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Seminar Article: 

“Living the Promise” at UCR, Institutional discourse within the media, the university, and public: The praxis of erasure within the intersectionality of identity

The ground swell of media coverage the last couple years of the University of California Riverside, has shifted its reputation from being seen as a safety school, and once considered the “University of California of Rejects”, to a highly respected institution that is revered for their graduation rates, accessibility, financial assistance, and of course for the irrefutable reputation of it’s diversity. 
The dominant discourses of diversity and multiculturalism within the university setting, specifically University of California Riverside, have in previous attempts become a symbolic gesture, and a  “buzz word” to articulate the neo-liberal paradigms of socially constructed identity markers such as race, gender, and ethnicity. Anthropologist David Harvey states that, “Neoliberalism is in the first instance is a theory of political economic practices that proposes that human well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. “
 The new reiterations of the traditional projects of liberalism reflect the superficiality of intuitional diversity initiatives, with the continuous tuition increases, the growing UC administer salaries and bonuses, and the hiring of UC Chancellor Janet Napolitano (former sectary of Homeland Security). This uneven registering of race as a marker of diversity reveals the semiotics and meaning making processes that the word diversity evokes. The semiotics of diversity in higher education is homogenized to the racial/ethnic and gender markers of students, faculty and staff. How credible are such diversity initiatives when higher education is constructing policies that unravel them?
 Diversity has become a 4 syllable word uttered by higher education institutions, news media, and corporate offices as a way to commodify color, gender, nationality, religion, disability, and sexuality as ultimately a tokenizing project. Simultaneously pushing for the preparation of students to participate within the globalized economy, and work to reaffirm the liner modernity development initiatives of neo liberal capitalism.  Motives such as these are not rooted in a social consciousness in cultivating a more equitable world, it comes from producing more individuals that can maintain and reiterate the hegemonic power of private corporate configurations. “ Administrators’ conceptualization of diversity takes cues from the private-sector diversity consulting industry, which since the 1980s has removed itself from its civil rights, equal-opportunity origins. “
 This shift reflects the ripple effects of proposition 209 in California, implimented in November of 1996 that barred public institutions to take race, gender, sexuality, disability or ethnicity into account when hiring employees and accepting future students to state funded universities. The dismantling of affirmative action on the state level, didn’t necessarily bar the federally mandated Affirmative Action and Title X initiatives, but it reflected a segment of the California conservative logic of the world being post-racial, post-sexist, while simultaneously espousing that affirmative action is a policy of ‘reverse racism’ or being policies that supported ‘reverse discrimination’. These conflicting criticisms of affirmative action from the right tend to reveal the nature of current proliferations of meritocracy in the context of U.S exceptualism. Many from this camp have argued that admission to highly competitive schools should be based solely on merit, and not take into account race, ethnicity, gender, or any identity markers for that matter. This argument’s deeper meaning is only advocating for the perception that white students show the most academic merit, as stereotypical representations of African-American and Latino populations are portrayed as being “lazy”, and not future contributing members to society. 
In this article the discursive formations of diversity will be textually analyzed by doing a literature review of academic work written on the subject matter of diversity in higher education. The article then will analyze the university-produced media, campus tours, articles produced by outside media sources, U.C produced promotional video from 1969, and UCR historical timeline. After textually analyzing the various discursive platforms diversity in high education is discussed, the article will look at the erasure of intersectionality of identity of race, class, gender, ethnicity, religion, sexuality, and etc. in public diversity discourses, as well as analyze the select narrative the University provides that works to erase the impact of the life and work of Chancellor Tomas Rivera on the University of California Riverside campus. A set of recommendations will be made on the micro level for the University of California Riverside, as well as a wider problematizing of mainstream discourses of diversity in higher education. 

University of California Riverside is a Hispanic Serving Institution (HSI), which means it is a non-profit, degree-granting institutions with full-time undergraduate students that are at least 25 percent Hispanic. The University of California Riverside as of the 2012 statistics has 34.1% Chicano/ Latino student body on campus. In addition it is a Land Grant University recipient, meaning that it was a university that was created out of the sale of public federally owned land, sold for the purpose of creating public higher education universities. What usually is erased from the discourse of being a land grant institution is the acknowledgment of much of the federally owned land was originally Native American and Indigenous land. In the case of the University of California Riverside it was built on the land of the Cahuilla tribal lands, this reiterates the systematic erasure of indigenous land. The systematic approach to such a colonial conquest of land, resources, and acculturation works in the framework of the ”… settler colonialism’s objective is to acquire land so that colonists can settle permanently.”
, and form new settler communities at the expense of the livelihood, existence, history and future of the indigenous populations. The settler colonial configurations of being a Land Grant Instatution, that the University of California Riverside benefited from, comes along with the deep legacies of colonialism, genocide, and oppression that has constructed the United States. If the University of California Riverside is deeply seeking to create a more equitable environment, the need to start acknowledging the deep legacies of institutional oppression and colonial configurations that is stained in the institution of UCR.  
Literature review: 

Within Bonnie Urciuoli’s essay Talking/Not Talking about Race: The Enregisterments of Culture in Higher Education Discourses, Urciuoli’s argument stems from the notion 
that university discourses of diversity tend to be a configuration of socially confining and constructed forms of identity positioning of an individual and larger communities. When universities produce such diversity discourses,  “…their primary goal [is] the promotion of inclusiveness and equality, those discourses can function to reinforce preexisting assumptions about racialization.”
 Urciuoli looks at such racialized discourses produced as a homogenizing act that essentializes and fixes cultural configurations of students, staff, and faculty that are marketed within higher education institutions. The rhetoric of promoting diversity and multiculturalism in higher education as a selling point for prospective students and parents is nothing more than a talking point and rearticulation of the socially constructed configurations of identity markers. This is turn problematizes diversity discourses in that: 

 “Categories of cultural diversity are assumed to be essentialized categories of origin, quasi-natural proper- ties possessed by individuals such that they embody their category. At the same time, as concrete knowledge and practices that provides educational benefit, they neatly fit a neoliberal conceptualization of ‘diverse students’ as individuals who, by ‘bring-ing’ cultural diversity, enhance the quality of the institution.” 

Urciuoli reflects upon the problematics of diversity discourse by the naturalizing identity categories, while simultaneously espousing the perceived benefits for institutions and their inhabitants that works within the paradigm of neoliberal approach to diversity. What Urciuoli points out in the ‘perceived benefits’ of diversity is that by the sheer presence of diverse communities is how equality and diversity will be achieved. This approach is a mix, and stir method. Higher Education Institutions think the only policies that suffice in being diverse is mix a plethora of different people, and then have them interact. The lack of intentionality by this approach tends to be a superficial coalescing of students, staff, and faculty that is perceived as fostering diversity. It that doesn’t acknowledge the need for cultural centers, programing, cross-cultural coalitions, hiring more facility of diverse backgrounds, and so much more institutional support for students, staff, and factuality that goes beyond the mix and stir method of previous proliferations of diversity initiatives in Higher Education 
In the anthology “Diversity and Inclusion in Higher Education: emerging perspectives on institutional transformations” edited by Daryl G. Smith, chapter 5 titled “Diversity, excellence, and inclusion: Leadership for change in the twenty-first century United States” Dr. Moses argues that diversity initiatives implimented in higher education has three stages. The first stage is when institutions implement diversity discourses in their brochures, websites, and tours-although there is no implementation of institutional programs, policies or practices. The second stage Dr. Moses describes is where higher education institutions have  “ random acts of diversity”, meaning the institutions have some programing, resource centers, and policies but they are not intentional or consistent enough to be making systemic impacts. The third stage in diversity within higher education, Dr. Moses describes “ …these are institutions that are in the process of making the shift to complete institutional transformation.” 
 The last stage is what 
Dr. Moses advocates for higher education administrators to work towards, as the first two stages are inconsistent and superficial attempts in diversity policies in the university setting. The last stage is where institutions should strive for, as she calls diversity  a higher education imperative. 
Dr. Yolanda Moses, is a professor of Anthropology and the Associate Vice Chancellor for Diversity, Excellence and Equity at the University of California Riverside. The positioning and perspectives Dr. Moses has in being both faculty and administer gives her a distinctive vantage point in understanding and implementing policies on campus that regard diversity in higher education. Dr. Moses is on the forefront in pioneering the implementation of diversity policies that seek to structurally reconfigure how the institution is not merely responding to diversity, but taking a proactive role and approach that is more of a wholistic, and fostering “…new ways to conceptualize and frame diversity and inclusion paradigm to serve all our diverse populations.”
 Advocating higher education institutions to view diversity not on a superficial basis in measuring diversity in the number of women, people of color, and so forth, but to see diversity as a ultimately a social justice issue. With this social justice framework and approach comes a plurality in tackling such nuanced social issues. The need to acknowledge the historical oppression of communities of color(Blacks, Asians, Native Americans,  and Latino populations), gender and sexually non conforming populations, women, people with mental, physical, and learning disabilities in the United States. We need deeper institutional recognition of such populations in higher educational spaces, and keep the institution and community accountable to such social and political transformation. Diversity should be a transformative goal by higher education, and become a continuous evolving process and reflection of the ever-changing populations of college campuses. 
Bryan Ziadie wrote an article titled The New Diversity: A Year of Crisis at UC Riverside, in which he problematized the rising costs of tuition, increasing numbers of international and out-of-state students, and how these factors are driving away economically, culturally, ethnically, and racially diverse students, staff, and factuality. The author argues that the factors that are making it harder for students to pay for school is reflective of the practice of gentrification. The term gentrification is usually described as the systematic practice of private banking institutions and developers ‘investing’ in a community that tend to be lower socioeconomic communities of color, pushing out long term multi-generational residents due to rising rent costs, and encouraging more affluent young families or artists to move in. The practice of gentrification tends to be a systematic way to push out communities of color and lower soci-economic communities, and make it ‘nicer’ and ‘safer’ for the new residents. In this context, Ziadie is using gentrification to describe what is happening to the University of California Riverside: 

“ Riverside administrators are now considering what UC Riverside professor Mike Davis has called a ‘scheme for gentrifying’ the campus, which includes a greater focus on the recruitment of out-of-state and international students who pay higher fees. When questioned about the universities responsibility to the commu-nity, administrators champion a high-tution/high-aid model that at other universities has produced marked declines in both economic and ethnic diversity. “
 
The consistent trend in universities in the 21st century to charge exorbitant and constantly rising tuition to students is one practice that creates barriers for students to attend universities, and if students and parents see higher education as an investment they have no choice to accumulate masses of student loan debt. Currently in the United States student loan debt surpasses 1 trillion dollars collectively, this trend reveals how schools like the University of California reflect more of a private corporation than a publically accessible space. Zaidie goes on to say that:  
“Research about the extent to which a diverse student body creates a positive educational environment—on which much of the dominant discourse around diversity in university settings is based—does little to defend educational access for communities like the Inland Empire. Policies that result in the gentrification of UC campuses are perfectly consistent with such notions of diversity so long as the gentrification takes into account “race, ethnicity, gender, age, religion, language, abilities/disabilities, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, and geographic region, and more.”
(Ziadie pg. 557) 

The higher education gentrification that is happening at the University of California Riverside cultivating little access for the surrounding community of the Inland Empire, while co-opting the framework of intersectionality of identity to justify the expansion and policies of gentrification at UCR. 






The discourse of diversity produced strategically by the marketing team, has branded UCR as a school that “is changing the conversation about higher education by excelling in diversity, social mobility, access, affordability and research, says Chancellor Kim A. Wilcox.” 
 This positioning of UCR as a game changer in equitable higher education has cultivated an image of University of California Riverside as a leading institution in polices, practices, and implantation of diversity. Between the number one standing by Time magazine( see figure 1) of the White House’s ranking system that looks at accessibility, affordability, and graduation rates as equally weighted components in choosing a school
, second place standing in the 2013 Washington Monthly of National University Ranking
, and the ranking by U.S News and World Report , being positioned  12th in the nation in diversity. 
 These rankings tend to be superficial markers of prestige, but nonetheless becomes a important component in the conversation about universities amongst parents, high school counselors, journalists and students. These rankings untimely become selling points, and part of reaffirming the paradigm of identity markers being socially constructed notions of identity of diversity discourses. There is nothing transformative, equitable, or even progressive on how we are talking about diversity in higher education. The discursive formations of diversity discourses are aimed at commidifying diversity, and prepackage it in a way that is consumable, marketable, and profitable at the end of the day. 
[image: image1.png]Your top schools are...

($) = For-Profit. Click a school for details

University of California-Riverside

University of California-San Diego

CUNY Bernard M Baruch College

University of California-Irvine

a | & (W |N [k

College of the Ozarks





    ( Figure 1) 
 

The University of California Riverside Website measurement for diversity created in 2012 indicates their focus on students, faculty, and staff. There are two categories. First, there is the category of Gender. In the category of gender, 51.9% (n=9,632) of undergrad students are Female and 48.1% (n=8,911) are male. In the graduate level 43. 7% graduate students are females, and 56.3% are males. Lastly in a statistic provided from 2011, out of the faculty females made up 31.7% (n=199) of total faculty, and there were more than twice the percentage of men with 68.3 % (n=428).(See Figure Two)  In the undergrad level there is more parity between genders. Once in the Graduate level, the gap widens substantially by about 13% between women and men. Most notable is the faculty gap where there are twice as many males (68.3%) as women (31.7%). (See Figure Four) Second, there is the category of Race/ethnicity. The fall 2013 statistics for ethnicity within the undergraduate populations were 6.3% African Americans, 35.4% Asian/Asian American, 32.1% Chicano and Latino’s, 0.5% Native Americans, 17% White/Caucasian, 2.2% other ethnic/unknown, and lastly 6.5% international students. (See Figure Three)
These two categories are limited diversity markers. They are problematic because they quantify socially constructed markers of identity and reiterate dominant discursive formations of identity. Rather, quality should be paid attention to. There is homogenization, rather than disaggregation, of Asian/Asian American students. This does not acknowledge the race/ethnicity identifications of Filipino, Vietnamese, Chinese, Pacific Islander, Japanese, and Indian (just to name a few). It works to actively erase the unique culture, history, heritage, and language of each race/ethnicity. This limited perception of diversity on the University of California Riverside campus, looks anything but diverse. The pie graphs, charts, and statistics provided on the University of California Riverside diversity website reveals the discursive ways diversity is superficially framed in such a restricted manner that affirms hegemonic paradigms. In figure two below is a break down of the undergraduate students from 2012 that are separated visually by gender, and race/ethnicity. This discursive configuration of diversity at the University of California Riverside aligns with the ways other higher education frames diversity simply as the physically accumulation of students of color and women. This marks diversity as an ocular marker and nothing else. If higher education wants to pursue diversity policies that are more than a superficially marker, than the need to have a social justice framework that works to contest these paradigms of race, ethnicity, nationality, gender, sexuality, disability, and so forth. 
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 ( Figure two) 
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 ( Figure Three) 
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 (Figure Four)

A. 
As a research field analysis, I have gone on two campus tours to examine how the university campus tours engage with diversity and difference. The campus tours that the University of California Riverside provides are an expected pitch to perspective parents, students, and athletes.  As I joined two tours with approximately two to three families, it has become evident that as a research institution the primary focus of the tour is the on-campus scientific research, the math and science departments, and the medical school. One third of the tour’s were focused on the humanities programs, factuality, and scholarly activities. While two/ thirds of the tour focused on the business school, geology department, the new medical school, and the Orbach science library. When walking past the Rivera library, there was no mention of Chancellor Rivera. While Chancellor Orbach’s contributions to UCR was mentioned. When diversity was mentioned in campus tours, it was a two-minute talking point that reiterated the rankings by Time magazine and the USA World Report rankings of UCR. These were the significant markers in how UCR was being presented in terms of diversity discourses to tour participants. 

Outside media coverage regarding UCR and it’s diversity tend to be singing to similar tunes in regards to praising the university for what it’s currently doing. In the figures below the Los Angeles Times came out with an article from 2007 that was titled “ Diversity works at UC Riverside”. The Press Enterprise come out with an article from 2010 titled  “ UC Riverside: Diversity is More than Numbers”. Also the previous mention of the Time article and US World Report, which ranked UCR highly. Between the media produced media about diversity, the rankings, and how Universities themselves refer to themselves. Overarching the discourse is not about equity, social change, or having social justice imperative in cultivating a transformative space for the next generation of leaders, professionals, and people in charge. It about how higher education universities look and are marketed in ways that are commodifiable. The larger discursive formations reflect hegemonic configurations. The conversations tends to be about how many students of color, or women, and recently LGBTQ students, but the conversations doesn’t go much further than that.    
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In the historical timeline of UCR, provided by the university, what was most notable was the brief and jarring mention of first minority UC Chancellor Tomás Rivera. In the timeline dated May 16, 1984 it stated, “Chancellor Tomás Rivera suffers a heart attack and dies. On Feb. 19, 1985, the library is officially named for him.” 
 This frame of reference is troubling for many reasons. First it is troubling for the fact it doesn’t acknowledge the living legacy of Rivera’s beliefs of “Civic Morality”, the idea of having a civic duty and moral obligation to making your surrounding community better. Secondly, it doesn’t mention the legacies and talents of Rivera’s literary works, leaving out the contributions he made as one of the only chancellors with a humanities background. Lastly, it doesn’t even mention how he was the first minority chancellor in the UC system. This portrayal of Rivera’s legacy does not do justice to who he was when he was alive, rather remembering him in a jarring snap shot of his death. 
  If the university wants to shift it’s discursive formations and reflections of larger frameworks of diversity implementation in higher education a social justice framework of institutional apparatus of oppression like racism, sexism, classism, homophobia, and xenophobia will be an imperative. Currently the discursive formations of diversity only reflect the symbolic gesture of a mainstream multicultural approach, and this approach has proven to be homogenizing, tokenizing, and perpetuating the problematic socially constructed categories of identity within itself. The university needs a more complex approach to diversity discourses that reflect the in flux markers of identity politics of the staff, faculty, and students. It should work at being an empowering project of intuitional recognition, community recognition, and individual recognition of the nuances of ones culture, sexuality, gender expression, class positioning, life experiences, world perspectives, religious identifiers, and nationality that culminates the individual and pluralistic communities on the University of California Riverside. 
The specific recommendations I offer are as follows: 
First, I think the school should update and disaggregate statistics of students, staff, and faculty that are beyond the current markers of gender, and race/ethnicity. The updated graphs should include sexual orintation, transgender populations, the disaggregation of  Asian/Asian American category, disability, and nationality. This is not an exhaustive list above, and it would be important to ask how these specific communities how they would like to be discursively categorized and represented by UCR. 
Second, I would have the university campus tours reevaluate how they represent the school. As I noted above the current campus tours present the school in a way that perpetuates the neo-liberal diversity discourses and reaffirming the superficial markers of diversity on our college campus. We need to have our campus tours shift how we discuss diversity, and have a more nuanced approach. One suggestion is for the institution to support student led tours by campus leaders from the Women’s Resource Center, LGBTG center, un-documented students, Asian Pacific students, Middle Eastern center, and so forth to have guided tours by these different student representatives to give potential students and parents a different perspective on the on the ground perspective of the student life. It is to my current knoweledge the only student center doing something like this is the Chicano Student Center. We should look at their current program and try to implement to other student centers.  
Third, I would suggest for the school to update the UCR time line in the current presentation. Specifically the way Chancellor Thomas Rivera is portrayed and remembered. There is no mention of Rivera being the first minority chancellor, and the various contributions he made in regards to his literary work. UCR should incorporate his ideas of “Civic Morality”, the idea we as citizens and community members are morally obligated to give back to our community, into programing and requirements for clubs on campus.  
Fourth, if UCR wants to live up to the title as the most diverse UC, we need to create new meanings and implement diversity in a way that reflects the plurality of identity politics. As an institution we need to work past the current idea of seeing diversity: 
 
“ As a tool of diversity management of liberal multiculturalism, interectionality colludes with the disciplinary apparatus of the state-census, demography, racial profiling, that simply wishes the messiness of identity into a formulaic grid…” (Puar 212) 

The current proliferations of diversity as understood by Puar is that we are presenting identity by numerous institutions as an easily understood and consumable concept. When identity and identity politics is complex, and not given the discourse to properly articulate it in mays that expresses those complexities. We should stop expecting the current system of diversity initiatives in Higher Education is going to be done better by just words, those words are rendered meaningless if there is no institutional will and action to shift the dialogue, the programing, and the culture around diversity in higher education. 
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