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Georgetown is a university ―founded on the principle that serious and sustained 

discourse among people of different faiths, cultures, and beliefs promotes intellectual, 

ethical, and spiritual understanding.‖1  We reaffirm this mission and our commitment not 

only to diversity and pluralism among students, faculty and administration but also to the 

formation of inquisitive, thoughtful students who are ―responsible and active participants in 

civic life, and [who] live generously in service to others.‖
2
 These are the great virtues of a 

liberal education, and they are our standards.  Yet on our campus, there have erupted 

troubling incidents of prejudice that have moved faculty and administration to respond so 

we live up to our best intentions of community and liberal education.  The convening of 

this Academic Working Group, along with the two other working groups, while occasioned 

by these incidents, is fundamentally designed to adapt our commitments to a changing 

nation and world.  

  

I. Academics - A Key Part of the Diversity Initiative. 

  

 President DeGioia and Provost O‘Donnell announced the Diversity Initiative in 

March 2009 and asked three working groups to submit recommendations on how to make 

Georgetown a more inclusive campus. The Admissions and Recruitment Working Group 

                                                         
1 Taken from Georgetown University’s mission statement, found at: 
http://president.georgetown.edu/sections/governance/missionstatement/ 
2 Ibid. 
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has focused on how to enhance the racial and socioeconomic diversity of our 

undergraduate community.  For its part, the Student Life Working Group has developed 

proposals that promote inclusion and integration in student social life outside of the 

classroom.  Our Academic Working Group has focused on how greater pluralism and 

diversity would enhance the educational experience at our university.  In doing so, our 

Working Group has considered what might be done about the nature and delivery of 

academic offerings.  

 

Curricular Reform and Initiatives 

 

 The curriculum represents the core of the university.   It is the ―blueprint‖ that 

reveals both a university‘s trajectory and its ambition.  The curriculum tells us how an 

institution of higher learning wants to shape and give direction to intellectual inquiry 

within its walls.   Any discussion of changes to the curriculum invariably leads us to focus 

on the basic values and mission of an institution.   What is the purpose of a university?  

How should members of the Georgetown University community uphold the principles of a 

liberal education?  How do we ensure that the university remains a place where learning -- 

including vigorous and respectful debate -- occurs?   In these times of globalization and 

growing interdependence, how should we prepare our students to be good and informed 

citizens?  These important questions will be at the center of campus life over the next few 

years as the Provost and the Main Campus Executive Faculty embark on a general review 

of the Georgetown undergraduate curriculum and as the University undertakes a self-study 
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for its reaccreditation by the Middle States Commission on Higher Education, where the 

general education program will be a central concern. 

 

These questions, touching as they do on the question of diversity, also form the 

backdrop to the deliberations of our Academic Working Group.  The result was spirited 

and lively debate within our committee.  We all agreed on how important it is for our 

university community to understand and confront questions of diversity.  The working 

group defined “diversity” as asymmetries regarding class, culture, ethnicity, gender, 

identity, power and race (among others) that shape individual experiences and 

communal interactions.  We did not reach consensus on a single interpretation of how 

diversity should be taught. Nor did we wish to impose a specific hierarchy of 

importance among various sources of identity and diversity.  Some members argued that 

diversity, social justice, and multiculturalism should be the linchpins of any revised 

Georgetown curriculum.  These members believe that a diversity requirement can serve as 

a concrete manifestation of Georgetown‘s Jesuit identity, which seeks to promote social 

justice.  Others challenged this perspective, insisting it ran counter to the principles of 

freedom of speech and inquiry that are at the very core of a liberal education.  The latter 

saw the argument for a ―diversity requirement‖ primarily in terms of ensuring that our 

students receive a full picture of the world in which they will live and work.  Regardless of 

the different rationales, the consensus of our Working Group is that Georgetown University 

should implement a diversity requirement.  The key is to design a requirement that is plural 

in scope and spirit and engages students without overburdening them. 
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While we do not underestimate the significance of our disagreements, we also 

believe they are part of the normal give and take of university life.  Rather than preventing 

us from working together, these disagreements have spurred us to seek common ground.  

We want to make Georgetown a better, more inclusive and welcoming university.  We 

believe that freedom of inquiry, tolerance, and mutual respect should be the touchstone of 

our university, and there is no place on our campus for bias, intolerance and incivility.   

Though we approach the issue of diversity from different and contrasting perspectives, all 

members of our Working Group are deeply concerned when students feel excluded from 

and discriminated against within our community.  We also worry that issues of race, class, 

gender, and sexual identity remain incompletely integrated in the intellectual work of the 

University.  Whether the point of reference is pluralism or diversity, we believe 

Georgetown should welcome and affirm difference.  

 

All signs point to the fact that our University does a good job in exposing our 

students to diverse international issues and perspectives.  Our faculty has extensive 

international contacts and experience, and they bring this to bear in the classroom.   This 

benefits our students, as do our extensive study abroad programs (about half of our 

undergraduate students take advantage of such opportunities) and the flavor of a student 

body where nearly 10 percent of its members are international.   Where Georgetown 

appears to fall short is in providing its students with a sense of the diversity (or call it 

pluralism) of contemporary US society.  Though Georgetown attracts and admits many 

African American and Hispanic/Latino applicants, in particular, our yield is not as strong 

as we would like.  Measured in terms of socio-economic status, third- and fourth-quartile 
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students are sharply underrepresented in the student body as well.  These shortfalls are 

ultimately reflected both in the low proportion of minority students on our campus (our 

student body ranks 23
rd

 out of 25 in terms of its racial diversity, according the US News & 

World Report, and 27th out of 31 among the Council on Financing Higher Education 

(COFHE) schools) and in the scant resources devoted to the study of African-American, 

Hispanic/Latino, and Asian-American experiences.  Georgetown should redress this 

imbalance.  Whether through funding US-focused ethnic studies programs or creating new 

vehicles for the study of the transnational experiences of immigrant and diasporic 

communities,
3
  Georgetown should increase the resources it devotes to this changing face 

of American society.  Although Georgetown has made significant strides in this regard over 

the past two decades, our University should take additional steps to increase the diversity 

of its faculty, with an emphasis on increasing the representation of African-Americans and 

Hispanics/Latinos.  

 

The Composition and Experience of the Working Group 

 

This Working Group has been meeting formally since June 2009, with several 

preparatory meetings earlier in the spring.  We have endeavored to engage a broad array of 

students and faculty in what has been a venue for robust and productive conversations.   

The Co-Chairs of the Working Group were Professors Veronica Salles-Reese of the 

Spanish and Portuguese Department and Eusebio Mujal-León of the Government 

Department who were appointed by the Main Campus Executive Faculty.  The co-chairs 

                                                         
3 Consider that as this report was being completed, the Center for Latin American Studies was hosting a 
symposium entitled, “State of Latinos: Consolidation of the Immigration Debate” on April 29, 2010. 
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and/or the Provost suggested other faculty members.  There was an intentional effort to 

select faculty with different disciplinary backgrounds.  These included Professors José 

Casanova (Sociology and Berkley Center, on leave Spring 2010), Wayne Davis 

(Philosophy), Mark Maloof (Computer Science), Sam Marullo (Sociology), Gwen Mikell 

(Anthropology), and Aviel Roshwald (History).  The administrators who participated in the 

work of our Group included Vice President for Institutional Diversity and Equity Rosemary 

Kilkenny, Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, Marjory Blumenthal, and Director of 

Assessment and Diversity at the Center for New Designs in Learning and Scholarship 

(CNDLS), Barbara Craig.  Additionally, Associate Dean of the College, Anne Sullivan 

contributed useful information and perspectives about past efforts to address diversity in 

the curriculum.  Many students also participated in the Working Group, among them 

Jheanelle Brown, Duyen Bui, Frances Davila, Stephanie Frenel, Jen Ju, Brian Kesten, and 

GUSA appointee K‘sean Henderson. 

 

 Our Working Group has met regularly since the beginning of the Fall 2009 term, 

with the entire group doing so at least monthly and with many additional conversations 

occurring at the subgroup level.  Since its inception, our Working Group has reached out 

broadly to the University community, organizing numerous additional meetings of various 

subgroups with other administrators and program directors.  The Working Group discussed 

the role of inclusive teaching and learning (pedagogy) early on.  Barbara Craig described 

both the support available to faculty in this area from CNDLS and the new program that 

began in 2009-2010 to foster respect for diversity and pluralism via curricular infusion, a 

program supported by a Board-member donor and known, eponymously, as the Doyle 



 

 7 

Initiative.  We hope this program will enlarge the circle of faculty who learn about and 

experiment with relevant pedagogical options.4  The Working Group also organized 

meetings with several Departments (including Anthropology, History, Government, 

Sociology, and Spanish and Portuguese) that included professors and majors.  Student 

members of the Working Group also engaged the English Department.  Members of the 

Working Group participated in a town hall meeting organized by the Diversity and 

Inclusiveness Initiative in September 2009 as a way of informing and consulting with the 

campus community as to the direction of its work.   

 

 The Working Group asked faculty from across the University to submit syllabi that 

they considered relevant to the conversation about diversity.  We received 141 syllabi in 

response to this request.  In this as in other respects, the Working Group benefitted from 

the hard work of its student members who represented the Georgetown University Student 

Association (GUSA), the Asian-American Student Association (AASA), the Georgetown 

Chapter of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored Peoples (NAACP), 

the Georgetown Chapter of the Movimiento Estudiantil Chicano de Aztlán (MEChA), and 

the Student Commission for Unity (SCU).  The student members prepared reports on what 

other universities had done with respect to a diversity requirement, and they also joined 

faculty in analyzing the submitted Georgetown syllabi.  From this effort the Working 

Group concluded that there were many courses from an array of disciplines already offered 

at our university that could be deployed to fulfill a diversity requirement.  While 

Georgetown‘s resources in the subject areas of African-American, Hispanic/Latino, and 

Asian-American studies remain limited and should be strengthened, we have also realized 

                                                         
4  For more information, see the following Web site: http://doyleinitiative.georgetown.edu/.  
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that our curriculum does feature a rich array of courses that engage with the themes of 

diversity and pluralism from a multiplicity of perspectives. 

 

 As part of the activities of the Working Group, Professors Eusebio Mujal-León of 

Government and Sam Marullo of Sociology organized a one-credit course for the Spring 

2010 term entitled ―Diversity and Social Justice,‖ a seminar-style course where the 

meaning and relevance of diversity and social justice for higher education could be 

debated.   (See Appendix 1 for the syllabus and course description.)  This class has 

provided a good opportunity for extended and academically grounded discussion of these 

issues.  We feel it could be a model for future initiatives of curricular engagement, and it 

also complements the dialogue program piloted by the Student Life Working Group (See 

that Working Groups Report for details). 

 

 Finally, the Working Group hosted two open (Town Hall) meetings to solicit 

feedback on a draft of its report.
5
  It heard from students, faculty, and administrators, and 

additional perspective was shared through The Hoya and via e-mail -- inputs that motivated 

a number of revisions to the report.   

 

In summary, as we listened and learned from one another throughout our many 

hours of discussion, it became clear that despite our differences, we agreed that 

Georgetown needs to do more to prepare its students so they can better understand the 

diversity of the world around them and serve as informed participants and leaders in our 

increasingly complex and interconnected world.  That conclusion was not changed by the 

                                                         
5 These were held on April 8 and April 14, 2010. 
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kinds of criticisms we heard in mid-April, which tended to emphasize specific aspects.  The 

remainder of this report frames and presents the recommendations of the Working Group. 

 

 

II. How Do We Best Accomplish Our Objectives? 

 

A Changing National and Global Perspective 

 

 To understand the intellectual and academic challenges that we confront, let us first 

consider (albeit briefly) how much our University, our country, and our world have 

changed in the past fifty years.  For the first half of the twentieth century, Georgetown‘s 

undergraduate student body was composed exclusively of white men.  In the case of 

Georgetown College during this period, these were overwhelmingly Catholic men.6  While 

SFS began admitting small numbers of women during the Second World War, and the then 

Institute of Languages and Linguistics admitted women from its founding in the 1950s, it 

was not until 1969 that the College began opening its doors to women. A handful of 

African-American students entered the SFS beginning in 1949, while other units of the  

University followed suit in subsequent years -- Nursing (now Nursing and Health Studies) 

in 1952 and the College in 1962.  Yet it was not until the early 1970s that African-

Americans and members of other minorities started attending Georgetown in significant 

numbers (representation of some, such as Native Americans, remains negligible). 

  

                                                         
6  Emmet Curran on how this was a regression from earlier circumstances -- citation TBD. 
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 The United States has also experienced extraordinary demographic and social 

transformation over the past half century, and the prospect is these changes will continue 

through this century.  The result will be that people of European ancestry will no longer be 

the dominant group in the population.  Successive waves of non-European immigrants and 

the plenary integration of African-Americans into the body politic have made the United 

States a far more plural society than it once was.  Today, various racial minorities comprise 

35% of our population and, even more significantly, represent 47% of people under the age 

of 20.   By 2050, these groups will represent a majority of the population.  Though their 

countries of origin vary significantly, Hispanics/Latinos are the largest single minority 

group in the country.  Within just a few years, this group will become the largest segment 

of the Catholic population in America.  By mid-21st century, the face of our country will 

have changed, and we must prepare our students for this new America.
7
 

  

 And what to say of the changes in the world over the past half century?  The Cold 

War has ended, the nation-state confronts new and profound challenges, and the flow of 

people, goods, and information has grown exponentially.  Globalization has created a new 

reality of interdependence and has exacerbated domestic vulnerabilities.  Technology has 

enabled the entire globe to be in near-instantaneous communication.  Identities and cultures 

are in flux; our interconnectedness has never been more apparent in human history. 

 

 It is against this background that our conversations and proposals regarding 

diversity and pluralism within the curriculum should be understood. 

                                                         
7 The Admissions and Recruitment Working Group addressed implications for the diversity of our 
student body itself. 
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The Changing Georgetown Perspective 

 

 Georgetown places a strong emphasis on cura personalis – the Jesuit educational 

tradition of caring for the whole person.  As Georgetown remains faithful to its past, 

however, it also seeks to prepare its students for the challenges of the future.  Once only a 

leading Catholic institution, Georgetown has developed into one of the nation‘s most 

prestigious universities with an international reputation to match its ranked departments 

and programs, with exceptional faculty, as well as highly competitive undergraduate and 

graduate programs.  We have successfully leveraged our location and generated synergies 

and conversations between the world of academic inquiry and its counterparts of policy and 

practice.  We have successfully nurtured the links between the Hilltop and official 

Washington of government and multilateral institutions.  Through the Ward 7 Initiative and 

our Center for Social Justice as well as our internship and service programs, we have also 

engaged in the civic life of this vibrant city -- 55% of whose citizens are African-American 

and 8.5% are Hispanic/Latino, according to US Census data in 2009.  As we write, an 

ambitious review is getting under way, charged with extending and deepening our 

institutional civic engagement with Washington, D.C.  We have much more to learn from 

and to share with our city.  
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III. The Way Forward 

  

The Working Group Process 

      

 Our Working Group experience was an exercise in pluralism.  There were sharp 

differences of opinions among its members and these cut across political, philosophical and 

ideological lines as well as between faculty, students and administrators. We discussed and 

debated how to define and set priorities for diversity, pluralism, social justice, and respect 

for difference within our community. We discussed at length the relative merit of curricular 

requirements focusing on diversity and multiculturalism, and also engaged in productive 

debates about how narrow or broad the criteria for such curricular requirements should be, 

as well as who could develop and sustain such a criteria in a university setting.  

Additionally, we discussed the contexts of international and national modes of studying 

diversity.  While we often disagreed about the premises and implications of a curricular 

commitment to diversity, members of the Working Group found our conversations to be 

very productive and stimulating.  We passionately debated many issues -- whether social 

class was as important an element of diversity as culture, language, religion, or race; 

whether culture was given or constructed; what the relationship was between power and 

culture.  And, almost invariably, we found ourselves drawn into intellectually stimulating 

and morally engaged dialogues about issues of fundamental importance to our university 

and our society.  We did so in an atmosphere of mutual respect and tolerance for a diversity 

of opinions and perspectives, such that participants felt safe going out on a limb, 

challenging and raising questions about subjects from which they might have normally 
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shied away.  It finally struck us that our dialogue about these thorny issues was, in many 

ways, the sort of experience Georgetown students should be exposed to as an integral 

component of their pedagogical experience.  This insight in particular informed our 

framing of the Diversity Requirement (see below).  

 

 Some of our more substantive conversations focused on African-American, 

Hispanic/Latino, and Asian-American Studies programs.  Within this discussion, we 

argued the merit of both traditional and transnational ethnic studies programs.  Some 

members favored stand-alone African-American studies programs, pointing out that they 

argued existed at virtually all of our peer institutions.  They also noted that Hispanic/Latino 

and Asian-American studies programs had developed, especially at East- and West-coast 

universities.  Additionally, these fields continue to evolve in a plurality of disciplines, 

generating cutting edge teaching and scholarship within that structure.  Other members had 

a different perspective.  First, they contended that traditional programs, at least for African-

American studies, typically hailed from the 1960s and 1970s, when their development 

coincided with the ascent of the civil rights movement.  Today, the issues relating to these 

populations are no less important, but they have found expression in multiple arenas -- as 

evidenced by the Working Group‘s syllabus review -- and thus could be addressed through 

different kinds of structures and programs.  They also recognized that a flexible mechanism 

already exists through the American Studies program, which allows students to shape 

individual programs of study in preparation for their theses.  Many students choose this 

academic option in pursuing their research interests in specific ethnic groups.  Finally, they 

suggested that new avenues of research have emerged that focus attention to transnational 
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dimensions of race and ethnic relations.  Advocates of traditional, domestic programs 

contended that the scope and methodologies have evolved since the 1970s, expanding into 

new disciplines as well.  The arguments for alternative approaches to studying African-

American, Hispanic/Latino, and Asian-American studies have changed with circumstances, 

and there are clearly more options from which to choose.   

 

We do not know which of these alternative approaches Georgetown should choose, 

but whatever the decision, our University should build on its existing strengths.  Because 

the members of the Working Group recognize the limitation of their expertise on this score, 

they believe the University should engage a group of experts to discuss and debate the 

various options. 

 

Proposals of the Working Group 

 

There is much diversity of opinion on these subjects within our Working Group, but 

we all agree that -- in our changing nation and globalizing world -- Georgetown must 

expand its academic investment in our nation‘s underrepresented populations.  While we 

assume that most Georgetown professors represent multiple perspectives in their courses, 

we also need to expand the number of faculty whose work focuses on underrepresented 

minorities. Additionally, given our location in Washington, D.C., we should vigorously 

pursue the development of an elite research and teaching center that focuses on the 

experiences of African-Americans, whether from a national and/or transnational 

perspective.  Its establishment could also inform the direction of Hispanic/Latino Studies 
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and Asian-American Studies.  Moving forward on these fronts will generate increased 

attention and additional resources, so as to allow for more in-depth coverage within our 

University of cultural, racial, and socio-economic diversity in the United States.  Even 

though African-American and Hispanic/Latino studies might be interdisciplinary in focus, 

faculty hires for such programs should be firmly grounded in disciplinary homes.  

 

The second major agreement lies with the coverage of these issues.  We agree that 

all students should engage in sustained and academically rigorous dialogue regarding 

diversity in our nation and the world in an academically rigorous fashion.  Relevant courses 

should be available to all students, across the curriculum.  The goal is to provide context 

for thinking about historic, contemporary, and future issues affecting American civic and 

social life -- at the Hilltop and beyond.  

 

Finally, we agreed that we must increase the racial and ethnic diversity of our 

faculty.  Recent progress at Georgetown in mathematics and physics (as well as in other 

departments) demonstrates that focused efforts yield results. 

 

This report reflects our deep commitment to making Georgetown a better university 

and our campus a more diverse, respectful, and inclusive place.  
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IV. Proposed Measures for Implementation 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

The Working Group proposes recommendations in the following areas: 

 

 1.  Faculty Recruitment and Hires 

 2.  University Colloquium on Ethnicity, Culture, and Identity in the Era of 

Globalization 

 3.  African-American, Asian-American, and Hispanic/Latino Studies 

 4.  Establishment of a Diversity Requirement in All Four Schools 

 5.  Pedagogy 

 

1. Faculty Recruitment and Hires 

  

Crucial to the success of this diversity initiative will be the hiring of additional faculty from 

underrepresented minority groups.  Therefore, the Working Group urges the administration 

to increase the numbers of minority faculty so as to expand the African-American studies 

program and develop Hispanic/Latino and Asian American studies programs.  These 

appointments should be embedded within those departments that reflect the disciplinary 

bent of the candidates.  We are well aware of the University‘s limited resources, and so we 

do not wish to offer unrealistic recommendations.  But there is the impending launch of the 

capital campaign, and this represents a strategic opportunity that must be seized.  More 
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specifically, we recommend not only a target of 3-5 faculty lines in each of the three areas 

of study. In addition we also urge departments and programs to be aggressive in efforts to 

recruit and hire minority faculty. We recommend that African-American studies receive the 

first infusion of support, with Hispanic/Latino studies and Asian-American studies to 

follow.  We also encourage the President, Provost, and Deans to work with Departments in 

a creative way so as to make funds available in support of their strategies to enhance 

faculty diversity.  This practice, which supports ongoing departmental initiatives, has paid 

dividends in the past at Georgetown and other institutions. 

 

2. University Colloquium on Ethnicity, Culture, and Identity in the Era of Globalization 

 

 The Working Group also recommends that the President convene a year-long 

colloquium that would bring together distinguished academics and intellectuals from within 

and outside our University to discuss and debate current best practices in the study of race, 

ethnicity, and culture.  Through these conversations, we can develop our ideas about the 

structure of African-American, Hispanic/Latino, and Asian-American programs.  

Elaborating such an intellectual road map will help us better to leverage our existing 

strengths as we try to build top-flight programs in African-American, Hispanic/Latino, and 

Asian-American studies.  Many of us are keen to hear from the participants in this 

colloquium about how excellence in such programs might be linked with the themes of 

globalization and interdependence. 
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3. African-American Studies, Asian-American Studies and Hispanic/Latino Studies 

 

 Our first priority should be to move beyond the minor in African-American Studies 

and to establish as soon as is practicable a full major, even as we recognize that a 

significant investment will be required for this program to attain Georgetown‘s standards of 

excellence. 

 

 We propose that African-American studies have priority for a number of reasons.  

We are uniquely positioned in Washington D.C. to develop a first-rate program in a city 

with particular cultural, political and historic insights and advantages.  Additionally, 

African-Americans represent the largest racial minority in the United States, and have 

endured a history of exclusion and discrimination.  Given how crucial their experience is to 

understanding the development of this country, we consider the absence of a strong 

program focusing on this group to be a major weakness of our University.  Additionally, 

and perhaps most importantly, this lacuna prevents our undergraduates from adequately 

analyzing the diversity of our nation and understanding the oft-times contentious dialogue 

about race in this country.  A vibrant program centered on the African-American 

experience is long overdue at Georgetown University.   

 

  As suggested earlier, we are unsure about the path Georgetown should follow in 

implementing our recommendations regarding African-American or Africana studies.  One 

direction is to create stand-alone programs that focus on the domestic US experience.  

Another possibility is for our University to adopt a different approach that links the 
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experiences of immigration-based ethnic groups within the United States to their countries 

of origin.  The linkage of African American and African studies, for example, is already 

recognized in some places as Africana studies. Such an approach might generate important 

intellectual synergies and could draw from existing faculty and programmatic strengths.  

The Georgetown curriculum is characterized by its emphasis on international diversity.  

Not only does this enrich what our students learn about other countries and regions, it also 

gives them the tools to compare those realities with the American experience.  

Furthermore, because much research today spotlights the movements of people around the 

world and the ramifications thereof, Georgetown may be distinctively poised to develop 

ethnic studies programs that combine local, national and international dimensions of race 

and ethnicity.  Thus, Georgetown should develop a signature African-American major and 

program of study that bridges the national and the international, allowing us to make the 

most of our limited and diffuse resources. 

 

 A similar argument may be made with respect to the development of Asian-

American and Hispanic/Latino Studies programs.  At the present time Georgetown has 

very few offerings in these areas.  Because this limits the education of our undergraduates, 

we should significantly expand our offerings and resources in this regard. 
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4. Establishment of a Diversity Requirement in all Four Schools 

  

Introduction 

 

How do we reconcile a belief in universal values with respect for cultural 

differences?  How do we maintain social cohesion while embracing a plurality of 

identities? How do we uphold the principles of individual liberty and equal rights for all 

with the fact that people are born into radically diverse positions of access to power and 

opportunity?  What constructive lessons can be learned from experiences of discrimination 

and prejudice?  What role should the ideal of self-determination play amidst the 

possibilities and pressures of economic and cultural globalization? 

 

Such questions reflect fundamental dilemmas that are in some sense timeless, 

inherent in the human condition. Yet they manifest themselves in ever-new forms as 

contexts and conditions evolve over time.  The tensions among these values can be creative 

or destructive, but in any case, they cannot be ignored. In a rapidly changing world, we 

must educate ourselves in how to grapple with sundry manifestations of these issues both 

within our individual societies and at the global, international, and trans-national levels.  

 

The Georgetown University Diversity Requirement is proposed in the belief that 

our undergraduate curriculum must address these problems head on if we are to educate our 

students to be responsible, reflective, self-aware and mutually aware citizens of their nation 

and of the world.  It is put forward in a spirit of openness to multiple approaches to these 



 

 21 

challenges and in the understanding that there is no single prescription or formula that can 

resolve such dilemmas. By the same token, it rests on a foundational commitment to 

fostering a capacity for respect towards the other.  It is the ability to imagine how the world 

is seen through another‘s eyes that is a precondition for such a spirit of respect.  Respect, in 

turn, is the basis for true dialogue and substantive intellectual exchange. 

 

To be sure, the ―other‖ can be as intimately familiar and disconcertingly alien as 

one‘s own reflection in the mirror.  But in the context of this Diversity Requirement, our 

aim is to explore how asymmetries of power and socio-economic, cultural, and political 

fissures along lines of group identity have been and can be struggled over and negotiated.  

Moreover, it is our conviction that, in a world where nation and state continue to play 

powerful roles, even as the very concept of political boundaries are challenged, the 

Georgetown Diversity Requirement needs to address these issues in the context of 

American society and on a global plane. 

 

Recommendation 

 

We recommend the establishment of a Diversity Requirement as part of the General 

Education requirements for all undergraduates.  This requirement is distinctive, based on 

Georgetown‘s history and context as well as on the specific needs and concerns that we 

have identified.  The Diversity Requirement (DR) has several characteristics: 
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1. The DR assumes that comprehensive and balanced analysis of relations between 

social groups is impossible without incorporating a plurality of sources, voices and 

perspectives. 

2. The DR incorporates both domestic and international components, while 

recognizing that many DR courses may transcend this categorical division. 

3. The DR recognizes that the markers of group identity – which in turn can be 

associated with deep disparities in power or perspective -- are virtually infinite and 

resist precise categorization.  

4.  The DR recognizes that identity groups compete in different ways and across a 

range of cleavages.  The modalities of competition may range from civil wars 

within nation-states to international dialogue among religious communities, from 

civil rights movements to immigration legislation.  The cleavages may include (but 

are not limited to) race and class as well as religion, language, and/or gender. 

5. The DR assumes that the range of disciplines whose methodologies can be 

applied to these issues cannot and should not be limited.  The same is true with 

respect to pedagogical methods. 

6. The DR is an overlay requirement.  That is, it does not add to the number of 

required courses students must take.  Rather, its criteria will serve as the basis for 

identifying, revising and/or designing courses that fulfill any number of other 

requirements while also fulfilling the DR.  For example, a course fulfilling one of 

the existing Gen. Ed. requirements could also be designated a DR course, as could 

an upper-level colloquium that counts towards a major or minor field. 
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Implementing the Requirement 

  

 Courses fulfilling the Georgetown DR should discuss the relationships based on 

power, culture, class, and identities in human societies. They should employ multiple 

perspectives and a variety of methodologies in analyzing the interactions between identity 

groups. 

 

These elements should constitute the primary focus of the course content.  The 

dimensions encompassed by the term ―identity group‖ include, but are not necessarily 

limited to class, ethnic, racial, linguistic, religious, occupational, or sexual categories. By 

the same token, it should be underscored that we fully expect DR courses will question and 

critically examine all concepts of collective and ascriptive identities, rather than taking 

them for granted as irreducible categories of analysis.  Among the arenas of contestation 

that DR courses may examine are the state, nation, transnational movements, ethnic 

cleavages and civil conflict, immigrant and diasporic networks, language politics, literary 

and artistic production, as well as globalization and its consequences. 

 

 All Georgetown undergraduates will be required to take two DR courses: Group A 

courses will examine issues related to diversity within the US context; Group B courses 

will examine these in a context outside of this country.  A third category of AB courses will 

count towards either of the above categories.  We encourage and depend on participation 

from the broadest possible range of departments and programs.  Courses fulfilling the 
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diversity requirement can also double-count towards the fulfillment of any other curricular 

requirement. 

 

 Issues relating to the formal consideration and/or approval of a DR by various 

entities are addressed in the conclusion below. 

 

Standing Committee 

 

Implementation of the Diversity Requirement will require the establishment of a 

Main Campus Diversity Requirement Committee that will be responsible for determining 

which courses are to be designated as DR classes. These decisions will be made on the 

basis of syllabi submitted to the Committee by units of the university or by individual 

faculty members.  The Provost and the Main Campus Executive Faculty should appoint 

members of the Committee to two-year terms.  Several initial appointments will be to 

three-year terms so as to provide for continuity and to allow for staggered rotations on and 

off the committee.  Students should also be appointed to this committee.  Moreover, all 

appointees should represent a broad cross-section of approaches, disciplines, departments, 

and programs 

 

Regardless of how quickly Georgetown rethinks its larger core, general-education 

requirements, this Committee can perform an important function almost immediately in 

vetting and designating courses as eligible to be designated as DR.   Such labeling would 
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convey important information to many students, and the Banner System support already in 

place for tagging courses could also be useful in conveying that designation. 

 

5.  Pedagogy 

 

The University should increase its emphasis on inclusive teaching and learning.  This 

can include more active communication about and promotion of existing programs and 

resources, most of which are associated with the Center for New Designs in Learning and 

Scholarship (CNDLS).  Over the past 10 years, CNDLS has developed and offered seminars and 

programs that provide faculty with an understanding of the interpersonal dynamics of 

teaching in diverse classrooms as well as inclusive pedagogies that incorporate and respect 

diversity in their classes.  The goal before us now is to build upon existing efforts and extend 

their reach in order to provide their benefits to more faculty and students across the 

University.  CNDLS does already include some attention to inclusive teaching approaches at 

New Faculty Orientation, at its annual summer institute, and in its ongoing consultations with 

individual faculty, departments, and programs about curriculum and pedagogy.  Most 

recently, the Doyle Initiative (mentioned above) launched in 2009-2010 provides a platform 

for cultivating teaching skills and knowledge about engaging difference among a cadre of 

faculty across the disciplines.  The Doyle Faculty Fellowships provide the University with an 

excellent opportunity to learn both what does and does not work in facilitating student 

understanding around issues of tolerance and diversity.  We strongly recommend that the 

University seek resources to sustain and grow this Initiative and related activities and share 

the results broadly. 
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V. Conclusion 

 

 Georgetown University should lead in the quest for educational excellence.  Our 

traditions, our vocation, and our global perspective demand nothing less.  We have not met 

this standard with respect to diversity and ethnic studies, and we now have the opportunity 

to correct our insufficiencies and to promote these modes of inquiry.  We strongly believe 

that the Diversity Requirement can have an immediate impact on the undergraduate 

curriculum and will help prepare our students to become leaders of an increasingly 

complex and diverse global community.  We recognize the limitations of our current ethnic 

studies programs and thus also recommend that African American, Asian American and 

Hispanic/Latino studies be strengthened.  This should be done by means of a strategic 

review that will help our administration determine what resources and how many faculty 

members are needed to create programs of excellence.  The proposed Colloquium on 

Ethnicity, Culture, and Identity in the Era of Globalization will draw from the expertise of 

the best minds in the academic community.  With their help, we can devise a strategic and 

multi-year plan that will allow Georgetown to attain research excellence and expand its 

curricular offerings in these areas. 

 

 We share this report and its recommendations with the Provost and the President, 

whom we expect will consider our recommendations together with those of our sister 

working groups.  We believe that they can be implemented along the timeline outlined 

below. 
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The commitment to diversify the faculty should be communicated to the 

community and reinforced by existing affirmative action procedures immediately, since the 

Provost oversees faculty hiring on the Main Campus and works with the Deans, 

departments and programs on hiring in the different schools. Support for additional hiring 

of underrepresented minority faculty should be incorporated by the President into 

campaign planning now.  

 

 Planning for the Colloquium on Ethnicity, Culture, and Identity in the Era of 

Globalization should be undertaken, under the leadership of the Provost and President and 

engaging relevant faculty, during the fall of 2010.  The Colloquium itself could begin in the 

spring of 2011 and extend through the calendar year, allowing for the possibility of focused 

supporting activity during the summer of 2011.  It would inform more specific planning 

regarding broader initiatives in African-American, Asian-American, and Latino studies by 

spring of 2012. 

 

 Next steps for a Diversity Requirement have to be coordinated with planning 

underway to evaluate and refresh the general education (core) program, planning that will 

continue through 2011-2012.  Existing curricular review processes can proceed in parallel, 

given the time they will require.  First, the Main Campus Executive Faculty is being asked, 

in spring 2010, for feedback and other input.  Second, the deans of the four schools hosting 

undergraduates should start the process of consideration of the DR during this fall, via their 

respective curriculum committees, academic councils (for school-based student input), and 

executive councils.  The Georgetown University Student Association (GUSA) and the 
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Council of Associate Deans (which addresses cross-school issues relating to policy 

codified in the Undergraduate Bulletin) will also consider the proposal during the Fall 2010 

term.  Following these formal considerations, a revised proposal would go to the Council of 

Deans, then to the Main Campus Executive Faculty, and finally to the Provost, who 

recommends core changes to the President, who, together with the Board of Directors, 

provides the ultimate approval.  These final steps should take place in the spring of 2011, 

allowing implementation to begin in academic year 2011-2012.8 

 

 

                                                         
8 This sequence of steps derives primarily from mapping undertaken by Kathryn Olesko during the 
Intellectual Life Report Review of 2007. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Syllabus for Course on “Diversity and Social Justice?” 
 
SOCI-050       Professor Sam Marullo 

Spring 2010     Professor Eusebio Mujal-León 

 

Diversity and Social Justice 
 

Do We Really Want Diversity and Social Justice?  This is a new and innovative class 
format. Professors Sam Marullo of Sociology and Prof. Eusebio ("Sam") Mujal-Leon of 

Government invite students for a 4-session series of debates and discussions about topics 

that are prominent in the nation and on campus—the issues of diversity and social justice. 
This series promises to be fun—and by participating you will help determine whether we 

move forward with full-fledged courses with similar elements. 

 

Only 15 slots are available, and they will be awarded to students who can commit to: 

 

*  Attend all four sessions; 

*  Read the materials; 

*  Complete the required writing assignments; and 
*  Come prepared to discuss and participate in the conversation. 

 

The four sessions are Wednesdays 10:15-11:30 am, on January 27, February 17, March 17, 

and April 14.   The class meets in ICC 662. 

 

The emphasis is on discussion...but to prime the pump--this is, after all, a university!--there 

will be selected readings (available for distribution via Blackboard to the participants), 

which are listed below.  Students will be required to write a 7-10 page reflection paper after 

the last session in response to course readings and discussions. 

 
 

Reading list 
 

Please do the following readings before class and come to class prepared to discuss: 

 

Week 1: 
 

David Miller, Principles of Social Justice, pp. 1-41; and 
 

James Schall, S.J., ―Liberal Education and ‗Social Justice‘‖ and ―Social Justice?‖ 

 
 

Week 2:  
 

Anthony Kronman, Education’s End: Why our Colleges and Universities have Given Up 

on the Meaning of Life, pp. 137-203; and 
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Paolo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed, chapter 2. 

 

 

Week 3: 

 

Rev. Peter Hans Kolvenbach, S.J. ―Santa Clara Address;‖ and 

 

Peter Berkowitz, ―Liberal Education, Then and Now,‖ Policy Review, (January 2007), no. 

140, pp. 47-67. 

 

 

Week 4:  

 

James Bernard Murphy, Against Civic Schooling, pp. 221-265. 

 

Caryn McTighe Musil, ―Educating Students for Personal and Social Responsibility;‖ and 

 

B. Jacoby and E. Hollander, ―Securing the Future of Civic Education in Higher Education.‖ 

 
 


