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In this  article  we  describe  a six  stage  model  for the  design  of  evidence-based  intercultural
education  and training  programs.  The  six  stages  involve:  (1)  selecting  the  cultures  or  sub-
groups  involved  in  the  program,  (2)  establishing  the  goals  of  the  program,  (3)  choosing
relevant  theories  of  culture,  culture  change,  and  adaptation,  (4)  selecting  relevant  psy-
chological and  communication  processes  based  on  the  goals  and  theory,  (5)  selecting
techniques  and  exercises  that will  activate  these  processes,  and  (6)  evaluating  the  effective-
ness of  the  program  and  the  processes  by  which  these  outcomes  occurred.  These  six  stages
are illustrated  by  reference  to an  intergroup  dialogue  program  (Gurin  et  al., in press).  The
effects of  the  program  on  intergroup  understanding,  intergroup  relationships,  and  social
justice  oriented  actions  are  presented  along  with a  causal  model  of these  outcomes.  The
article  concludes  with  a discussion  of  the  utility  of the  six  stage  model.

© 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Intercultural relations researchers and practitioners not only seek to understand culture, the humanly created world, but
hey try to understand the interfaces between cultures and then use that knowledge to reduce the friction at these interfaces.
his task must be approached with humility, for it is an enormously complex one. Researchers and practitioners have been
orking on these problems for less than a century. They have made great progress, but there is still much to learn.

In this article, we will discuss the relationships among theory, research, and practice in intercultural relations. We  begin
y briefly setting this task in historical context. Then we will explore the roles that intercultural theorists and researchers
an play in devising better techniques and programs to improve relations between cultures. Our basic argument is that
ntercultural relations specialists are at the point at which we  can develop techniques and programs that are based on the

ealth of research evidence we have created that is relevant to improving intercultural relations. This argument is of course
ot new (Landis & Bhawuk, 2004), but we believe we  are now in a better position than at any time in the past to actually

mplement such an approach due to the accumulation of relevant research. Next, we will discuss our experiences with a
rogram that exemplifies this approach and we  will end with some data that illustrate the benefits of this approach to

ntercultural relations.
The evidence-based approach to intercultural relations we  are going to present is heavily influenced by our own culture
nd education in Western philosophy and science. It could hardly be otherwise. This means we  wear some of the blinders
ur culture imposes on us. In addition, we share the world view of individuals who  grew up in the U.S. in a particular historic
ime. Undoubtedly, we are also influenced by many other biases of which we are unaware. Such biases are an essential part
f the problems faced by all intercultural researchers and practitioners and we  acknowledge that we  ourselves are not free
rom them.
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Stage I: Select the cultures or subgroups involved in the

program.

Stage II: Establish the goals of the program.

Stage III: Choose relevant theories of culture, culture change, and 

adaptation.

Stage IV: Select specific psychological and communication

processes based on the goals and theory.

Stage V: Select techniques and exercises that will activate these processes. 

Stage VI: Evaluate the effectiveness of the program and the processes by 

which these outcomes occurred.
Fig. 1. Stages in designing evidence-based intercultural education and training programs.

The study of intercultural relations is an apex enterprise. It involves combining knowledge learned about human behavior
from the social sciences, physical sciences, and the arts and humanities and bringing it to bear on our study of cultures and
their interfaces. We  rely on anthropology, psychology, sociology, communication, political science, history, and economics,
as well as biology, physics, chemistry, physiology, art, religion, literature, and philosophy to help us understand what cultures
are and how they were created.

We live in a interacting mosaic of cultures that evolved over hundreds of thousands of years. These cultures were devel-
oped by peoples who migrated over the surface of the globe. These migrations placed humans in all of the viable ecological
niches that exist on the planet where they adapted to these environments, developed unique languages, cosmologies, reli-
gions, philosophies, technologies, political systems, economic systems, art, and cuisine – in short, they developed distinctive
cultures. For millennia, these cultures existed in relative isolation, with contact occurring primarily with adjacent cultures.
In their isolation, cultures became increasingly complex and sophisticated as knowledge and wisdom accumulated over
time.

As cultures evolved so too did technologies associated with travel and warfare. Travel and warfare resulted not only
in the movement of people, but also of ideas. Great civilizations rose and fell, disease and war  decimated some cultures,
religions expanded and contracted geographically, technologies became more complex and widespread, and groups of people
intermixed. Today, migration continues, the number of people who travel across cultures is unprecedented, businesses
are multinational, the economy is global, and we  are beset by numerous wars. The need for intercultural researchers and
practitioners has never been greater.

In the beginning of the field of intercultural relations, a small number of intercultural education and training programs
were devised by individuals who were not formally trained in intercultural matters. They were developed primarily for
diplomats, business people, and students. The people who  created them were wise and insightful, but there was little
research to guide them, so they were forced to rely on their own  knowledge of and experiences with the cultures involved
to develop programs to train people to function in cultures different from their own. At the time, little was  known about the
process of cultural adaptation, cultural differences were imprecisely conceptualized, and conceptions of other cultures often
consisted of little more than stereotypes and personal anecdotes. Evaluation was  often deemed impossible, or consisted of
measures of satisfaction with the training.

More recently, thousands of new intercultural and intergroup relations programs have been developed, and we are in
a position to do a better job now of designing and evaluating them. We  now have more sophisticated conceptualizations
of culture. Also, much more research on cultural differences has been conducted. Likewise, an extensive literature exists
on the underlying psychological and communication processes that are responsible for making intercultural education and
training programs function effectively. We  also have better research and statistical tools to evaluate the effectiveness of
these programs. That is, the field is now in a position to change how it approaches the design of intercultural education and
training programs.

We  will start our discussion of the ways in which evidence-based programs can be designed by presenting the stages
involved in creating such programs. These stages may  seem obvious, but our experience in consulting with intercultural
researchers and practitioners suggests various of them are largely ignored. We  will emphasize culture specific programs,
rather than culture general programs, although much of what we have to say will apply to both types of programs. We  also
focus on quantitative data, although we of course recognize that qualitative data are useful and important.

1. Stages of program design
As we see it, there are six stages involved in designing intercultural education and training programs (Fig. 1).
These stages are as follows.
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.1. Stage I

Select the cultures or subgroups involved in the program. To design effective programs, the program designers must be
nowledgeable about the cultures and groups involved, the elements of these cultures, their histories, and the history of
elationships between these cultures. In addition, there is no substitute for first-hand experience. Also, the program designers
hould, if at all possible, include members of all of the cultures involved in the program, even if some of the program designers
ave extensive experience living in the target cultures.

.2. Stage II

Establish the goals of the program involved. In the past, the goals of intercultural education and training programs were
ometimes stated vaguely, the idea being to improve intercultural relations or increase some combination of knowledge,
nderstanding, and skills. These are fine ideas, but they are too broad to be workable goals. As a field, we  are now in a better
osition to be specific about our goals. This point is exemplified by the types of programs that are currently being developed.
or example, programs are now designed to promote co-existence, immigrant/resident relations, conflict resolution, recon-
iliation, social justice, and intergroup peace. Intercultural education and training programs also have been developed that
ave even more narrowly defined goals such as increasing empathy, reducing intergroup anxiety, reducing stereotypes and
rejudice, and improving non-verbal communication skills. In general, the more specific the goals, the easier it is to design
rograms that can actually achieve them. Goals can be selected most profitably if a range of possible goals from broad to
arrow has been considered. Once selected, these goals determine the theories to be used and the empirical research to be
onsulted.

.3. Stage III

Choose theories of culture and cultural change that are relevant to achieving these goals. Culture is simply too complex to
nderstand without the organizing principles provided by theory. At the broadest level, such theories take a comprehensive
iew of culture. These theories include the cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 2001; Triandis, 1995), values (Schwartz, 2006), and
rait approaches (Church, 2009), as well as activity theory (Cheung, van de Vijver, & Leong, 2011; Ratner, 2008), evolutionary
heory (Buss, 2001; Mesoudi, 2009), social representation theories (Moscovici, 1984; Wagner et al., 1999), and the indigenous
ulture approach (Kim, 2000), among others.

At a more intermediate level are theories that focus on different approaches to specific tasks across cultures, such as
eadership in organizations (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004), conflict resolution (Holt & DeVore, 2005),
nd reconciliation (Nadler, Malloy, & Fisher, 2008). And, at an even more specific level, are theories that apply to cultural
ifferences in specific values, traits, and behaviors such as achievement motivation (van Emmerik, Gardner, Wendt, & Fischer,
010), independent/interdependent construals of the self (Markus & Kitayama, 1998), and self-monitoring (Gudykunst et al.,
989).

Likewise, there are many theories of intergroup relations that are relevant to intercultural education and training pro-
rams. They include social identity theory (Tajfel, 1978), realistic group conflict theory (Jackson, 1993; LeVine & Campbell,
972), contact theory (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006), intergroup threat theory (Stephan, Ybarra, & Rios Morrison, 2009), and
ocial dominance theory (Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle 1994; Sidanius & Pratto, 2010), among many others. These
heories were primarily created to address problems between social groups within societies, but many of them are relevant
o intercultural relations as well.

Since many of the programs in our field involve cultural adaptation or development, theories of adaptation and develop-
ent may  also need to be explored, such as Kim’s stress, adaptation, and growth model (1988),  the Bennetts’ developmental
odel of intercultural sensitivity (Bennett, 2009a, 2009b), Berry’s acculturation model (Sam & Berry, 2006) or the individ-

al difference acculturation model developed by Safdar (Safdar, Struthers, & van Oudenhoven, 2009). And, because most
ntercultural education and training programs are designed to change individuals, not social institutions, the designers of
ntercultural programs also may  need to be knowledgeable about theories of individual change. Examples of such theories
re self-regulation (Montieth & Mark, 2009), attribution (Cushner & Brislin, 1996; Fiedler, Triandis, & Mitchell, 1971), cultural
xpertise (Bhawuk, 1998) and stereotype change (Paolini, Crisp, & McIntyre, 2009).

As we have so often been taught by the results of our own research, our theory-based conceptualizations of cultural
ifferences are frequently contradicted by the data collected so it is important to consult the recent research literature
efore assuming we know the differences that exist in the cultures included in the program. We  also need to bear in mind
hat cultures are dynamic and constantly changing; thus, differences that existed in the past may  no longer exist. Moreover,
ultures are internally complex and the generalizations made about cultural groups may  not apply to the subgroups we  wish
o reach with our programs.
.4. Stage IV

Based on the goals selected and the relevant theories and empirical research, the next step is to decide how to achieve
hese goals. In the past, this step would have consisted of the selection of techniques, exercises, simulations, written materials,
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etc. that were expected to achieve these goals. Now, however, we can add a crucial step. We  can use research to specify the
psychological and communication processes that will lead to the outcomes we  desire from our intercultural education and
training programs. For example, we can activate cognitive processes such as analytical thinking, perspective taking, cognitive
dissonance, self-regulation, recategorization of group boundaries, or processes to counteract attribution biases. Similarly,
affective processes such as emotional empathy, positive intercultural emotions, and reducing intergroup anxiety can be
created. With respect to communication, processes such as effective listening skills, openness to others’ views, display-
ing culturally appropriate non-verbal behaviors, communicating understanding, or responding effectively to intercultural
misunderstandings could be set in motion.

1.5. Stage V

With the chosen psychological and communication processes in mind, select the techniques, exercises, and materials
that will activate these processes. For instance, if empathy is the process and reduced prejudice is the goal, we know that
listening to the narratives of members of the other group with empathy – that is, with a mindset to feel their emotions and
view the world from their perspective, will lead to valuing members of the other group and increase liking for members of
that group (Batson et al., 1997). Similarly, if reducing intergroup anxiety is the process, we know that intergroup contact,
particularly under the conditions specified by Allport (1954),  reduces intergroup anxiety, which then leads to more positive
attitudes toward the other group (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008; Turner, Hewstone, Voci, & Vonofakou, 2008).

At the same time that specific techniques, exercises, and materials are being selected, consideration must be given to
the contexts in which the program will be employed, since most techniques are more suited to some contexts than others.
For instance, the types of techniques that are suitable for educational contexts may  not work as well in work or community
contexts. Likewise, techniques that are useful in promoting positive relations between residents and immigrants may not
be useful for reducing culture shock in college students or ethnic conflict in developing countries. Developmental issues
should also be taken into consideration. The programs that are suitable for children or teenagers are unlikely to be suitable
for adults and vice versa.

Stages IV and V have a reciprocal relationship with one another. Theory and research should be used to create techniques,
but the creation of techniques can lead to refining theories and raise questions suitable for research. Also, the translation of
theory and basic research into practice is never easy and rarely straightforward. Applying laboratory research to the creation
of techniques is an art and it is not often the case that the procedures used in laboratory studies can be directly transferred
to intercultural education and training programs.

1.6. Stage VI

Evaluate the effectiveness of the program, assessing not only outcomes but also the processes by which these outcomes
were achieved. This is an absolutely necessary step, without which knowledge cannot be accumulated and forward progress
will not be made.

We recognize that this is an idealized model and that, in practice, it may  be difficult to fully implement all of these
stages. Because we believe that it would be beneficial to create intercultural education and training programs that are based
on research evidence, we would urge practitioners to pay special attention to Stages III and IV. Doing so would involve
coordinating theories at various levels (e.g., cultural, task and value specific, intergroup, and individual adaptation), with
relevant empirical research to select techniques and processes that are the most likely to yield the desired outcomes. We
also want to stress the importance of doing scientific evaluations and disseminating the results.

2. Dialogue groups

Next we will illustrate this six stage process by describing an intergroup dialogue program for which the authors have
served as consultants for a number of years (Gurin, Nagda, & Zuniga, in press). Although this program involved relations
between groups in the U.S., variations of this technique have been applied to ethno-cultural groups within several countries
and have been used internationally as well (Checkoway & Fisher, 2010; Maoz & Bar-On, 2002; Maoz, Bekerman, & Sheftel,
2007; Staub, 2008). The intergroup dialogue program is based on dialogues between members of different social groups
with a history of friction or conflict. These groups could be cultural groups, racial/ethnic groups, religious groups, or nearly
any other type of social group. The driving force behind this project was Patricia Gurin at the University of Michigan, but
dozens of people were involved in the development, testing, and implementation of the program.

2.1. Stage I
The selection of groups was limited by the fact that the project team knew it was designing a program for undergraduates
at a variety of universities in the U.S. The project team discussed the subgroups we would be able to find on all of the different
campuses and decided to focus on race and gender. The participants were drawn equally from four groups: women  of color,
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en  of color, white women, and white men. Students from these four groups engaged in one of two  basic types of dialogues:
ne on race/ethnic relations or one on gender relations.

.2. Stage II

The program had three goals. The first goal was  to promote intergroup understanding.  This goal involved helping partici-
ants to understand the role of social institutions in creating and maintaining inequality and grasping how systems of power
nd privilege affect the lives of people from different social groups. The project team also wanted them to understand and
ppreciate the differences between groups and see that society can be viewed from many different perspectives. In addition,
e hoped the participants would achieve greater insight into their own  social identities and biases, and come to understand

hat while intergroup conflict is an inevitable aspect of life in a diverse society, conflict does not have to damage the social
abric but can instead be used as a basis to strengthen relations among groups.

The second goal was improve intergroup relationships. The project team wanted the participants to learn to communicate
ore openly and effectively across group boundaries, to really listen to others in order to understand them and their views,

o express understanding and support for members of other groups, and to encourage others to express themselves. In
ddition, we hoped they would learn to express disagreement with members of other groups without causing offense,
ecognize intergroup misunderstandings and respond effectively to correct them, and avoid using language that reinforces
egative views and treatment of members of other groups. We  also wanted the participants to learn to be more empathic
oward members of other groups.

The third goal was to foster action in the service of social justice. We  wanted participants to learn to work together
ooperatively across group boundaries in the pursuit of social justice, intervene effectively when they saw everyday acts of
tereotyping, prejudice and discrimination, and become more involved in the civic life of their communities.

.3. Stage III

The overarching theory for this project was provided by Nagda (2006).  He argues that engagement in the pedagogical
eatures of contact-based intergroup interventions activates communication processes in the participants that, in turn,
ctivate psychological processes which ultimately lead to the outcomes of the intervention. Using this general framework,
embers of the project team searched the social science literature for theories, constructs, and research of relevance to

ialogue groups.
The team’s first task was to understand differences in the lives of people of color and whites and of men  and women

n the U.S. The team was informed by the theoretical analyses of critical race scholars, critical feminist scholars, and black
eminist scholars who emphasize how social institutions influence the impact of race, gender, and social class on people’s
ives (Anzaldúa & Keating, 2002; Benhabib, 2002; Delgado & Stefancic, 2001; Dietz, 2003; Hill Collins, 2000). These critical
heorists stress the importance of power and privilege in shaping the life experiences and outcomes of different groups of
eople. In this approach, racism and sexism are seen as deep-rooted and pervasive features of social life in the U.S.

The literature on communication across differences provided the project team with a framework for thinking about the
rocesses by which intergroup understanding could be achieved. Intergroup relations theorists (Moya & Markus, 2010),
ommunication scholars (Bakhtin, 1981; Baxter, 2004; Littlejohn, 2004), and symbolic interactionists (Cooley, 1902/1922;
ead, 1934; Stryker, 1980) provided insights into how communication allows individuals to understand themselves as

ocial, rather than autonomous, beings (Baxter, 2011). They also indicated the ways in which communication processes
re crucial to the joint construction of the social world and to understanding and connecting with others (Barge & Little,
002). Nagda’s (2006) framework for communicating across group differences provided the team with a set of specific
ommunication processes relevant to intergroup dialogues.

Contact theory (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998; Stephan, 1987) helped us to understand the conditions under which
ntergroup contact was most likely to yield beneficial outcomes. In particular, we wanted the dialogue groups to have all
f the key features outlined by Allport (1954):  contact that involves equal numbers of people from the different groups
nvolved, is collaborative, is well supported by relevant authority figures, and in which the participants have an opportunity
o learn about one another on a personal basis, as well as to learn about their common humanity.

Theories of diversity education and social justice education were also useful to the team. Diversity education is designed
o enhance positive relations among students, reduce stereotyping and promote positive self-concepts (Sleeter & Grant,
003). Social justice education promotes the understanding of oppression and students’ own socialization within oppressive
ystems, along with the development of skills to change this oppression (Bell, 2007). However, unlike most diversity training,
hich focuses primarily on similarities among groups, social justice training also focuses on differences, particularly those

reated by institutional racial, gender, and social class discrimination.

In addition, the project team found the theories of social categorization processes to be useful, particularly the dual

dentity model offered by Gaertner and Dovidio (2000) and the mutual differentiation model delineated by Hewstone and
rown (1986).  Both of these models argue that members of social groups can be simultaneously attached to their ingroup
nd to a larger group that includes members of other ingroups.
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2.4. Stage IV

Nagda’s (2006) theoretical framework for intergroup interventions emphasizes a set of communication processes that
focus on how people talk with each other. One of these processes involves appreciating differences through listening and
learning from others’ experiences, feelings, and beliefs. Another concerns self engagement in the dialogues through reciprocal
sharing and disclosing personal experiences. A third process di critical self-reflection – talking with others in the group
about the ways in which power and privilege operate in society and in their lives. A fourth process consists of addressing
societal inequalities in the group with a view toward creating alliances to bring about social change. Previous research has
demonstrated the importance of these communication processes in explaining the impact of intergroup dialogues (Nagda,
2006; Nagda, Kim, & Truelove, 2004; Sorensen, Nagda, Gurin, & Maxwell, 2009).

The psychological processes the project team wished to activate in the dialogues included both cognitive and affective
processes. Among the cognitive processes were complex thinking, analytical thinking about society, openness to multi-
ple perspectives, and identity engagement. The affective processes included experiencing positive intergoup emotions and
comfort in intergroup interactions. The team selected published scales with known reliability and validity scores when-
ever possible. New scales were pre-tested at the University of Michigan (e.g., skills in dealing with conflict, comfort with
communicating with people of other groups, and communication processes in dialogues. See Gurin et al., in press).

2.5. Stage V

With these processes in mind, the task in the next stage was to select techniques and exercises that would activate
them. The basic pedagogical features of the dialogues had been devised previously (Nagda & Maxwell, 2011; Nagda &
Gurin, 2007; Nagda et al., 1999) and the project team used them as a basis for our approach. The pedagogical features
and techniques employed included dialoguing about current intergroup conflicts; didactic and experiential activities such
as exercises, simulation games, role-plays and reading of historical and social science sources; along with brief reflection
papers, personal journals, a term paper and an intergroup collaborative project focused on addressing an issue involving
social justice in their community.

Subcommittees of the project team worked on the curriculum materials, the training manuals for group facilitators,
the class exercises to be employed, the class journals and papers, the sequencing of the classes, and the questionnaires,
interviews, and evaluations of the classes used in the evaluation of the effectiveness of the groups. The curriculum was
standardized for all the dialogue groups, except for the materials specifically selected for the race or gender dialogues.
All the groups read materials relevant to their dialogues, completed the same in-class exercises, and followed the same
guidelines for dialogue.

The facilitators at the various schools were similarly trained. The facilitators used a curricular guide that included learn-
ing objectives, didactic and experiential activities, and discussion questions to stimulate dialogue and reflection. They were
trained to create an inclusive climate by encouraging student engagement and intervening to ensure that discussions were
not dominated by a few students. They also modeled good communication behaviors (e.g., active listening, paraphrasing, ask-
ing clarifying questions), clarified misunderstandings, dealt with conflict openly and fairly, provided positive reinforcement,
and made constructive suggestions to deepen the dialogues.

2.6. Stage VI

The project team conducted an extensive evaluation of the dialogue groups using both quantitative and qualitative
methods. The dialogue groups were conducted in nine different colleges and universities in different regions of the U.S.
Each had 12–16 participants. They were led by two  facilitators who  themselves were from the two  different gender or
race/ethnicity groups.

All the dialogue groups were conducted as classes for which students earned credit. They were a semester or quarter in
length, depending on the schools at which they were conducted. Participants completed a pre-test before the classes started
and a post-test at the end of the semester or quarter. They were also asked to complete a one-year follow-up questionnaire
and more than 80% did so. These were true experiments. In addition to the classes that engaged in intergroup dialogues, a
wait-list control group also completed these measures. The students who  applied for the dialogue classes were randomly
assigned to either the dialogue or control group. The sample was comprised of students in 56 true experiments involving
comparisons between dialogue and control students. Over 1500 students participated in this study, about evenly divided
between the dialogue and control groups and race and gender groups.

We confess that this project was not perfect. In designing and conducting this program, the project team did not always
adhere strictly to the ideal model outlined here. In particular, because dialogue groups had been in existence for some years
prior to the project, some techniques and exercises were selected because they had been used before. In addition, so many

measures were included that the project team was a bit overwhelmed by the data analysis possibilities. The planning for the
qualitative analyses was also not as thorough as it could have been. The collaboration between practitioners and researchers
did not always go smoothly, as their objectives were sometimes difficult to coordinate. Moreover, some implementation
problems occurred. The background of the facilitators and their training for the project were not as uniform as would have
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Fig. 2. Results of structural equation model analysis.
Note:  This figure is adapted from Gurin, Sorensen, Nagda, Stephan, Gonzalez, Lopez, and Rodriguez (in press).
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een wished, and the implementation not as smooth or standardized as the team would have liked. Nonetheless, the results
ere truly impressive.

. Dialogue group outcomes and their causes

The results presented here are described in more detail in Gurin et al. (in press).  The analyses of the questionnaire
easures demonstrated that intergroup dialogues led to a variety of positive changes in variables selected to measure

ur goals. For example, relative to controls, dialogue participants increased in their openness to multiple perspectives and
educed the degree to which individual factors were used to explain social inequality. The dialogue participants also showed
ncreases in their motivation to bridge the differences between groups, had more positive attitudes toward cultural diversity,
xperienced more positive emotions in interactions with members of other groups, and increased in empathy for members
f other groups (see Sorensen, Nagda, Gurin, Stephan, & Gonzalez, 2011). In addition, compared to controls, the dialogue
articipants improved their skills in dealing with intergroup conflicts, increased actions to diffuse intergroup conflict, and

ncreased participation in campus organizations devoted to promoting social justice (Nagda, Gurin, Sorensen, Gurin-Sands,
 Osuna, 2009; Nagda, Yeakley, Gurin, & Sorensen, in press). Nearly all of these positive effects were maintained when the
tudents in the dialogue and control groups were re-tested one year after the dialogues.

These results demonstrate that dialogue groups are a powerful method of changing intergroup relations. But some of the
ost dramatic results of this study concern the ways that communication and psychological processes led to these results.
e would like to devote the final section of this article to one set of these findings.
As we have mentioned, the project team had a clear causal model in mind when these data were analyzed. Put briefly,

his model states that the involvement of the participants in the pedagogical features of dialogues and the communication
rocesses displayed by the participants would impact psychological processes and all three of these sets of variables would

nfluence the outcomes of dialogues.
The results we present are from a four-stage structural equation model (SEM). The data come from the dialogue groups

nly (Fig. 2). They include some, but not all, of the variables already mentioned (additional analyses may  be found in Gurin
t al., in press). The SEM model starts with the pedagogical features of the dialogues and the communication processes.
he measure of the pedagogical features included items that asked participants how much they thought various features of
he dialogue (e.g., the ground rules for discussion, the journal and reflection papers, the readings, the in-class activities and

xercises) contributed to the participants’ learning experiences. The communication processes included the degree to which
he participants were engaged in the dialogues, displayed critical self-reflection, were involved in building alliances across
roups, and displayed an appreciation of intergroup differences. These two sets of measures were obtained at the post-test.
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The next step consists of two psychological processes: Cognitive involvement and affective positivity. The cognitive
involvement construct consisted of four cognitive processes: analytical thinking about society, complex thinking, consider-
ation of multiple perspectives, and identity involvement. The affective positivity construct included two  processes: frequency
of positive interactions with outgroup members and the degree to which the participants experienced positive emotions in
intergroup settings. These constructs were created by using residual scores that reflect the difference between the pre-test
scores and the post-test scores on the measures included in the analyses.

Three domains of outcomes were included in this SEM: intergroup understanding was measured by changes in societal
attributions for race and gender inequality. Intergroup relationships were measured by intergroup empathy, with each item
serving as an indicator; and intergroup action was measured by seven components, the efficacy and frequency of taking
self-oriented action, other-oriented action, and intergroup collaborative actions, along with commitment to taking post
graduation actions to alleviate inequalities. Two  sets of outcome measures were created, one set designed to show the
differences between the pre-test and the post-test and one to show the difference between the pre-test and the one-year
follow-up test. We  included the follow-up test results in these analyses to help understand the enduring effects of the
intergroup dialogues.

The results show that the pedagogical and communication processes directly influence all but one of the other variables
in the model. They also show that the psychological processes influence nearly all of the post-test outcome measures. In
addition, the post-test outcomes carry over to the one-year follow-up test. Specifically, the teaching techniques and tools
that were employed in the dialogue groups, along with the communication processes that were activated in the participants,
were associated with changes in psychological processes—cognitive processes, such as increases in analytical thinking, and
affective processes, such as increases in the expression of positive emotions during intergroup interactions. These processes
in turn were linked to changes in the participants’ attributions for the causes of social inequality, the amount of empathy
they felt for outgroup members, and the extent to which they had taken actions against social injustice. And the changes in
these outcome variables were sustained for at least a year.

At a broader level, the results of this study demonstrate that intervention programs can be designed to show not only
what outcomes occurred but also why they occurred. At a more specific level, these results have implications for the design
of future intergroup and intercultural programs. For instance, they tell us that if we want to increase emotional empathy,
we can use techniques such as the pedagogical features included in dialogue groups to activate cognitive processes, such
as complex thinking and consideration of multiple perspectives, which lead to emotional empathy. It is results such as
these that encourage us to advocate an evidence-based approach to intercultural education and training programs. Using an
evidence-based approach has the potential to take much of the guesswork out of designing these programs. It also has the
advantage of forcing us to elaborate causal models that specify the processes involved in creating the changes we desire.

We will end with one final caution. Although we  are now armed with sophisticated research techniques that can produce
reliable and useful knowledge, these tools are limited. Our conceptual models are often imperfect and usually too narrow,
our methods are often cumbersome, knowledge accumulates slowly and is impermanent, and the range of application of our
programs, although quite broad, is still limited. Thus, the tasks for the future are to create better concepts and conceptual
models; refine, extend and perfect state-of-the-art methods; increase the rate at which we  create and disseminate research-
based knowledge; and write discussions sections for research reports with practitioners in mind to broaden the range of our
reach.
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