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Campus Climate Classified Staff Survey
Fall 1995

Executive Summary

Beginning in the late 1980's, policy makers and educators, concerned
over declining transfer rates and the "uneven flow" of students through the
community college system, began to question whether open access for all was
a "noble end unto itself" (Eaton and Palmer, 1991). Given that community
colleges are the entry point for higher education for many people, access
without success amounted to nothing more than a "hollow promise" to some
critics (Brint and Karabel, 1989).

Concern for the "uneven flow" of students through the community
college system is reflected in several policies of this period: State Model
Accountability System (AB1725), Student Right-to-know, Matriculation
(AB3), Student Equity Policy, State Postsecondary Review Entity (SPRE), and
Campus Climate (AB4071).

AB4071 (Vasconcellos, 1988), more commonly known as Campus
Climate, directed the. California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)
to examine the feasibility of undertaking a "program of systematic
longitudinal data collection" to determine the "factors that contribute or
detract from an equitable and high quality educational experience, particularly
by women and students from historically underrepresented groups" (CPEC,
1990). CPEC defines campus climate as "the formal and informal
environment both institutional and community-based - in which
individuals learn, teach, work, and live in a postsecondary setting" (CPEC,
1990).

Even before most of the legislative mandates, the San Diego
Community College District (SDCCD) engaged in periodic assessments of
student perceptions of the educational experiences and student outcomes (for
example, student profile and attrition reports, Student Equity measures,
student satisfaction and matriculation services surveys, and student progress
in the basic skills curriculum). The development of an instrument to assess
student perceptions of campus climate began in Spring 1993. Campus climate
survey instruments for faculty and classified staff were developed in Fall 1994.
This report summarizes the results of the classified staff campus climate
survey administered during the Fall 1995 term.

Methodology

The campus climate classified staff survey consisted of 65 multiple
choice questions. Questions for the survey were chosen from a pool of over
800 questions contained in the CPEC guidebook for assessing campus climate
and surveys used at other colleges and universities. Surveys were distributed
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via school mail during the first week in November, 1995. Of the 280 surveys
distributed, 10 were returned undelivered. Fifty-seven percent (N=154)
returned completed surveys.

Findings

Overall, most SDCCD classified staff regarded their work environment
as comfortable and supportive. The majority of them looked forward to
going to work (81.3%), felt comfortable and had a sense of belonging (81.7%),
and had somebody they trusted to seek help from on campus when there was
a job related problem (66.1%). A large proportion of staff also stated that there
was a positive climate for racial/ethnic diversity (79.2%) and equal
opportunities for women in their department for recognition, respect, and
advancement (72.7%).

The vast majority of staff (63.5 - 97.6%) indicated they had seldom or
never heard insensitive or disparaging comments about women,
racial/ethnic minorities, gays/lesbians, and people with disabilities on
campus. Approximately one-quarter to half of the staff, however, indicated
that they had been occasionally or frequently treated rudely by administrators,
faculty, other staff, or students. In addition, approximately one-fifth of the
staff indicated that they felt they had occasionally or frequently been
discriminated against because of their race/ethnicity or gender.

The body of this report contains comparisons of survey responses
among the three SDCCD colleges (Too few classified staff from ECC responded
to the survey to report their result separately.) and comparisons by
demographic characteristics of the respondents (e.g., gender, ethnicity) and by
the number of years they had been employed at the campus.
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Campus Climate Classified Staff Survey

Fall 1995

I. Introduction

Beginning in the late 1980's, policy makers and educators, concerned
over declining transfer rates and the "uneven flow" of students through the
community college system, began to question whether open access for all was
a "noble end unto itself" (Eaton and Palmer, 1991). Given that community
colleges are the entry point for higher education for many people, access
without success amounted to nothing more than a "hollow promise" to some
critics (Brint and Karabel, 1989).

Concern for the "uneven flow" of students through the community
college system is reflected in several policies of this period: State Model
Accountability System (AB1725), Student Right-to-know, Matriculation
(AB3), Student Equity Policy, State Postsecondary Review Entity (SPRE),
Campus Climate (AB4071).

Under the State Model Accountability System set forth in AB1725,
colleges are required to collect and report data on student access, success, and
satisfaction. Student right-to-know legislation requires all colleges receiving
federal funding to report statistics in several areas, including student success
(graduation rates, persistence and transfer rates).

Matriculation (AB3) is concerned with promoting and maintaining
student access and successful goal attainment through admission, orientation,
assessment, counseling and advisement, follow-up and evaluation activities.
The Student Equity Policy adopted by the Board of Governors of California
Community Colleges in 1992 is also concerned with students access and
success. The State Postsecondary Review Entity (SPRE) require states to
develop standards for postsecondary institutions. Of the fourteen federally
mandated standards, several focus on student outcome measures -
graduation /completion rates, withdrawal rates, placement rates, and
licensure pass rates.

AB4071 (Vasconcellos, 1988), more commonly known as Campus
Climate, directed the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)
to determine the feasibility of undertaking a "program of systematic
longitudinal data collection" to determine the "factors that contribute or
detract from an equitable and high quality educational experience, particularly
by women and students from historically underrepresented groups" (CPEC,
1990). The legislation was a direct outgrowth of a University of California
Student Association report concluded that the primary reason behind the
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"chronically poor retention rates among persons of color and dismal
admission rates among women in many graduate program. . . is differential
treatment" (Knutsen, 1987).

The CPEC study recommended that colleges engage in a process of
assessing its climate that fits the unique needs of the college, is ongoing,
includes a variety of data collection methods (surveys, interviews, focus
groups), and include faculty, staff, and student input. CPEC defines campus
climate as "the formal and informal environment - both institutional and
community-based - in which individuals learn, teach, work, and live in a
postsecondary setting" (CPEC, 1990).

Even before most of the legislative mandates, the San Diego
Community College District (SDCCD) engaged in periodic assessments of
student perceptions of the educational experiences and student outcomes (for
example, student profile and attrition reports, Student Equity measures,
student satisfaction and matriculation services surveys, and student progress
in the basic skills curriculum). The development of an instrument to assess
student perceptions of campus climate began in Spring 1993; the survey was
administrated in the Spring 1994 term. Campus climate survey instruments
for faculty and classified staff were developed in Fall 1994. This report
summarizes the results of the classified staff campus climate survey
administered during the Fall 1995 term.

II. Methodology

The campus climate classified staff survey consisted of 65 multiple
choice questions. Questions for the survey were chosen from a pool of over
800 questions contained in the CPEC guidebook for assessing campus climate
and surveys used at other colleges and universities. A draft of the survey was
reviewed at the District's Research and Planning Council. Council members
were responsible for taking the survey back to their respective campuses and
through their shared governance process. The survey was also reviewed by
classified staff representatives from each of the colleges at a separate meeting.

Mailing labels, obtained from the District's personnel filed, included all
classified staff (except food services and bookstore staff who could not be
separated by campus). Surveys were distributed via school mail during the
first week in November, 1995. Of the 280 surveys distributed, 10 were
returned undelivered. Fifty-seven percent (N=154) returned completed
surveys.

Space was provided for classified staff to make general comments.
Comments covered a variety of topics: campus politics, diversity, working

2
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conditions. Comments relating to specific questions are included under the
appropriate question.
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III. Finding and Discussion

Characteristics of the Survey Sample

Questions 1-3 asked respondents about their gender, number of years
they had worked at their campus, and their racial/ethnic background. There
were 154 classified staff responded to the survey. The vast majority of
respondents (79.2%) were women, and approximately one half (51.3%) were
Caucasians. Too few classified staff from ECC responded to the survey to
report their result separately. The characteristics of the sample are
summarized in the table below.

Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of Survey Sample

Campus

Number of Respondents
Total N=154

Number I Percentage(%)

City
Mesa
Miramar
No response

36
59
36
23

23.4
38.3
23.4
14.9

Gend
Male
Female
No response

30
122

2

19.5
79.2
1.3

ars at tne: amr
3 years or less
4 to 6 years
7 to 10 years
11 to 15 years
16 or more years
No response

24
42
30
19
35
4

15.6
27.3
19.5
12.3
22.7
2.6

Racial /Ethnic ac
American Indian
African American
Asian American
Caucasian
Filipino
Latino
Middle Eastern
Pacific Islander
Other non-White
No response

5
19
5

79
10
19
2
2
9
4

3.2
12.3
3.2
51.3
6.5

12.3
1.3
1.3
5.8
2.6
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Assessing Campus Climate

Questions 4-28 asked the classified staff to indicate whether they
"strongly agree ;" "agree," "disagree," or "strongly disagree" with statements
related to their experiences and perceptions of the campus environment. For
the ease and clarity, three conventions are used in summarizing the
responses to questions 4-28. First, the term "agree" in the following sections
includes "agree" and "strongly agree" responses to the questions, and the
term "disagree" in the following sections includes "disagree" and "strongly
disagree" responses to the questions. Second, the respondents who did not
answer the questions were excluded from the analysis. Therefore, percentages
in the body of this report are based on the number of respondents who
answered the questions. Third, the term "districtwide" refers to responses by
classified staff at City, Mesa, and Miramar colleges; Classified staff at the
district office were not surveyed at this time. Additionally, statistically
significant differences at .05 level between staff groupings (e.g., by campus,
gender, etc.) are indicated with an asterisk in the accompanying graphs.

Question 4 : Most days I look forward to going to work.

Approximately 80% of classified staff at the three colleges indicated that
they looked forward to going to work most days (Figure 1). Miramar College
had the highest percentage of staff agreeing with the statement (91.4%), closely
followed by City College (85.7%).

Question 5 : Employee morale is good at this campus.

Over 50% of respondents districtwide indicated that they thought the
employee morale was good (Figure 1). Miramar College had the highest
proportion of staff agreeing with the statement (66.6%) although the
differences in the responses to the question were not significant by college.

Question 6 : In general, campus personnel treat students fairly and equally.

Approximately 85% of district staff agreed with the statement (Figure
1). The proportions of staff who indicated that they thought campus
personnel treated students fairly were very similar for all the campuses.
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Q4: Look
forward to
going to work
(n=128)

Q5: Employee
morale is good
(n=130)

Q6: Personnel
treat students
fairly (n=131)

Figure 1;

Campus Climate Staff Survey

City

Mesa

Miramar

Overall

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage (%)

70 80 90 100

Significant difference at .05 level

Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that they looked forward
to going to work (Q4), employee morale was good (Q5), and campus personnel
treated students fairly (Q6).

Question 7 : This campus had achieved a positive climate for diversity.

The majority of respondents (79.2%) agreed that the campus had
achieved a positive climate for diversity (Figure 2). The proportions of staff
who agreed with the statement were approximately the same for all the
colleges.

Question 8 : Women in my department have equal opportunities with
men for recognition, respect, and advancement.

Most classified staff in the district (72.7%) agreed that women had equal
opportunities with men in their department (Figure 2). Miramar College had
the highest percentage of staff indicating the equity in their department
(88.9%). The differences between colleges in the responses to this question
were small.

6
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Question 9 : My colleagues are committed to the curtailment of sexual
harassment.

The vast majority (83.8%) of the staff districtwide agreed that their
colleagues were committed to the curtailment of sexual harassment (Figure
2). Miramar College had a somewhat higher proportion of staff (91.2%)
indicating that their colleagues were committed to reduce sexual harassment
in their workplace.

Q7: Positive
climate for
diversity
(n=130)

Q8: Equal
opportunities
for women
(n=128)

Q9:
Curtailment of
sexual
harassment
(n=124)

Figure 2 :

Campus Climate Staff Survey

y2.4

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage (%)

70 80

8.9

City

Mesa

Miramar

Overall

1.2

3.9

90 100

" Significant difference at .05 level

Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that the campus had
achieved a positive climate for diversity (Q7), women had equal
opportunities with men (Q8), and their colleagues were committed to the
curtailment of sexual harassment (Q9).

Question 10 : Too much emphasis is placed on achieving diversity.

Approximately 50% of dassified staff districtwide stated that too much
emphasis was placed on achieving diversity (Figure 3). The responses to this
statement were very similar for all the colleges.
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Question 11: Campus administrators actively support shared governance.

Overall, 70.9% of the respondents agreed that the administrators
actively supported shared governance (Figure 3). The proportions of
respondents who agreed with the statement were very similar for all the
colleges.

Q10: Too much
emphasis on
diversity
(n=130)

Q11:
Administration
support shared
governance
(n=127)

Q12: More
courses on
ethnic issues
(n=124)

Figure 3

Campus Climate Staff Survey

5.6

4.6

City

Mesa

Miramar

Overall

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage (%)

" Significant difference at .05 level

Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that too much emphasis
was placed on diversity (Q10), administration actively supported shared
governance (Q11), and needed more courses related to racial/ethnic issues
(Q12).

Question 12 : The campus should offer more courses related to ethnic issues.

Districtwide, approximately one half of the staff (45.2%) indicated that
the campus should offer more courses related to ethnic issues (Figure 3). A
slightly higher proportion of Miramar College respondents (55.6%) felt that
the campus should offer more classes on ethnic issues compared to other
colleges.

8
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Question 13 : I feel comfortable at this campus and have a sense of belonging.

The vast majority of staff (81.7%) indicated that they were comfortable
at their campus and had a sense of belonging (Figure 4). Miramar College had
a slightly higher percentage of staff (88.9%) than other colleges agreeing with
the statement.

Question 14 : The racial/ethnic composition of the classified staff should be
representative of the student body.

Approximately one half of the respondents stated that the staff
racial/ethnic composition should be representative of the student body
(Figure 4). The responses to this question were similar for all the colleges.

Q13: Sense of
belonging
(n=131)

Q14: Ethnic
composition
of staff
(n=122)

Q15: Ethnic
composition
of students
(n=122)

Figure 4 ;

Campus Climate Staff Survey

t tr.r7ti's'1.4Zs'% ;sr,"..%`,`} jk? ",14:`,"\ 8.9

ZoSk ;w,6 (-mik r'';' "e4,;', 2.4

9.2

\.c k$.7,`-Vzs

7.6

9.4

1 1

10 20 30 40 50 60

Percentage (%)

70 80 90 100

Significant difference at .05 level

Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that they felt comfortable
and had a sense of belonging (Q13), ethnic composition of staff should
represent students body (Q14), and ethnic composition of students should
represent community (Q15).
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Question 15 : The racial/ethnic composition of the student body should be
representative of the local community.

Overall, 57.4% of respondents agreed that the racial/ethnic
composition of the student body should be representative of the local
community (Figure 4). The proportions of respondents who agreed with the
statement were almost identical for all the colleges.

Question 16 : More consideration should be given to the needs and interests
of disabled students.

Districtwide, 66.6% stated that more consideration should be given to
the needs and interests of disabled students (Figure 5). Approximately 70% of
Miramar and Mesa College respondents thought more consideration should
be given to disabled students. A somewhat lower percentage of City College
staff (54.5%) felt that more consideration should be given to the needs of
disabled students.

Q16: Needs of
disabled
students
(n=123)

Q17: Seen
sexist, racist
graffiti
(n=126)

Q18: Art
reflecting
various cultures
(n=127)*

Figure 5 ;

Campus Climate Staff Survey

;:54.5

10 20 30

City

Mesa

Miramar

Overall

40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Percentage (%)

Significant difference at .05 level

Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that more consideration
should be given to the needs of disabled students (Q16), had seen graffiti on
campus (Q17), and seen art on campus reflecting various cultures (Q18).
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Question 17 : I have seen sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti on this campus
(e.g., restrooms, buildings, etc.).

Approximately one third of staff districtwide indicated that they had
seen graffiti on the campus (Figure 5). A somewhat larger proportion of Mesa
College staff (44.6%) indicated that they had seen graffiti on the campus
compared to City and Miramar College staff (23.5% and 25.0% respectively).

Question 18 : I have seen on campus art reflecting various racial/ethnic
cultures.

The vast majority of respondents (80.4%) indicated that they had seen
on campus art reflecting various racial/ethnic cultures (Figure 5). Miramar
College respondents (61.1%) were significantly less likely than others to agree
that they had seen art reflecting various cultures on campus, x2 (2, N=127) =
12.02, p<.05.

Question 19 : One problem with pursuing the goal of diversity is the hiring
of unqualified staff and faculty.

Approximately 70% of the district staff agreed that one of the problem
with pursuing diversity was hiring unqualified staff and faculty (Figure 6).
The finding was consistent for all the colleges.

Question 20 : I have sufficient information about the campus to perform the
duties of my job.

Overall, over 95% of respondents stated that they had sufficient
information about the campus to perform their duties (Figure 6). The
responses to this question were consistent across the district.

Question 21: When blatant discrimination toward a person occurs based
upon gender, race/ethnicity, age, disability, etc., campus
administrators respond by dealing directly and immediately
with the incident.

Most respondents (67.5%) agreed that the administrators responded to
blatant discrimination by dealing directly and immediately with the incident
(Figure 6). Miramar College had a slightly higher proportion of respondents
(75.0%) agreeing with the statement than other colleges.
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Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that one problem in
pursuing diversity was hiring unqualified personnel (Q19), had sufficient
information about the campus to perform their duties (Q20), and
administration dealt with blatant discrimination directly and immediately
(Q21).

Question 22 : When subtle discrimination toward a person occurs based
upon gender, race/ethnicity, age, disability, etc., campus
administrators respond by dealing directly and immediately
with the incident.

Over 50% of staff districtwide indicated that the administrators
responded to subtle discrimination by dealing with it directly and
immediately (Figure 7). Miramar College had the highest proportion of
respondents (60.0%) agreeing with the statement.
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Question 23 : Classified staff concerns and interests are heard by the campus
administration.

Nearly 60% of staff felt that their concerns and interests were heard by
the administrators (Figure 7). Miramar College staff were more likely to agree
with the statement than other respondents.

Question 24 : Excellence in job performance is valued and rewarded at this
campus.

Approximately one third of respondents (31.2%) agreed with the
statement districtwide (Figure 7). The proportion of respondents agreeing
with the statement was relatively higher at Miramar College (39.4%) than
others.
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Figure 7
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Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that administration dealt
with subtle discrimination directly and immediately (Q22), administration
heard staff concerns (Q23), and excellence in job performance was valued
(Q24).
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Question 25 : I sometimes feel excluded from campus activities because of
my racial/ethnic background.

Overall, 17.6% of respondents answered that they sometimes felt
excluded from campus activities because of their racial/ethnic background
(Figure 8). The staff at Miramar College were least likely to agree with the
statement (8.3%), followed by City College staff (17.7%).

Q25: Feel
excluded due to
race/ethnicity
(n=125)

Q26: More
GE courses on
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(n=127)
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Q28: Fair
grievance
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(n=119)

Figure 8 z
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Percentages of staff who agreed or strongly agreed that they felt sometimes
excluded from campus activities because of their race/ethnicity (Q25),
general education (GE) should include more courses on various cultures (Q26),
had someone they trusted to seek help from on campus (Q27), and there was a
fair procedure for grievance resolution (Q28).

14 25



Question 26 : General education courses should include information on a
variety of racial/ethnic groups.

Approximately three quarters (76.4%) of the classified staff in the
SDCCD agreed that general education courses should include information on
a variety of racial/ethnic groups (Figure 8). The responses to this question
were consistent across the district.

Question 27 : If I have a job-related problem, there is someone on campus I
trust to seek help from.

Most respondents (66.1%) indicated that they had somebody on campus
they trusted to seek help from (Figure 8). The percentages of respondents
who agreed with this statement were almost identical for all the colleges.

Question 28 : There is a fair and equitable procedure for resolving
grievances.

Districtwide, 58.8% of respondents indicated that there was a fair and
equitable procedure for resolving grievances (Figure 8). The responses to this
question from all colleges were similar.
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For questions 29 to 39, the respondents were asked to indicate their
level of satisfaction with various aspects of their work environment. The
scale used was from "1"(very satisfied) to "4"(very dissatisfied). For the ease
of interpretation, the responses were re-scaled into a satisfaction ratio. The
term "satisfied" in the following section includes "very satisfied" and
"satisfied" responses, and the term "dissatisfied" includes "dissatisfied" and
"very dissatisfied" responses.

Question 29 : Opportunities for professional development

Over 50% of respondents districtwide were satisfied with the
opportunities for professional development in their department (Figure 9).
Mesa College had a slightly higher percentage of staff satisfied (59.6%) with
their opportunities for professional development compared to the other
colleges. Some of the respondents commented that staff development classes
were always full and needed to be held more often.
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Figure 9
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Question 30 : Input in decisions that affect you personally

Approximately one half of the staff (47.9%) indicated that they were
satisfied with the input in decisions that affected them (Figure 9). Mesa
College respondents showed a somewhat higher rate (54.5%) of satisfaction
with the input in decisions, followed by City College respondents (45.0%).

Question 31 : Safety on campus

Most district classified staff (69.0%) were satisfied with the safety on
campus (Figure 9). One staff, however, commented that it was sometimes
difficult to acquire safety devices (e.g., safety glasses) and had got the "run
around" when making a request for them. Mesa College staff showed a
somewhat higher rate of satisfaction (72.4%) regarding the campus safety than
others.
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facilities
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Figure 10 z Percentages of staff who were satisfied or very satisfied with the
opportunities to participate in shared governance (Q32), institutional image
(Q33), and campus facilities (Q34).
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Question 32 : Opportunities to participate in shared governance

Nearly three quarters of respondents in the SDCCD (73.2%) were
satisfied with the opportunities to participate in shared governance (Figure
10). Miramar College had a significantly higher proportion of staff (88.9%)
satisfied with the opportunities for the shared governance compared to the
others, x2 (2, N=127) = 9.12, p<.05.

Question 33 : Institutional image

Overall, 67.5% of staff were satisfied with the institutional image of
their campus (Figure 10). Mesa College respondents were somewhat more
likely to state that they were satisfied with the image of their campus (75.4%).

Question 34 : Campus facilities

More than one half of the respondents (53.1%) answered that they were
satisfied with the campus facilities (Figure 10). A somewhat smaller
proportion of Miramar College respondents indicated their satisfaction with
the facilities (38.9%).

Question 35 : Interaction with faculty

Most respondents (71.3%) indicated that they were satisfied with the
quality of interaction with faculty (Figure 11). Miramar College had the
highest proportion of respondents (80.5%) indicating the satisfaction
regarding the interaction with faculty.

Question 36 : Interaction with students

The vast majority (92.3%) of classified staff who responded indicated
the satisfaction with the interaction with students (Figure 11). At all colleges,
more than 85% of respondents indicated satisfaction.

Question 37 : Campus administrative leadership

Districtwide, 63.8% of respondents answered that they were satisfied
with the leadership by campus administrators (Figure 11). City College staff
were slightly less likely to indicate satisfaction (54.3%) compared to the staff at
other colleges.
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Question 38 : Extent to which the campus administration willingly share
important information with you

Over 50% of respondents stated that they were satisfied with the extent
to which the campus administrators willingly shared important information
with them (Figure 12). A relatively smaller percentage of City College
respondents indicated satisfaction (33.4%) compared to the others, X2 (2,
N=129) = 8.03, p<.05. One of the respondents from City College commented
that information was often received only after the fact and that it was
uncertain if information was willingly withheld since classified staff did not
have mail boxes.
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Question 39 : Extent to which the campus administration encourage you to
develop creative and innovative ideas

More than 50% of respondents districtwide indicated that they were
satisfied with the extent to which the administrators encouraged them to
develop creative and innovative ideas (Figure 12). Mesa College respondents
were somewhat more likely to state they were satisfied with the
encouragement from the administration (60.7%) than other respondents.
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Figure 12 z Percentages of staff who were satisfied or very satisfied with the extent to
which the administration willing shared important information (Q38), and
the extent to which administration encouraged them to develop creative and
innovative ideas (Q39).
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Questions 40 to 65 asked staff to report the frequency with which they
have heard insensitive or disparaging remarks about certain groups, been
treated rudely, or been discriminated based on a particular attribute. The staff
were asked to indicate the frequency of the incidents on a scale of "1"
(frequently) to "4" (never). The response rates for questions 40 to 65 were
approximately 80% (from 79.87% to 83.11%). Overall, most staff respondents
indicated they had seldom or never heard the insensitive or disparaging
comments, been treated rudely, or discriminated against on campus.

Questions 40 - 43 : Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about women
made by :

Most respondents indicated that they had seldom or never heard
insensitive or disparaging comments about women by the administrators
(81.6%), faculty (74.6%), or classified staff (73.8%) at their campus. The
proportion of City College staff indicating that they had occasionally or
frequently heard other staff making the insensitive comments was somewhat
higher (38.2%).

In addition, 36.5% of respondents districtwide stated that they
occasionally or frequently heard students making insensitive or disparaging
comments about women. The respondents at Mesa (43.1%) and City (39.4%)
College were somewhat more likely to report such experiences with students.
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Questions 44 - 47 : Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
racial/ethnic minorities made by :

The majority of staff indicated that they had seldom or never heard
insensitive or disparaging comments about racial/ethnic minorities by
administrators (88.8%), faculty (85.6%), or staff (80.7%) at their campus. In
contrast, a somewhat higher percentage of the staff districtwide (31.4%)
indicated that they had heard the insensitive or disparaging comments made
by students at their campus. Miramar College staff (17.1%) were significantly
less likely to state that they had occasionally or frequently heard the
insensitive comments by students, x2 (2, N=124) = 6.85, p<.05.
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Questions 48 - 51: Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
gays/lesbians made by :

The vast majority indicated that they had seldom or never heard
insensitive or disparaging comments about gays/lesbians by administrators
(95.2%), faculty (91.1%), staff (84.8%), or students (76.8%) at their campus.
Miramar College respondents were somewhat more likely than other
respondents to state that they had seldom or never heard the comments
about gays/lesbians made by staff or students.
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Questions 52 - 55 : Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about people
with disabilities made by :

Approximately 95% of staff indicated that they had seldom or never
heard insensitive or disparaging comments about people with disabilities
made by administrators (95.2%), faculty (95.2%), staff (95.2%), or students
(97.6%) at their campus. This finding was consistent across all the SDCCD
campuses.
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Question 56 - 59 : Been treated rudely by :

Districtwide, approximately one quarter to one third of staff reported
that they had been treated rudely by administrators (26.8%), faculty (39.1%), or
staff (32.2%) at their campus. Mesa College staff were somewhat more likely
to state they had been treated rudely by administrators (34.4%), faculty (44.8%),
or staff (34.4%) compared to the others.

More than one half of staff districtwide answered that they had been
occasionally or frequently treated rudely by students (52.0%). The proportion
of staff reporting such experiences with students was significantly higher at
Mesa College (63.2%, x2(2, N=125) = 8.86, p<.05), followed by City College
(54.6%).
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Question 60 - 65 : Been discriminated against because of my :

The vast majority of respondents indicated that they had seldom or
never been discriminated against based on their race/ethnicity (78.4%), gender
(79.2%), sexual orientation (95.9%), disability (93.5%), religion (97.6%), or age
(87.1%). At Mesa College, the respondents were somewhat less likely to
report that they experienced race/ethnic based discrimination (14.0%)
compared to other colleges. City College respondents were somewhat more
likely to indicate that they experienced discrimination based on their gender
(31.4%), but less likely to indicate experiencing age discrimination (8.8%).
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The data were broken down to examine whether there were differences
in experiences and perceptions of the campus environment among staff
groupings by gender, race/ethnicity, or length of employment at the campus.

Comparison by Gender

Overall, there were only minor differences between men (N=30) and
women (N=122) in how they responded to the survey questions (Appendices
B - 4 to 6). There were a few questions to which men and women answered
differently. Male respondents (56.7%) were more likely than women (28.4%)
to state that they had seen sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti on campus
(Q17: x2 (1, N=146) = 7.22, p<.05). Men were also more likely to indicate that
they had occasionally or frequently heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about gays/lesbians by staff (Q50: 37.9%) or students (Q51: 48.3%)
compared to women (Q50: 9.6% and Q51: 17.4% - Q50: X2 (1, N=144) = 12.28,
p<.05; Q51: x2 (1, N=144) = 10.59, p<.05).

Comparison by Ethnicity

Due to the small case numbers for most ethnic groups (Table 1), this
study only compares Caucasian (N=79) and non-Caucasian respondents
(N=75) in responding to the survey questions (Appendix B - 7). There were
some differences in the way they answered questions regarding fairness and
ethnic diversity on campus. Caucasian staff were more likely than minority
staff to feel the campus personnel treated students fairly (Q6: 91.1% vs. 76.8% -
x2 (1, N=148) = 4.72, p<.05) and to feel that the campus had achieved enough
diversity (Q7: 85.9% vs. 71.0% - x2 (1, N=147) = 4.01, p<.05 and Q10: 61.5% vs.
41.2% x2 (1, N=146) = 5.24, p<.05). Caucasian staff were also less likely to feel
that the campus needed to offer more courses related to racial/ethnic issues
(Q12: 29.7% vs. 66.7% - x2 (1, N=143) = 18.08, p<.05) and that racial/ethnic
composition of staff should represent the student body (Q14: 32.0% vs. 68.2% -
x2 (1, N=141) = 16.97, p<.05 ).

The majority of respondents stated that they had seldom or never
heard insensitive/disparaging comments about certain groups with particular
attributes, been treated rudely or discriminated on campus (Appendix B - 9).
Non-Caucasian respondents were more likely than Caucasians to indicate
that they had occasionally or frequently heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about racial/ethnic minorities made by administrators (Q44: 18.2%
vs. 5.3% - x2 (1, N=141) = 4.55, p<.05), faculty (Q45: 27.3% vs. 5.3% - x2 (1,
N=141) = 11.22, p<.05), or staff (Q46: 33.8% vs. 6.7% - x2 (1, N=140) = 14.82,
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p<.05). Additionally, higher percentages of Non-Caucasian staff indicated that
they had been discriminated against because of their race/ethnicity (Q60:
36.4% vs. 6.6% - x2 (1, N=142) = 17.49, p<.05) and age (Q65: 21.5% vs. 7.9% - X2
(1, N=141) = 4.29, p<.05).

Comparison by Years at the Campus

There were several differences in survey responses by the number of
years respondents worked at the campus. The differences were more
pronounced when the questions concerned equity in the workplace and
participation in administrative functions (Appendix B - 10). Staff with 3 or
less years of employment (86.4%) were more likely than older staff (46.4
76.5 %) to agree, that there was a fair and equitable procedure for conflict
resolution (Q28: X2 (4, N=138) =12.52, p<.05). A higher percentage of staff with
3 or less years at the campus (89.5%) stated that the campus administration
dealt with blatant discrimination directly and immediately compared to staff
who had worked longer (44.8 - 72.4%, Q21: X2 (4, N=131) = 12.17, p<.05). In
addition, most staff with 3 or less years of employment (66.7%) believed
excellence in job performance was valued at the campus while less than 30%
of staff with more than 3 years at the campus stated likewise (Q24: x2 (4,
N=142) =17.51, p<.05).

Overall, staff with 3 or less years at the campus indicated higher levels
of satisfaction with various aspects of campus environment (Appendix B -
11). The staff with 4 - 6 and 16 or more years of employment were less
satisfied than others with the inputs in decision making. Less than one third
of classified staff with 4 - 6 years (28.6%) and 16 or more years (29.4%) were
satisfied with the inputs in decision making. In contrast, more than one half
(57 - 75.0%) of the rest of classified staff indicated satisfaction (Q30: x2 (4, N=76)
= 9.94, p<.05). The staff who had worked longer tended to express
dissatisfaction with the campus administrative leadership. The satisfaction
ratio was 91.3% for staff with 3 or less years at the campus compared to 50.0 -

67.5% for staff with longer employment at the campus (Q37: x2 (4, N=144)
=11.79, p<.05). Furthermore, the vast majority (82.6%) of staff with 3 or less
years were satisfied with the extent to which administration shared important
information whereas less than one half of older staff expressed satisfaction
(Q38: x2 (4, N=148) = 10.85, p<.05).

The frequencies with which respondents heard insensitive comments
about certain groups of people were shown in Appendix B - 12. The staff with
11 - 15 years of employment at the campus (N=19) were most likely to report
the experiences of hearing the comments about women made by
administrators (33.3% compared to 4.3 - 24.2% of others), faculty (52.6%
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compared to 13.0 - 25.0% of others - x2 (4, N=143) = 12.78, p<.05), staff (52.7%
compared to 19.5 - 27.6% of others), or students (52.7% compared to 25.0 -
36.6% of others). There were no significant differences by the number of years
at the campus in the frequency of hearing insensitive comments about
racial/ethnic minorities, gays/lesbian, or people with disabilities.

Most respondents stated that they had been seldom or never been
treated rudely by administrators (73.8%), faculty (59.6%), or staff (68.3%). The
respondents with fewer years of employment on the campus tended to
indicate fewer incidents of being treated rudely (Appendix B - 13). For the
district staff with 7 or more years of employment, approximately one-third
answered that they had occasionally or frequently been treated rudely by
administrators. The majority of respondents with 3 years or less at the
campus (83.3%) answered that they had seldom or never had been treated
rudely by faculty. On the contrary, approximately one half of the respondents
with more than 3 years at the campus indicated that they had been
occasionally or frequently treated rudely by faculty.
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Summary

Overall, most staff regarded their work environment as comfortable
and supportive. The majority of them looked forward to going to work (Q4:
81.3%), felt comfortable and had a sense of belonging (Q13: 81.7%), and had
somebody they trusted to seek help from on campus when there was a job
related problem (Q27: 66.1%). A large proportion of staff also stated that there
was a positive climate for racial/ethnic diversity (Q7: 79.2%) and equal
opportunities for women in their department for recognition, respect, and
advancement (Q8: 72.7%).

The vast majority of staff (63.5 - 97.6%) indicated they had seldom or
never heard insensitive or disparaging comments about women,
racial/ethnic minorities, gays/lesbians, and people with disabilities on
campus. Approximately one quarter to half of the staff, however, indicated
that they had been occasionally or frequently treated rudely by administrators,
faculty, other staff, or students. In addition, approximately one-fifth of the
staff indicated that they felt they had occasionally or frequently been
discriminated against because of their race/ethnicity or gender.

There were some differences in responses to questions by their
demographic characteristics. Men were more likely to state that they had seen
sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti and that they had occasionally or
frequently heard insensitive or disparaging comments about gays/lesbians.
Caucasians were more likely than members of other racial/ethnic groups to
indicate that too much emphasis was placed on diversity and less likely to
agree that the campus should offer more courses on various cultures. Staff
who had been employed longer at the campus tended to be less satisfied with
their participation in decision making and administration sharing important
information with them. Newer staff were more likely to agree that there was
fairness and equity in their department and to show higher levels of
satisfaction with various aspects of work environment.
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San Diego Community College District
Campus Climate Staff Survey

Please answer the following questions

1. Gender: 1. female

2. Number of years at your campus

about yourself:

3. Racial/ethnic background: 1. American Indian
2. African American
3. Asian
4. Caucasian
5. Filipino

Please

2. male

1. 3 years or less
2. 4 - 6 years
3. 7 - 10 years
4. 11 - 15 years
5. 16 or more years

indicate the extent to which you agree or

6. Latino
7. Middle Eastern
8. Pacific Isalnder
9. Other non-White

disagree with the following statements:

4. Most days I look forward to going to work.

5. Employee morale is good at this campus.

6. In general, campus personnel treat students fairly
and equally.

7. This campus has achieved a positive climate for
diversity.

8. Women in my department have equal opportunities
with men for recognition, respect, and advancement.

9. My colleagues are committed to the curtailment
of sexual harassment.

10. Too much emphasis is placed on achieving diversity.

11. Campus administrators actively support
shared governance.

12. The campus should offer more courses related to
ethnic issues.

13. I feel comfortable at this campus and have a sense
of belonging.

14. The racial/ethnic composition of the classified staff
should be representative of the student body.

15. The racial/ethnic composition of the student body
should be representative of the local community.

16. More consideration should be given to the needs and
interests of disabled students.

strongly
agree

1

agree

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

disagree

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

strongly
disagree

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4
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strongly strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

17. I have seen sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti
on this campus (e.g., restrooms, buildings, etc.). 1 2 3 4

18. I have seen on campus art reflecting various racial/
ethnic cultures. 1 2 3 4

19. One problem with pursuing the goal of diversity is
the hiring of unqualified staff and faculty. 1 2 3 4

20. I have sufficient information about the campus to
perform the duties of my job. 1 2 3 4

21. When blatant discrimination toward a person occurs
based upon gender, race/ethnicity, age, disability, etc.,
campus administrators respond by dealing directly
and immediately with the incident. 1 2 3 4

22. When subtle discrimination toward a person occurs
based upon gender, race/ethnicity, age, disability, etc.,
campus administrators respond by dealing directly
and immediately with the incident. 1 2 3 4

23. Classified staff concerns and interests are heard by
the campus administration. 1 2 3 4

24. Excellence in job performance is valued and rewarded
at this campus. 1 2 3 4

25. I sometimes feel excluded from campus activities
because of my racial/ethnic background. 1 2 3 4

26. General education courses should include information
on a variety of racial/ethnic groups. 1 2 3 4

27. If I have a job-related problem, there is someone
on campus I trust to seek help from. 1 2 3 4

28. There is a fair and equitable procedure for
resolving grievances. 1 2 3 4

Please indicated your level of satisfaction with each of the following:

very very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied

29. opportunities for professional development 1 2 3 4
30. input in decisions that affect you personally
31. safety on campus 1 2 3 4
32. opportunities to participate in shared governance 1 2 3 4
33. institutional image 1 2 3 4
34. campus facilities 1 2 3 4
35. interaction with faculty 1 2 3 4
36. interaction with students 1 2 3 4
37. campus administrative leadership 1 2 3 4

38. extent to which the campus administration willingly
share important information with you 1 2 3 4

39. extent to which the campus administration encourage
you to develop creative and innovative ideas 1

7
2 3 4
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Please indicate how frequently each of the following statements apply to your experiences at
this campus. How many times since coming to this campus have you experienced the
following?

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
women made by:

frequently occasionally seldom never

40. administrators 1 2 3 4
41. faculty 1 2 3 4
42. classified staff 1 2 3 4
43. students 1 2 3 4

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
racial/ethnic minorities made by:

44. administrators 1 2 3 4
45. faculty 1 2 3 4
46. classified staff 1 2 3 4
47. students 1 2 3 4

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
gays/lesbians made by:

48. administrators 1 2 3 4
49. faculty 1 2 3 4
50. classified staff 1 2 3 4
51. students 1 2 3 4

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments about
people with disabilities made by:

52. administrators 1 2 3 4
53. faculty 1 2 3 4
54. classified staff 1 2 3 4
55. students 1 2 3 4

Been treated rudely by:

56. administrators 1 2 3 4
57. faculty 1 2 3 4
58. classified staff 1 2 3 4
59. students 1 2 3 4

Been discriminated against because of my:

60. race/ethnicity 1 2 3 4
61. gender 1 2 3 4
62. sexual orientation 1 2 3 4
63. disability 1 2 3 4
64. religion 1 2 3 4
65. age 1 2 3 4

Thank you for completing the survey. Re-fold the survey so that "RETURN TO" appears on
the outside. Return via school mail before Novemta 17, 1995.
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B-1: Responses to Questions 4 to 28, Districtwide

Questions

Strongly
Agree

Agree Disagree Strongly
Disagree

NI % NI % NI % NI %
Q4: Look forward to going to work 41 32.0 63 49.2 17 13.3 7 5.5
Q5: Employee morale is good 7 5.4 61 46.9 45 34.6 17 13.1
Q6: Personnel treat students fairly 20 15.3 91 69.5 17 13.0 3 2.3
Q7: Positive climate for diversity 29 22.3 74 56.9 22 16.9 5 3.8
Q8: Equal opportunities for women 28 21.9 65 50.8 26 20.3 9 7.0
Q9: Curtailment of sexual harassment 37 29.8 67 54.0 15 12.1 5 4.0
Q10: Too much emphasis on diversity 27 20.8 44 33.8 51 39.2 8 6.2
Q11: Administrators support shared
governance 16 12.6 74 58.3 29 22.8 8 6.3
Q12: More courses on ethnic issues 15 12.1 41 33.1 61 49.2 7 5.6
Q13: Comfortable and a sense of belonging 41 31.3 66 50.4 21 16.0 3 2.3
Q14: Racial/ethnic composition of staff
should represent student body 16 13.1 44 36.1 47 38.5 15 12.3
Q15: Racial/ethnic composition of
students should represent community 14 11.5 56 45.9 40 32.8 12 9.8
Q16: More consideration to disabled
students 19 15.4 63 51.2 40 32.5 1 0.8
Q17: Sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti 9 7.1 33 26.2 60 47.6 24 19.0
Q18: Campus art reflecting diverse
cultures 27 21.3 75 59.1 17 13.4 8 6.3
Q19: Hiring unqualified while pursuing
diversity 44 34.1 49 38.0 23 17.8 13 10.1
Q20: Have sufficient information about
campus 55 42.6 68 .52.7 6 4.7 0 0.0
Q21: Blatant discrimination dealt with
directly and immediately 18 15.8 59 51.8 23 20.2 14 12.3
Q22: Subtle discrimination dealt with
directly and immediately 11 9.8 46 41.1 41 36.6 14 12.5
Q23: Staff concerns heard by
administration 11 9.0 59 48.4 39 32.0 13 10.7
Q24: Excellence in job performance is
valued 10 8.2 28 23.0 51 41.8 33 27.0
Q25: Feel excluded because of
race/ethnicity 7 5.6 15 12.0 67 53.6 36 28.8
Q26: General Ed. should include
information on various cultures 16 12.6 81 63.8 23 18.1 7 5.5
Q27: Have someone to seek help from 28 22.0 56 44.1 31 24.4 12 9.4
Q28: Fair procedure for resolving
grievances 11 9.2 59 49.6 33 27.7 16 13.4

39
50



B-2: Responses to Questions 29 to 39, Districtwide

Questions

Very
Satisfied

Satisfied Dissatisfi
-ed

Very
Dissatisfi
-ed

NI % NI % . NI % NI %
Q29: Opportunities for professional
development 13 10.2 55 43.3 42 33.1 17 13.4
Q30: Input in decisions 12 16.9 22 31.0 25 35.2 12 16.9
Q31: Safety on campus 14 10.9 75 58.1 32 24.8 8 6.2
Q32: Opportunities in shared governance 15 11.8 78 61.4 22 17.3 12 9.4
Q33: Institutional image 11 8.7 74 58.7 37 29.4 4 3.2
Q34: Campus facilities 5 3.8 64 49.2 46 35.4 15 11.5
Q35: Interaction with faculty 12 9.3 80 62.0 29 22.5 8 6.2
Q36: Interaction with students 29 22.3 91 70.0 8 6.2 2 1.5
Q37: Campus administrative leadership 11 8.7 70 55.1 33 26.0 13 10.2
Q38: Administration sharing information 11 8.5 57 44.2 46 35.7 15 11.6
Q39: Administration encouraging
creativity 11 8.8 55 44.0 41 32.8 18 14.4
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B-3: Responses to Questions 40 to 65, Districtwide

Frequently Occasional-
1 y

Seldom Never

N I % N I %

Heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about women made by:
Q 40: Administrators 6 4.8 17 13.6 27 21.6 75 60.0
Q 41: Faculty 7 5.6 24 19.0 40 31.7 55 43.7
Q 42: Staff 6 4.8 27 21.4 37 29.4 56 44.4
Q 43: Students 11 8.7 36 27.8 30 23.8 50 39.7
Heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about raciaUethnic minorities
made by:
Q 44: Administrators 4 3.2 10 8.0 27 21.6 84 67.2
Q 45: Faculty 5 4.0 13 10.4 37 29.6 70 56.0
Q 46: Staff 7 5.6 17 13.7 42 33.9 58 46.8
Q 47: Students 7 5.6 32 25.8 39 31.5 46 37.1

Heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about gays/lesbian made by:
Q 48: Administrators 0 0.0 6 4.8 24 19.2 95 76.0
Q 49: Faculty 1 0.8 10 8.1 23 18.5 90 72.6
Q 50: Staff 2 1.6 17 13.6 31 24.8 75 60.0
Q 51: Students 5 4.0 24 19.2 28 22.4 68 54.4
Heard insensitive or disparaging
comments about people with disabilities
made by:
Q 52: Administrators 0 0.0 6 4.8 11 8.8 108 86.4
Q 53: Faculty 0 0.0 6 4.8 11 8.8 108 86.4
Q 54: Staff 3 2.4 3 2.4 18 14.4 101 80.8
Q 55: Students 0 0.0 3 2.4 23 18.4 99 79.2

Been treated rudely by:
Q 56: Administrators 7 5.5 27 21.3 29 22.8 64 50.4
Q 57: Faculty 12 9.4 38 29.7 38 29.7 40 31.3
Q 58: Staff 10 7.9 31 24.4 44 34.6 42 33.1
Q 59: Students 20 16.0 45 36.0 34 27.2 26 20.8

Been discriminated against due to:
Q 60: Race/ethnicity 4 3.2 23 18.4 22 17.6 76 60.8
Q 61: Gender 2 1.6 24 19.2 24 19.2 75 60.0
Q 62: Sexual orientation 0 0.0 5 4.1 10 8.1 108 87.8
Q 63: Disability 0 0.0 8 6.5 7 5.6 109 87.9
Q 64: Religion 2 1.6 1 0.8 12 9.7 109 87.9
Q 65: Age 3 2.4 13 10.5 17 13.7 91 73.4
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B-4: Percentages of Respondents Who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with
Questions 4 to 28 by Gender

Questions
Female Male

Total
N

%
Agree

Total
N

%
Agree

Q4: Look forward to going to work 120 78.3 29 86.2
Q5: Employee morale is good 121 49.6 30 63.3
Q6: Personnel treat students fairly 122 84.4 30 83.3
Q7: Positive climate for diversity 121 77.7 30 80.0
Q8: Equal opportunities for women 119 70.6 29 86.2
Q9: Curtailment of sexual harassment 116 86.2 29 79.3
Q10: Too much emphasis on diversity 120 52.5 30 50.0
Q11: Administrators support shared governance 116 71.6 30 60.0
Q12: More courses on ethnic issues 115 46.1 30 53.3
Q13: Comfortable and a sense of belonging 122 83.6 30 80.0
Q14: Racial/ethnic composition of staff should
represent student body 114 49.1 29 51.7
Q15: Racial/ethnic composition of students should
represent community 115 60.9 28 46.4
Q16: More consideration to disabled students 115 69.6 29 62.1
Q17: Sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti * 116 28.4 30 56.7
Q18: Campus art reflecting diverse cultures 117 81.2 30 80.0
Q19: Hiring unqualified while pursuing diversity 119 70.6 30 66.7
Q20: Have sufficient information about campus 120 95.0 30 93.3
Q21: Blatant discrimination dealt with directly and
immediately 106 67.0 27 59.3
Q22: Subtle discrimination dealt with directly and
immediately 104 52.9 26 30.8
Q23: Staff concerns heard by administration 114 58.8 28 50.0
Q24: Excellence in job performance is valued 114 34.2 29 24.1
Q25: Feel excluded because of race/ethnicity 116 14.7 30 . 20.0
Q26: General Ed. should include information on
various cultures 117 78.6 30 63.3
Q27: Have someone to seek help from 118 65.3 30 66.7
Q28: Fair procedure for resolving grievances 111 62.2 28 50.0

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
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8-5 : Percentages of Respondents Who Were Satisfied or Very Satisfied
with Questions 29 to 39 by Gender

Questions
Female Male

Total
N

%
Satisfied

Total
N

%
Satisfied

Q29: Opportunities for professional
development 118 53.4 30 56.7
Q30: Input in decisions 59 40.7 17 64.7
Q31: Safety on campus 120 65.8 30 70.0
Q32: Opportunities in shared governance 117 76.1 30 73.3
Q33: Institutional image 117 69.2 29 65.5
Q34: Campus facilities 121 54.5 30 63.3
Q35: Interaction with faculty 120 74.2 30 66.7
Q36: Interaction with students 121 91.7 30 96.7
Q37: Campus administrative leadership 116 62.9 30 60.0
Q38: Administration sharing
information 120 54.2 30 43.3
Q39: Administration encouraging
creativity 116 52.6 30 46.7

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
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B-6: Frequencies of Hearing Insensitive or Disparaging Comments
about People with Particular Attributes by Gender

Female Male
Total

N
%

F/O
%

S/N
Total

N
%

F/O
%

S/N
Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about women made by:
Q 40: Administrators 115 19.1 80.9 29 13.8 86.2
Q 41: Faculty 114 22.8 77.2 30 20.0 80.0
Q 42: Staff 115 27.0 73.0 30 26.7 73.3
Q 43: Students 115 32.2 67.8 30 43.3 56.7

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about racial/ethnic minorities made by:
Q 44: Administrators 115 12.2 87.8 29 10.3 89.7
Q 45: Faculty 115 15.7 84.3 29 13.8 86.2
Q 46: Staff 115 19.1 80.9 29 20.7 79.3
Q 47: Students 115 30.4 69.6 29 37.9 62.1

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about gays/lesbian made by:
Q 48: Administrators 115 5.2 94.8 29 6.9 93.1
Q 49: Faculty 114 7.9 92.1 29 13.8 86.2
Q 50: Staff * 115 9.6 90.4 29 37.9 62.1
Q 51:. Students * 115 17.4 82.6 29 48.3 51.7

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about people with disabilities made by:
Q 52: Administrators 115

_

5.2 94.8 29 3.4 96.6
Q 53: Faculty 115 4.3 95.7 29 6.9 93.1
Q 54: Staff 115 4.3 95.7 29 6.9 93.1
Q 55: Students 115 2.6 97.4 29 6.9 93.1

Been treated rudely by:
Q 56: Administrators 116 25.9

.
74.1 30

.
26.7 73.3

Q 57: Faculty 117 39.3 60.7 30 36.7 63.3
Q 58: Staff 116 28.4 71.6 30 36.7 63.3
Q 59: Students 114 53.5 46.5 30 36.7 63.3

Been discriminated against due to:
Q 60: Race/ethnicity 114

.
19.3

.
80.7 30 23.3 76.7

Q 61: Gender 114 20.2 79.8 29 17.2 82.8
Q 62: Sexual orientation 112 4.5 95.5 30 0.0 100.0
Q 63: Disability 113 6.2 93.8 30 3.3 96.7
Q 64: Religion 113 1.8 98.2 30 3.3 96.7
Q 65: Age . 113 13.3 86.7 30 13.3 86.7

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
F/O : Frequently or Occasionally
S/N : Seldom or Never
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B-7: Percentages of Respondents Who Agreed or Strongly Agreed with
Questions 4 to 28 by Ethnicity

Questions
White Non-White

Total
N

%
Agree

Total
N

%
Agree

Q4: Look forward to going to work 78 83.3 67 79.1
Q5: Employee morale is good 78 51.3 69 56.5
Q6: Personnel treat students fairly * 79 91.1 69 76.8
Q7: Positive climate for diversity * 78 85.9 69 71.0
Q8: Equal opportunities for women 76 75.0 69 73.9
Q9: Curtailment of sexual harassment 77 87.0 65 84.6
Q10: Too much emphasis on diversity * 78 61.5 68 41.2
Q11: Administrators support shared governance 77 72.7 66 68.2
Q12: More courses on ethnic issues * 74 29.7 69 66.7
Q13: Comfortable and a sense of belonging 79 84.8 69 81.2
Q14: Racial/ethnic composition of staff should
represent student body *

75 32.0 66 68.2

Q15: Racial/ethnic composition of students should
represent community

74 52.7 67 64.2

Q16: More consideration to disabled students 72 68.1 69 68.1
Q17: Sexist, racist, or homophobic graffiti 76 34.2 66 36.4
Q18: Campus art reflecting diverse cultures 77 87.0 67 73.1
Q19: Hiring unqualified while pursuing diversity 78 76.9 68 61.8
Q20: Have sufficient information about campus 79 97.5 67 92.5
Q21: Blatant discrimination dealt with directly and
immediately

69 71.0 61 59.0

Q22: Subtle discrimination dealt with directly and
immediately

67 52.2 60 45.0

Q23: Staff concerns heard by administration 74 62.2 65 52.3
Q24: Excellence in job performance is valued 74 32.4 66 31.8
Q25: Feel excluded because of race/ethnicity 76 15.8 67 14.9
Q26: General Ed. should include information on
various cultures

77 67.5 68 82.4

Q27: Have someone to seek help from 78 69.2 66 60.6
Q28: Fair procedure for resolving grievances 70 62.9 67 58.2

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
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B-8: Percentages of Respondents Who Were Satisfied or Very Satisfied
with Questions 29 to 39 by Ethnicity

Questions
White Non-White

Total
N

I %
Satisfied

Total
N

I %
Satisfied

Q29: Opportunities for professional development 77 55.8 67 52.2
Q30: Input in decisions 42 47.6 33 42.4
Q31: Safety on campus 78 71.8 68 57.4
Q32: Opportunities in shared governance 75 81.3 68 69.1
Q33: Institutional image 77 68.8 65 67.7
Q34: Campus facilities 79 51.9 68 57.4
Q35: Interaction with faculty 78 76.9 68 69.1
Q36: Interaction with students 79 93.7 68 91.2
Q37: Campus administrative leadership 77 66.2 65 58.5
Q38: Administration sharing information 78 57.7 68 44.1
Q39: Administration encouraging creativity 76 55.3 68 47.1

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
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B-9: Frequencies of Hearing Insensitive or Disparaging Comments
about People with Particular Attributes by Ethnicity

White Non-White
Total

N
%

F/O
%

S/N
Total

N
%

F/O
%

S/N
Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about women made by:
Q 40: Administrators 75 14.7 85.3 66 22.7 77.3
Q 41: Faculty 75 18.7 81.3 66 27.3 72.7
Q 42: Staff 76 19.7 80.3 66 34.8 65.2
Q 43: Students 77 35.1 64.9 65 35.4 64.6

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about racial/ethnic minorities made by:
Q 44: Administrators * 75 5.3 94.7 66 18.2 81.8
Q 45: Faculty * 75 5.3 94.7 66 27.3 72.7
Q 46: Staff * 75 6.7 93.3 65 33.8 66.2
Q 47: Students 76 26.3 73.7 64 40.6 59.4

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about gays/lesbian made by:
Q 48: Administrators 75 4.0 96.0 66 7.6 92.4
Q 49: Faculty 75 6.7 93.3 65 10.8 89.2
Q 50: Staff 75 12.0 88.0 66 19.7 80.3
Q 51: Students 75 21.3 78.7 66 27.3 72.7

Heard insensitive or disparaging comments
about people with disabilities made by:
Q 52: Administrators 75 4.0 96.0 66 6.1 93.9
Q 53: Faculty 75 4.0 96.0 66 6.1 93.9
Q 54: Staff 75 4.0 96.0 66 6.1 93.9
Q 55: Students 75 2.7 97.3 66 4.5 95.5

Been treated rudely by:
Q 56: Administrators 77 23.4 76.6 67 28.4 71.6
Q 57: Faculty 77 33.8 66.2 68 47.1 52.9
Q 58: Staff 77 23.4 76.6 66 39.4 60.6
Q 59: Students 76 44.7 55.3 66 54.5 45.5

Been discriminated against due to:
Q 60: Race/ethnicity * 76 6.6 93.4 66 36.4 63.6
Q 61: Gender 75 12.0 88.0 66 25.8 74.2
Q 62: Sexual orientation 76 0.0 100.0 64 6.3 93.8
Q 63: Disability 76 5.3 94.7 65 6.2 93.8
Q 64: Religion 76 0.0 100.0 65 4.6 95.4
Q 65: Age * 76 7.9 92.1 65 21.5

_
78.5

* Difference statistically significant at .05 level
F/O : Frequently or Occasionally
S/N : Seldom or Never

47 58



B
-1

0:
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

s 
of

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

 W
ho

 A
gr

ee
d 

or
 S

tr
on

gl
y 

A
gr

ee
d 

w
ith

 Q
ue

st
io

ns
 4

-2
8

by
 th

e 
N

um
be

r 
of

 Y
ea

rs
 a

t t
he

 C
am

pu
s

Q
ue

st
io

ns

3 
ye

ar
s

or
 le

ss
4 

- 
6

ye
ar

s
7 

-1
0

ye
ar

s
11

 -
 1

5

ye
ar

s
16

 o
r 

m
or

e

ye
ar

s
1

N
I

%
ag

re
e

N
1 I

ag
re

e
1

N
%

I
ag

re
e

1

N
%

I
ag

re
e

[ j
N

1 I
ag

re
e

Q
4:

 L
oo

k 
fo

rw
ar

d 
to

 g
oi

ng
 to

 w
or

k
24

95
.8

41
78

.0
30

76
.7

18
94

.4
34

73
.5

Q
5:

 E
m

pl
oy

ee
 m

or
al

e 
is

 g
oo

d
24

66
.7

42
64

.3
29

44
.8

19
52

.6
35

40
.0

Q
6:

 P
er

so
nn

el
 tr

ea
t s

tu
de

nt
s 

fa
ir

ly
24

95
.8

42
85

.7
30

90
.0

19
68

.4
35

80
.0

Q
7:

 P
os

iti
ve

 c
lim

at
e 

fo
r 

di
ve

rs
ity

24
91

.7
42

85
.7

30
76

.7
18

66
.7

35
65

.7
Q

8:
 E

qu
al

 o
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s 
fo

r 
w

om
en

24
- 

95
.8

42
66

.7
29

72
.4

19
73

.7
34

70
.6

Q
9:

 C
ur

ta
ilm

en
t o

f 
se

xu
al

 h
ar

as
sm

en
t

24
95

.8
40

75
.0

29
82

.8
19

89
.5

32
90

.6
Q

10
: T

oo
 m

uc
h 

em
ph

as
is

 o
n 

di
ve

rs
ity

24
33

.3
42

50
.0

29
58

.6
19

57
.9

34
52

.9

Q
11

: A
dm

in
is

tr
at

or
s 

su
pp

or
t s

ha
re

d 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

24
83

.3
42

66
.7

30
76

.7
17

64
.7

31
64

.5
Q

12
: M

or
e 

co
ur

se
s 

on
 e

th
ni

c 
is

su
es

22
45

.5
40

47
.5

29
55

.2
17

47
.1

35
45

.7
Q

13
: C

om
fo

rt
ab

le
 a

nd
 a

 s
en

se
 o

f 
be

lo
ng

in
g

24
91

.7
42

73
.8

30
83

.3
19

84
.2

35
85

.7
Q

14
: S

ta
ff

 e
th

ni
c 

co
m

po
si

tio
n 

sh
ou

ld
 r

ep
re

se
nt

 s
tu

de
nt

 b
od

y
22

31
.8

40
50

.0
29

41
.4

18
55

.6
34

67
.6

Q
15

: S
tu

de
nt

 e
th

ni
c 

co
m

po
si

tio
n 

sh
ou

ld
 r

ep
re

se
nt

 c
om

m
un

ity
22

54
.5

40
52

.5
29

58
.6

18
55

.6
34

70
.6

Q
16

: M
or

e 
co

ns
id

er
at

io
n 

to
 d

is
ab

le
d 

st
ud

en
ts

23
73

.9
41

58
.5

28
67

.9
17

76
.5

33
69

.7
Q

17
: S

ee
n 

se
xi

st
, r

ac
is

t, 
or

 h
om

op
ho

bi
c 

gr
af

fi
ti

23
21

.7
41

41
.5

30
26

.7
18

50
.0

32
31

.3
Q

18
: C

am
pu

s 
ar

t r
ef

le
ct

in
g 

di
ve

rs
e 

cu
ltu

re
s

24
83

.3
41

68
.3

30
80

.0
18

94
.4

33
87

.9

Q
19

: H
ir

in
g 

un
qu

al
if

ie
d 

w
hi

le
 p

ur
su

in
g 

di
ve

rs
ity

24
79

.2
40

72
.5

30
66

.7
18

77
.8

35
60

.0
Q

20
: H

av
e 

su
ff

ic
ie

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t c

am
pu

s
24

10
0.

0
42

95
.2

29
86

.2
18

10
0.

0
35

94
.3

Q
21

: B
la

ta
nt

 d
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n 

de
al

t w
ith

 d
ir

ec
tly

 *
19

89
.5

39
69

.2
29

44
.8

15
53

.3
29

72
.4

Q
22

: S
ub

tle
 d

is
cr

im
in

at
io

n 
de

al
t w

ith
 d

ir
ec

tly
19

73
.7

37
43

.2
28

35
.7

15
46

.7
29

51
.7

Q
23

: S
ta

ff
 c

on
ce

rn
s 

he
ar

d 
by

 a
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n

23
78

.3
39

56
.4

30
50

.0
17

70
.6

31
45

.2
Q

24
: E

xc
el

le
nc

e 
in

 jo
b 

pe
rf

or
m

an
ce

 is
 v

al
ue

d 
*

24
66

.7
40

30
.0

28
21

.4
18

16
.7

32
25

.0
Q

25
: F

ee
l e

xc
lu

de
d 

be
ca

us
e 

of
 r

ac
e/

et
hn

ic
ity

23
8.

7
42

14
.3

29
17

.2
18

11
.1

33
21

.2
Q

26
: G

en
er

al
 E

d.
 s

ho
ul

d 
in

cl
ud

e 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
on

 v
ar

io
us

 c
ul

tu
re

s
24

70
.8

42
69

.0
28

85
.7

17
88

.2
35

74
.3

Q
27

: H
av

e 
so

m
eo

ne
 to

 s
ee

k 
he

lp
 f

ro
m

24
87

.5
41

61
.0

30
60

.0
18

66
.7

33
60

.6
Q

28
: F

ai
r 

pr
oc

ed
ur

e 
fo

r 
re

so
lv

in
g 

gr
ie

va
nc

es
 *

22
86

.4
39

48
.7

28
46

.4
17

76
.5

32
59

.4
*

D
if

fe
re

nc
e 

st
at

is
tic

al
ly

 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 a
t .

05
 le

ve
l

59
48

eo



B
-1

1:
Pe

rc
en

ta
ge

s 
of

 R
es

po
nd

en
ts

 W
ho

 W
er

e 
Sa

tis
fi

ed
 o

r 
V

er
y 

Sa
tis

fi
ed

w
ith

 Q
ue

st
io

ns
 2

9-
39

 b
y 

th
e 

N
um

be
r 

of
 Y

ea
rs

 a
t t

he
 C

am
pu

s

Q
ue

st
io

ns

3 
ye

ar
s

or
 le

ss
4 

-6
ye

ar
s

7-
10

ye
ar

s
11

-1
5

ye
ar

s
16

 o
r 

m
or

e
ye

ar
s

N
I 

%
N

I 
N

%
I 

%
N

I
N

 I
%

Q
29

: O
pp

or
tu

ni
tie

s 
fo

r 
pr

of
es

si
on

al
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t
23

65
.2

41
51

.2
30

46
.7

18
55

.6
34

52
.9

Q
30

: I
np

ut
 in

 d
ec

is
io

ns
 *

12
75

.0
21

28
.6

14
57

.1
12

58
.3

17
29

.4
Q

31
: S

af
et

y 
on

 c
am

pu
s

24
70

.8
42

78
.6

30
66

.7
18

44
.4

34
64

.7
Q

32
: O

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s 

in
 s

ha
re

d 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

23
82

.6
42

73
.8

29
79

.3
18

72
.2

33
72

.7
Q

33
: I

ns
tit

ut
io

na
l i

m
ag

e
24

70
.8

41
70

.7
30

63
.3

17
64

.7
32

71
.9

Q
34

: C
am

pu
s 

fa
ci

lit
ie

s
24

58
.3

42
57

.1
30

53
.3

18
55

.6
35

51
.4

Q
35

: I
nt

er
ac

tio
n 

w
ith

 f
ac

ul
ty

24
83

.3
42

71
.4

30
66

.7
17

64
.7

35
80

.0
Q

36
: I

nt
er

ac
tio

n 
w

ith
 s

tu
de

nt
s

24
87

.5
42

95
.2

30
90

.0
18

94
.4

35
94

.3
Q

37
: C

am
pu

s 
ad

m
in

is
tr

at
iv

e 
le

ad
er

sh
ip

 *
23

91
.3

40
67

.5
30

53
.3

18
50

.0
33

54
.5

Q
38

: A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n 

sh
ar

in
g 

in
fo

rm
at

io
n 

*
23

82
.6

42
45

.2
30

50
.0

18
38

.9
35

48
.6

Q
39

: A
dm

in
is

tr
at

io
n 

en
co

ur
ag

in
g

cr
ea

tiv
ity

23
69

.6
41

51
.2

29
48

.3
17

47
.1

35
48

.6

*
D

if
fe

re
nc

e 
st

at
is

tic
al

ly
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 a

t .
05

 le
ve

l

61
49

62



B
-1

2:
Fr

eq
ue

nc
ie

s 
of

 H
ea

ri
ng

 I
ns

en
si

tiv
e 

or
 D

is
pa

ra
gi

ng
 C

om
m

en
ts

 a
bo

ut
 P

eo
pl

e 
w

ith
 P

ar
tic

ul
ar

 A
ttr

ib
ut

es
by

 th
e 

N
um

be
r 

of
 Y

ea
rs

 a
t t

he
 C

am
pu

s
3 

ye
ar

s 
or

 le
ss

4 
to

 6
 y

ea
rs

7 
to

 1
0 

ye
ar

s
11

 to
 1

5 
ye

ar
s

16
 o

r 
m

or
e 

ea
rs

#
I 

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

#
F/

O
(%

)
S/

N
(%

)
#

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

#
F/

O
(%

)
S/

N
(%

)
#

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

H
ea

rd
 in

se
ns

iti
ve

 o
r 

di
sp

ar
ag

in
g

co
m

m
en

ts
 a

bo
ut

 w
om

en
 m

ad
e 

by
Q

40
: A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

s
23

4.
3

95
.7

41
12

.2
87

.8
28

21
.4

78
.6

18
33

.3
66

.7
33

24
.2

75
.8

Q
41

: F
ac

ul
ty

 *
23

13
.0

87
.0

41
17

.1
82

.9
28

25
.0

75
.0

19
52

.6
47

.4
32

15
.6

84
.4

Q
42

: S
ta

ff
23

21
.7

78
.3

41
19

.5
80

.5
29

27
.6

72
.4

19
52

.6
47

.4
32

21
.9

78
.1

Q
43

: S
tu

de
nt

s
24

29
.2

70
.8

41
36

.6
63

.4
28

25
.0

75
.0

19
52

.6
47

.4
32

34
.4

65
.6

H
ea

rd
 in

se
ns

iti
ve

 o
r 

di
sp

ar
ag

in
g

co
m

m
en

ts
 a

bo
ut

 r
ac

ia
l/e

th
ni

c
m

in
or

iti
es

 m
ad

e 
by

:
Q

44
: A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

s
23

4.
3

95
.7

41
9.

8
90

.2
28

14
.3

85
.7

18
22

.2
77

.8
33

9.
1

90
.9

Q
45

: F
ac

ul
ty

23
8.

7
91

.3
41

14
.6

85
.4

28
17

.9
82

.1
18

11
.1

88
.9

33
18

.2
81

.8

Q
46

: S
ta

ff
23

4.
3

95
.7

40
20

.0
80

.0
28

28
.6

71
.4

18
22

.2
77

.8
33

18
.2

81
.8

Q
47

: S
tu

de
nt

s
24

25
.0

75
.0

40
27

.5
72

.5
28

25
.0

75
.0

18
50

.0
50

.0
32

37
.5

62
.5

H
ea

rd
 in

se
ns

iti
ve

 o
r 

di
sp

ar
ag

in
g

co
m

m
en

ts
 a

bo
ut

 g
ay

s/
le

sb
ia

ns
m

ad
e 

by
:

Q
48

: A
dm

in
is

tr
at

or
s

23
0.

0
10

0.
0

41
2.

4
97

.6
28

3.
6

96
.4

18
11

.1
88

.9
33

12
.1

87
.9

Q
49

: F
ac

ul
ty

23
4.

3
95

.7
41

7.
3

92
.7

28
3.

6
96

.4
18

16
.7

83
.3

32
15

.6
84

.4

Q
50

: S
ta

ff
23

8.
7

91
.3

41
22

.0
78

.0
29

10
.3

89
.7

18
16

.7
83

.3
32

18
.8

81
.3

Q
51

: S
tu

de
nt

s
23

13
.0

87
.0

41
31

.7
68

.3
29

13
.8

86
.2

18
33

.3
66

.7
32

28
.1

71
.9

H
ea

rd
 in

se
ns

iti
ve

 o
r 

di
sp

ar
ag

in
g

co
m

m
en

ts
 a

bo
ut

 p
eo

pl
e 

w
ith

di
sa

bi
lit

ie
s 

m
ad

e 
by

:
Q

52
: A

dm
in

is
tr

at
or

s
23

4.
3

95
.7

41
2.

4
97

.6
29

6.
9

93
.1

17
5.

9
94

.1
33

6.
1

93
.9

Q
53

: F
ac

ul
ty

23
8.

7
91

.3
41

2.
4

97
.6

29
10

.3
89

.7
18

0.
0

10
0.

0
32

3.
1

96
.9

Q
54

: S
ta

ff
23

4.
3

95
.7

41
2.

4
97

.6
29

10
.3

89
.7

18
5.

6
94

.4
32

3.
1

96
.9

Q
55

: S
tu

de
nt

s
23

0.
0

10
0.

0
41

0.
0

10
0.

0
29

10
.3

89
.7

18
5.

6
94

.4
32

3.
1

96
.9

*
D

if
fe

re
nc

e 
st

at
is

tic
al

ly
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 a

t .
05

 le
ve

l

63
50

64



B
-1

3:
Fr

eq
ue

nc
ie

s 
of

 B
ei

ng
 T

re
at

ed
 R

ud
el

y 
or

 D
is

cr
im

in
at

ed
 B

as
ed

 o
n 

a 
Pa

rt
ic

ul
ar

 A
ttr

ib
ut

e
by

 th
e 

N
um

be
r 

of
 Y

ea
rs

 a
t t

he
 C

am
pu

s

3 
ye

ar
s 

or
 le

ss
4 

to
 6

 y
ea

rs
7 

to
 1

0 
ye

ar
s

11
 to

 1
5 

ye
ar

s
16

 o
r 

m
or

e
ea

rs
#

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

#
F/

O
(%

)
S/

N
(%

)
#

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

#
F/

O
(%

)
S/

N
(%

)
#

F/
O

(%
)

S/
N

(%
)

B
ee

n 
tr

ea
te

d 
ru

de
ly

 b
y:

Q
56

: A
dm

in
is

tr
at

or
s

24
12

.5
87

.5
41

19
.5

80
.5

28
35

.7
64

.3
19

36
.8

63
.2

33
30

.3
69

.7

Q
57

: F
ac

ul
ty

24
16

.7
83

.3
41

41
.5

58
.5

28
50

.0
50

.0
19

57
.9

42
.1

34
38

.2
61

.8

Q
58

: S
ta

ff
24

29
.2

70
.8

41
26

.8
73

.2
29

51
.7

48
.3

19
31

.6
68

.4
32

21
.9

78
.1

Q
59

: S
tu

de
nt

s
24

50
.0

50
.0

40
45

.0
55

.0
28

53
.6

46
.4

19
68

.4
31

.6
32

46
.9

53
.1

B
ee

n 
di

sc
ri

m
in

at
ed

 d
ue

 to
:

Q
60

: R
ac

e/
et

hn
ic

ity
24

8.
3

91
.7

41
24

.4
75

.6
27

22
.2

77
.8

19
26

.3
73

.7
32

21
.9

78
.1

Q
61

: G
en

de
r

23
8.

7
91

.3
41

17
.1

82
.9

27
22

.2
77

.8
18

33
.3

66
.7

33
21

.2
78

.8

Q
62

: S
ex

ua
l o

ri
en

ta
tio

n
23

0.
0

10
0.

0
41

2.
4

97
.6

26
7.

7
92

.3
19

5.
3

94
.7

32
3.

1
96

.9

Q
63

: D
is

ab
ili

ty
23

0.
0

10
0.

0
41

4.
9

95
.1

28
10

.7
89

.3
18

5.
6

94
.4

32
6.

3
93

.8

Q
64

: R
el

ig
io

n
23

0.
0

10
0.

0
41

2.
4

97
.6

27
7.

4
92

.6
19

0.
0

10
0.

0
32

0.
0

10
0.

0

Q
65

: A
ge

23
13

.0
87

.0
41

9.
8

90
.2

27
18

.5
81

.5
19

15
.8

84
.2

32
15

.6
84

.4

*
D

if
fe

re
nc

e 
st

at
is

tic
al

ly
 s

ig
ni

fi
ca

nt
 a

t .
05

 le
ve

l

65
51

66



References

Brint, S. and Karabel, J. (1989). The Diverted Dream: Community Colleges
and the Promise of Educational Opportunity in America 1980-1985. New
York: Oxford University Press.

California Postsecondary Education Commission (June 1990). Toward an
Understanding of Campus Climate (Commission Report 90-91). Sacramento:
OPEC.

Eaton, J. and Palmer, J. (1991). Building the National Agenda for Transfer. In
Setting the National Agenda: Academic Achievement and Transfer.
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education.

Knutsen, K. (1987). Differential Treatment at the University of California: A
Prospectus for Legislative Action. Sacramento: University of California
Students Association.

67
52



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI)

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) E IC
REPRODUCTION RELEASE jci 01-,0 502_

(Specific Document)

I. DOCUMENT IDENTIFICATION:

Title:

Corporate Source:

II:. REPRODUCTION RELEASE:

In order to disseminate as widely as possible timely and significant materials of interest to the educational community, documents
announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC system, Resources in Education (RIE), are usually made available to users
in microfiche. reproduced paper copy, and electronic/optical media. and sold through the ERIC Document Reproduction Service
(EDRS) or other ERIC vendors. Credit is given to the source of each document, and, if reproduction release is granted, one of
the following notices is affixed to the document

If permission is granted to reproduce the identified document, please CHECK ONE of the following options and sign the release
below

0 Sample sticker to be affixed to document

Check here
Permitting
microfiche
(4"x 6" film),
paper copy.
electronic,
and optical media
reproduction

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Level 1

Sample sticker to be affixed to document 0

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL IN OTHER THAN PAPER

COPY HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

$6(4
\e#

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Level 2

or here

Permitting
reproduction
in other than
paper copy.

Sign Here, Please
Documents will be processed as indicated provided reproduction quality permits. If permission to reproduce is granted, but

neither box is checked, documents will be processed at Level 1.

"I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) nonexclusive permission to reproduce this document as
indicated above. Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic/optical media by persons other than ERIC employees and its
system contractors requires permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit reproduction by libraries and other
service agencies to satisfy information needs of educators in response to discrete inquiries." .

Signature:

Ag" ,

itipn:

eedior as-I-;-/t) -6 -old a5kvi&d,t
P inted Name:

r .. (L, k al ille Af,
Or. - ization: .

-th.. 011c-ci- / e Ac

Address:

33 7 5" m 6A0 del I"

S6)1 ifecco (V:1- a 'DK

Telephone Number.

6 ii ) 3--2t 69.W
Date:

c A-5-, /9q6
U

OVER



III. DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY INFORMATION (FROM NON-ERIC SOURCE):

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC , or, if you wish ERIC to cite the availability of this document from another
source. please provide the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC will not announce a document
unless it is publicly available, and a dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that ERIC selection
criteria are significantly more stringent for documents which cannot be made available through EDRS).

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price Per Copy: Quantity Price:

IV. REFERRAL OF ERIC TO COPYRIGHTIREPRODUCTION RIGHTS HOLDER:

If the right to grant reproduction release is held by someone other than the addressee, please provide the appropriate
name and address:

Name nor)yrinhlirr!nmduction rights holder:

Name:

Address:

V. WHERE TO SEND THIS FORM:

Send this form to the following ERIC Clearinghouse:

If you are making an unsolicited contribution to ERIC. you may return this form (and the document being contributed) to:

ERIC Clearinghouse for Community Colleges
University of California-, Los Angeles
3051 Moore Hall
405 Hilgard Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024-1521

(Rev. 9/91)


