	it	in	the	bottom	circle	on	the	cover	page.

Group Effectiveness
	 •	 	How successful do you think the student felt the dialogue (including the ICP group) was in 

achieving	its	overall	goals?
	 •	 Choose	a	number	(1-5)	and	write	it	in	the	top	square	on	the	cover	page.
	 •	 	Thinking	of	the	ways	in	which	this	student	wrote	(or	didn’t	write)	about	the	dialogue,	how	

successful	do	you	think	the	dialogue	(including	the	ICP	group)	was	for	this	student?
	 •	 Choose	a	number	(1-5)	and	write	it	in	the	bottom	square	on	the	cover	page.

If it is too difficult, or coders are unable to make an overall judgment, write “N/A” on the cover page.
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VIDEO-TAPING, EDITING, AND CODING

Overview

Our filming, editing, coding, and data entry protocols were each developed to allow for longitudinal 
analyses	to	be	conducted,	and	to	ensure	that	video-recorded	dialogue	sessions	would	be	comparable	
across	gender	and	race-ethnicity	dialogues,	as	well	as	across	campuses.	

Between	the	fall	of	�006	and	winter	of	�008,	eight	gender	and	eight	race-ethnicity	research	dialogue	
courses	 were	 selected	 for	 video-taping	 across	 the	 nine	 participating	 institutions.	 Each	 course	 was	
professionally	video-recorded	three	times	during	a	semester:	once	early	in	the	semester	(Video	Session	
1);	once	mid-semester	 (Video	Session	�);	and	once	toward	 the	end	of	 the	semester	 (Video	Session	
3).	 For	 each	 of	 the	 three	 video-taping	 sessions,	 facilitators	 led	 students	 through	 the	 same	 series	 of	
curricular	activities	across	campuses	for	that	session	(e.g.,	 in	Video	Session	�	facilitators	 led	students	
through a “fish bowl” activity). 

Developing the Filming Protocol

Pilot	video-taping	of	gender	and	race-ethnicity	dialogue	courses	occurred	at	the	University	of	Michigan	
in	the	spring	semester	of	�006.	We	hired	professional	videographers	and	instructed	them	to	use	two	
different “filming protocols” on alternating video-recording sessions: (1) consistently zooming out to 
include	everyone	in	the	shot;	and	(�)	zooming	in	to	the	speaker	and	a	few	people	surrounding	the	
speaker.	

We selected the second filming protocol because we decided to place only one camera in each 
dialogue	class,	and	the	second	protocol	offered	the	clear	advantage	of	allowing	us	to	code	for	subtle	
non-verbal behaviors. This filming protocol was refined further and given to a video-contact person at 
each	university,	who	was	responsible	for	hiring,	training,	and	supervising	the	video-taping	of	intergroup	
dialogue	sessions	at	her/his	university.	

SECTION

4
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Developing the Video-Editing and Video-Coding Scales
The video-editing protocol was developed through a process of trial, discussion, and refinement as 
well.	All	of	the	videos	were	recorded	onto	mini-dvs	and	delivered	to	the	University	of	Michigan,	where	
a	video-editor	prepared	the	mini-dvs	for	coding.	It	took	approximately	eight	hours	for	an	experienced	
video-editor	to	back-up	(onto	a	second	mini-dv),	edit,	and	burn	each	of	the	forty-eight,	edited,	two-
hour	videos	to	a	DVD.	

It took three semesters for our team to develop, test, select, and refine the final eight video-coding 
scales. Pilot video-coding scales were selected for further refinement based on their relevancy to the 
project’s	research	questions,	and	then,	only	on	the	condition	that	coders	could	achieve	moderate	to	
high	levels	of	intercoder	reliability	when	coding	pilot	videos.	

VIDEO-CODING SCALES
The final eight scales are:

Student and Facilitator “Codability”: Which	moments	a	student	or	facilitator	met,	or	failed	to	meet	the	
most	basic	coding-criteria	for	the	scales	below,	such	as	whether	s/he	spoke	(i.e.,	certain	units	would	
not	be	applicable	unless	s/he	had).

Student Engagement: The	degree	to	which	a	student	listens	and	reacts	to	what	is	being	said;	speaks	in	
an	animated,	enthusiastic	manner;	speaks	out	of	his/her	own	initiative;	and	speaks	to	other	students.

Student Anxiety: The	extent	to	which	a	student	seems	uneasy,	agitated	or	especially	observant	of	how	
others	may	be	reacting	to	his/her	behavior	or	comments.

Student Positivity: The	extent	to	which	a	student	indicates	s/he	has	a	positive	view	of	a	concept,	or	of	
an	individual	or	group	(that	may	or	may	not	be	represented	within	the	dialogue).

Student Negativity: The extent to which a student seems to negatively judge, ridicule, undermine, find 
fault	with,	and/or	show	disapproval	of	an	individual	or	group	(that	may	or	may	not	be	represented	
within	the	dialogue).

Student Openness & Inquiry: The extent to which a student shows vulnerability, self-reflection, and 
appreciation	for	differences.	In	addition,	the	extent	to	which	a	student	uses	respectful	questions,	critical	
self-reflection, and interactive dialogue to explore perspectives and build mutual understanding

Student Advocacy: The	 extent	 to	 which	 a	 student	 seems	 to	 reveal	 attachment	 to	 his/her	 own	
perspective;	 advocate	 for,	 support,	 or	 defend	 a	 particular	 position;	 polarizes	 issues;	 takes	 sides;	 or	
disagrees	with	others.

Facilitator’s Facilitation Style: The	manner	with	which	facilitators	react	and	respond	to	student	comments	
and	behavior.		
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“FILMING” PROTOCOL FOR MIGR VIDEO RESEARCH PROJECT 
This document was provided to the filming company/group that conducted the video taping at each 
institution.

We	are	video	recording	intergroup	dialogues	across	nine	different	colleges	and	universities	solely for 
research and evaluation purposes.	 These	 videos	 will	 never be	 edited	 for	 public	 viewing,	 or	 shared	
for	promotional	purposes.	It	is	important	that	you	understand	that	every	one minute interval of video 
that	has	fewer	than	three	people	in	the	shot	(including	the	speaker);	OR	so	much	background	noise	
that	we	are	not	able	to	transcribe	what	the	speakers	are	saying	will be counted as “missing data.” 
Thus,	we	would	like	to	emphasize	that:	We	will	not	be	able	to	complete	this	research	without	your	full	
cooperation.	We	are	requesting	that	you	memorize	and	closely adhere to the filming protocol	outlined	
on	these	two	pages.	Thank	you,	in	advance. 

-   Please arrange to have someone cover for you if you are not able to make it for a particular filming 
session, since	scheduling	a	make-up	session	is	not	an	option	for	us,	and	will	force	us	to	throw	out	a	
set	of	research	videos.	

-   All videos will need to be recorded onto 60-minute mini dv-tapes (63/65	minute	mini-dv	tapes	are	
also	o.k.).	Longer	mini-dv	tapes	tend	to	break	more	easily,	and	we	can	not	afford	to	lose	any	video	
research	data.

-   We	 are	 interested	 in	 transcribing	 everything	 that	 anyone	 says	 during	 whole-class	 discussions,	 so	
please	set	up	microphone(s)	in	a	way	that	will	maximize	our	ability	to	hear	what	everyone	is	saying	
whenever	a	whole-class	discussion	occurs	(see	note	about	small	group	discussions	on	page	�).	

-   Feel	 free	 to	 move	 around	 the	 classroom	 to	 video	 record	 individuals	 who	 you	 were	 not	 able	 to	
previously, but please do not step into the dialogue semi-circle during whole-class discussions or film 
in	a	way	that	appears	to	be	disrupting	to	individuals	in	the	class.

-   One of our staff members will arrive twenty minutes before each filming session to review this filming 
protocol with you and help you set up. This individual will remain present during each filming session 
to	help	guide	you	if	you	have	any	questions.	At the end of the filming session please give the mini-dv 
tapes	to	this	staff	member.

	-   Please	contact	__________ at	the	University	of	Michigan	if	you	have	any	questions	about	this	video	
research	protocol:	Email: ______ _   Phone: _________

Most of the Time: 

DON’T zoom	in	on	one	speaker.

DO zoom	in	on	one	speaker	and the	two	to	three	
other	people	around that	speaker.
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The Only Exception: 

If	multiple	people	speak	at	the	same	time,	or	right	after	one	another,	zoom	out	to	include	everyone	
speaking	in	the	shot,	even	if	this	means	including	the	entire	class.	Once	one	person	begins	speaking	
uninterrupted,	zoom	back	in	to	the	speaker	and	the	two	to	three	people	around	him/her.

Filming Facilitators and Small Groups: 

Follow the same filming protocol outlined above when filming facilitators, as well as when you are 
filming students meeting in small groups. When students split up into small groups:

-   Randomly	choose	ONE group to film for	the	entire	small	group	activity	(i.e.,	don’t jump from group to 
group during a small group activity).

-   Turn	any	other	microphones	off	for	the	other	groups	because	we	need	to	transcribe	what	this	one	
small	group	is	saying	(and	it	will	be	hard	to	do	this	if	we	are	also	hearing	the	other	groups	talk).	

VIDEO CODING: STUDENT AND FACILITATOR CODABILITY

(0) Codable

-   Co	 is	 not	 in	 the	 picture	 –	 or	 co’s	 face	 is	 not	 clearly	 visible	 –	 for	 approximately	 ten	 or	 more	 non-
consecutive	seconds.

	
AND	/	OR

-   Co	does	not	speak	a	word	(at	least	in	any	way	that	is	recognizable	as	a	comment	from	co).

(1) In Picture Only (i.e., does not speak):

-   Co is	in	the	picture	–	and	co’s	face	is	clearly	visible	–	for	approximately	ten	or	more	non-consecutive	
seconds.

AND

-   Co	does	not	speak	a	word	(at	least	in	any	way	that	is	recognizable	as	a	comment	from	co).

(2) Speaks Only (i.e., is not in the picture)

-   Co	 is	 not	 in	 the	 picture	 –	 or	 co’s	 face	 is	 not	 clearly	 visible	 –	 for	 ten	 or	 more	 non-consecutive	
seconds.

AND
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-   Co	 speaks	 one	 or	 more	 words,	 and	 you	 recognize	 co’s	 voice	 (and	 thus	 recognize	 co	 as	 the									
speaker).

(3) Speaks and is In Picture

-   Co is in	the	picture	–	and	co’s	face	is	clearly	visible	–	for	approximately	ten	or	more	non-consecutive	
seconds.

AND

-   Co	speaks	one	or	more	words,	and	you	recognize	co’s	voice	(and	thus	recognize	co	as	the
						speaker).

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual

Student Engagement

(0) Disengagement:

-   Co	non-verbally	behaves	in	a	way	that	is	distracting,	disruptive,	or	disengaging	to	others;
-   Co	does	not	seem	to	be	listening	to	or	reacting	to	what	is	being	said.
	
AND	/	OR

-   Co	interrupts	other	speakers	(once	or	more),	talks	over	other	speakers	(even	once),	or	engages	in	
SIDE-TALK	(even	once).	SIDE-TALK	is	any	kind	of	verbal	or	overt non-verbal	communication/signaling	
shared	between	a	subgroup	of	participants	that	occurs	simultaneously	to,	and	thus	in	competition	
with	group-level	dialogue.

(1) Low Engagement:
	
-   There	are	only	one	or	two	indications	that	co	is	listening	to	or	reacting	to	what	is	being	said,	and	any	

reactions	are	minimal;

AND	/	OR

-   Co speaks in a flat, unanimated, unenthusiastic manner.

(2) Moderate Engagement:

-   There	are	two	or	more	indicators	that	co	is	listening	to	and	reacting	to	what	is	being	said,	and	at	least	
one	reaction	is	moderate	(e.g.,	a	smile,	not	laughing);

-   Co	takes	the	initiative	to	speak	without	being	called	upon	or	asked	a	question;
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AND	/	OR

-   Co	speaks	in	a	moderately animated	and	enthusiastic	manner.

(3) High Engagement:
	
-   There	are	two	or	more	indicators	that	co	is	listening	to	and	reacting	to	what	is	being	said,	and	at	least	

one	reaction	is	high intensity	(e.g.,	nodding).

AND	/	OR

-   Co	takes	the	initiative	to	speak	and	does	so	in	a	highly animated	and	enthusiastic	manner.

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual

Student Anxiety

(1) Low or No Apparent Anxiety:
	
-   Co	 shows	 minimal	 if	 any evidence	 of	 being	 distressed	 by	 the	 situation,	 the	 activity,	 or	 by	 his/her	

interactions	with	others;
-   Co’s	movements	and	speech	seem	uninhibited,	“natural”,	and	comfortable;

AND	/	OR

-   Co	sits	in	a	relatively	relaxed	manner	in	his/her	chair.

(2) Moderate Anxiety:

-   Co may fidget, massage him/her self, giggle, cover his/her mouth, or otherwise appear somewhat 
nervous	on	a	few	occasions,	but	is	not	so	self-conscious	or	uneasy	that	most	people	would	notice	at	
first glance;

AND	/	OR

-   Co’s	rate	of	speech	may	be	moderately rapid,	meaning	it	does	not	seem	notably	slow	and	relaxed,	
but	is	at	a	“normal”	or	slightly	faster	than	normal	rate.

(3) High Anxiety:
	
-   Co	acts	apprehensive,	nervous,	or	agitated;
-   Co	seems	constricted	and	uncomfortably	“frozen,”	and	if/when	co	moves,	his/her	movements	seem	

rigid,	mechanical,	or	fumbling;
--   Co fidgets throughout the session, or (more occasionally but) in a way that is likely to be disruptive 

or	distracting	to	others;
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-   Co	speaks	impulsively	(e.g.,	interrupting	or	talking	over	others)	or	at	a	rapid	rate;

AND	/	OR

-   Co	says	“you	know”	and	“um”	a	lot,	pauses	while	looking	around	anxiously,	mumbles,	speaks	inaudibly	
softly,	or	his/her	speech	trails	off	into	silence.	

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual

Student Positivity

(0) Positivity about a concept or phenomenon:  

-   Co	describes	how	a	concept	or	phenomenon	like	democracy	or	education	has	brought	about	progress	
or	positive	changes,	or	might	bring	about	such	changes	(e.g.,	under	hypothetical	circumstances).	
Co	 implies	or	states	that	these	changes	helped,	or	would	help	to	prevent,	alleviate,	or	 remedy	a	
problem.

(1) Positivity about people without supportive elements:
		
-   Co	positively	evaluates	an	individual	or	group.	For	example,	co	may	express	appreciation,	admiration,	

and/or	respect	for	a	group	because	they	have	a	particular	ability,	identity,	belief,	or	perspective,	or	
because	of	positive	changes	they	are	helping	to	bring	about.

	
AND

-   There	is	a lack of reasonable evidence to indicate that: a) the	individual	or	group	being	positively	
evaluated	 is	 represented	 in	 the	 dialogue,	 even	 by	 association;	 and/or b)	 that any	 dialogue	
participants	feel	personally	supported	or	validated	by	co’s	positive	statements.

(2) Positivity with supportive elements:
		
-   Co	 smiles	 warmly,	 nods	 in	 agreement	 (or	 indicating	 understanding),	 or	 in	 some	 other	 manner,	

nonverbally	and	overtly	signals	agreement,	understanding,	or	some	kind	of	validating	support;
-   Co	overtly	states,	or	subtly	 implies	that	another	 individual	or	group	in	the	dialogue	has	something	

important,	relevant,	and/or	interesting	to	say,	and/or	that	others	should	be	supportive	and	give	him/
her	or	them	the	space	and	time	to	speak;

AND THE FOLLOWING MUST APPLY

-   These	comments	are	made	and/or	these	signals	are	displayed	in	a	manner	that	could	reasonably	
be	perceived	as	being	gratifying, supportive,	AND	focused on	an	individual	or	group	represented in 
the dialogue	(even	if	just	by	association).

Note: “co” is a gender-neutral term for an individual	
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Student Negativity

(0) Negativity about a concept or phenomenon:  

-   Co	describes	how	a	concept	or	phenomenon	like	ignorance	or	racism	is	problematic,	or	might	be	
problematic	(e.g.,	under	hypothetical	circumstances).

(1) Negativity without offensive elements: 
	
-   Co	criticizes,	condemns,	or	ridicules	an	individual	or	group,	or	–	by	extension	–	anyone	who	has	(or	

lacks)	a	particular	ability,	identity,	belief,	or	perspective.	
	
AND

-   There	is	a lack of reasonable evidence to indicate that: a) the	individual	or	group	being	criticized	is	
represented	in	the	dialogue,	even	by	association;	and b)	that any	dialogue	participants	are	offended	
by	a	critique	of	this	particular	identity,	belief,	or	perspective.	This	may	be	because	the	individuals	and	
groups	co	mentions	are	from	a	different	time	or	place,	or	because	“politically	correct”	statements	
are	being	made.

(2) Negativity with offensive elements:  

-   Co	glares,	 looks	disgusted,	sighs	 loudly,	 rolls	co’s	eyes,	or	 in	some	other	manner,	nonverbally	and	
overtly	signals	hostility,	annoyance,	or	negative	judgment.

-   Co	 subtly undermines	 another	 participant’s	 perspective	 or	 abilities	 (e.g.,	 to	 listen	 or	 understand	
someone	else’s	perspective).	Co	may	do	this	by	implying	that	someone’s	perspective	is	not	important,	
relevant,	and/or	interesting	(e.g.,	by	“slighting”	a	participant).

AND THE FOLLOWING MUST APPLY

-   Co	criticizes,	condemns,	or	ridicules	an	individual	or	group,	or	–	by	extension	–	anyone	who	has	(or	
lacks)	a	particular	ability,	identity,	belief,	or	perspective.		

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual

Student Openness & Inquiry

(1)  Low to No Openness & No Inquiry: 

-   Co shares a personal preference which could be superficial in nature or co’s perspective on an issue, 
and does not engage in self-reflective commentary on his/her preference or perspective;

AND	/	OR
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-   Co	describes	a	real-life, hypothetical, or fictional scenario about the experience or perspective of 
someone	other	than	co	(such	as	of	an	author);

AND THE FOLLOWING MUST APPLY

-   Co	 does	 not	 reveal	 or	 mention	 being	 emotionally	 affected	 by	 the	 perspective	 or	 scenario	 co	
describes.

(2) Moderate to High Openness with or without Inquiry:

-   Co	shares	a	personal	perspective,	someone	else’s	perspective,	or	a	real-life	story	about	someone	
else	or	his/her self;

AND AT LEAST ONE OF THE FOLLOWING MUST APPLY

-   Co’s	stories	and	perspectives	reveal appreciation for differences, and/or critical self-reflection (e.g., 
co	may	be	critically	questioning	or	re-examining	his/her	own	biases	and	stereotypes);

AND	/	OR

-   Co	 reveals	 or	 mentions	 being	 moderately to highly	 emotionally	 affected	 by	 the	 perspective	 or	
scenario	co	describes;

	
(3) High Inquiry with or without Openness: 

-   Co attempts to find and create common ground by building a mutual understanding of where different 
people	are	coming	from,	and	how	co	and	others	developed	their	perspectives	and	identities;

AND AT LEAST ONE OF THE FOLLOWING MUST APPLY

-   Co	builds	on,	asks	respectful	questions	about,	or	addresses	a	personal	story	or	perspective	another 
participant	shared;

AND	/	OR

-   In a respectful manner, co	focuses	on	revealing,	clarifying,	and	questioning	another participant’s 
underlying	assumptions.

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual
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Student Advocacy

(1) Low to Moderate Advocacy:  

-   Co	argues	in	favor	of	(i.e.,	advocates	for),	supports,	AND	/	OR	defends	a	particular	position	or	viewpoint	
in	either	a	detached manner	(i.e.,	minimal	emotional	attachment	to	the	position	is	revealed)	or	in	a	
manner	revealing	a	moderate	level	of	emotional	attachment.

AND	/	OR

-   If	co	presents	arguments	to	counter	those	of	people	within	or	outside	of	the	dialogue,	co	does	so	in	
a	moderate, measured	manner.

(2) High Advocacy: 

-   Co	polarizes	an	issue	or	supports	just	one	side	of	an	argument;
-   Co	interrupts	and	talks	over	others	to	support	his/her	argument;
-   Co	argues	in	favor	of,	supports,	AND	/	OR	defends	a	particular	position	or	viewpoint	in	a	manner	that	

potentially	reveals	a	high level	of	emotional	or	personal	attachment	to	the	position	(e.g.,	revealed	
by	dramatic	physical	gestures,	a	raised	voice,	and	other	displays	of	strong	emotion);

AND	/	OR
-   Co	disagrees	with	other	participants,	asks	them	pointed	questions,	and	presents	arguments	to	counter	

theirs	in	an	adamant, energetic	manner.	

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual

Facilitator Style

(0) Minimal or No Reaction

-   Co	 shows	 minimal	 or	 no	 reaction	 to	 another	 participant’s	 comment.	 Co	 looks	 interested,	 nods	
supportively,	or	maintains	a	neutral	expression.

(1) Triggered Reaction

-   Co seems flustered by, offended by, or concerned about a participant’s behavior or comments.
-   Co exhibits high levels of anxiety, even if only briefly (i.e., acts apprehensive, nervous, or agitated).

AND	/	OR

-   The	other	facilitator	seems	to	pick	up	on	his/her	co-facilitator’s	triggered	reaction	and	“covers”	for	
him/her.	This	is	another	indicator	that	a	triggered	reaction	occurred.
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(2) Neutrality, Reflection or Redirection

-   Co repeats or slightly rephrases what a participant recently said, and/or asks for clarification.
-   Co	makes	a	neutral	comment	about	what	a	participant	recently	said.

AND	/	OR

-   Co interrupts or redirects the flow of conversation, for example, by changing or rephrasing topics, by 
transitioning	into	another	activity,	or	by	going	over	ground	rules	again.	

(3) Advocacy

-   Co	polarizes	an	issue	or	supports	just	one	side	of	an	argument;
-   Co	interrupts	and	talks	over	others	to	support	his/her	argument;
-   Co	argues	in	favor	of,	supports,	and/or	defends	a	particular	position	or	viewpoint.	This	may	be	done	

in	either a detached manner	(i.e.,	minimal	emotional	attachment	to	the	position	is	revealed),	or	in	a	
manner	revealing	moderate	to	high	levels	of	emotional	or	personal	attachment	to	the	position	(e.g.,	
revealed	by	dramatic	physical	gestures,	a	raised	voice,	and	other	displays	of	strong	emotion);

AND	/	OR

-   Co	disagrees	with	other	participants,	asks	 them	pointed	questions,	and/or	presents	arguments	 to	
counter	theirs	(i.e.,	without	presenting	both	sides	of	an	argument)	in	either a detached manner,	or in	
an	adamant, energetic	manner.	

AND THE FOLLOWING MAY CO-OCCUR WITH THE ABOVE CRITERIA

-   Co	shares	one	of	his/her	own	personal	experiences;
-   Co	tells	a	story	about	a	real-life	(e.g.,	historical), hypothetical, or fictional experience of someone (or 

a	group)	other	than	co.

(4) Inquiry:

-   Co attempts to find and create common ground by building a mutual understanding of where 
different	people	are	coming	 from,	and	how	co	and/or	others	developed	 their	perspectives	and	
identities;

AND THE FOLLOWING MAY CO-OCCUR WITH THE ABOVE CRITERIA

-   Co	builds	on	a	personal	story	or	perspective	another participant	shared;
-   In	a	respectful	manner,	co	focuses	on	clarifying	and	more	fully	understanding	another	participant’s 

underlying assumptions	(i.e.,	not	just	repeating	back	or	slightly	rephrasing	what	a	participant	recently	
said).

-   Co	shares	one	of	his/her	own	personal	experiences;
-   Co	tells	a	story	about	a	real-life	(e.g.,	historical), hypothetical, or fictional experience of someone (or 

a	group)	other	than	co.

Note:	“co”	is	a	gender-neutral	term	for	an	individual
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INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS
Individual	interviews	were	conducted	with	all	students	who	were	part	of	the	video-taped	dialogues.		As	
such,	they	comprise	a	subset	of	the	entire	study	population,	approximately	��0	students.	The	gender	
and	 race/ethnicity	 interview	 questions	 are	 almost	 identical	 and	 ask	 students	 to	 address	 a	 number	
of	dialogue	experiences	related	to:	social	 identity;	engagement,	empathy;	communication;	power,	
privilege, and stereotypes; disagreement, differences or conflict in the dialogue; and skills in working 
across	differences.

Interviews	were	conducted	within	two	weeks	of	the	conclusion	of	the	dialogue,	and	as	much	as	possible	
by	individuals	who	matched	the	race/ethnicity	and	gender	identities	of	the	participants	(e.g.	a	man	
of	color	was	interviewed	by	a	man	of	color;	a	white	woman	was	interviewed	by	a	white	woman,	etc.).		
This	decision	was	made	to	help	the	participant	feel	more	at	ease	answering	the	questions.		Interviewers	
were not affiliated with the dialogue experience as either facilitators or instructors. All interviewers were 
trained	to	use	these	interview	protocols.		A	sample	training	agenda	is	included	here.

Four	areas	of	the	interview	were	the	focus	of	qualitative	coding:	emotions,	empathy,	engagement,	
and	skills/actions.		These	areas	represent	either	an	attempt	to	triangulate	data	with	other	parts	of	the	
study	(empathy,	engagement,	skills	and	actions)	or	to	learn	more	deeply	about	the	processes	of	the	
dialogue	which	were	less	thoroughly	measured	elsewhere	in	the	study	(particularly	about	emotions).		
Additionally,	an	overall	impact	score	was	assessed	by	the	coders.		Intercoder	reliability	was	calculated	
for	all	of	these	coding	dimensions.

This	section	includes:
	 •	 Background	information	for	the	interviewer
	 •	 Interview	protocol
	 •	 Consent	form	for	interview	participants
	 •	 Sample	interviewer	training	agenda
	 •	 Qualitative	interviewing	tips
	 •	 Emotions	and	Empathy	coding	protocol
	 •	 Engagement	and	Actions/Skills	coding	protocol

SECTION

5
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION FOR THE INTERVIEWER
The main purpose of our interview protocol is to explore thoughts and feelings related to specific 
participants’	 experiences	 in	 the	 dialogue	 group.	 Individual	 interviews	 will	 take	 approximately	 one	
hour.		

We	are	particularly	interested	in	identifying	some	of	the	emotional	processes	(e.g.,	empathy,	anxiety)	
associated	with	 sharing	and	 listening	 to	personal	experiences	and	exploring	disagreements	and/or	
conflict in the dialogue group.  

The	main	topics	covered	by	our	interview	protocol	are:

	 A.	 	COURSE	IMPACT:	Amount	and	reasons	for	 impact,	negative	and	positive	experiences	 in	
the	dialogue	

	 B.	 	SOCIAL	IDENTITIES:	Social	identities	made	salient	in	the	IGD	experience	and	feelings	about	
having	a	particular	identity	in	the	dialogue	

	 C.	 	ENGAGEMENT:	The	extent	to	which	students	are	engaged		–	verbally,	 listening,	thinking,	
feeling	–	in	the	dialogue	process	

 D.  EMPATHY: Developing the capacity for empathy for the experiences shared by members 
of	 the	 other	 social	 identity	 group	 and	 by	 members	 of	 the	 student’s	 own	 social	 identity	
group

	 E.	 	COMMUNICATION:		Interacting	and	being	comfortable/uncomfortable	with	members	of	
the	other	social	identity	group	and	the	student’s	own	identity	group

	 F.	 	POWER,	PRIVILEGE	&	STEREOTYPES:	Developing	awareness	of	inequalities	and	explanations	
for	it.	

 G.  DISAGREEMENT, DIFFERENCES AND CONFLICTS: Perceiving conflicts in the dialogue group 
and emotions associated with the expression of conflict in the group

 H. WORKING ACROSS DIFFERENCES: Developing the capacity for working across differences 
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL*
Part I: Introduction 

Greet student by their first name and introduce yourself. 

Interviewer Opening Statement (in your own words)

Thank	you	for	coming	today	and	agreeing	to	be	interviewed	for	the	dialogue	research	study.		You	may	
know	that	this	interview	is	part	of	a	larger	research	study	on	intergroup	dialogues	on	several	campuses	
around	the	country.			Because	our	campus	is	part	of	this	national	study	of	intergroup	dialogues,	you	and	
the	other	students	in	your	class	will	be	interviewed,	along	with	other	students	around	the	country	who	
participated	in	a	dialogue	this	year,	using	the	same	set	of	questions	that	you	will	be	answering	today.			
Your	 interview	will	be	part	of	the	data	that	will	be	used	for	the	study,	which	will	ultimately	help	us	to	
better	understand	what	the	dialogue	experience	is	like	for	different	students,	what	the	students	take	
away	from	their	dialogue	experience,	and	how	we	can	potentially	improve	or	expand	the	offering	of	
dialogue	classes	across	different	campuses.

This	interview	will	take	50	minutes	to	an	hour	to	complete.			

There	are	no	“right”	or	“wrong”	answers	to	the	questions	in	this	 interview,	because	the	questions	ask	
about	your	personal	experience	in	the	dialogue	class.		Please	also	know	that	we	are	not	just	looking	
for	the	“good”	answers,	and	don’t	want	you	to	feel	 like	you	should	say	only	positive	things.		We	are	
interested	in	learning	about	the	whole	range	of	experiences	that	people	have	in	intergroup	dialogue,	
including	 the	 good	 and	 the	 not	 so	 good.	 	 	 It	 is	 most	 important	 that	 we	 understand	 your	 dialogue	
experience	as	completely	and	accurately	as	we	can.		Therefore,	it	is	essential	that	you	feel	free	to	be	
completely honest in this interview. Your honesty and willingness to be specific and detailed in your 
answers	would	be	most	appreciated.

I	want	to	reassure	you	that	your	grade	in	the	class	or	how	you	will	be	evaluated	will	not	be	impacted	
in	any	way	by	how	you	answer	the	questions	 in	this	 interview.	 	No	one	who	was	connected	to	your	
dialogue	class	as	a	facilitator,	instructor	or	program	administrator	will	have	access	to	your	answers	before	
your grade is submitted.  Your confidentially will be maintained and your identity will be protected by 
having	your	name	and	other	identifying	information	removed	from	any	documents	produced	from	this	
research.		No	names	will	ever	be	attached	to	any	of	the	interview	transcripts	or	to	any	quotes	from	the	
interviews	that	may	be	used	by	the	research	to	illustrate	the	different	types	of	dialogue	experiences	
people	have.		Therefore,	your	responses	to	this	interview	will	remain	completely	anonymous	throughout	
the	research	process.

In order to help ensure that your responses remain confidential and anonymous, your facilitators and 
instructor are staying out of the interview process.   I will make sure that your final paper is given to your 
instructor,	but	I	will	not	discuss	your	interview	with	anyone,	because	I	have	also	committed	to	keep	all	
the interviews I do completely confidential.

(Insert review of consent form issues – need to tape record, freedom to stop interview, not answer 
questions, etc., here)    
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	 *	The	protocol	here	inserts	either	gender	or	race/ethnicity	where	one	or	the	other	of	those	
terms	needed	to	be	used.		The	interviewers	actually	used	separate	forms.

Part II: Interview

A. Overall Impact

 Q1.  You just finished taking the dialogue course.  Please take a moment to think about how 
much	impact	it	had	on	you.	

  a.  Here is a scale of how much of an impact the class had on you, with 1 being no impact 
and	 7	 being	 a	 great	 impact.	 Where	 would	 you	 place	 your	 self	 on	 the	 scale	 (scale	
printed	on	an	index	card)?

	 	 1	 �	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7
	 	 Little	or		 	 	 	 	 	 Great
	 	 No	impact		 	 	 	 	 impact

	 	 b.	 	Tell	us	more	about	what	the	[number	participant	indicated]	means	to	you?

B. Social Identities

	 Q�.		 A	good	portion	of	this	course	focused	on	social	identities.

	 	 a.	So	in	terms	of	race	and	gender	how	did	you	identify	yourself	in	this	class?

   BE SURE TO FOCUS RESPONSES TOWARD THE IDENTITY OF THE CLASS THE PARTICIPANT TOOK.  
(While	they	can	identify	by	both	gender	and	race,	we	are	most	interested	in	their	experience	
as	and	relating	to	gender	in	the	gender	dialogue	or	race	in	the	race	dialogue.)

	 	 b.	 	As	an/a	________	[race	or	gender	identity	given	in	response	to	3a.],	can	you	tell	me	what	
being	in	the	[GENDER/RACE]	dialogue	was	like	for	you?		Please	give	me	an	example.

	 	 PROBE	(if	not	answered	in	b.)	
  How did you feel emotionally about being a ________ in this dialogue? 

	 	 PROBE	(if	not	answered	above)
	 	 Tell	me	more	about	why	you	felt	this	way?	

C. Engagement 

	 Q3.	 Now	we	are	going	to	talk	about	how	engaged	you	felt	in	your	dialogues.

	 	 a.		Please	describe	a	time	when	you	felt	you	were	really	into	the	dialogue	(very	engaged,	
fully	present)?	

	 	 PROBES:	If	necessary,	ask	for	more	details	about	the	moment.	
	 	 •	 What	happened?		
	 	 •	 What	was	going	on?
	 	 	 i.	 What	were	your	emotional	feelings	about	this?	
	 	 	 ii.	 	What	was	going	in	the	group	that	made	it	possible	for	you	to	be	“engaged”	at	

that	time?
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	 b.		 	Were	there	times	in	the	dialogues	when	you	were	not	as	engaged,	or	into	the	dialogue?	

	 If	yes,		
	 •	 What	happened?		
	 •	 What	was	going	on?
  i. How did you feel about this? 
	 	 ii.	 What	was	going	on	in	the	group	that	made	it	that	way?

D. Empathy

	 Q4.	 	During	the	dialogue	you	had	a	chance	to	hear	other	people	share	personal	experiences,	
stories	and	testimonials.	

	 	 a.		Please	give	an	example	of	a	time	when	someone	from	the	other	social	identity	group	
shared	an	experience	that	had	an	impact	on	you.	What	was	their	story?

	 	 	 i.		What	kinds	of	feelings	came	up	for	you	when	you	heard	the	story	or	experiences?

	 	 	b.	 	Please	give	an	example	of	a	time	when	someone	from	your	own	social	identity	group	
shared	an	experience	that	had	an	impact	on	you.	What	was	their	story?

	 	 	 i.		What	kinds	of	feelings	came	up	for	you	when	you	heard	the	story	or	experiences?

E. Communication

	 Q5.	 	Now,	let’s	turn	to	communication and interaction with others in the dialogue group:

  a.   As you look back on your dialogue group, how easy or difficult was it for you to talk 
about	your	reactions	or	feelings	in	the	group?

	 	 *		 If	mostly	easy,	ask:	What		 *		 If	mostly	difficult,	ask:	What
	 	 	 was	it	about	your	dialogue	 	 was	it	about	your	dialogue	
   group that helped you be   group that made it difficult
	 	 	 able	to	share?	 	 to	share?

	 	 	b.	Did	your	dialogue	experience	have	an	impact	on	how	you	felt	about	people	from	the	
other	identity	group?	(e.g.	more	or	less	comfortable,	etc.)

	 	 i.		Please	describe	a	particular	incident	that	caused	you	to	feel	this	way.

	 	 PROBES
	 	 *	What	happened?		
	 	 *	What	was	going	on?
  c.  How about with your own group?  Did your dialogue experience have an impact on how 

you	felt	about	people	from	your	own	identity	group?		(e.g.	more	or	less	comfortable,	
etc.)

	 	 	 i.		Please	describe	a	particular	incident	that	caused	you	to	feel	this	way.

	 	 PROBES
	 	 *	What	happened?		
	 	 *	What	was	going	on?
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F. Power, Privilege, & Stereotypes

	 Q6.	 Part	of	the	dialogue	focused	on	how	power,	privilege	and	oppression	affect	our	lives.		

	 	 a.	 	Did	your	dialogue	experience	affect	your	thinking	and	feelings	about	power,	privilege,	
and	oppression?	

	 *		If	yes,	in	what	ways?	 *		If	no,	can	you	tell	me	more	about	why	that	is?

  i.  Any specific instances or examples?
  ii.  How did you feel about that? 

	 	 PROBE:	Why	did	you	feel	that	way?

	 Q7.	 	Many	people	learn	in	the	dialogue	about	attitudes	and	stereotypes	that	they	have	about	
the	other	identity	group.		

	 	 a.		 	Please	describe	something	that	happened	in	your	dialogue	that	caused	you	to	rethink	
your	attitudes	and	stereotypes	about	________	[the	other	group]?	

	 	 *	 	If	they	described	an	example,	
	 	 	 in	what	ways	were	your	attitudes	
	 	 	 and	stereotypes	affected?	

	 	 *	 If	they	could	not	describe	an	
	 	 	 example,	can	you	tell	me	more	
	 	 	 about	why	that	is?

G.  Disagreement, Differences Or Conflict In The Dialogue 

IT IS POSSIBLE THAT THE STUDENTS MAY ALREADY HAVE TALKED ABOUT THIS IN RESPONSE TO EARLIER 
QUESTIONS. SO YOU CAN ASK FOR ADDITIONAL EXAMPLES OR PROBE MORE INTO WHAT THEY HAVE 
SHARED.

 Q8. Many dialogues bring up differences, and conflicts among the participants. 

	 	 a.		 	As	you	look	back	at	your	interactions	in	the	dialogue	group,	describe	an	example	of	a	
difference that led to a disagreement or conflict. 

   i.  How did you participate? Respond? React?
   ii.  How did you feel when this happened? (GET TO EMOTION)
	 	 	 iv.		Were	you	able	to	share	your	feelings	with	the	group?

	 	 If	yes,	what	helped	you	do	that?	

	 	 If	not, what made it difficult to do that?

   v.    How did your identity as a ________ (in the gender/race dialogue) play a role in how 
you	responded	to	the	disagreement	in	the	dialogue?	

   vi.    As you reflect back on this conflict, how do you think it affected the dynamics of the 
group?	
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PROBE: If the participant can think of NO disagreement or conflict in the group, ask:  

- Why do you think that no differences or conflict surfaced in the group?

- If there had been a disagreement and conflict what would that have looked like for you? 

- What could have been different in your group to allow for more disagreements and conflicts?

H. Skills in Working Across Differences 

 Q9.  Many participants talk about learning specific skills in intergroup dialogue to work with 
people	different	from	themselves.

	 	 a.	 	What	did	you	learn	in	the	dialogue	or	your	ICP	about	working	with	people	from	different	
identity	groups?

	 	 	 PROBE	(if	not	answered	in	a):
    What are TWO specific skills that you have learned or sharpened about working across 

differences?		What	in	the	dialogue	process	helped	you	gain	those	skills?

	 	 	 PROBE	(if	not	answered	in	a):
   How have you applied those skills in	the	dialogue?	
  b. How do you see yourself applying these skills outside	the	dialogue	group?	

Part III: Closure and Closing Comments

It	is	now	time	to	wrap	up	this	interview.		Before	we	close,	was	there	anything	else	about	your	dialogue	
experience	that	you	wanted	to	discuss	that	we	didn’t	get	to	talk	about?				Thank	you.

Thank	you	again	for	your	participation	in	this	interview	and	for	sharing	your	dialogue	experience	with	
me today.  I want to reassure you again that your responses will be kept completely confidential and 
anonymous	and	that	your	name	will	never	be	attached	to	any	of	your	responses.			If	you	have	questions	
about	the	research	study,	you	can	call	or	email	[insert	name],	the	Director	of	the	Intergroup	Dialogue	
Program on this campus to find out more.  Thank you again for your time.

THANK YOU!
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INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM
FOR PARTICIPANTS

A	Study	of	Campus	Multicultural	Attitudes	&	Experiences

I	am	being	asked	to	participate	 in	a	study	of	campus	multicultural	attitudes	and	experiences.	 	 The	
purpose	of	the	project	is	to	assess if	multicultural	classes	and	campus	experiences	affect	students	(both	
positively	and	negatively)	and	how	these	effects	are	produced.		This	project	is	being	conducted	by	
the	University	of	Michigan,	and	eight	other	participating	institutions	(University	of	Maryland,	University	of	
Massachusetts,	University	of	Washington,	Arizona	State	University,	University	of	Texas	at	Austin,	University	
of	California	at	San	Diego,	Occidental	College,	and	Syracuse	University).

I	am	being	asked	to:

	 1)	 	Participate	in	an	audio-taped	individual	interview	conducted	by	a	member	of	the	research	
staff	for	one	hour	outside	of	class,	for	which	I	will	be	paid	$15.00.

I	understand	that:

	 �)	 	My	participation	in	this	research	is	completely	voluntary	and	I	can	withdraw	my	consent	at	
any	time.		If	there	is	a	question	in	the	interview	that	I	don’t	want	to	answer,	I	may	skip	that	
question.

	 3)	 I	certify	that	I	am	18	years	old.		

 4)  Potential individual benefits, beyond those of participating in the course, are that I will 
be able to reflect about the course and campus experiences in a comprehensive way 
after taking the course. In terms of societal benefits, I will also contribute to advancing our 
knowledge	of	 the	best	ways	 to	address	diversity	on	college	campuses.	The	study	might	
benefit undergraduate students as a whole by determining the positive ways in which the 
potential	of	diversity	can	be	tapped	for	its	educational	value	and	to	prepare	students	for	
a	multicultural	society.

 5)  My answers to the interview questions will be kept strictly confidential.  This means that my 
name	will	not	appear	on	the	 interview	tape	or	transcript.	 	The	 information	I	give	will	not	
be	connected	with	my	name	in	research	reports.	 	The	reports	will	present	 information	 in	
summary	form	that	will	not	identify	any	individual.		No	one	other	than	the	research	staff	will	
have	access	(for	coding	purposes)	to	my	interview.		

	 6)	 	The	individual	interview	will	be	audio-taped.		The	audio-tape	will	be	transcribed	and	the	
tape	destroyed	after	transcription.		The	information	I	give	will	not	be	connected	with	my	
name	in	data	analysis	or	follow-up	research	reports.		The	transcriptions	will	be	coded	for	
content	and	process	themes	and	my	name	will	not	be	used.	

	 7)	 	There	are	no	known	risks	associated	with	participation	in	the	research	project.	
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	 		8)	 	I	may	ask	questions	about	this	study	at	any	time	and	can	expect	truthful	answers.		I	can	
ask	the	University	of	Michigan	staff	member	who	gives	me	the	survey	or	call	the	project	
office to speak to Dr. Kelly Maxwell @ 936-1975.  

	 		9)	 	Should	I	have	questions	regarding	my	rights	as	a	participant	in	research,	I	can	contact:	
Institutional	Review	Board		Kate	Keever	540	East	Liberty	Street,	Suite	�0�	Ann	Arbor,	MI		
48104-��10	734-936-0933	email:irbhsbs@umich.edu

	 10)	 	I	will	be	given	a	copy	of	this	form	after	I	have	signed	it.		This	consent	form	and	contact	
sheet will be kept in a file separate from the questionnaires.  Only the research staff will 
have	access	to	the	consent	form	and	the	contact	sheet.

PLEASE SIGN HERE PLEASE PRINT YOUR NAME

___________________________________________	 _____________________________________________

DATE:	_________________________
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SAMPLE INTERVIEWER TRAINING AGENDA

Elements	that	should	be	included
	 q	 Using	the	tip	sheet

	 q	 Things	that	need	to	be	reinforced	with	the	interviewers:		
	 	 o	 The	skills	you	use	for	interviews	are	similar	to	skills	you	use	for	dialogue!
	 	 o	 Ask	every	question
	 	 o	 	Do	not	vary	the	order	in	which	you	ask	the	questions;	you	must	follow	the	protocol	in	

order	to	ensure	the	integrity	of	the	research		
	 	 o	 Basically	memorize	the	protocol

	 q	 Review	the	protocol	in	pairs

	 q	 Conduct	mock	interviews
	 	 o	 Simulate	being	a	nightmare	participant	(but	do	not	haze	your	trainees)

	 q	 Videotape	a	mock	interview	if	you	can

	 q	 You	can	play	or	talk	through	an	example	of	what	to	do	and	what	not	to	do…

	 q	 Offer	examples	of	probes	and	redirects

	 q	 Review	at	least	three	examples	of	probes:
	 	 o	 Appropriate	probe
	 	 o	 A	probe	when	an	interviewer	should	not	have	probed
	 	 o	 An	instance	where	an	interviewer	should	have	probed,	but	did	not

	 q	 	Make	sure	interviewers	know	why	we	are	asking	the	questions	we	are	asking….connect	
the	questions	to	the	outcomes

	 q	 	Remember	to	leave	time	between	the	scheduling	of	the	interviews….you	do	have	to	end	
the	interview	on	time….schedule	an	hour	and	½	time	so	that	you	can	breathe

	 q	 Interviewers	should	be	trained	on	what	to	do	about	the	money

	 q	 Check	in	with	the	interviewers	and	ask	them	if	they	are	comfortable	with	doing	this

	 q	 Check	in	with	the	interviewers	along	the	way	in	the	training	to	assess	comfort

	 q	 Have a “cheat sheet” ready that outlines the curriculum for contextual purposes
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QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWING TIPS

Our	primary	role	as	interviewers	is	to	generate	rich,	descriptive	data	by	eliciting	elaborations	and	
clarifications from participants.

Below	are	some	helpful	tips	to	consider	in	structuring	the	task:

	 q	 Before	the	interview	happens:
	 	 o	 Interviewer	should	be	trained	in	what	to	do	about	the	money
	 	 o	 Read	into	the	tape	the	10	digit	code	for	the	student….
	 	 o	 Mute your office phone
	 	 o	 Turn	off	all	cell	phones
	 	 o	 Put	a	sign	on	the	door	saying	“interview	in	session:	please	do	not	disturb”
	 	 o	 Have water available but not munchies 
	 	 o	 Have a box of facial tissues handy

	 q	 What	to	tell	the	student	beforehand
	 	 o	 Go	to	the	bathroom	before	you	start
	 	 o	 Turn	off	cell	phones	prior
	 	 o	 The	interview	will	go	approximately	one	hour

	 q	 How to build rapport with student…
	 	 o	 	Why	I	am	not	attached/independent	to	their	class/to	your	dialogue	course…this	is	so	

because	we	want	to	create	an	environment	where	you	are	able…
	 	 	 n	to	say	what	you	want	to	say…
	 	 	 n	to	be	as	honest	and	open	as	possible….
	 	 	 n	to provide accurate reflections
	 	 o	 Additional	information	to	share	with	the	student:
	 	 	 n		I	am	very	familiar	with	the	designs	and	activities	that	happened	in	your	dialogue,	

but	I	do	not	know	the	people	in	your	dialogue	nor	anything	about	what	hap-
pened	in	your	dialogue.		

	 	 	 n		I	will	not	talk	to	anybody	after	our	conversation	about	our	conversation…I	just	
hand	in	a	tape	to	the	University	of	Michigan	for	analysis

	 	 	 n		This	interview	is	not	linked	to	the	grade	or	the	course	in	any	way,	shape	or	form
	 	 	 n		We	will	be	using	the	recorder…and	the	recorder	will	do	most	of	the	work.		I	might	

take	a	note	or	two	so	I	can	remember	what	to	follow	up	on	in	our	conversation;	
nevertheless	my	primary	focus	is	you.

	 	 	 n	This	interview	should	last	approximately	one	hour…
	 	 	 n		Broadly	speaking,	we	will	have	around	7	topical	areas	to	cover	in	one	hour….so	I	

may	invite	us	to	move	along	at	times.

	 q	 Attending	to	the	three	parts	of	an	interview:
	 	 o	 	Introductions:	overview	and	purpose	of	the	interview,	informed	consent,	tape	

recording
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	 	 o	 	Body	of	the	interview:	questions,	themes	or	topics,	follow	up	questions	to	elicit	
elaborations	and	summaries

	 	 o	 	Closure	and	closing	comments:	thanks	keeping	the	door	open	for	further	questions,	
next	steps

	 q	 Studying	the	interview	protocol	ahead	of	time:
	 	 o	 Study	protocol	before	training
	 	 o	 Studying	each	question
	 	 o	 Generating	words	that	may	come	in	handy	when	probing	for	a	particular	question
	 	 o	 Drafting	possible	transition	statements	to	help	segue	from	one	question	to	another

	 q	 Communicating	rapport	and	engaging	in	self-monitoring	behavior
	 	 o	 Be	present	and	attentive	
	 	 o	 Actively	listen
	 	 o	 Monitor	body	language
	 	 o	 Eye	contact	….
	 	 o	 Keep	note	taking	to	an	absolute	minimum
	 	 o	 You	must	ask	every question
	 	 o	 You	must	not	change	the	order	of	the	questions
	 	 o	 	Let	a	person	“get	to”	an	answer…without	going	TOO	long…help	the	student	focus		

if	possible…

	 q	 Asking	follow-up	questions	that	help	elicit:
	 	 o	 Concrete	examples	to	help	illustrate	a	point
	 	 o	 	Clarifications and elaborations re: what s/he felt, saw or thought about a particular time
	 	 o	 Descriptive	detail	of	a	“critical	incident”	that	stimulated	thinking	and	feeling
	 	 o	 	If	a	student	answers	a	future	question	while	answering	a	preceding	question,	ask	the	

future	question	anyway	using	a	similar	prompt	as:
	 	 	 n		I	know	you	may	have	already	addressed	this,	but	do	you	have	anything	to	add	to	

…….(read	the	question	at	that	point	in	the	sequence	in	the	protocol)
	 	 o	 Encourage	students	to	not	use	the	same	incident	for	examples
	 	 	 n	“You	spoke	about	exercise	XXX,	can	you	share	another	example?”

	 q	 Keeping	in	mind	standard	probes
	 	 o	 Take	the	last	statement	and	turn	it	into	a	question
	 	 o	 Ask	for	examples
	 	 o	 “Can you define____?”
	 	 o	 “Was	this	what	you	expected?”
	 	 o	 “How so/how not?”
	 	 o	 “How did you feel about this?”
	 	 o	 “You	talked	previously	about…can	you	tell	me	more	about	that?”
	 	 o	 “Can	you	tell	me	how	xxx	exercise			was		___(emotion	that	they	named)___
	 	 	 n		do	not,	however	offer	emotions	that	they	did	not	say	or	give	them	words	that	de-

scribe	emotions
	 	 o	 Don’t	probe	every	question…it	may	be	necessary	to	re-direct…
	 	 o	 Keep	your	probes	relevant	to	getting	deeper	data	to	answer	the	question
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	 	 o	 Redirect	students	who	are	straying	far	from	the	question	at	hand
	 	 o	 Affirm and follow up with a probe 
	 	 	 n	“that	is	an	interesting	example	of	_____,	tell	me	more?”
	 	 	 n	“thank	you,	that’s	helpful…tell	me	more….”
	 	 o	 	When	there	is	laughter	and	you	suspect	there	is	something	underneath	the	laughter,	

gently	probe	about	the	laughter
	 	 o	 Do	not	paraphrase,	parrot	responses	when	asking	clarifying	questions
	 	 o	 Do	not	use	the	phrase	“I	understand”	or		“I	know	what	you	mean”
	 	 o	 “How did that play out”

	 q	 Provide	reinforcement/feedback	to	the	participants
	 	 o	 “It’s	helpful	to	have	such	a	clear	statement	of…”
	 	 o	 	“We	are	about	halfway	through	the	interview	now,	and	I	think	a	lot	of	helpful	

information	has	been	shared”
	 	 o	 “I	really	appreciate	your	willingness	to	share	your	feelings	about	that…”
	 	 o	 “Remember	that	you	gave	a	great	example	earlier	that’s	what	your	looking	for	here”
	 	 o	 If	a	student	takes	a	risk	in	the	interview,	thank	them	for	doing	so.

	 q	 Opening	and	closing	interview	in	a	relational	and	sensitive	manner
	 	 o	 Appreciate	the	student	for	their	time
	 	 o	 Thank	the	student	for	taking	risks
	 	 o	 Pay	the	student		
	 	 o	 	If	they	have	interest	in	more	info	about	the	study,	refer	them	to	the	U	of	Michigan	

website.
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EMOTIONS, EMPATHY, AND 
OVERALL IMPACT INTERVIEW 
CODING 

SUMMARY OF CODES

IDENTIFYING INFORMATION
Highlight and circle. 
Gender
M=Man/Male	 	 F=Woman/Female
T=Transgender	 	
Race
C=White/Caucasian    L=Latino/Hispanic
N=Native	American		 		X=Multiracial
B=Black,	African	American		
A=Asian/Pacific Islander 
E=Middle	Eastern/Arab/Persian

EMOTION CODES
I. General: Experience of Emotions	
Circle emotion words. Highlight context.
L:	Labeled
LG:	Labeled-Group	
AL:	Ambiguously	Labeled	
ALG:	Ambiguously	Labeled-Group
NL:	Not	Labeled
NLG:	Not	Labeled-Group

III. Level of Intensity
Include in context.		
1:	Lower	
�:	Moderate	
3: Higher 

IV. Trigger of Emotion
Underline label, especially for outgroup	
	I:		Ingroup	
O:	Outgroup	
S:	Oneself	
DG:	Dialogue	Group/
Activity/Curriculum/Facilitators
Ism:	Oppression 

EMPATHY CODES
I. Degrees of Empathy
E1:	Awareness	of	Others’	Emotions	
E�:	Cognitive	Empathy	
E3:	Emotional	Empathy

II. Constellation Headings
Write out constellation headings. 
Adequate
Alone/Alienated
Angry/Frustrated
Anxious/Uncomfortable
Apathetic/Bored
Attached/Liked
Awkward/Embarrassed
Belittled
Burdened
Cheated
Compelled
Confused
Disappointed
Engaged
Entitled
Esteemed
Fearful
Fearless
Guilt/Shame
Happy/Use of Humor
Hate/Dislike
Judged
Justified
Open
Powerless
Proud
Sad
Safe
Surprise
Trapped
Not ___

OVERALL IMPACT SCORE
Scale
1.	Negative	Impact	
�.	No	Impact	
3.	Low	Impact	
4.	Moderate	Positive	Impact	
5.	Considerable	Positive	Impact	
6. High Positive Impact	
7. Very High Positive Impact
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ENGAGEMENT CODES SKILL CODES
DISENG:		Disengagement	 SKILL-AWAR-SELF:	Awareness	of	
PREVERB-ENG:	Pre-verbal	Engagement	 	 Self-Directed	Skills
LIST-ENG: Listening Engagement SKILL-AWAR-OTH: Awareness of
VERB-ENG:	Verbal	Engagement	 Skills	Directed	to	Others
INTRCT-ENG:	Interaction	Engagement	 SKILL-INTENT-SELF:	Intention	to	
INTRCT-OBS:	Interaction	Observation	 Use	Skills	Re	Self	in	Future
ACT-INS CR: Active Processing/Insight SKILL-INTENT-OTH: Intention to
CONTXT-CURR:		Curriculum	Is	the	Context	 Use	Skills	Directed	to	Others	
CONTXT-INGRP:		Identity	Ingroup	is	the	Context	 SKILL-APP-SELF:	Applied	Skill	
CONTXT-OUTGRP:	Identity	Outgroup	is	the	 Directed	to	Self
Context SKILL-APP-OTH: Applied Skill 
CONTXT-OUTCLASS:		Out	of	Class	Context	 Directed	to	Others

ACTION CODES
ACT-AWAR-SELF-ED:	Awareness	about
Importance	of	Taking	Action	to	Educate	Self
ACT-AWAR-OTH-ED: Awareness about
Importance	of	Taking	Action	to	Educate	Others
ACT-AWAR-SOCIAL:	Awareness	about
Importance	of	Taking	Collaborative	Action
ACT-INTENT-SELF-ED:	Intention	of	Taking
Action	to	Educate	Self
ACT-INTENT-OTH-ED: Intention of Taking
Action	to	Educate	Others
ACT-INTENT-SOCIAL:	Intention	of	Acting
Collaboratively	with	Others
ACT-APP-SELF-ED:		Taken	Action	to	Educate
Self
ACT-APP-OTH-ED: Taken Action to Educate
Others
ACT-APP-SOCIAL:		Taken	Collaborative	Action



68

CODING SCHEMA

Emotions

Coding	for	Emotions	(Use	pencil)

I. General: Experiencing Emotions
 1.   Circle emotion word when a respondent names an emotion. Highlight words/sentences before 

or	after	that	will	help	an	analyst	understand	the	context	of	the	emotion,	assuming	they	have	
no	other	text	than	what	you	have	highlighted.	Err	on	the	side	of	highlighting	MORE	information	
rather	than	less.

	 �.	 	Enter	an	“L”	(L= Labeled)	 in	margin	of	circled	emotion	when	respondent	names	the	emotion	
they	experienced.	

	 3.	 	Enter	an	“LG” (LG = Labeled-Group)	when	the	respondent	names	an	emotion	experienced	by	
someone	else	in	the	group.		NOTE:	This	will	almost	always	get	coded	as	E1,	too.

Example A:	This	white	man	said:	“I	felt	that	the	minority	women,	especially	the	black	
students	 in	 our	 class,	 really…I	 don’t	 know	 if	 they	 were	 disappointed and upset or 
frustrated	 at	 white	 women	 for	 not	 realizing…I	 guess	 not	 really	 being	 like	 an	 ally	 for	
affirmative action.”

Circle	the	emotion	word	and	write	an	“LG” (Labeled-Group)	

Example B:	 Emotion	 experienced	 by	 a	 group	 when	 the	 interviewee	 is	 including	 the	
self	 in	the	group.		For	example,	this	man	of	color	said:	“One	gentleman	non-minority	
mentioned that affirmative action should be based on social economic status and the 
minorities in the group were really outraged	that	he	would	say	something	like	that…And	
say	you	can’t	determine	a	person’s	social	economic	status	just	by	looking	at	them.	There	
is	no	way	possible.	A	minority	goes	in	for	a	job	they	are	not	going	to	say	oh	this	person	
looks	like	he	is	a	part	of	the	middle	class.	Let’s	give	him	a	job.	That’s	not	the	person	they	
look	at.	The	person	they	are	going	to	look	at	is	the	color	of	your	skin	and	not	think	about	
social	economic	status.	So	once	again	that	was	just…	It	just	wouldn’t	work	because	you	
are	not	going	to	sit	there	and	try	to	determine	a	person’s	economic	status.”

Circle	the	emotion	word	and	write	an	“LG” (Labeled-Group)	

	 4.	 		Enter	an	“AL”	(AL=Ambiguously Labeled)	when	a	respondent	names	an	emotion	ambiguously,	
such	as	with	“interesting.”	

	 	 a.	 	Use	this	code	when	the	respondent	uses	a	word	to	label	an	emotion	that	does	not	correspond	
with	the	story	they	tell.	
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Example: “That’s good that he believes that affirmative action is the way to address 
historical	injustices	people	of	color	have	experienced,	but	I’m	against	it	because	I	think	
there	 are	 better	 ways.”	 Good	 is	 an	 emotion	 word	 under	 the	 constellation	 heading	
Happy, but the respondent is not using good to describe the emotion he’s experiencing 
in	this	context.	

	 5.	 	Enter	 “ALG”	 (ALG=Ambiguous, Labeled, Group)	 when	 a	 respondent	 ambiguously	 names	 an	
emotion	experienced	by	someone	else	in	the	group.	

	 6.	 	If	an	emotion	is	labeled,	such	as	“I	felt	comfortable,”	and	the	respondent	then	uses	an	ambiguously	
labeled	word	such	as	“nice”	to	refer	to	the	same	emotion,	do	not	code	the	ambiguously	labeled	
emotion.

	 7.	 	Enter	“NL”	(NL= Not Labeled) when an emotion is not named, but obviously present. Highlight 
words/sentences	before	or	after	that	will	help	an	analyst	understand	the	context	of	the	emotion.	
When	considering	whether	to	code	an	NL	emotion,	ask	yourself	1)	Is	there	an	emotion	present?	
and	�)	Which	emotion?

	 8.	 	When	 an	 emotion	 is	 not	 named	 but	 obviously	 present	 for	 someone	 else	 in	 the	 group,	 enter	
“NLG”	(NLG= Not Labeled Group).	

 9.  When coding NL or AL, list the constellation heading that fits the emotion that is not named or 
ambiguous.		

Example A:	“I	felt	that	this	session	in	our	dialog	…	either	there	wasn’t	enough	that	the	
students	had	to	share	or	 I’m	not	 really	sure	how	or	why	 it	happened	but	 I	 just	didn’t	
find it to be over stimulating I guess. People weren’t into it as I had been in terms of 
a	lot	of	other	things.”	Code	NL,	highlight	the	context,	and	write	Disappointed	as	the	
constellation	heading.	

Example B:	“I	know	when	my	great	grandparents	came	here	it	wasn’t	this	smooth	ride	
that	they	experienced.	They	 lived	in	the	slums	of	New	York	with	a	 lot	of	other	Jewish	
immigrants and struggled to find work, struggled to provide food so I took that as almost 
being	the	same	form	of	oppression	that	minority	groups	experience	now.	We	had	this	
whole	big	discussion	about	how	that	wasn’t	really…some	of	the	minority	groups	in	the	
class	didn’t	feel	like	that	was	the	same	thing.	It	wasn’t	fair	for	us	to	say	that	was	a	form	of	
oppression	as	the	question	was	looking	for	so	it	was	kind	of	just an interesting discussion	
on how some people interpreted that.” This one is difficult to code without more context 
or	 making	 assumptions	 about	 the	 emotion	 the	 respondent	 is	 experiencing;	 it	 would	
require	a	more	nuanced	analysis	than	our	coding	process	allows.	Code	NL,	highlight	
the context, but don’t name a Constellation Heading.  

	 10.		Do	not	code	wishes	or	hopes	or	other	hypothetical	expressions	of	emotion,	such	as	“I	wanted	to	
feel	sad	about	her	story	but	I	didn’t	really	feel	that	way.”
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	 11.		Do	not	code	emotions	that	are	part	of	a	transition	sentence	when	that	emotion	has	already	
been	coded	elsewhere	and	the	respondent	is	simply	referring	back	to	it.	For	example,	in	Practice	
Transcript	1	(lines	5�-58):

	 	 I:	 	Ok.	Can	you	describe	 some	other	 feelings	 that	you	had	about	being	a	white	woman	 in		
this	dialog?

	 	 R:		 	It definitely made me nervous at first because of what I talked about before,	but	I	feel	like	
our	group	made	it	really	comfortable	for	each	other	really	early	in	the	semester,	which	was	
really nice. So it didn’t, after the first class I didn’t really worry about how people would see 
me.		I	kind	of,	I	trusted	them	to	judge	me	on	what	I	say.	

	 	 	 	We	 should	 not	 code	 the	 emotion	 “nervous”	 because	 the	 respondent	 is	 referring	 to	 an	
emotion she already talked about in lines 31-35: “When I first went I was a little worried that 
people	would	see	me,	see	a	white	girl	and	kind	of	assume	that	I	felt	a	certain	way	or	thought	
certain	things	about	people	of	color	and	I’m	actually	in	the	process	of	educating	myself	on	
all	the	areas	of	social	justice,	so	it’s	really	important	to	me	that	that’s	not	how	I’m	seen	and	
how	I	want	people	of	color	to	see	me	as	an	ally	rather	than	we	used	the	word	agent	in	one	
of	my	other	classes.”	This	worried/nervous	emotion	will	have	already	been	coded	here.			

 12.  Deciding when to code ENGAGED as a “Not Labeled” emotion can be difficult. First, ask whether 
or	 not	 you	 can	 identify	 an	 emotion	 in	 the	 passage.	 Second,	 ask	 whether	 or	 not	 you	 would	
characterize	this	emotion	as	engagement.	If	yes,	then	code	as	ENAGED.	

 13.  Distinguishing between COMPELLED and ENGAGED, as “Not Labeled” emotions can be difficult. 
If	the	emotion	spans	across	time,	label	as	COMPELLED,	and	if	the	emotion	is	just	in	the	present	
moment,	label	it	as	ENGAGED.	For	example,	in	Transcript	1,	lines	104-105,	the	respondent	says	“A	
lot	of	people	had	different	opinions	on	it	and	I	thought	that	that	was	really	interesting	to	get	to	
hear.”	This	person	was	engaged	in	the	moment	but	not	necessarily	compelled	to	do	anything	
beyond	that	moment,	so	this	is	labeled	as	ENGAGED.	In	Transcript	�,	line	487,	the	respondent	is	
talking	about	his	gender	and	sexual	orientation	and	says	he	“wanted	to	develop	this	more.”	This	
would	be	labeled	COMPELLED.

II.  List the constellation heading that fits the emotion that is present.  
	 1.	 	When	 coding	 a	 Labeled	 emotion,	 use	 the	 constellation	 list	 to	 write	 down	 the	 constellation	

heading	that	corresponds	to	the	labeled	emotion.	For	example:	If	the	labeled	word	is	fortunate,	
list	ENTITLED	as	the	constellation	heading.	

	 �.	 	If	a	 respondent	 labels	 the	absence	of	an	emotion,	write	down	NOT	before	 the	constellation	
heading.	For	example,	 if	the	respondent	said,	“I	was	not	worried,”	write	down	NOT	ANXIOUS.	
(Anxious	is	the	corresponding	constellation	heading	for	worried).	

Example of NOT ENTITLED	(Practice	Transcript	1,	line	171):
“And	I	felt	that	other	people	might	have	more	relevant	personal	stories	or	experiences	
that	they	might	be	able	to	talk	on,	and	so	I	 just	kind	of	felt	 like	it	wasn’t	my	place	to	
really	be	one	of	the	main	speakers	in	that	conversation.”	
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III. Level of Intensity (1=Low, 2=Standard, 3=High).	
	 Criteria	for	determining	intensity:

	 1.	 Look	for	indicators	of	higher	or	lower	intensity.	
	 	 o	 	Modifiers: For example, “I was really really happy,” “I was very angry,” or “I was a little bit 

worried.”	
	 	 o	 	Context:	the	language	of	the	surrounding	sentences	
	 	 o	 	Frequency:	If	the	respondent	says	the	same	emotion	word	over	and	over	in	a	paragraph	or	

uses	different	words	to	describe	the	same	emotion,	then	the	intensity	of	the	emotion	would	
be High.

	 �.	 	Consider	how	the	interviewer	prompts	the	respondent	to	use	particular	language.	For	example,	
if	the	respondent	replicates	an	interviewer’s	phrase	of	“very	engaged,”	then	code	the	chunk	as	
the Standard intensity of 2, even though a modifier is present. 

IV. Trigger of emotion.	When	possible,	note	the	trigger	of	the	emotion.		

	 1.	 	Write	 I	 (I=Ingroup)	 when	 the	 emotion	 is	 in	 response	 to	 members	 of	 a	 respondent’s	 identity	
group.

	 �.	 	Write	O	(O=Outgroup)	when	the	emotion	is	triggered	by	members	different	than	the	respon-
dent’s	identity	group.	

	 3.	 	Write	S	(S=Self)	when	the	respondent’s	emotion	is	in	response	to	the	respondent	themselves.	Think	
about whether the emotion is reflective (self as trigger) or interpersonal (not self as trigger).

	 4.	 	Write	DG	(DG=Dialogue	Group)	when	the	emotion	is	triggered	by	the	dialogue	group,	an	activ-
ity	conducted	in	the	dialogue,	the	curriculum	or	the	facilitators.	

	 5.	 	Write	 ISM	 (ISM=Forms	 of	 Oppression	 and	 Discrimination)	 when	 the	 emotion	 is	 triggered	 by	
discrimination	or	oppression

Example of self as trigger	(Practice	Transcript	1,	line	170):
“I	was	just	somewhat	unsure	of	my	opinions	or	I	knew	what	my	opinions	were	but	I	
didn’t	really	have	anything	new	to	say.”	In	this	instance,	the	respondent’s	“unsure”	
feeling	is	triggered	by	the	self.	

Additional Notes:

	 n		When	a	passage	or	paragraph	is	especially	rich	in	emotion	words	and	phrases,	code	the	pas-
sage	or	paragraph	as	a	whole	instead	of	“unpacking”	each	emotion	word	or	phrase	that	may	
repeat	something	else	said	in	the	paragraph.

	 n		Make	notes	at	the	end	of	the	transcript	about	the	case	as	a	whole,	such	as	“good	case	for	
analyzing	white	guilt”	lines	xx-xx.	We	can	add	these	comments	as	memos	in	NVIVO,	which	will	
help	with	analysis.
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Points we can assume about the analysts using this data:

	 n	Analysts	will	have	a	copy	of	coding	protocol	and	interview	questions.
	 n	Analysts	will	have	an	understanding	of	Intergroup	Dialogues	and	the	curriculum.	

Empathy (Use blue ink)

Coding	 for	 Empathy:	 Use	 blue	 ink	 to	 circle	 line	 numbers	 of	 context	 to	 bound	 the	 chunk	 coded	 as	
empathy.	Code	only	the	highest	order	empathy	present	in	a	whole	paragraph	(e.g.	if	both	E1	and	E3	
are	present,	code	it	only	as	E3).	

1. Awareness of the Emotions of Others (E1)
	 	Awareness:	When	a	respondent	is	aware	of	the	experience,	thoughts,	or	feelings	of	someone	else	in	

the	group,	code	as	E1.	This	would	not	include	an	expression	of	understanding	of	others’	experience,	
thought, or feeling—just an awareness that others have it.

	
  Example:	“I	felt	that	the	minority	women	especially	the	black	students	 in	our	class	really…I	don’t	

know	if	they	were	disappointed and upset or frustrated	at	white	women	for	not	realizing…I	guess	
not really being like an ally for affirmative action.”

2. Cognitive Empathy (E2)
	 	Cognitive	 Empathy:	 When	 a	 respondent	 expresses	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 feeling,	 thought,	

experience,	or	perspective	of	another	person	or	group,	code	as	E2.	

  Example:	“After	a	particular	activity	or	assignment,	I	was able to understand	why	Carly	felt	the	way	
that	she	did	about	abortion.	She	always	had	very	strong	opinions	regarding	the	topic	but	from	the	
activity	I was able to understand	the	meaning	of	her	experience.”

		 	Distinguishing	between	Cognitive	Empathy	as	indicated	by	the	term	“understanding”	and	feeling	
“understood”	as	an	emotion:	“I	understand”	someone	else’s	emotion	is	coded	as	Cognitive	Empathy	
while	“I	felt	understood	by	the	people	of	color	in	the	group”	or	“It	felt	like	the	people	of	color	in	the	
group	understood	where	I	was	coming	from”	is	not	coded.

3. Emotional Empathy	(E3)

	 	Emotional	Empathy:	When	a	respondent	expresses	an	emotional	response	to	another	person	
that	 is	 either	 similar	 to	 the	 emotions	 the	 other	 person	 is	 experiencing	 or	 is	 a	 reaction	 to	 the	
emotional	experiences	of	the	other	person	(Stephan	&	Finlay,	1999	p.	730),	code	as	E3.

	 	Code	as	E3	if	the	respondent	reports	feeling	sad	when	another	student	is	telling	a	story	about	
something	that	made	her	feel	depressed	or	when	the	respondent	expresses	anger	at	the	injustice	
described	by	another	student.

  Example:	“During	the	testimonials,	I felt very sad and wanted to cry	when	Nikki	was	giving	her	
story.	She	was	talking	about	how	poor	she	was	and	how	she	really	desired	change	in	her	life	but	
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the	institutional	and	structural	things	that	were	going	on	were	beyond	her	control.	She	shared	
very	personal	things	about	her	life	and	because	I	am	of	a	higher	SES	I	know	that	I	will	never	face	
some	of	the	challenges	that	she	has	but	I	know	that	the	very	reasons	I	won’t	have	to	face	those	
things	is	because	of	my	privilege.	I really felt her sadness and it touched me	in	a	way	that	makes	
me	know	that	there	is	something	that	I	can	do	about	this	and	just	acknowledging	my	privilege	
is the first step.”

Overall Impact Score 

We	want	 to	get	a	sense	of	 the	 impact	you,	 the	coder,	 think	 this	dialogue	has	had	on	 the	student.		
Assess the Interview on a scale of 1-7 per the criteria below. At the top of the first page of the interview, 
write	IMPACT	and	circle	the	score.	

A. Consider the following goals of the dialogue as you assess the impact it has had on respondents.  
	 q	Greater	self	insight	with	respect	to	identity.	
	 q	An	understanding	of	the	similarities	and	differences	between	groups.	
	 q	A	change	in	attitude	toward	outgroup	members.
	 q	A	greater	appreciation	of	the	role	of	society	in	creating	injustice.	
	 q	The	acquisition	of	skills	for	relating	to	people	who	differ	from	them.	
	 q	An	ability	to	empathize	with	others	who	differ	from	them.

B. Use these criteria as a guide.		Not	every	criterion	has	to	be	met	within	a	particular	score	to	achieve	
that	impact	score.

1:		Negative	impact.		The	student	has	less	insight	and	understanding	about	other	groups	and	him/herself	
as a result of taking this dialogue.  He or she has less appreciation for the role of society in creating 
injustice	and	an	inability	to	empathize	with	others.

�:	No	impact.		The	student	has	gained	no	insight	or	understanding	about	other	groups	and	him/herself	
as a result of taking this dialogue.  He or she has no more or no less appreciation for the role of society 
in	creating	injustice	and	has	no	greater	ability	to	empathize	with	others.

3:	Low	impact.	 	The	student	demonstrates	at	 least	a	few	of	the	following	changes.	The	student	has	
gained	a	small	amount	of	insight	or	understanding	about	other	groups	and	him/herself	as	a	result	of	
taking this dialogue.  He or she has slightly more appreciation for the role of society in creating injustice 
and has developed a few skills relating to people different from him/herself.  He or she has slightly more 
ability	to	empathize	with	others.

4:	Moderate	positive	impact.		The	student	demonstrates	at	least	some	of	these	changes.	The	student	
has	a	somewhat	better	understanding	about	other	groups	and	him/herself	as	a	 result	of	 taking	this	
dialogue.  He or she has developed some skills in relating to people different from him/herself, has 
somewhat	 greater	 appreciation	 for	 society’s	 role	 in	 creating	 injustice,	 and	 displays	 some	 ability	 to	
empathize	with	others.
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5:	Considerable	positive	impact.		The	student	demonstrates	many	of	the	following	changes.	The	student	
has a better understanding about other groups and him/herself as a result of taking this dialogue.  He 
or	she	has	developed	skills	in	relating	to	people	different	from	him/herself	and	has	greater	appreciation	
for society’s role in creating injustice.  He or she has the ability to empathize with others.

6: High positive impact.  The student demonstrates most of the following changes. The student had a 
very positive experience and gained a significant understanding about other groups and him/herself 
as a result of taking this dialogue.  He or she had some “ah-ha” moments and has developed both 
skills and appreciation for understanding and fighting injustice.  He or she has considerable ability to 
empathize	with	others.

7:	Very	high	positive	impact.		The	student	demonstrates	a	high	degree	of	the	following	changes.	The	
student	had	a	transformational	experience	and	has	gained	a	much	better	understanding	about	
other groups and him/herself as a result of taking this dialogue.  He or she had some significant “ah-
ha” moments and has developed both skills and appreciation for understanding and fighting injus-
tice.  He or she displays a strong ability to empathize with others.

Disengagement	(e.g.	bored,	shut	down)	

Coding	for	Disengagement	(Use	Yellow)

	 1.		 We	are	coding	for	TWO	types	of	disengagement:	
	 	 a)		Bored,	uninterested	(things	felt	repetitive,	slow)
	 	 b)		 	Shut	down,	checked	out	(“something	is	happening	that	I	can’t	or	don’t	want	to	connect	

with”)
	
 �.	 Enter	DISENG	in	margin	when	these	sentiments	are	expressed.

   Example A: The only time I really felt uncomfortable and I did stop talking was the affirmative 
action	one	because	I	did	feel	uncomfortable	because	I	felt	it	was	turning	into	an	argument	
or	a	discussion	debate	and	that’s	when	I	quieted	down	because	I	didn’t	 like	the	whole	
confrontation,	I	guess.”

Pre- Verbal Engagement  

Coding	for	Pre-Verbal	Engagement	(Use	Vermillion)

	 1.	 	Code	 for	 pre-verbal	 engagement	 when	 a	 student	 reports	 wanting	 to	 be	 part	 of	 the	
conversation	 or	 feeling	 they	 should	 be	 a	 part	 of	 the	 conversation	 but	 for	 some	 reason	
holds	back	(e.g.	anxious	about	participating,	lack	of	knowledge	about	the	subject,	or	fast	
pace	of	conversation).	In	order	to	be	coded	as	PREVERB,	the	student	must	indicate	that	
they	wanted	to	speak	and	report	the	reason	why	they	are	being	quiet	or	not	talking.
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	 �.	 Enter	PREVERB-ENG	in	margin.

	 	Example	A:		“I	think	I	wanted	to	talk	but	then	because	I	was	still	processing	my	thoughts…and	
everyone was going on; I worried about the pace and I wasn’t able to find a time to interject 
but	when	I	was	prompted	I	got	the	window	to	say…

Listening Engagement

Coding	for	Listening	Engagement	(Use	Light	Green)

	 1.	 	Code	for	listening	engagement	when	a	dialogue	participant	reports	hearing	a	story	in	the	
dialogue that they found interesting, impacting or engaging and includes details specific 
to	the	story,	incident	or	experience,	indicating	enough	listening	engagement	to	both	a)	
choose	to	 recount	 the	story/incident/experience	to	 the	 interviewer	and	b)	 include	and	
report	 details	 about	 the	 story	 (see	 examples).	 	 In	 addition,	 code	 for	 LIST-ENG	 when	 an	
individual	reports	trying	to	understand,	wanting	to	learn/know	more	about	something	or	
someone.	

	 �.	 Enter	LIST-ENG	in	margin.

   Example A: “One was on the topic of Prop 2 and affirmative action.  There was a girl in our 
class	who	was	very	strong,	very	well	spoken	girl	 in	the	Business	School	who	is	clearly	pre-
accomplished	who	 is	 looking	 to	go	 into	 investment	banking	and	 throughout	 the	dialog	
talked	about	her	experiences	as	a	white	woman	in	an	industry	of	basically	white	males.		
And	she	basically	for	someone	who	is	so	educated	and	pretty	well	spoken	said	that	she	
wasn’t aware of the effects that affirmative action had on women and that she wasn’t 
really a supporter of the whole idea of affirmative action and it really caused this huge 
conflict between the group of minority women and her.” 

	 	 	Example	B:	“I	guess	we	just,	you	know,	let	everybody	at	the	beginning	of	the	class	talk	about	
their views on perspectives or views on affirmative action.  It just really engaged me because 
I	really	wanted	to	know	what	their	views	were	and	what	was	their	understanding…”

  Phrases that might indicate LIST-ENG:
	 	 •	 Something	that	came	up	in	our	dialogue	was…
	 	 •	 One	person	talked	about…
	 	 •	 They	talked	about	how	they…
	 	 •	 There	was	someone	in	our	dialogue	who…
	 	 •	 I	wanted	to	know	what	their	views	and	understanding	were.
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Verbal engagement	

Coding	for	Verbal	Engagement	(Use	Brown)

	 1.	 	Code	for	active	verbal	engagement	when	the	participant	reports	(and	describes)	times	
she	or	he	was	verbally	active	in	the	dialogue	either	by	talking,	challenging	or	educating	
others,	asking	questions	or	sharing	own	experiences	or	opinions.		To	be	coded	as	VERB-ENG	
there must be enough specifics to understand how the person is contributing (i.e. do not 
code	if	they	only	say	“I	talked	a	lot”)	

	 �.	 Enter	VERB-ENG	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	 A:	 “I	 felt	 it	 was	 very	 important	 to	 educate	 those	 that	 really	 didn’t	 understand	
affirmative action and give them our views, tell them what the impact is and also let them 
know	that	just	because	it	doesn’t...	it	may	not	affect	them	directly	there	is	some	impact	on	
them	as	well.”

   Example B: “I asked a lot of questions during that time.  I knew what affirmative action was 
there	for,	kind	of	the	basis	of	it,	I	didn’t	really	know	...	“

	 	 	Example	C:	“And	I	got	to	share	my	thoughts	that	were	actually	different	from	most	of	the	
rest	of	the	group	and	explain	what	my	views	were.		That	was	an	experience	where	I	felt	
really engaged because I was specifically asked to share my opinion which was different 
than	the	group	about	abortion.”

Interaction Engagement

 Coding	for	Interaction	Engagement	(Use	Carmine	Red)

	 1.	 	Code	 for	 interactive	 engagement	 when	 a	 student	 reports	 interacting	 with	 another	
individual	or	the	group	in	some	way	and	makes	meaning	from	this	interaction.	For	example,	
when	a	student	reports	(and	describes)	times	she	or	he	talked,	listened,	asked	questions,	
and	interacted	with	others	as	a	part	of	the	group	and	then	indicates	that	the	interaction	
affected	them	in	some	way.	This	can	involve	an	individual	interacting	with	another	individual	
within	the	group	or	an	individual	interacting	with	the	group	as	a	whole.	INTERACT-ENG	can	
be	verbal	or	nonverbal	(participant	reports	exchanging	glances,	eye-rolling,	or	smiles	and	
head	nodding	in	agreement	with	other	members	in	the	group).	

	 �.	 Enter	INTRCT-ENG	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:	“So	over	the	course	of	the	class	I	tried	to	show	that	the	conceptions	that	she	
had	about	black	people	weren’t	all	true	and	at	the	end	of	the	class	she	kind	of	thanked	
me	cause	I	opened	her	eyes	and	let	her	realize	that	all	the	things	she	has	heard	or	seen	on	
TV	or	in	the	media	or	things	like	that	weren’t	true.”
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	 	 	Example	B:	“When	I	said	that	to	the	group,	no	one	really	had	a	response	and	there	were	a	
couple	of	other	times	where	we	had,	where	I	made	the	statement	that	made	me	feel	that	
we were all part of the first group and every time I mentioned something like that, no one 
had	anything	to	say.”

  I: “How did that… How did you feel about that?”
	 	 “It	made	me	feel	you	know	what	I	feel	is	right	cause	no	one	could	say	anything.”	

Interaction Observation

Coding	for	Interaction	Observation	(Use	Carmine	Red)

	 1.	 	Code	for	interact-observe	when	a	student	makes	observations	about	group	dynamics	and	
general	group	process.	These	observations	are	about	others	in	the	group	--	the	self	is	not	
included	 (unless	 the	 self	 is	mentioned	only	as	part	of	 the	 larger	group).	 INTERACT-OBSV	
can	be	verbal	or	nonverbal	(participant	reports	others	exchanging	glances,	eye-rolling,	or	
smiles	and	head	nodding	in	agreement	with	other	members	in	the	group).	

  [NOTE	–	if	you	are	unsure	if	the	interaction	involved	individual	impact	(whether	the	section	should	
be	 coded	 as	 INTRCT-ENG	 or	 INTRCT-OBSV),	 always	 default	 to	 coding	 the	 section	 as	 INTRCT-
ENG.]	

 �.	 Enter	INTRCT-OBSV	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:	 	 “I	almost	 felt	 like	 for	a	 few	weeks	 that	 the	girl	who	had	 the	opinion	about	
Proposal	�	was	really	 judged	whenever	she	spoke	about	anything	 in	terms	of	a	minority	
experience.	I	guess	anytime	she	talked	I	kind	of	observed	eyes	and	facial	expressions	 in	
terms	of	what	she	had	to	say.”

Active Processing / Insight Engagement	(e.g.	active	internal	thinking	&	feeling	and/or	new	realization,	
critical	analysis,	clarity,	synthesis,	awareness,	learning)	

Coding	for	Active	Processing/Insight	(Use	Blue)

	 1.	 	Code	for	active	processing/insight	engagement	when	students	demonstrate	that	they	are	
actively	 sorting	out	 information	and/or	when	 they	 report	coming	 to	new	 realizations	as	
a	result	of	their	participation	in	the	dialogue.		Though	these	may	seem	as	if	they	are	two	
separate	processes,	active	processing	and	insight	engagement	are	often	so	intertwined	in	
the	interviews	that	we	collapsed	them	into	one	code.

	 	 	This	 code	 should	be	 used	 when	a	 student	 is	 actively	 sorting	out	or	making	meaning	of	
information	or	feelings	in	response	to	something	that	took	place	in	the	dialogue	(e.g.	what	
other people are saying, feeling…etc.). ACT-INS occurs when the student is actively figuring 
out “stuff” even if it is “messy” and often includes conflicting pieces of information/ideas.
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	 	 	It	often	 includes	 the	 juxtaposing	of	various	positions/observations/experience	and	strug-
gling to make sense/meaning of the internal conflicts these varying positions create. For 
example:

	 	 •	 	This is what I know from my experience, and what I hear from others is different/conflicts 
with	that

	 	 •	 This is what matters to me, and what others say conflicts with that 
	 	 •	 This	is	what	I	thought,	and	after	listening	to/talking	with	XX,	I	am	not	sure	what	I	think
	 	 •	 Trying	to	grapple	with	understanding	another	group’s	perspective

Phrases that might indicate active processing/insight:
There is often a rambling sense to the discussion and/or a sense of struggling, unfinished sentences 
and/or	use	of	phrases	like:

	 	 •	 Don’t	know	
	 	 •	 Not	sure	
	 	 •	 It’s	a	tough	one	
	 	 •	 Made	me	realize
	 	 •	 Led	me	to	think	that	maybe,	well….
	 	 •	 I	can’t	wrap	my	mind	around	it…makes	me	feel	sad

Also	 code	 this	 when	 a	 student	 reports	 learning	 something	 new	 or	 understanding	 something	 on	 a		
deeper	level	than	she	had	understood	it	before.	This	can	be	insight	about	students’	own	role	or	about	
a	 topic/idea	 and	 is	 usually	 related	 to	 issues	 of	 identity,	 power,	 and	 privilege.	 This	 new	 insight	 may		
be	thought	of	as	new	realization,	critical	analysis,	clarity,	synthesis,	awareness,	or	learning.	In	order	to	
be	coded	as	ACT-INS,	 the	participant	 should	discuss	 the	new	 learning	or	 realization	 in	 some	depth		
(e.g.	“I	learned	about	active	listening”	should	not	be	coded	as	ACT-INS).

Phrases that might indicate insights:
	
	 •	 I	realized…		
	 •	 It	dawned	on	me…
	 •	 I figured out…
	 •	 It	became	apparent…
	 •	 I	had	never	thought	about	it	before…
	 •	 It	opened	my	eyes…
	 •	 I	didn’t	understand	before,	but	now	I	do…
	 •	 I	have	a	new	understanding…
	 •	 That	sparked	a	thought	in	me…	
	 •	 It	occurred	to	me…
	 •	 I	learned…
	 •	 I	think	it	just	widened	my	view…
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	 �.		 Enter	two	codes	in	the	margins:

   ACT-INS CR – This stands for Critical Reflection, that is when the participant uses social 
justice	language	such	as	words	like	power,	privilege,	prejudice,	discrimination,	oppression,	
stereotypes,	supremacy,	or	any	‘ism’	word.		These	words	should	not	be	part	of	the	name	of	
an	exercise	(i.e.	“Web	of	Oppression”).	This	code	indicates	that	students	show	an	awareness	
of	self	or	societal	components/structures

	 	 	Example	A:	“I’m not really sure.	 	You’re	not	 supposed	 to	have	white	pride	 is	 like	a	bad	
thing,	it’s	like	Ku	Klux	Klan	scary,	you	hate	everyone	who’s	not	white	and	I	don’t	really	think	
that’s	what	white	pride	is.	 	 I	mean,	 I	mean	white	is	 just	a	color	really,	 isn’t	 it?		And	I’m	a	
norm	now	and	it’s	really,	I’m	still	having	problems	with	it	and	I’m	still	thinking	about	it	all	the	
time	because	I’m	not	sure	how	I	feel	about	it,	if	I’m	kind	of	glad	that	I’m	white	in	a	society	
that’s	white	because	that	makes	me	have	privileges,	but	I	don’t	want	other	people	to	be	
unprivileged,	so	it’s	kind	of	a	cognitive	dissonance	that’s	going	on.”

	 	 	Example	B:		“…that	opened my eyes	to	things	that	were	different	about	the	relationships	
that	I	thought	were	so	equal	where	in	society	they	weren’t.”

	 	 	Example	C:“…that	just	sparked a thought in me	that	minorities	will	always	be	a	part	of	the	
oppressed	group	and	I	feel	I	will	always	have	to	strive	to	prove	myself	and	I	will	have	much	
more	struggles	and	hardships	than	those	of	the	privilege	group…”	

  ACT-INS OTH  -- This stands for all other types of ACT INS (that do not include the mention of 
power,	privilege,	etc.).

	 	 	Example	A:		“…but	there	was	just	this	 idea	of	always	having	to	prove	yourself	when	you	
went	to	a	classroom	just	because	you	were	a	minority	student	and	that	in	group	projects	
that	there	are	always	these	stereotypes	labeled	on	minority	groups	if	they	were	in	a	group	
of	all	white	students.	That	was	something	that	 I	 found	really	 interesting	and	 I wanted to 
understand	 that	 or	 understand	 why	 there’s	 always	 that	 feeling	 to	 prove	 yourself.	 I	 was	
interested	in	why	it	was	just	in	an	academic	setting	I	guess.	I	don’t	know.”

	 	 	Example	B:		“One thing I learned	I	would	say	is	that	it’s	possible	to	have	completely	different	
experiences and opinions and still be able to relate them to your own and to find some sort 
of	connection…”

Context (context	that	stimulated	the	engagement)

After	 each	 engagement	 code,	 whenever	 possible,	 code	 for	 the	 context	 that	 stimulated	 the	
engagement.

 1.  Code for curriculum when a student reports that a specific activity (e.g., web of oppression) 
or topic (e.g. specific topic or controversy) stimulated his or her engagement in the 
dialogue.
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	 �.	 Enter	CONTXT-CURR	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:	I:	“And	now	we	are	going	to	talk	about	how	engaged	you	felt	in	your	dialog.		
Can	you	describe	a	time	when	you	felt	you	were	really	into	the	dialog	and	very	engaged	
and	fully	present?		

	 	 “	I	was	really	engaged	in	that	conversation	because	it’s	something	that	directly	impacts	me	
and I felt it was very important to educate those that really didn’t understand affirmative 
action….”	

 3.   Code for in-group when a student reports that a specific interaction with an individual or 
individuals	from	his	or	her	own	social	identity	group	stimulated	his	or	her	engagement	in	the	
dialogue.	

	 4.	 Enter	CONTXT-INGRP	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:		I:	“Can	you	give	an	example	of	the	time	when	someone	from	your	own	social	
identity	group	shared	an	experience	that	had	an	impact	on	you	or	what	was	their	story?”	
[NOTE: respondent identifies as an African American male]

	 	 	“Basically	just,	they	talked	about	how	they	(inaudible)	environment	like	I	did	and	you	know	
coming	to	University	of	Michigan	that	is	predominantly	white.		They	just	talked	about	how	
they	felt	 they	needed	to	prove	themselves,	how	they	had	to	go	above	and	beyond	to	
prove that they deserve to be here and they not just here through affirmative action or 
what	not.		You	know	I	felt	where	they	were	coming	from	because	I	too	felt	that	I	had	to	
prove	myself	at	all	times.”

 5.  Code for out-group by noting CONTXT-OUTGRP when a student reports that a specific 
interaction	with	an	individual	or	individuals	from	the	other	social	identity	group	stimulated	
his	or	her	engagement	in	the	dialogue.

	 6.	 Enter	CONTXT-OUTGRP	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:		“Several	points	through	the	dialog	you	had	chances	to	hear	other	people’s	
stories,	obviously	I’m	referring	to	testimonials	–	can	you	give	me	an	example	of	a	time	when	
someone	from	an	opposite	social	identity	gave	an	experience	or	shared	their	story	with	the	
group that really impacted you?” [Note: participant identifies as a white female]

	 	 	“I	never	had	the	chance	before	this	dialog	to	hear	how	men	think	about	their	power	in	
society,	 you	 know	 whether	 it	 makes	 them	 feel	 guilty	 or	 proud	 or	 maybe	 just	 take	 it	 for	
granted.		The	dialog	really	helped	me	see	that	men	have	different	views	about	this.”



81

	 7.	 	Code	 for	out-of-class	events	by	noting	CONTXT-OUTCLSS	when	a	 student	 reports	 that	a	
specific out of class event or occurrence (e.g. campus incident) stimulated his or her 
engagement	in	the	dialogue.

	 8.	 Enter	CONTXT-OUTCLSS	in	margin.

	 	 	Example	A:	“I	remember	one	lady	well.		She	really	appreciated	the	information	from	dialog	
and	you	know	she	went	home	that	weekend	and	talked	to	her	dad	about	what	we	had	
discussed in the situation or in topic.  Her dad was strongly against affirmative action. He 
said	he	was	voting	 to	support	Proposal	 Two.	What	she	said	 to	him	and	 just	 stressing	her	
views	and	perspectives	on	it	motivated	him	not	to	vote	yes	on	it.		

Skills

Coding	for	skills	(Use	colors	below)

	 1.	 	Code	only	skills	in	the	dialogue	or	that	evolve	from	the	dialogue.		Only	skills	reported	after	
question H of the interview protocol are coded (see question H below).

General	rules	for	coding	skills	and	actions:	

  Code only the text that follows question H of the interview protocol.  Include interviewer questions 
only	when	 it	strongly	frames	the	respondent’s	answer.	 	Read	line	by	 line	and	code	in	smaller	
chunks.	 (We	want	 to	have	as	many	 skills	or	actions	coded	as	possible).	When	a	 respondent	
describes	awareness	of	OR	the	 intention	to	use	a	skill	 in	the	same	paragraph	but	goes	on	to	
explain	how	they	have	already	applied	it,	code	the	entire	chunk	as	application.	Use	separate	
codes	for	each	skill	if	they	are	unrelated	resulting	in	much	smaller	chunks.		Code	larger	chunks	
when	the	skills	described	are	connected	or	jumbled	in	the	same	paragraph

Code	for	level	&	target	

 Levels:
  Awareness: 
	 	 	Includes	naming	a	skill	learned,	providing	a	description	of	the	skill	learned,	or	describing	the	

value	placed	on	the	skill.	
			
  Intent:
	 	 	Includes	clearly contemplating	or	thinking	about	using	a	skill	learned	in	the	dialogue	in	the	

future

  Application:
	 	 	Includes	having	already	clearly	used	or	applied	a	 skill	 learned	 in	 the	dialogue	 inside	or	

outside	of	the	dialogue.



8�

  Type:  (See chart below.)
  Skill-Self: Skills	focusing	on	working	with	the	self
	
  Skill-Other: Skills	focusing	on	relating	to	others
  1.  Communication: Skills	focusing	on	one’s	ability	to	communicate	(e.g.	active	listening,	

perspective	taking).
  2.  Group:	Skills	focusing	on	one’s	ability	to	work	in	(diverse)	groups	(3	or	more	people)	(e.g.	

work with conflict, problem solve).

	 Skills	directed	toward	self	–	i.e.,	“GETTING	ONE’S		 Skills	directed	toward	others	–	i.e.,	INTERACTING
 SELF” READY TO INTERACT ACROSS IDENTITIES  WITH OTHERS ACROSS IDENTITIES

 WORKING WITH MY OWN SELF TO MAKE  COMMUNICATE  WITH OTHERS:
 THE EFFORT to: 
	 	 	 	 n	Actively	listen,	ask	questions
AFFECTIVE/BEHAVIORAL  n	Take	the	perspective	of	others
	 n	Push	myself	to	open	up	or	to	share	 	 n	Communicate	empathy
	 n	Self-monitor	my	participation	in		 	 n	Express	support,	compassion
	 	 the	group	 	 n	Challenge	other’s	misinformation
	 n	Manage	my	emotional	triggers	 	 n	Be	honest	with	others
	 n	Be	honest	to	my	self	 	 n	Not	to	prejudge
	 n	Allow	myself	to	trust	others	 	 n	Try	to	understand	others
	 n	Admit	that	I	am	vulnerable	 	 n	Name/identify	differences
	 n	Push	myself	to	be	honest	with	others	 	 n	Work with conflict
	 n	Push	myself	to	be	empathetic			 	 n	Establish	common	ground
	 n	Take	risks	 	 n	Bridge	differences

 SOCIO-COGNITIVE BEHAVIORAL  WORK WITH  “OTHER” GROUP DYNAMICS
	 n	Be	open	minded	 	 n	Reach	out	to	include	people	from
	 n	Be self-analytical/self reflective   different backgrounds
	 n	Be	more	analytical	 	 n	Name	or	describe	a	group	dynamic
	 n	Try	to	personally	understand	inequality	 	 	 (e.g.	dominating	the	conversation)
	 n	Suspend	my	own	judgments		 	 n	Build	trust	with	the	group
	 	 about	others		 	 n	Work	with	group	dynamics
	 n	Re-evaluate	my		 	 n	Problem	solve
	 	 thoughts/stereotypes/biases	 	 n	Facilitate/moderate conflict in a group
	 n	Practice	critical	awareness	(I	use		 	 n	Facilitate/moderate	discussions.
	 	 my	awareness	of	“race	or	“gender”		 	
	 	 when…)	 	
	 n	Practice	self-awareness	(I	use	my		 	
	 	 “new”	self-awareness	when…)
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	 �.		 Enter	codes	in	margin.

	 	 Examples	

Awareness	of	Skill	Directed	to	Self:		“I	just	learned	that	um	I,	I,	I	may	need	to	be	a	little	more	
trusting	of	my	group	mates.”		(SKILL-AWAR-SELF)	(Use	purple)	

Awareness	of	Skill	Directed	to	Others:	“It	helped	me	learn	like	how	to	problem	solve,	I	think	
or how to like get everyone’s ideas out there.” (SKILL-AWAR-OTH-COM OR SKILL-AWAR-
GRP)		(Use	light	blue)

Intention	to	Use	Skill	Directed	to	Self:		“I	am	motivated	to	take	these	skills	and	keep	working	
on	myself	to	be	better	at	them.”	(SKILL-INTENT-SELF)	(Use	green)

Intention	to	Use	Skill	Directed	to	Others:	“I	think	there	are	lots	of	subtle,	direct	and	indirect	
ways I can utilize these skills in the future, specifically in any kind of discussion setting to be 
able	to	actively	listen,	to	engage	others	through	ideas,	constructive	dialogue,	I	think	in	so	
many	ways	whether	 you	are	working	 in	an	organization	 these	communication	 skills	are	
extremely	helpful	in	being	able	to	maintain	positive	and	yet	constructive	communication.”	
(SKILL-INTENT-OTH-COM OR SKILL-INTENT-OTH-GRP) (Use harvest gold)

Apply	Skill	to	Self:	“I	am	viewing	things	in	terms	of	gender.	I	look	back	on	my	life	experiences	
and think, was that a gender thing, and then go from there to figure out what I can do 
about	it.”	(SKILL-APP-SELF)	(Use	Tuscan	red)

Apply	Skill	to	Others:	“I	listen	and	make	sure	I	understand	what	people	are	trying	to	say…I’m	
better	at	understanding	people	and	where	they’re	coming	from.	And	just	being	aware,	
being consciously aware that people are different is something that I definitely learned. 
Because when you hear people talking in dialogue you can definitely hear their experience 
through what they say.” (SKILL-APP-OTH-COM OR SKILL-APP-OTH-GRP) (Use violet)

Action: Behavior	that	supports	personal	or	social	change	outside	the	dialogue.

Coding	for	action	(Use	colors	below).

 1.	 Code	for	level	and	target	of	action.

 Levels: 
	
  Awareness: 
	 	 	Includes	naming	an	action,	describing	the	action,	or	describing	the	value	placed	on	the	

action.
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 Intent:
	 Includes	contemplating,	planning	to,	or	thinking	about	taking	an	action.

 Application:
	 Includes	actions	that	are	happening	or	have	already	happened.

Type of Actions:
	 Educate self:

Includes	actions	aimed	at	one’s	own	personal	learning	and	growth,	such	as: taking	another	class	
to	become	more	informed,	joining	an	organization	to	educate	self,	making	friends	of	diverse	
backgrounds,	talking	to	peers	or	family	members	about	issues	that	came	up	in	the	dialogue	to	
clarify	one’s	own	thinking.

Educate others:
Includes	 actions	 aimed	 at	 confronting,	 asking,	 inviting	 others	 to	 think	 or	 learn	 about	 issues	
addressed	 in	 the	 dialogue,	 such	 as:	 becoming	 a	 diversity	 peer	 educator	 or	 an	 intergroup	
dialogue	 facilitator	 to	 educate	 others,	 joining	 an	 organization	 to	 educate	 others,	 talking	 to	
friends	or		family	members	to	raise	awareness.

Social actions:
Includes	 actions	 aimed	 at	 promoting	 or	 supporting	 inclusion/social	 justice	 goals	 in	 the	 com-
munity	or	society,	such	as:	joining	an	organization	to	challenge	discrimination/injustice,	working	
collaboratively	with	others	to	create	change,	working	to	end	discrimination,	donate	money	to	
organizations that fight for equality.

	 �.	 Enter	codes	in	margin.

	 Examples

Awareness	of	Action	Directed	to	Self:	“I	learned	that	it	is	important	to	keep	reading	and	learning,	
that	all	of	us	should	work	on	ourselves.”	(ACT-AWAR-SELF-ED)	(Use	black)

Awareness	of	Action	Directed	to	Others:	 	“We	spent	a	 lot	of	time	 in	our	dialog	talking	about		
self-segregation	and	how	 it	kind	of	happens	here	and	things	 like	 that	and	 just	 trying	to	work		
to	 break	 it.	 It	 is	 important	 to	 support	 these	 other	 groups	 and	 kind	 of	 get	 involved	 I	 guess.”		
(ACT- AWAR-OTH-ED) (Use black)

Awareness	of	Social	Action:		“It	is	important	for	groups	of	people	to	work	together	so	that	there	
is	a	bigger	impact.”	(ACT-AWAR-SOCIAL)	(Use	black) 

Intention	to	Act	Directed	to	Self:		“I	was	a	little	disappointed	but	I	realized	that	I	can’t	depend	
on	other	people	to	educate	myself.	It	sparked	my	interest	in	IGR	and	there	are	plenty	of	ways	
that	 I	can	challenge	myself.	There	are	people	on	campus,	seminars,	groups	that	 I	can	go	to	
learn	more	about	these	types	of	topics.	IGR	was	almost	the	beginning.”		(ACT-INTENT-SELF-ED)	
(Use	terra	cotta)
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Intention	to	Act	Directed	to	Others:		“I	am	going	to	get	involved	in	one	of	the	speakers’	bureaus	
that go to student organizations to foster discussion and dialogue.”  (ACT-INTENT-OTH-ED) (Use 
terra	cotta)

Act	Directed	to	Educating	Self:		I’ve	been	doing,	some	research	into	abortion	and	stuff	like	that	
to	see	where	I	really	stand.”		(ACT-APP-SELF-ED)	(Use	light	green)

Act	Directed	to	Educating	Others:		“I	always	talk	about	my	experience	with	my	roommate	and	
other	people	and	I	talk	about	what	we	talk	about	in	the	dialogue	but	they	can	never	experience	
what	I	experienced	without	going	through	it	themselves.” (ACT-APP-OTH-ED) (Use light green)

Act	Collaboratively	with	Others:	“I	am	working	with	others	in	my	sorority	to	get	the	predominantly	
white	 sororities	 and	 multicultural	 sororities	 to	 do	 some	 events	 together	 and	 talk	 about	 this	
separation	that	exists.”	(ACT-APP-SOCIAL)	(Use	light	green)
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IMPORTANT FEATURES OF THE RESEARCH

Multi-University Collaboration

This	 project	 represents	 a	 genuine,	 full	 collaboration	 among	 nine	 universities.	 	 Each	 of	 the	 nine	
participating	institutions	had,	to	varying	degrees,	an	intergroup	dialogue	program	in	place,	although	
they	were	not	using	similar	curricula	or	focus	areas.	The	teams	from	each	university	jointly	developed	
the	curriculum,	drawing	from	the	various	intergroup	dialogue	curricula	across	the	nine	universities	and	
from	curricula	developed	by	other	scholars.		Over	a	period	of	two	years,	the	collaborators	designed	a	
uniform	curriculum	involving	the	same	content	for	each	of	the	dialogue	sessions,	the	same	readings,	
the same in-class exercises and reflection papers, and the same final paper assignment.  In addition, 
the	nine	universities	collaborated	on	the	kind	of	training	facilitators	would	receive,	although	the	status	
of	the	facilitators	(faculty,	professional	staff,	graduate	students,	peer	undergraduate	students)	was	the	
one	element	that	could	not	be	identical	across	institutions.		Finally,	all	instruments	(especially	the	surveys	
and	interview	protocol)	and	all	other	aspects	of	the	research	design	were	collectively	developed.		The	
coding schema and coding of the final papers and the edited videos were developed and carried 
out	 at	 the	 University	 of	 Michigan.	 The	 codes	 and	 coding	 for	 the	 interviews	 were	 developed	 and	
implemented	at	the	University	of	Massachusetts	and	University	of	Michigan.	In	both	cases,	the	coding	
schema were shared and refined over time with input from all collaborators.

To	make	the	high	level	of	collaboration	possible,	the	programmatic	and	research	teams	from	each	
university	met	two	to	three	times	a	year,	with	each	workshop	lasting	three	or	four	days.		Each	participating	
institution	hosted	at	least	one	workshop.	In	all	instances,	the	multi-university	project	team	met	with	the	
host university officials so that they would have a broad conception of intergroup dialogue beyond 
their	own	campus,	and	understand	the	larger	context	of	intergroup	dialogue	within	higher	education	
and	the	socio-political	issues	of	our	time.
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The	crucial	dimension	 for	 successful	collaboration	was	 the	extent	 to	which	each	campus	provided	
institutional	support	 for	 the	work:	 funding	for	campus	teams	to	participate	 in	the	two	years	of	 inter-
university	collaboration	that	created	the	foundation	proposals.		Each	campus	also	committed	in	the	
proposals	to	the	foundations	to	continue	to	invest	in	the	dialogue	program	at	least	at	the	level	that	
existed	when	the	research	project	began,	to	host	a	workshop,	and	to	support	campus	teams	to	attend	
the	various	workshops	on	other	campuses.		

Randomization

Most	 interventions	 in	 higher	 education	 depend	 on	 course	 evaluations	 carried	 out	 by	 students	 and	
pre-post	 assessments	 of	 knowledge,	 attitudes,	 and	 behavior	 that	 are	 predicted	 outcomes	 of	 the	
intervention.		Every	course	is	an	intervention,	an	effort	to	engage	students	in	learning	something	new.		
In	this	sense,	all	education	is	some	kind	of	social	engineering.	And	yet,	very	few	assessments	of	either	
academic	effects	or	campus	impact	have	been	based	in	experimental	design	in	which	students	are	
randomly	assigned	either	to	a	course/program/activity	or	to	a	control	group.		Educators	are	loath	to	
withhold from students educational experiences assumed to be beneficial, as is required in creating 
control	groups.		Institutional	Review	Boards	on	the	various	campuses	approved	the	random	assignment	
method	primarily	because	students	assigned	to	the	control	groups	were	assured	that	they	could	enroll	
in	a	dialogue	in	a	 later	semester/quarter.	 	(This	also	means	that	 in	comparing	dialogue	and	control	
group	 students	 in	 the	 one-year	 longitudinal	 follow-ups,	 subsequent	 participation	 by	 control	 group	
students	in	dialogues	has	to	be	statistically	controlled.)

The first semester of carrying out random assignment was difficult, with only two of the four institutions 
that initially attempted it succeeding.  However, by the second semester, all institutions had learned how 
to	use	the	uniform	procedures	for	random	assignment	of	applicants	to	race	or	gender	dialogues	either	
to	the	experimental	group	(dialogue)	or	the	control	group.		The	research	team	believes	that	this	would	
not	have	been	successful	had	the	project	NOT	had	foundation	support	for	giving	monetary	incentives	
for	participation	for	control	group	(and	comparison	group)	students:		$15	for	the	pre-survey	and	$�0	
for	the	post-survey.		All	students	(experimental,	control,	comparison)	were	given	$�5	for	participating	in	
the	one-year	longitudinal	follow-up.

Research	 in	higher	education	could	use	randomization	more	than	 is	 typically	done.	 	Many	courses,	
programs,	and	activities	are	frequently	over-subscribed.	Thus,	it	is	possible	to	randomly	assign	interested	
students to them and to control groups. Without this, there is insufficient evidence that programs, majors, 
courses,	or	participation	in	campus	activities	actually	“affect”	students.	What	appears	to	be	“effect”	
is	 often	 the	 result	 of	 the	 kinds	 of	 students	 who	 are	 admitted	 to	 various	 campus	 programs	 through	
selection	procedures.		There	are	many	opportunities	for	higher	education	to	do	better!

External Validity

While	 the	 design	 of	 this	 project	 controls	motivation	 to	 participate	 in	 intergroup	dialogues	 and	 thus	
assures	that	the	effects	 that	are	demonstrated	are	true	“effects,”	 there	are	also	 important	 issues	of	
external	validity.		Do	these	effects	apply	to	unmotivated	students?		Do	they	apply	to	all	demographic	
groups?		Do	they	apply	to	both	race	and	gender	dialogues?
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Unmotivated Students. The	results	from	this	 investigation	do	not	generalize	to	students	who	have	not	
applied	to	intergroup	dialogues.		Many	people	who	have	learned	about	the	effects	of	this	research	
suggest	 that	 intergroup	 dialogue	 should	 be	 required	 for	 all	 students,	 or	 they	 critique	 the	 project	
because	it	doesn’t	determine	if	 intergroup	dialogue	would	have	similar	effects	for	students	who	are	
not	motivated	to	enroll.

The	 multi-university	 project	 believes	 that	 there	 is	 a	 major	 task	 even	 for	 motivated	 students	 to	 learn	
how	to	dialogue.	Our	aim	is	to	help	the	many	students	who	are	motivated	to	have	the	opportunity	to	
learn	what	dialogue	involves	to	increase	their	dialogue	skills	and	through	dialoging	to	increase	their	
intergroup	understanding,	intergroup	relationships,	and	intergroup	collaborations.	

Intergroup	 dialogue	 should	 not	 be	 required	 for	 all	 students.	 This	 structured,	 sustained	 and	 guided	
interaction would be greatly affected by students who resist requirements in general or specifically 
resist	dialoguing	across	difference.		Too	often	educators	assume	that	a	program	that	is	effective	with	
some	students	should	be	required	to	succeed	with	all	students.		A	less	demanding	form	of	dialogue	
–	workshops,	one-time	conversations	in	residence	halls,	or	other	short-term	interventions	using	some	of	
these	dialogue	methods	–	may	be	useful	for	all	students,	although	that	remains	to	be	tested.

Demographic Groups and Different Dialogue Topics.  Preliminary	 analyses	 of	 effects	 indicate	 that	
intergroup	dialogue	generally	had	similar	effects	in	both	race	and	gender	dialogues	and	for	all	four	
groups	 of	 students	 represented	 equally	 in	 the	 dialogues,	 control	 groups,	 and	 comparison	 groups:		
white	men,	white	women,	men	of	color,	and	women	of	color.		This	is	both	surprising	and	good	news.		
Practitioners	of	multicultural	programs	often	argue	that	the	dynamics	of	interaction	and	learning	will	
likely	 differ	 for	 different	 topics	 and	 different	 groups	 of	 students.	 	 We	 have	 found	 little	 evidence	 to	
support	that.

The	 importance	 of	 having	 investigated	 both	 race	 and	 gender	 and	 assuring	 equal	 representation	
of	the	four	groups	cannot	be	overstated.		Before	this	project,	 it	was	common	in	these	 institutions	to	
conduct	race	dialogues	primarily	with	women	and	gender	dialogues	primarily	with	white	students	(the	
largest	proportion	of	applicants	 for	 the	 two	 types	of	dialogues).	 	While	dialogue	courses/programs	
are	sometimes	discussed	as	though	they	affect	all	kinds	of	applicants,	scant	evidence	for	that	existed	
before	this	investigation.

It has always been (and still is) difficult to find male students, especially white males, who are interested 
in	intergroup	dialogue.		Because	this	project	insisted	on	equal	representation,	these	universities	had	to	
reach	out	and	actively	recruit	students	who	previously	had	not	applied	in	large	numbers.		All	institutional	
collaborators	succeeded.		The	male	applicants	were	then	randomly	assigned	to	either	a	dialogue	or	
a	control	group.						

Multiple Methods

Nearly	all	 of	 the	hypothesized	outcomes	and	processes	of	 intergroup	dialogue	were	measured	by	
four methods:  surveys, interviews, videos, and final papers. In many quantitative research projects 
qualitative	methods	are	used	merely	for	anecdotes	to	illustrate	quantitative	results.		Or	it	is	common	for	
one	type	of	method	to	stand	alone.		In	contrast,	this	project	has	integrated	qualitative	and	quantitative	
methods.
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Power Analysis

The	 project	 undertook	 an	 ambitious	 goal	 –	 to	 run	 enough	 experiments	 to	 discern	 reliable	 small	 to	
moderate	effects.		A	power	analysis	determined	that	�6	race	experiments	and	�6	gender	experiments	
would	be	required.	Carrying	out	5�	experiments	(with	dialogues	and	control	groups)	over	nine	institutions	
was	a	formidable	but	successful	challenge.

Institutional Differences/Commonalities

The number of institutions that participated did not allow for HLM analysis of institutional effects.  It was 
possible	to	indicate	where	there	were	institutional	differences	but	not	what	aspects	of	the	institutions	
might	account	for	those	differences.

Practice Informing Theory, Theory Guiding Research, Research  
Influencing Practice
	
As	indicated	in	Section	One,	this	project	was	guided	by	the	social	psychological	research	in	intergroup	
relations	and	higher	education	research	on	diversity	education,	both	of	which	suggested	outcomes	
and	processes	that	are	traditionally	measured	in	intergroup	contact	models	as	well	as	outcomes	that	
have	received	very	little	attention.		The	theoretical	orientation	guiding	the	research	was	also	informed	
by	our	practice	of	intergroup	dialogue	over	the	last	twenty	years.	

Other	interventions	and	research	evaluating	them	might	be	offered	by	other	scholars	and	practitioners.		
That	is	perfectly	appropriate.		The	primary	issue	is	that	some	kind	of	theoretical	orientation	is	necessary	
to	explicitly frame	multicultural	and	diversity	initiatives	now	in	play	on	various	college	campuses.		In	our	
view,	the	rich	array	of	these	initiatives	should	contribute	to	theory	development,	and	social	science	
theories	should	undergird	empirically-based	evidence.

The	Multiversity	research	has	investigated	in	perhaps	the	most	extensive	way	the	breadth	and	depth	
of intergroup dialogue and stands to strongly influence future practice. The results on predicted 
outcomes	are	impressively	robust	but	it	is	the	process	measures	that	are	crucially	important	to	explain	
how intergroup dialogue produces effects. The articulation of a theoretical model, the specification 
of components of the educational intervention—content-based and active learning, facilitation 
guidance, communication and psychological processes — and empirical evidence together provide 
an	 understanding	 of	 how	 intergroup	 dialogue	 works	 and	 what effects	 are	 produced.	 	 Moreover,	
the	research	has	direct	 implications	 for	 improving	and	expanding	 intergroup	dialogue	practice,	 for	
example,	through	informing	facilitation	training	as	well	as	intergroup	dialogue	adaptations	to	different	
contexts.
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