Although it might make us feel better, a Diversity Requirement should not be imposed before it has been satisfactorily defined.
The UgC admitted that its description of a “Diversity” course was “deliberately left…somewhat vague.”  Almost everyone has a different definition of “diversity”.  The Council’s definition is not easily parsed: “…the complexity of diverse communities defined by characteristics such as race, ethnicity, gender, socioeconomic background, religion, sexual orientation, age and others.” The stronger identification that people often feel for their homeland--be it a village or a nation--was neglected.  Deciding which courses—and which course instructors--have a “substantial” enough “focus” on some (any??) of these characteristics is extremely difficult.  This lack of clarity is the reason that several strongly supportive committees could not agree on definitive classifications for many dozens of their candidate courses. The recent GE review concludes: “We are not yet ready to propose our own criteria.”

Thus we are given only a crude idea of which courses we would actually be requiring. The GE review warns that courses on their “likely” list may still not qualify for diversity credit. This preliminary list is also misleadingly inflated by courses which most students cannot take until completing other requirements: Honors Collegium courses, seminars for majors, and the second or third quarters of sequential courses with enforced prerequisites.  

“Likely” diversity courses include the History of Rock and Roll, of Electronic Dance Music, and of the American Musical, History of the Documentary, and Pre-Columbian Art.  Shouldn’t European experiences with “diversity” and “inter-group dynamics” also be included? Why, then, are survey courses on the Greeks, the Romans, World Literature through the 20th Century, and the GE Cluster on History of Social Thought excluded? The academic rationale for giving “diversity” credit to the former courses, but not to the latter ones, has never been defined. 

We cannot provide the necessary academic guidance for these far-reaching decisions merely by writing a “blank check” to the GE Committee to work it all out. They will not have adequate time to determine the diversity criteria, solicit departmental proposals, review them, have “departmental consultations”, and then digest the resulting departmental responses before this summer.  My service on that committee convinces me that doing this for over 100 new proposals is too difficult to delegate entirely to them.  

No one checked which students currently graduate having taken which-- if any--“diversity courses”.  Thus there is little basis for the assertion that a requirement is “not likely to have a discernable effect on enrollments in GE courses”.  If this does turn out to be true, then there is no substantive reason to make it mandatory.  To justify a new graduation requirement, there must be an unacceptable gap in the educations of our current graduates—not merely a “perceived” gap.  Perhaps this proposal would be justified at a university like Brigham Young.  At UCLA, however, it makes more sense for the faculty simply to promulgate an official list of courses which are eventually granted diversity credit.  This would achieve the main goal of the proposal, which appears to be improved public relations. 

