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Context 

Beginning fall, 2009, the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) initiated a 

review of a draft proposal regarding diversity as a core principle of the university’s strategic 

planning process.  In September of 2007, the institution released a Diversity Statement, aiming to 

“remove barriers to the recruitment, retention, and advancement of talented students, faculty, and 

staff from historically excluded populations who are currently underrepresented” (UCLA, 2009).  

The overview of the plan alludes to the fact that this statement was drafted in response to 

the passing of Proposition 209 some 13 years earlier - a proposition that denied public 

institutions in the state of California from granting preferential treatment to individuals or groups 

based on traditional standards associated with diversity-related qualities and/or 

characteristics.  As a result of this political nature of this topic, underrepresented minority (USM) 

faculty hires and student (undergraduate and graduate) admissions were affected.  A call was 

made by the Regent's workshops in 2006 requesting that a formal commitment to diversity be 

drafted, resulting in the aforementioned statement and the following (proposed) plan.    

UCLA’s Diversity Plan 

The UCLA Diversity Plan Overview lays out five unifying themes within their  

diversity plan.  In order to effectively assess UCLA’s Diversity Plan, it will be important to 

briefly define each theme.   

The themes are as follows: 

1. Communicating the Commitment to Diversity 



2. Promoting an Inclusive Campus 

3. Facilitating Education and Research 

4. Building the Academic Pipeline 

5. Fostering Assessment and Accountability  

Each theme explored in the plan is designed (or meant) to address particular questions 

and action plans to be undertaken by staff, faculty, students, and the student affairs division as a 

whole.  The first theme involves the broadcasting of the affirmation that the institution has with 

respect to diversity (this can be done, UCLA writes, through the expansion of the university’s 

diversity website, strategic plans for every academic and administrative unit, etc.).  The second 

theme involves support of programs that address retention and recruitment, including monitoring 

of discriminatory remarks, development of programs aimed at enhancing connectedness, and 

relationship building.  In the third theme, UCLA states that, as a university, “We must also 

deepen our understanding of diversity within our own community in order to understand the 

barriers to increasing diversity on campus” (UCLA, 2009).  As a result, the institution aims to 

support/develop academic programs tied to issues of diversity, social justice, and underserved 

populations.   

     In terms of the fourth theme, UCLA crafts “academic pipeline” via which diversity at 

other institutions is also promoted or enhanced.  This process would involve work with K-12 

schools, providing new career development opportunities for all students from admission and 

onward, and so forth.  Finally, the fifth theme entails development of an unambiguous 

expectation for campus leaders to promote diversity, to hold themselves accountable for their 

own actions and the actions of others, and to support further analysis of individual and unit 

attempts to understand the impact of programs. 



     The physical UCLA Strategic Diversity Plan (an 11-page document attached to the 

overview) expands on these themes by framing challenges (five separate items) and the actions 

necessary to combat said challenges.  For example, retention and completion data for minorities 

in graduate-level education is a necessary action for the institution with respect to understanding 

(and later advancing) diversity in the university’s graduate programs (UCLA, 2009).  Another 

challenge for the Student Affairs Staff (Action Plan 3) involves appropriately defining diversity 

and identifying resources to create a responsive community.  Additionally, the improvement of 

the campus climate is also a part of this action plan, which entails first understanding how the 

community responds to issues related to diversity (recommended actions include distribution of a 

climate survey).  No updates have been issued since this draft was released. 

Critique 

     I would argue that the institution is in a transitional phase, working toward Stage 4 of 

Jackson and Holvino’s model for Multicultural Organizational Development and beyond.  I’ve 

selected Stage 4 particularly because of the desire to actively recruit from underrepresented 

pools.   I’ve also selected this stage as the level toward which UCLA is advancing because of the 

university’s drive to prove career advancing opportunities to increase student, staff, and faculty 

“success and mobility” (Wall & Obear, 2008, p. 5).  Many of the proposed actions made by 

UCLA coincide well with the recommended actions laid out by the Social Justice Training 

Institute  (STJI) to move beyond Stage 3; therefore, I would argue that UCLA, as an institution, 

currently rests at Stage 3 with respect to the Multicultural Organizational Development 

model.  Of the recommended actions for universities in Stage 3, the STJI states that an institution 

must aim to “increase the numbers of staff, faculty, and administrators from subordinated 

groups,” as well as “create structures to ensure they are welcomed and embraced by the campus 



community” (Wall and Obear, 2008, p. 10).  The primary concern of UCLA, as stated in the first 

paragraph of this piece, revolves retention and recruitment of students and staff from 

underrepresented populations.   

Another item directly tying UCLA’s plan to the recommendations for Stage 3 

organizations (and thus placing it under that label) involves the communication of “clear 

expectations” with respect to diversity-related standards (as well as a commitment to diversity) 

(Wall & Obear, 2008, p.10).  Another element that places UCLA in Stage 3 of Jackson and 

Holvino’s model is the need for a system of accountability (both institutionally, as well as among 

staff members and faculty).  The fact that this has not been done in the past signifies, in my 

mind, that diversity (as an institutional value) has fallen under the radar.  The broadcasting and 

reinforcement of the institution’s commitment to diversity, admittedly, may not be done for the 

sake of diversity awareness; rather, it may be done so as to maintain the appearance of “cultural 

competence”, as opposed to truly focusing on diversity development (straying from criticism, as 

opposed to doing what’s right for the best of reasons) (Wall & Obear, 2008, p. 11).   I recognize 

that this probably isn’t the case, as other items suggest that UCLA has come to recognize a 

particular need with respect to diversity advancement; yet, I remain somewhat skeptical, as few 

updates on the progress of this diversity initiative have yet to manifest. 

The implementation of a diversity statement and lack of a formally crafted functional 

definition of diversity (based on their need for a definition supported by faculty and staff) 

signifies that the university has much to learn and accomplish with respect to this topic.  It is my 

belief, however, that such an effort can be considered a step in the right direction (action is better 

than no action at all).  What strikes me as odd is the fact that the university stipulates that it 



desires to create greater open-mindedness and a value of diversity.  This again leads me to 

question whether or not such values were tolerated in the past (perhaps in an unspoken manner).   

In terms of recommendations, I agree with what’s been shared by the STJI, and argue that 

UCLA must focus on the safety and inclusion of subordinated group members on campus as 

opposed to simply increasing USM presence on campus.  Such an effort would not increase 

diversity awareness in a way that would be conducive to positive responsiveness within the 

community (I believe UCLA has recognized this, and that this is why they’re moving away from 

Stage 3 practices).  Interestingly enough, in terms of student demographics, Asian/Pacific 

Islander and Hispanic numbers for undergraduate enrollment remained fairly stable from 2008 

up through 2011, while the number of Black/African American students increased from 938 to 

1,013 over the same time period (UCLA, 2011).  Conversely, enrollment of White/non-Hispanic 

students decreased from 9,006 undergraduate students to 8,453 (UCLA, 2011).  With no updates 

since the introduction of the draft proposal, these numbers make me question whether or not 

UCLA has moved forward in establishing an inclusive environment, or has taken to simply 

directing recruitment efforts toward USMs (addressing its more pressing concerns as previously 

mentioned).   

Establishing and communicating a commitment to diversity without actually having said 

commitment achieved on campus may prove problematic; therefore, additional action is 

necessary with respect to shifting the cultural climate.  What such actions should entail, I do not 

quite know; however, understanding the campus community’s attitudes toward diversity-related 

subjects is undoubtedly a proactive first step in becoming a multiculturally supportive and 

competent institution of higher learning.  The third theme established in the overview of the 

Diversity Plan (further education and academic/community-based research), I believe, is a step in 



the right direction to create a community that is cognizant of diversity-centered issues.  In 

conclusion, there are clearly items that need to be addressed; however, it’s evident that UCLA 

recognizes that a change needs to be implemented, and is on a path toward bettering their 

community. 
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