
Florida State University Libraries

Faculty Publications  College of Social Work

2013

Multicultural Curriculum and MSW
Students' Attitudes about Race and Diversity
Philip Osteen, Todd Vanidestine, and Tanya L. Sharpe

Follow this and additional works at the FSU Digital Library. For more information, please contact lib-ir@fsu.edu

http://fsu.digital.flvc.org/
mailto:lib-ir@fsu.edu


Multicultural 1 

 

 

Running head: MULTICULTURAL CURRICULUM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Multicultural Curriculum and 

MSW Students’ Attitudes about Race and Diversity 

 

Philip J. Osteen, Ph.D., MSW 

Todd J. Vanidestine, MSW, Ph.D. Candidate 

Tanya L. Sharpe, Ph.D., MSW 

 

University of Maryland 

School of Social Work 

525 West Redwood Street 

Baltimore, MD  21201 

 



Multicultural 2 

 

Abstract 

Methods of incorporating culturally competent practice/social justice content into curriculum are 

often addressed in a required course or across courses infusion model. This research explored 

multicultural curriculum and MSW students’ attitudes about race and diversity. Data were 

collected from 297 MSW students. MANOVA revealed significant differences between students 

in programs with required multicultural course work and those utilizing an infusion model on 

measures of attitudes toward African Americans but not on measures of diversity or social 

equality and justice. The results indicate the differential outcomes based on curriculum models 

and support the need for further research in this area. 
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The field of social work is committed to social justice for all. Discrimination and 

prejudice directed against any group are damaging to the social, emotional, and economic well-

being of the affected group and of society as a whole.  As codified in section 4.02 of the NASW 

Code of Ethics (1999), “Social workers should not practice, condone, facilitate, or collaborate 

with any form of discrimination on the basis of race, ethnicity, national origin, color, sex, sexual 

orientation, gender identity or expression, age, marital status, political belief, religion, 

immigration status, or mental or physical disability.” The NASW Standards for Cultural 

Competence (2001) expands on the Code to delineate the organization’s position with regard to 

cultural competence. Standards One (“Ethics and Values”) and Two (“Self-Awareness”) direct 

social workers to evaluate and understand their own values and beliefs as a precursor to cultural 

competence, and to adhere to the values and ethics of the profession, acknowledging that 

conflicts may arise.  

Recognized by the Council for Higher Education Accreditation as the sole accrediting 

agency for social work education in the U.S., the Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) 

establishes the Educational Policy and Accreditation Standards (EPAS) for social work 

education. Educational Policy 2.0, “The Social Work Curriculum and Professional Practice”, 

specifies the core competencies students are expected to demonstrate in the successful 

completion of their social work education (CSWE, 2008). Social workers “engage diversity and 

difference in practice,” including age, class, color, culture, disability, ethnicity, gender, gender 

identity and expression, immigration status, political ideology, race, religion, sex, and sexual 

orientation (Educational Policy 2.1.4, p. 4), and  “advance human rights and social and economic 

justice” through their understanding of “the forms and mechanisms of oppression and 

discrimination” (p. 5). Within schools of social work, there is increased effort to improve 
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“cultural competency,” sensitivity to ethnic/cultural diversity, and motivate social workers to 

“strive to end discrimination, oppression, poverty, and other forms of social injustice” (National 

Association of Social Workers, 2008).  

Social work educators are recognized as “gatekeepers” of the profession (Bogo, Regeher, 

Power, & Regeher, 2007; Black, Oles, & Moore, 1998), and are responsible for evaluating 

students’ mastery of core competencies. Inherent in this role is the expectation that educators 

will assess students’ attitudes as related to the profession and develop and present curriculum 

that “socializes” students to the profession’s value system; exposure to the professions’ value 

system is believed to “influence” students’ values to be more in line with those detailed in the 

NASW Code of Ethics (Black et al., p. 166). Because the adoption and practice of these values 

are necessary for the professional social worker (Clark, 2006), multicultural education is 

essential to the future of the social work profession.  

Multicultural Education 

Social work educators continue to struggle with how to appropriately address issues of 

human oppression as evidenced by the recent discourse on CSWE’s proposal to eliminate 

individual tracks focusing on different cultural groups at the Annual Program Meeting and 

instead subsuming multiple facets of culture into a single “Diversity” track. When referring to 

multicultural education in social work, it is often viewed as the acceptance of racial, ethnic, 

religious, sexual and gender diversity through awareness building, skills development, and 

inductive learning (Lum, 2007). However, conflating all of the pertinent issues of human 

oppression may lead to a watered down curriculum that fails to address issues of power, 

prejudice, and privilege adequately.   
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General pedagogical approaches to multicultural education are discreet coursework, 

infusion across the curriculum, or a combination of the two methods (McHatton, Keller, 

Shircliffe, & Zalaquett, 2009), and social work education utilizes these same methods to 

incorporate culturally competent practice/social justice content into the curriculum (Hong & 

Hodge, 2009). Although both methods have been shown to positively impact students’ attitudes 

towards culturally diverse groups, challenges have also been identified such as student 

engagement, faculty knowledge, skills, and comfort, time constraints, poorly defined outcomes, 

and inadequate assessment tools (McHatton, et al., 2009). An additional gap in our 

understanding is the relative effectiveness of these two approaches as there is no readily 

available research directly comparing the two approaches. 

 A fundamental challenge to evaluating multicultural education is the inconsistent and ill-

defined use of language. Even a cursory review of the literature reveals that we, as educators and 

researchers, have no clearly defined operational terms for “multiculturalism”. Commonly used 

terms include “multiculturalism”, “diversity”, and “cultural competence”, but it is not clear what 

these terms mean, how they relate to one another, and the contextual application of each term. 

Furthermore, the idea of “multicultural education” is not universally established; it is 

simultaneously applied to curriculum addressing oppression and marginalization, privilege and 

power, “cultural” characteristics and practices of minority groups, and culturally sensitive social 

work practice. For the purpose of this article, multicultural education is used as an umbrella term 

that encompasses all of these contexts, and diversity refers to those characteristics of groups of 

individuals that separate them from the dominant, majority culture. 

Social Justice and Equality 
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Having a strong belief in a just world refers to aligning an individual’s merit with fate as 

they relate to believing the world is just. Advocating for social justice is defined as a continued 

effort to advocate for people suffering under oppressive circumstances. The former construct 

(belief in a just world) appears to be antithetical to common social work values, while the latter 

(advocating for social justice) is an essential activity for social workers at all levels.  

  Van Soest (1996) found mixed results in her study of 222 MSW students from two 

different universities by measuring their belief in a just world and level of commitment to social 

justice advocacy. In highly paradoxical and inconsistent results, the study revealed the score on a 

belief in a just world measure actually increased for first-year MSW students after taking the 

course on oppression during the year, while second-year students (at the same school) had a 

statistically significant lower score on the same instrument after taking the oppression course 

within the last 1-2 years of the program. Concerning commitment to social justice advocacy, 

first-year students had an increase in self-reported social justice advocacy work with African-

Americans and gay men/lesbians but without significant increase in advocacy work with other 

racial minorities, women, or physically challenged persons.  

To further the complexities of measuring effectiveness of multicultural/oppression 

courses in the curriculum, students from the second MSW program scored significantly lower on 

the belief in a just world and higher in social justice advocacy than the first university without 

taking the oppression course. Curriculum, as well as faculty’s comfort level with teaching 

diversity, plays a role in the variability of findings (Fellin, 2000; Gutiérrez, Fredrickson, & 

Soifer, 1999). Furthermore, students’ resistance to multicultural education is also an important 

consideration when analyzing inconsistent findings (Deal & Hyde, 2004). 
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Recognizing the multiple manifestations of human oppression (e.g., sexism, ageism, 

homophobia, etc.) that require further individualized examination relevant to the manner in 

which they are addressed and comprehended through multicultural education, race and diversity 

were specifically selected as an initial focal point for this study as they are personally mediated, 

historically embedded and institutionally sanctioned in our society.  Moreover, race and diversity 

are frequently used terms in social work education that create a sense of tension and confusion, 

which can cause a minimizing  of social discourse on inequality and human oppression.    

Race and Racism 

According to Barndt (2007), “race is an arbitrary (specious, false) socio/biological 

construct created by Europeans…to assign human worth and status” (p. 72) where in spite of 

evidence disproving the biological legitimacy of race, there still remain social inequalities based 

on it (NASW, 2007). Racism refers to the combination of race prejudice and “the misuse of 

power by systems and institutions” through cultural, linguistic, and individual interactions 

(Barndt, 2007, p. 59). 

Over the last several years, institutional pillars of the social work profession have 

highlighted racism as an ongoing issue that required attention at multiple levels. In 2004, the 

Council on Social Work Education (CSWE) formed a Commission for Diversity and Social and 

Economic Justice, which led to the Council on Racial, Ethnic, and Cultural Diversity (formerly 

the Commission on Minority Group Concerns). The resulting work by these groups as well as 

others at CSWE produced a workgroup charged with implementing a Center for Diversity and 

Social and Economic Justice, as proposed by the Board of Directors (Council on Social Work 

Education [CSWE], n.d., a, b).  
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In 2005, the Social Work Congress brought together over 400 leaders within the field to 

establish a long-term vision of how to address pressing issues over the next five years and 

beyond. The first part of the strategic visioning focused on determining which “imperatives” 

were prioritized. Subsequently, the group provided an action plan for 2005-2007, which 

extended through 2008-2010, as well as an even longer-term vision (Clark, Weismiller, 

Whitaker, Waller, Zlotnik, & Corbett, 2006). Of the twelve identified imperatives, two read as 

follows: 

--Address the impact of racism, other forms of social oppression, social injustice, and 

other human rights violations through social work education and practice. 

--Continuously acknowledge, recognize, confront, and address pervasive racism within 

social work practice at the individual, agency, and institutional levels. [emphasis added] (Clark 

et al., 2006, p. 4) 

During 2007, the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) published a document 

titled Institutional Racism & the Social Work Profession: A Call to Action. It emphasized how 

racism manifests in the social systems we find ourselves interacting with on a daily basis and 

provides concrete action steps to create a more racially just vision for our profession (NASW, 

2007). Thus, social workers need the skills to analyze racial inequities in order to meet the 

individual needs of people served as well as challenge policies and institutions that may be 

supporting oppressive outcomes. 

Swank et al. (2001) studied 437 students’ attitudes toward multicultural education and 

variables that influence them using symbolic racism as their theoretical framework. The research 

participants were predominantly White in a small, Southeastern university. Initial findings 

revealed that BSW students were generally more accepting of multicultural programming 
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(curriculum, majors, increasing diversity of professors) than other disciplines. However, over 

70% of the students were in the “not sure,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” categories when 

asked about having a required multicultural class. The recognition level of institutional racism 

significantly influenced the students’ response, with those dismissing its presence being more 

oppositional toward multicultural programming. This mirrors the basic tenants of symbolic 

racism in that White people “are cultural pluralists as long [as] this commitment does not 

impinge on their current lifestyle” (Swank et al., 2001, p. 99). Additionally, this finding further 

highlights the importance of institutionalizing the cultural competent values of social work 

through a mandatory course.  

Resistance to required courses or trainings for multicultural education highlights the 

significance of such learning opportunities in a society that continues to produce racial 

disparities. By including a course that focuses on systemic racism, students’ understanding of 

and willingness to address it increases. Adams, Edkins, Lacka, Pickett, and Cheryan (2008) 

studied the impact of how racism is framed in a sociology tutorial, either from an individual 

(traditional) or systemic (sociocultural) point-of-view through a quasi-experimental design. 

Participants came for the control condition came from an introductory course to psychology and 

the two treatment groups came from social psychology courses. All students in both studies were 

self-identified as White. The researchers hypothesized that the traditionally focused tutorial 

would not be effective in increasing awareness about racism as compared to one from a 

sociocultural perspective. Alternatively, they also hypothesized that the sociocultural framework 

would increase the students’ ability to perceive racism and actually be more proactive in 

supporting antiracist policies. Two studies were conducted which varied by means of course 

implementation; one was an online tutorial and the other an in-class setting. The researchers 
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found that even seven days post tutorial, students receiving the sociostructural perspective were 

less likely to define racism in an individualistic way, were in more agreement with a systemic 

explanation of racism, and were more acknowledging of systemic underpinnings of racism than 

either the traditional or control groups. Additionally, students who received the sociocultural 

course content were more likely to support anti-racist policies. 

Although the aforementioned studies highlight the benefits of education relevant to issues 

of racism and diversity, there is little consistency in the methods of implementation across BSW 

and MSW programs, and there are few studies comparing the outcomes of different pedagogical 

approaches to addressing issues of power, privilege, oppression, and multicultural awareness in 

social work education.  The primary research question addressed in this study is, “do scores on 

the combined set of measures of MSW students’ attitudes about race, diversity, and social justice 

and equality, differ as a function of academic standing and/or the requirement to take a stand-

alone course on multiculturalism compared to participation in an infusion model?” The study is 

designed to test the two-tailed hypothesis that scores on the combined set of measures did not 

differ as a function of academic standing or required multicultural course work. 

Method 

 This study is based on a secondary analysis of cross-sectional data. Data were collected 

in Spring and Fall of 2008 for an original, mixed-method study of MSW students’ motivations 

for pursuing a degree and career in social work. Additional information regarding the original 

study is available in AUTHOR (2009).  

Participants 

A convenience sample of 528 participants was enrolled in the original 2008 study. 

Inclusion criteria consisted of current enrollment in one of the purposively selected CSWE-
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accredited MSW program in the U.S. Five characteristics were used in selecting institutions for 

participation: geographic location (North West, South West, Mid-West, North Central, South 

Central, North East, and South East), private versus public status, secular versus religious 

affiliation, enrollment size of MSW program [small (less than 100 enrolled students), medium 

(100-300 enrolled students), and large (more than 300 enrolled students], and racial/ethnic 

composition of MSW student body (i.e., a Historically Black College or University(HBCU)). 

Data relevant to multiple student characteristics were collected including age, gender, 

race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, and enrollment status. The mean age of participants was 30.2 

years with a standard deviation of 8.7 years. The majority of students were female (92%) and 

Caucasian (82.6%). Academic standing was coded as part-time, first-year foundation, advance 

standing, or second-year concentration. For the purposes of this study, only Caucasian students 

were included. Furthermore, part-time students were excluded from the current analyses because 

length of time in the program could not be ascertained from the data. The final sample of 297 

students consisted of 42.1% foundation students, 33.3% advance standing students, and 24.6% 

concentration students. Based on a review of program curriculum, 30.4% of students attended 

programs with required multicultural coursework, whereas 69.6% of students attended programs 

with no such requirement. 

Measures 

In addition to information on student characteristics, data were collected using measures 

of attitudes towards historically oppressed and marginalized groups and attitudes about social 

justice and equality. Two measures (The Modern Racism Scale (MRS) (Henry, & Sears, 2002) 

and the AntiBlack Scale (ABS) (Katz, & Hass, 1988) specifically focus on attitudes towards 

African Americans. Two measures, the Personal Beliefs about Diversity Scale (PBDS) (Pohan & 
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Aguilar, 2001) and the Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale (MGUDS) (Fuertes, 

Miville, Sedlacek, & Gretchen, 2000), assess attitudes across a spectrum of diverse minority 

groups. Two measures, the Social Dominance Orientation scale (SOD) (Pratto, Sidanius, 

Stallworth, & Malle, 1994) and the Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale (HES) (Katz & Hess, 

1988), were chosen as indicators of views on justice and equality. 

Racial attitudes. 

The Modern Racism Scale (MRS) 2000 (Henry, & Sears, 2002) is an eight item scale 

designed to measure symbolic racism of White/Caucasian respondents towards Blacks/African 

Americans in general. Items on the MRS do not have a single, consistent response format. One 

item has a three point rating scale format and the other items have four point rating scales. Items 

were designed to be summed for a continuous level total score using scoring instructions 

provided by the scale developers. The scale developers of the MRS report acceptable internal 

consistency (Cronbach’s α =.79); observed Cronbach’s α for the current sample was .80. 

Substantial evidence is given by the authors to support construct validity, predictive validity, and 

discriminate validity. Items were rescored as needed so that higher values indicate more positive 

attitudes, and lower values indicate more negative attitudes. 

The AntiBlack Scale (ABS; Katz, & Hass, 1988) is a ten item instrument designed to 

measure negative attitudes towards Blacks or African Americans. The scale has a six-point 

response format (Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree). Items were designed to be summed for a 

continuous level total score. The scale developers report acceptable internal consistency 

reliability (Cronbach’s α = .79) and provide extensive evidence supporting content and construct 

validity. Observed Cronbach’s α for the current sample was .86. Items were rescored as needed 
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so that higher values indicate more positive attitudes, and lower values indicate more negative 

attitudes.  

General attitudes about diversity. 

The Personal Beliefs about Diversity Scale (PBDS; Pohan & Aguilar, 2001) is a 15-item 

self-report scale measuring personal beliefs about (a) race/ethnicity, (b) gender, (c) social class, 

(d) sexual orientation, (e) disabilities, (f) language, and (g) immigration. Responses are measured 

along a true Likert scale. Items were designed to be summed for a continuous level total score. 

Content validity has been adequately addressed. Support for convergent and divergent construct 

validity has been demonstrated. Adequate reliability has been reported by the scale developers 

(Cronbach’s α = .78). Observed Cronbach’s α for the current sample was .81.  Items were 

rescored as needed so that higher values indicate more positive attitudes, and lower values 

indicate more negative attitudes.  

The Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale- short form is a 15 item instrument 

designed to measure a respondent’s “awareness and potential acceptance of similarities and 

differences in others” (Fuertes, et al., 2000, p. 158). The measure utilizes a six point rating scale 

response format (“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”). Items were designed to be summed 

for a continuous level total score. High internal consistency reliability has been reported 

(Cronbach’s α = .93; test-retest reliability = .94). Substantial evidence supporting content and 

construct validity has also been provided. Items were rescored as needed so that higher values 

indicate more positive attitudes, and lower values indicate more negative attitudes. 

Social justice and equality. 

The Social Dominance Orientation scale (SDO; Pratto, et al., 1994) is a 16 item 

instrument designed to measure “the extent to which one desires that one’s in-group dominate 
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and be superior to out-groups” (p. 742).  The scale has a six-point response format (Strongly 

Disagree to Strongly Agree). Items were designed to be summed for a continuous level total 

score. The scale developers report acceptable internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α = 

.80-.89 across multiple developmental samples) and provide extensive evidence supporting 

content and construct validity. Observed Cronbach’s α for the current sample was .90. Items 

were rescored as needed so that higher values indicate more positive attitudes, and lower values 

indicate more negative attitudes. 

The Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale (HES; Katz, & Hass, 1988) is a ten item 

instrument designed to measure “adherence to the democratic ideals of equality, social justice, 

and concern for the others' wellbeing” (p. 894). The scale has a six-point response format 

(“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”). Items were designed to be summed for a continuous 

level total score. The authors indicate acceptable internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s α = 

.76) and provide extensive evidence supporting content and construct validity. Higher values 

indicate more positive attitudes, and lower values indicated more negative attitudes. 

Procedures 

Recruitment consisted of a mass email providing an overview of the study and a link to 

the online survey sent to currently enrolled MSW students and an announcement providing an 

overview of the study and a link to the online survey posted to student-oriented informational 

websites. Interested participants were able to access the anonymous, online survey through 

www.surveymonkey.com, a frequently used online survey provider. Before beginning the 

survey, participants were presented with a project information sheet and were required to 

indicate their consent to participate by clicking on the appropriate response before being allowed 

to access the actual survey.  
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Results 

Data Analysis 

Data analyses were carried using PASW/SPSS v.18 (2009). Scores on the Modern 

Racism Scale, the Anti-Black Scale, the Personal Beliefs about Diversity Scale, the Miville-

Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale, the Social Dominance Orientation Scale, and the 

Humanitarianism-Egalitarianism Scale were used as dependent variables in a multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA), and academic status and multicultural course requirement 

were used as independent variables. Minimal missing data (<1%) were handled using listwise 

deletion. Results are reported for descriptive statistics, bivariate correlations among dependent 

variables, and multivariate and univariate ANOVAs. 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics for the six measures of multicultural attitudes are provided in Table 

1. Although the assumption of normality was violated for all six variables, skewness and kurtosis 

fell within a ±2 range. Variables were examined for outliers based on standardized scores of ± 3. 

For a data set of this size, it was expected there would be up to ten cases with standardized scores 

greater than ± 3, and no variables exceeded this expectation. Mean scores for all measures fell in 

the neutral to positive range. 

[insert Table 1 here] 

Correlations 

Pearson product-moment bivariate correlations were computed between pairs of 

dependent variables. As anticipated, all variables demonstrated statistically significant (p<0.001) 

positive correlations. The correlation matrix is provided in Table 2. Correlations ranged from 



Multicultural 16 

 

0.25 to 0.62. Small to moderate (Cohen, 1988) correlations were found between the ATLGS and 

the MRS (r=.25) and the ABS (r=.26). Moderate to large correlations (Cohen) were found 

between the PBADS and the MRS (r=.47), the ABS (r=.54), and the ATLGS (r=.62). A 

moderate (Cohen) correlation was found between the MRS and ABS (r=.44). 

[insert Table 2 here] 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

Multivariate analysis of variance was used to test the hypothesis that scores on the 

combined set of measures of attitudes towards marginalized groups did not differ as a function of 

academic standing or required multicultural course work. Data screening revealed violations of 

several statistical assumptions of MANOVA. Multivariate normality could not be assumed due 

to the lack of univariate normality. The assumption of homogeneity of covariance matrices was 

upheld (Box’s M=139.41, p>.05), and the assumption of homogeneity of variance was upheld 

with the exception of the MRS (p<.1). MANOVA is generally considered robust to minor 

violations of these assumptions. Multivariate tests were carried out using Pillai’s Trace, as it is 

more robust to violations of assumptions. 

A significant multivariate main effect was found for the multicultural course requirement 

(Pillai’s Trace=.08, F(6, 274)=3.26, p<.01), but not for academic standing (Pillai’s Trace=.06, F(12, 

550)=1.39, p>.05) or the interaction of the two independent variables (Pillai’s Trace=.04, F(12, 

550)=1.00, p<.05). Note that although significant, the effect size for course requirement is very 

small (η
2

p=.07), indicating the presence of additional, unidentified sources of variance. 

Univariate Analysis of Variance 

The significant multivariate main effect for the multicultural course requirement was 

followed-up with a series of univariate ANOVAs to test for mean differences on the six 
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individual measures of multicultural attitudes between students who were required to take a 

multicultural course and students who were not required to take a multicultural course; results 

were interpreted using a Bonferroni-adjustment (α=.01) to control for inflated Type-I error rate. 

Significant differences between the two groups were found on both measures of racial attitudes 

but not for measures of attitudes about diversity or social justice and equality. Results of the 

follow-up univariate analyses are summarized in Table 3. 

[insert Table 3 here] 

For both measures of racial attitudes, students who were required to take a 

multiculturalism course scored higher (i.e., had more positive attitudes) than students who were 

not required to take a multiculturalism course. Students attending programs with required 

multicultural coursework had a mean score of 22.61 (SD=1.95) on the Modern Racisms Scale 

compared to 21.78 (SD=2.36) for students attending programs without required multicultural 

coursework. Similarly, these same students had a mean score of 47.44 (SD=7.29) on the Anti-

Black Scale versus 44.79 (SD=8.18) for students from program without required multicultural 

coursework. Note that though significant, effect sizes (η2
p) are very small, with only 7% of 

variance explained by course requirement. The plot of mean scores for each measure by course 

requirement is provided in Figure 1. 

[insert Figure 1 here] 

Discussion 

A contributing factor to the challenge of legitimizing multicultural education is that there 

is no unified conceptualization of what constitutes multicultural education. Consequently, there 

is not agreement about the purpose and desired outcomes of these educational practices, or 

evidence-informed methods of implementation across BSW and MSW programs.  The results of 
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this study suggest that required multicultural course work may be associated with more positive 

outcomes for students’ attitudes compared to an infusion model.  

Students who were required to take a multicultural class had significantly more positive 

attitudes than students in programs without a required course. This result held true for attitudes 

towards African-Americans (MRS, ABS), though not for general attitudes about diversity or 

social justice and equality. However, there are not any differences in average scores on any of 

the measures between students at different points in their education. The attitudes of second year 

students, advanced standing students, and first year students are the same. This result suggests 

that attitudes are not changing as students’ progress through the program. One interpretation of 

this finding is that exposure time is not a factor, and that instead, we should be focusing on type 

and quality of content of our curriculum. Significant positive correlations exist between all the 

measures, meaning that more negative attitudes towards one group were associated with more 

negative attitudes towards another group, and conversely, positive attitudes associated with 

positive attitudes. This suggests that negative/positive attitudes aren’t “group” specific; perhaps 

then, our emphasis should be on the students’ attitudes (as is the most common approach in 

multicultural courses) and not on the marginalized groups themselves (which is more common in 

an infusion model).   

Additionally, average scores on each of the measures (for all groups) fell in the positive 

attitudes to neutral attitudes range. While it is encouraging that none of the groups had negative 

scores, it is concerning that not all of the groups had highly positive scores. Although students 

who had required content had more positive attitudes, there was still room for movement. Should 

neutrality be a satisfactory outcome?  

Limitations and Future Research 
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Current findings extend the literature on the impact of multicultural curriculum on MSW 

students’ attitudes about race and diversity. Nevertheless, limitations of this study must be noted.  

First, a convenience sample was used, thus limiting the generalizability of results.  Second, 

access to syllabi was limited so multicultural courses’ content could not be examined.  Third, 

being in a program with a required multicultural content course only accounts for a small % of 

the variance; there are clearly other factors to consider such as faculty knowledge, skills, and 

preparedness (Funge, 2011; Sciame-Giesecke, et al., 2009; Singleton, 1994), program 

characteristics, and actual course content (Abrams & Gibson, 2007). A last consideration is that a 

“pretest” was not administered to study participants.  Therefore inferences can’t be made 

regarding the course (or infusion model) influence on the change in attitudes of participants.  

Although the design and data of the current study are not able to explicitly answer the 

question of why there is a difference in attitudes towards African Americans between the two 

groups of students, the researchers have identified areas for consideration. First, resistance on the 

part of students to engage in the challenging work of multicultural education has been 

established (Deal & Hyde, 2004), and it may be that a discrete course facilitates the development 

over time of an environment in which (1) students develop relationships and trust with one 

another and the instructor, and/or (2) the intentional and continued focus on multiculturalism 

reduces the tendency of students, and possibly faculty, to minimize the importance of the topic 

and/or the time  devoted to it. Second, there may be identifiable characteristics of faculty 

teaching multicultural courses that facilitate desirable outcomes such as greater familiarity and 

understanding of the content, more skills and/or experience related to multicultural education, 

and more investment in student outcomes in this area (Fellin, 2000; Gutiérrez, Fredrickson, & 

Soifer, 1999). Finally, there may be school-level characteristics involved as well; for example, 
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programs with a greater emphasis on multiculturalism may be more likely to establish discrete 

courses, as well as provide additional educational opportunities both in and outside of the 

classroom. 

Much of the research literature in this area has frequently focused on demographic 

variables and personal characteristics of students associated with positive attitudes towards 

marginalized and oppressed groups, acceptance of cultural diversity, and endorsement of social 

justice and equality. However, many of these factors are either unalterable (e.g., age, race, and 

socioeconomic status) or intrinsically rooted in core developmental processes (e.g., religious 

teachings). Although these findings are valuable in helping educators understand the genesis of 

students’ multicultural beliefs, awareness, and development, it does not adequately inform the 

process of fostering critical thinking about privilege, oppression, justice, and equality.  Future 

research should consist of an examination of the methods of implementation of multicultural 

education across BSW and MSW programs as well as a thorough examination of curriculum 

content. Specifically, longitudinal, multi-level models will be most effective at helping 

researchers measure change across time (i.e., pretest/posttest format) as a function of teaching 

modalities while also evaluating the importance and impact of Level 2 variables (i.e., faculty 

characteristics) and Level 3 variables (i.e., program/school characteristics).  

Farther reaching questions for social work education and practice also exist. What, 

exactly, are the intended outcomes of multicultural education, and how will these outcomes be 

measured? How do MSW programs address issues of privilege, oppression, and multiculturalism 

beyond the curriculum? How do we turn intellectual traction developed through the educational 

process into social action beyond the classroom?  



Multicultural 21 

 

References  

Adams, G., Edkins, V., Lacka, D., Pickett, K. M., & Cheryan, S. (2008). Teaching about racism: 

 Pernicious implications of the standard portrayal. Basic and Applied Social Psychology,  

 30(4), 349-361. doi: 10.1080/01973530802502309 

Abrams, L.S., & Gibson, P. (2007). Reframing multicultural education: Teaching white privilege 

in the social work curriculum. Journal of Social Work Education, 43(1), 147-160. 

Barndt, J. (2007). Understanding & dismantling racism: The twenty-first century challenge to 

White America. Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press. 

Black, B., Oles, T.P., & Moore, L. (1998). The relationship between attitudes: Homophobia and 

sexism among social work students. Affilia Journal of Women and Social Work, 13(2), 

166-190. 

Bogo, M., Regeher, C., Power, R., & Regeher, G. (2007). When values collide: Field instructors’ 

experiences of providing feedback and evaluating competence. The Clinical Supervisor, 

26(1/2), 99-117. 

Clark, C. (2006). Moral character in social work. British Journal of Social Work, 36, 75-89. 

Clark, E. J., Weismiller, T., Whitaker, T., Waller, G. W., Zlotnik, J. L., & Corbett, B. (Eds.). 

(2006). 2005 Social Work Congress—Final Report. Washington, DC: NASW Press. 

Council on Social Work Education. (2008). Educational policy and accreditation standards. 

Alexandria, VA: Author. 

Deal, K. H., & Hyde, C. A. (2004). Understanding MSW student anxiety and resistance to 

multicultural learning. Journal of Teaching in Social Work, 24(1/2), 73-86. doi: 

10.1300/J067v24n01_05 



Multicultural 22 

 

Fellin, P. (2000). Revisiting multiculturalism in social work. Journal of Social Work Education, 

36(2), 261-278.  

Fuertes, J.N., Miville, M.L., Mohr, J.J., Sedlacek, W.E., & Gretchen, D. (2000). Factor structure 

and short form of the Miville-Guzman Universality-Diversity Scale. Measurement and 

Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 33, 157-169. 

Funge, S.P. (2011). Promoting the social justice orientation of students: The role of the educator. 

Journal of Social Work Education, 47(1), 73-90. doi: 10.5175/JSWE.2011.200900035 

Gutiérrez, L., Fredericksen, K., & Soifer, S. (1999). Perspectives of social work faculty on 

diversity and societal oppression content: Results from a national survey. Journal of 

Social Work Education, 35(3), 409-419.  

Henry, P. J., & Sears, D. O. (2002). The symbolic racism 2000 scale. Political Psychology, 

23(2), 253-283. 

Hong, P. Y. P., & Hodge, D. R. (2009). Understanding social justice content in social work: A 

content analysis of course syllabi. Families in Society, 90(2), 212-219. doi: 

10.1606/1044-3894.3874 

Katz, I., & Hass, R. G. (1988). Racial ambivalence and the American value conflict: 

Correlational and priming studies of dual cognitive structures. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 55(6), 893-905.  

Katz, I., Wackenhut, J., & Hass, R. G. (1986). Racial ambivalence, value identity, and behavior. 

In J. F. Dovidio & S. L. Gaertner (Eds.), Prejudice, discrimination, and racism (pp. 35-

59). Orlando, FL: Academic Press, Inc. 

Kinder, D. R., & Sears, D. O. (1981). Prejudice and politics: Symbolic racism versus racial 

threats to the good life. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 40(3), 414-431.  



Multicultural 23 

 

Lum, D. (2007). Culturally competent practice: A framework for understanding diverse groups 

and justice issues. Belmont, CA: Brooks/Cole. 

McHatton, P.A., Keller, H., Shircliffe, B., & Zalaquett, C. (2009). Examining efforts to infuse 

diversity within one college of education. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 2(3), 

127-135. Doi: 10.1037/a0016190 

National Association of Social Workers. (1999/2008). Code of Ethics. Washington, D.C.: 

Author. 

National Association of Social Workers. (2001). Standards for cultural competence. 

Washington, D.C.: Author. 

National Association of Social Workers. (2007). Institutional racism & the social work 

profession: A call to action. Washington, D.C.: Author. 

PASW Statistics. (July 30, 2009). PASW Statistics 18 (Release 18.0.0). IBM. 

Pohan, C.A., & Aguilar, T.E. (2001). Measuring educators’ beliefs about diversity in personal 

and professional contexts. American Educational Research Journal, 38(1), 159-182. 

Pratto, F., Sidanius, J., Stallworth, L.M., & Malle, B.F. (1994). Social dominance orientation: A 

personality variable predicting social and political attitudes. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 67, 741-763. Doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.76.4.741 

Sciame-Giesecke, S., Roden, D., & Parkison, K. (2009). Infusing diversity into the curriculum: 

What are faculty members actually doing? Journal of Diversity in Higher Education, 

2(3), 156-165. 

Singleton, S.M. (1994). Faculty personal comfort and the teaching of content on racial 

oppression. Journal of Multicultural Social Work, 3(1), 5-16. 



Multicultural 24 

 

Swank, E., Asada, H., & Lott, J. (2001). Student acceptance of a multicultural education: 

Exploring the role of a social work curriculum, demographics, and symbolic racism. 

Journal of Ethnic and Cultural Diversity in Social Work, 10(2), 85-103.  

Van Soest, D. (1996). Impact of social work education on student attitudes and behavior 

concerning oppression. Journal of Social Work Education, 32(2), 191-202.  

 



Multicultural 25 

 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics 

Measure Scale Range MC Course Enrollment Mean SD 

8-31 Foundation Year 22.01 2.25 

 Advanced Standing 21.54 2.29 

 Concentration Year 21.67 2.62 

 

No 

Total 21.78 2.36 

 Foundation Year 23.00 1.71 

 Advanced Standing 22.06 2.39 

 Concentration Year 22.76 1.44 

 

Yes 

Total 22.61 1.95 

 Foundation Year 22.30 2.15 

 Advanced Standing 21.72 2.33 

 Concentration Year 22.00 2.38 

MRS 

 

Total 

Total 22.04 2.27 

10-60 Foundation Year 44.25 8.19 

 Advanced Standing 45.24 8.19 

 Concentration Year 45.16 8.25 

 

No 

Total 44.79 8.18 

 Foundation Year 47.50 7.12 

 Advanced Standing 45.90 7.75 

 Concentration Year 49.62 6.21 

 

Yes 

Total 47.44 7.21 

 Foundation Year 45.20 8.00 

 Advanced Standing 45.47 8.01 

 Concentration Year 46.50 7.92 

ABS 

 

Total 

Total 45.61 7.97 

15-75 Foundation Year 63.55 7.62 

 Advanced Standing 63.00 6.58 

 Concentration Year 65.45 5.25 

 

No 

Total 63.85 6.81 

 Foundation Year 64.61 6.67 

 Advanced Standing 65.77 6.92 

 Concentration Year 66.28 7.19 

 

Yes 

Total 65.42 6.84 

 Foundation Year 63.86 7.34 

 Advanced Standing 63.93 6.79 

 Concentration Year 65.70 5.86 

PBADS 

 

Total 

Total 64.34 6.85 

15-90 Foundation Year 72.25 9.26 

 Advanced Standing 74.19 7.52 

 Concentration Year 72.14 9.26 

 

No 

Total 72.83 8.76 

 Foundation Year 69.28 7.31 

MGUDS 

 

Yes 

Advanced Standing 72.55 8.16 
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 Concentration Year 72.67 6.64 

 Total 71.24 7.57 

 Foundation Year 71.38 8.81 

 Advanced Standing 73.64 7.73 

 Concentration Year 72.30 8.51 

 

Total 

Total 72.34 8.43 

16-96 Foundation Year 79.14 9.07 

 Advanced Standing 77.52 8.58 

 Concentration Year 79.45 8.72 

 

No 

Total 78.71 8.83 

 Foundation Year 79.75 9.07 

 Advanced Standing 80.55 10.10 

 Concentration Year 80.57 6.93 

 

Yes 

Total 80.23 8.92 

 Foundation Year 79.32 9.04 

 Advanced Standing 78.54 9.19 

 Concentration Year 79.78 8.19 

SDO 

 

Total 

Total 79.18 8.87 

10-60 Foundation Year 52.01 5.51 

 Advanced Standing 51.72 6.35 

 Concentration Year 51.49 6.27 

 

No 

Total 51.79 5.94 

 Foundation Year 52.17 5.15 

 Advanced Standing 51.81 6.38 

 Concentration Year 53.14 4.42 

 

Yes 

Total 52.27 5.43 

 Foundation Year 52.06 5.39 

 Advanced Standing 51.75 6.33 

 Concentration Year 51.98 5.79 

HES 

 

Total 

Total 51.94 5.79 
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Table 2  

Correlation Matrix 

 MRS ABS PBADS MGUDS SDO HES 

MRS  1      

ABS   .40
**

 1     

PBADS  .42
**

 .57
**

 1    

MGUDS  .19
**

 .39
**

 .48
**

 1   

SDO  .39
**

  .52
**

 .68
**

 .46
**

 1  

HES  .30
**

 .34
**

 .46
**

 .43
**

  .57
**

 1 

**p<.001 
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Table 3 

Univariate ANOVA Results 

 

Source DV Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. η
2 

Required MRS_Total 43.36 1 43.36 8.64 .004 .03 

ABS_Total 448.18 1 448.18 7.18 .008 .03 

PBADS_Tota 139.86 1 139.86 3.01 .08 .01 

MGUDS_Total 107.77 1 107.77 1.53 .22 .01 

SDO_Total 145.18 1 145.18 1.84 .18 .01 

HE_Total 22.99 1 22.99 .68 .41 .002 

Enrollment_Status MRS_Total 22.51 2 11.26 2.24 .11 .02 

ABS_Total 125.41 2 62.70 1.00 .37 .01 

PBADS_Total 125.49 2 62.74 1.35 .26 .01 

MGUDS_Total 319.30 2 159.65 2.27 .10 .02 

SDO_Total 32.50 2 16.25 .21 .81 .001 

HE_Total 10.99 2 5.49 .16 .85 .001 

Required * Enrollment MRS_Total 3.51 2 1.76 .35 .70 .003 

ABS_Total 138.62 2 69.31 1.11 .33 .01 

PBADS_Total 44.33 2 22.17 .48 .62 .003 

MGUDS_Total 114.12 2 57.06 .81 .45 .01 

SDO_Total 69.73 2 34.87 .44 .64 .003 

HE_Total 26.11 2 13.05 .38 .68 .003 

Error MRS_Total 1400.59 279 5.02    

ABS_Total 17415.10 279 62.42    

PBADS_Total 12945.90 279 46.40    

MGUDS_Total 19637.64 279 70.39    

SDO_Total 22061.25 279 79.07    

HE_Total 9463.91 279 33.92    

Corrected Total MRS_Total 1466.57 284     

ABS_Total 18061.99 284     

PBADS_Total 13315.66 284     

MGUDS_Total 20191.66 284     

SDO_Total 22342.51 284     

HE_Total 9509.99 284     
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Figure 1. Mean scores by course requirement. 
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