
Ohio Senate Education Committee: 

My name is Dr. Nick Denton. I am a teaching professor at Ohio State’s College of Pharmacy (though my 
thoughts today are my own), a researcher in student success, and a father of three children in Ohio 
public schools, including one child that expressed themselves nonbinary and one with an IEP. I 
appreciate the opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 113 and it’s equivalent 
House Bill 155. 

I want to begin by acknowledging the concerns raised by proponents. There is broad agreement that we 
should prioritize academic excellence, avoid division, and ensure fairness and opportunity for every 
child. Those are not partisan values: they are shared values. 

However, the evidence does not support the conclusion that banning Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion will 
achieve those goals. 

First, the best available research shows that when anti-DEI legislation directly changes K–12 classrooms, 
student outcomes tend to worsen, not improve. A synthesis of empirical studies found that removing 
programs or creating environments that increase stress and perceived discrimination is associated with 
declines in student academic performance, while only indirect policies show no measurable benefit.  

For example, a study of Arizona’s K12 ethnic studies program found that participation in that program 
was associated with higher rates of passing standardized tests and graduating high school and 
elimination of that program removed a proven academic support.  

Similarly, policies that increase perceived discrimination were linked to meaningful decreases in student 
grades, with a one standard deviation increase in perceived discrimination associated with a 0.30 
standard deviation drop in grades.  

This matters because Senate Bill 113 does not simply limit administrative structures, but instead it 
explicitly prohibits training, offices, and programs that support inclusion and student belonging.  

Second, proponents argue that DEI distracts from academics or lacks evidence despite the research 
suggesting the opposite result: student belonging, access to support, and reduced barriers are key 
drivers of persistence and achievement. These are the same factors I outlined in my prior testimony in 
opposition of SB 1.  

When students do not feel they belong or cannot access supports: they disengage and we see increased 
dropout risk. Those are not ideological claims; they are well-established predictors of educational 
outcomes. 

So the question is not whether we should address concerns raised by proponents (we should). The 
question is how to do so without harming students or undermining academic success. 

Here are evidence-based alternatives: 

1. Focus on outcomes, not labels 
Require transparent reporting on student achievement, graduation rates, and access to 
opportunities, rather than prohibiting programs by name alone. 



2. Adopt evidence-based program evaluation standards 
If a program does not improve academic outcomes, then revise or discontinue it. But when 
programs demonstrably improve outcomes as seen in the ethnic studies example: we should 
expand them, not eliminate them. 

3. Invest in inclusive academic supports tied to performance 
Tutoring, mentoring, and culturally responsive teaching approaches that improve engagement 
and achievement should be funded based on measurable results, not political characterization. 

4. Strengthen civics and shared values education 
Proponents’ emphasis on unity and civic understanding can be achieved by embedding these 
principles within inclusive, evidence-based curricula rather than banning programs that support 
diverse learners. 

5. Ensure viewpoint diversity through pedagogy rather than prohibition 
Encourage critical thinking and structured dialogue in classrooms, consistent with the goal of 
intellectual diversity, without creating policies that risk chilling instruction or limiting discussion. 

In closing: Senate Bill 113 attempts to solve real concerns, but to the detriment of removing supports 
that the evidence suggests help students succeed. When legislation directly alters the classroom 
environment by eliminating beneficial programs or increasing student stress, the research consistently 
points to negative academic consequences. 

We all want Ohio’s students to thrive. The most effective way to achieve that is not to prohibit support 
structures, but to hold them accountable to evidence and invest in what works. 

I respectfully urge a “No” vote, and I welcome continued collaboration on solutions grounded in 
evidence and focused on student success. 

Thank you for your time, 

Nick Denton, PhD 

 


