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Introduction 

The Campus Community 

One of the primary missions of higher education institutions is unearthing and 

disseminating knowledge. Academic communities expend a great deal of effort fostering 

an environment where this mission is nurtured, with the understanding that institutional 

climate has a profound effect on the academic community’s ability to excel in research 

and scholarship.1 The climate on college campuses not only affects the creation of 

knowledge, but also has a significant impact on members of the academic community 

who, in turn, contribute to the creation of the campus environment.2 The necessity for 

creating a more inclusive, welcoming climate on college campuses is supported by 

several national education association reports. 

A 1990 report by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the 

American Council on Education3, suggests that in order to build a vital community of 

learning a college or university must provide an environment where, 

. . .intellectual life is central and where faculty and students work together 

to strengthen teaching and learning, where freedom of expression is 

uncompromisingly protected and where civility is powerfully affirmed, 

where the dignity of all individuals is affirmed and where equality of 

opportunity is vigorously pursued, and where the well-being of each 

member is sensitively supported. 

In addition, the Association of American Colleges and Universities (1 995) challenge 

higher education institutions “to affirm and enact a commitment to equality, fairness, and 

inclusion.” AAC&U proposes that colleges and universities commit to “the task of 

1 For more detailed discussions of climate issues see Bauer, 1998, Boyer, 1990; Peterson, 1990; Rankin, 1994, 1998; 
Tierney & Dilley, 1996 
2 For further examination of the effects of climate on campus constituent groups and their respective impact on the 
campus climate see Bauer, 1998, Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Peterson, 1990; Rankin, 1994, 1998, 1999; Tierney, 1990 
3 Boyer, E. (1990). Campus life: In Search of Community. Princeton, N.J.: The Carnegie Foundation for the 
Advancement of Teaching. 
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creating inclusive educational environments in which all participants are equally 

welcome, equally valued, and equally heard.” The report suggests that in order to provide 

a framework within which a vital community of learning can be built, a primary mission 

of the academy must be to create an environment that ideally cultivates diversity and 

celebrates difference. 

Colleges and universities therefore seek to create an environment characterized by equal 

access for all students, faculty and staff regardless of cultural differences, where 

individuals are not just tolerated but valued. Institutional mission statements and 

strategic plans suggest that it is crucial to increase multicultural awareness and 

understanding, within an environment of mutual respect and cooperation, a climate that is 

nurtured by dialogue and evidenced by a pattern of civil interaction. However, on many 

campuses, such a climate that is equally supportive of all of its members does not exist.4 

In the fall semester 2000, the Undergraduate Student Government at St. Cloud State 

University (SCSU) contracted with an outside consultant5 to assist them in identifying 

challenges confronting the SCSU community with respect to underrepresented6 groups 

through an internal assessment. The assessment was a proactive initiative by the students 

to review the climate on campus for underrepresented groups to address concerns 

regarding campus climate that had been brought to their attention. The results of the 

internal assessment will be used to identify specific strategies for addressing the 

challenges and supporting positive diversity initiatives through the development of a 

strategic plan to maximize equity. 

4 Institutions of higher learning are defenders of first amendment rights and academic freedom. Campuses are venues 
for dialogue for different voices and viewpoints and this discourse must, not only be allowed, but encouraged. 
Universities and colleges should provide a safe space where all voices are respected, where no voice is silenced simply 
because it is antithetical to our own. However, while respecting the fundamental right to free speech, nothing justifies 
acts of violence or harassment. It is our recommendation that campus policies concerning first amendment rights be 
reviewed, as well as official university activities, including course descriptions, to ensure that they are forums for 
intellectual inquiry and not vehicles of discrimination, intimidation, or hate. 
5 Rankin & Associates, Consulting was the firm hired to conduct the project 
6 Underrepresented groups can be based on age, ancestry, gender, racial or ethnic background, disability, national 
origin, religious creed, or sexual orientation. 
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This report provides an overview of the process for maximizing equity and the findings 

of the internal assessment including the results of the campus-wide survey and the 

content analysis of comments provided by participants in the survey. The internal 

assessment will help to lay the groundwork for future initiatives. 
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Methodology and Description of the Sample 

Conceptual Framework 

For the purposes of this project diversity is defined as the “variety created in any society 

(and within any individual) by the presence of different points of view and ways of 

making meaning which generally flow from the influence of different cultural, ethnic, 

and religious heritages, from the differences in how we socialize women and men, and 

from the differences that emerge from class, age, sexual orientation, gender identity, 

ability and other socially constructed characteristics”.1 Because of the inherent 

complexity of the topic of diversity, it is crucial to examine the multiple dimensions of 

diversity in higher education. The conceptual model used as the foundation for this 

assessment of campus climate was developed by Smith (1 999) and modified by Rankin 

(2002).2 

Design of the Study 

Focus Groups. Following the design of the model, initial focus groups representing the 

various constituent groups on campus were convened in January 2002. The focus groups 

were conducted to identify challenges confronting the SCSU community. The 

information gathered from the focus groups was used to advise the construction of the 

survey instrument. The participant groups were recommended by the consultant and 

revised by the Diversity Committee of the Undergraduate Student Government. The final 

focus groups consisted of the participants listed in Table 1. Members of the Diversity 

Committee solicited volunteers to participate in the focus groups. In addition, a general 

call was made to the campus community inviting participation. Each focus group was 

approximately one hour in length. 

Following a similar process, focus groups were reconvened (November, 2002) following 

the internal assessment to review the first draft of this report. The purpose of the 

reconvened focus groups was to allow constituent groups the opportunity to respond to 

1 Rankin & Associates, 2001, adapted from AAC&U, 1995. 
2 See Appendix A for a more detailed description of the Transformational Tapestry© model. 
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the findings of the internal assessment and provide suggested revisions and/or further 

clarifications. 

Table 1 
St. Cloud State University 
Initial Focus Group Schedule 
Focus Groups Conducted January 23 and 24,2002 

Group 

Student Government 

Student Cultural Organizations (2 meetings to accommodate all groups) 

Student Life and Development Staff 

GLBT Faculty Caucus 

Faculty of Color Caucus 

Jewish Faculty Caucus 

Administrators (President and Vice President of Student Life & Development) 

Open forum for all faculty, students, & staff 

Survey Instrument. The survey questions were constructed through the work of Rankin, 

2003, in progress). The Diversity Committee and the various constituent groups 

reviewed the drafts of the survey. The final survey contained fifty-two questions and an 

additional space for respondents to provide commentary (Appendix B). The survey was 

designed to have respondents provide information about their personal campus 

experiences, their perception of the campus climate, and their perceptions of institutional 

actions including administrative policies and academic initiatives regarding diversity 

issues and concerns on campus. The survey was modified into a machine-readable 

format. All surveys were machine scanned and tabulated for appropriate analysis. 

Sampling Procedure. The project proposal, including the survey instrument, was 

reviewed and approved by the SCSU Office of Regulatory Compliance. The proposal 

indicated that any analysis of the data would insure participant anonymity. The final 
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scantron survey was distributed to the campus community spring semester, 2002. Each 

survey included information describing the purpose of the study, explaining the survey 

instrument, and assuring the respondents of anonymity. Return campus mail envelopes 

were provided for respondents to return the surveys to the Diversity Committee. The 

unopened envelopes with the completed surveys were then forwarded to the consultant 

for analysis. 

The sampling procedure included purposeful over-sampling of underrepresented 

populations, random sampling of majority populations, and snowball sampling of 

invisible populations (e.g. lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) including: 

all faculty, staff, and administrators (N=1485), 
all faculty, staff, and students with disabilities (n=~200), 
all undergraduate and graduate International students (N=885), 
all undergraduate and graduate students of color (N=572), 
self-identified gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender community members via 
snow -ball sampling (n=~2 5 0) , 
a random sample undergraduate students who do not self-identify as members of 
underrepresented groups (n=3000), 
a random sample graduate students who do not self-identify as members of 
underrepresented groups (n=300). 

Description of the Sample 

The majority of the sample was women (62%) (see Table 1 in Appendix C), heterosexual 

(86%) (Table 2), and between 20 and 23 years old (27%) (Table 3). Forty-five percent of 

the survey respondents were students, while approximately one-quarter were either staff 

or faculty (Table 4). Table 5 indicates 88 percent of the respondents were full-time 

employees or students. Sixty-nine people (9%) reported they have a disability that 

substantially affects major life activities such as seeing, hearing, learning, or walking 

(Table 6). Several of these findings are graphically represented on pages 7-8. 
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Seventy-nine percent of the respondents (n = 640) were Caucasian/White and 8 percent 

(n = 65) were Asian/Pacific Islanders. Five percent (n = 40) were African or African 

American and three percent were American Indian (n = 28). Two percent of the 

respondents reported their ethnic/racial identity as Chicano/Latino (n = 17) or Hmong 

(n=14) (Table 7). Respondents were given the opportunity to mark multiple boxes in 

regards to their racial identity, allowing for participants to identify as bi-racial or multi- 

racial. Given this opportunity, the majority of respondents chose white (n=640) as part of 

their identity and 169 respondents chose “color” as part of their identity. Given the small 

number of respondents in each racial/ethnic category, many of the analyses and 

discussion will use the collapsed category of people of color (n=l69) and white people 

(n=640).3 Table 8 shows that 85 percent of people who completed the survey were U.S.- 

born citizens. Most of the respondents identified as Christian (63%), while 18 percent 

reported no spiritual affiliation. Two percent were either Buddhist or Jewish. Less than 

two percent were Muslim, Hindu, or Baha’I (Table 9). The majority of employees 

responding to the survey have been employed at SCSU for more than five years, with 27 

percent indicating 10 or more years of service. The majority of students respondents 

were upper-class persons (Table 11). These results are graphically depicted on pages 9- 

10. 

3While recognizing the vastly different experiences of people of various racial identities (e.g. Chicano(a) versus 
African-American or Latino(a) versus Asian-American), and those experiences within these identity categories (e.g. 
Hmong versus Chinese), however due to the small numbers in the individual categories, it was necessary to collapse 
them for many of the analyses. 
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Fourteen percent of the respondents were affiliated with either the Social Science or 

Education colleges. More than 10 percent were associated with the colleges of Business 

(1 1%), Science and Engineering (13%), and Fine Arts and Humanities (1 3%). Fewer 

respondents were members of the Buildings and Grounds (2%), Athletics (2%), or 

Special Services (1%) units (Table 10). Twenty percent of survey respondents have an 

annual income of less than $10,000, while 35 percent earn $60,000 or more (Table 12). 

Of the students completing the survey, seven percent live off-campus with family, 14 

percent live in the residence halls, and 27 percent live independently off-campus (Table 

13). Table 12 presents types of student organizations and the percentages of the student 

respondents who participate in these organizations. Ten percent of the students are 

involved with Language & Culture or Recreation & Sports organizations. Eight percent 

participate in goups with a Department/Academic focus or regarding Political & Social 

Concerns. 
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Campus Climate Assessment Findings 1, 2 

The following section will review the major findings of this survey. The review will 

examine the climate at SCSU through an examination of respondent’s personal 

experiences, their general perceptions of campus climate, and their perceptions of 

institutional actions, including administrative policies and academic initiatives, regarding 

climate concerns on campus. Each of these issues will be explored in relation to the 

identity and position of the respondents. 

Surveys were distributed to students, faculty, and staff and administrators during the 

spring semester, 2002. Surveys were submitted by 364 students, 214 faculty, 192 staff, 

and 23 administrators for response rates of 12 percent, 30 percent, 32 percent, and 15 

percent respectively. Given the low response rates for students and administrators, 

caution must be used when generalizing the results for these two samples. In regards to 

race/ethnic identity, 101 students of color and 67 employees of color responded to the 

survey for response rates of 18 percent and 43 percent response rates respectively. Again 

caution should be used when generalizing the results for students of color. 

Personally Experienced Harassment 

Thirty percent (n = 240) of individuals had personally experienced harassment (i.e., 

offensive, hostile, or intimidating conduct that interfered unreasonably with their ability 

to work or learn) at SCSU3 (Table 19). Respondents suggested the harassment was based 

on sex (33%), race (29%), gender identity (25%), ethnicity (21%), and “other” reasons 

(25%) (Table 20). The following graphs depict the responses by the demographic 

characteristics (e.g., gender, spiritual affiliation, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation) of 

1 All tables are provided in Appendix C. Several pertinent tables and graphs are included in the body of the narrative 
due to illustrate most salient points. 
2 A content analysis of the comments from survey participants is available in Appendix D. The comments presented in 
the narrative are from both survey comments and comments from focus group participants. 
3 Under the United States Code Title 18 Subsection 1514(c)l. Harassment is defined as “a course of conduct directed at 
a specific person that causes substantial emotional distress in such a person and serves no legitimate purpose“ 
(http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/vii.html). In higher education institutions legal issues discussions define harassment as any 
conduct that has unreasonably interferes with one’s ability to work or learn on campus. The questions used in this 
survey to uncover participants personal and observed experiences with harassment were designed using these 
definitions. 
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“I had a male professor who made very derogatory remarks to me and took off points for correct answers on tests. 
When I went to him to complain he was hostile and made further derogatory remarks (relating to my sex). I then 
went to an administratorwho told me that “in general women aren’t as good at math as men" and that I should 
take the class with a female professor. I came to St. Cloud as an intended math major, but with the hostile 
environment I chose not to. Much more happened but I don’t care to elaborate further because I feel like it 
doesn’t matter. I feel like nobody cares about diversity here. I feel like the campus would be happy if everyone 
wore Abercrombie and Fitch and was a white catholic.” 

individuals who responded to question 1.5, “In the past year, have you personally 

experienced harassment (any offensive, hostile, or intimidating conduct that has 

interfered unreasonably with your ability to work or learn) at SCSU?” 

When reviewing these results in terms of race, people of color (in all demographic 

categories) indicate higher experiences of harassment than white people. 

With respect to spirituality and levels of experienced harassment, non-Christians reported 

experiencing experienced harassment more often than Christian people. Among the non- 

Christian respondents, Jewish (69%) and Hindu (62%) people reported higher 

experiences of harassment. 
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"The religious climate on this campus is NOT welcoming. The Christian atmosphere is TOO overwhelming while 
other religions seem to get little or no support and seem to be not encouraged to show themselves. As a Buddhist, 
I feel there is no room or consideration for my religion on this campus.” 

When reviewing the data by gender, females indicated higher experienced harassment 

(34%) than males (26%) and students (32%) and faculty (34%) suggest higher levels of 

experienced harassment than staff or administrators. 

"I have been made to feel uncomfortable and threatened (not physically) because of being female... I have been 
ignored and disrespected-- not by everyone, but by 3 different administrators who have been my supervisors...” 

"I feel that many faculty and students are not open-minded about alternative lifestyles. I standout because I 
am a woman with tattoos and piercing. I am a closet bisexual because of the fact that I receive such a hard time 
for looking the way I do. I wouldn't want to add to the list of things people can use against me.” 
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All sexual minorities respondents indicated greater experiences harassment than 

heterosexual participants. 

"I have experienced grade deflation on papers in which I wrote about gender identity issues. I have been 
cursed at, in my ear, by a history student immediately after delivering a speech on Gay and Lesbian exclusion 
from History curriculum I experience a great deal of fear; and have been limited academically, due to my 
bisexual identity ands tatus in a relationship with a transgendered person..." 

Table 2 1 illustrates the manners in which individuals experienced harassment. Forty-five 

percent of those people harassed were ignored, and 38 percent were excluded. Thirty- 

five and 25 percent, respectively, were subject to derogatory remarks and staring. Other 

forms of harassment included written comments (16%), racial profiling (12%), 

anonymous phone calls (l0%), and threats of physical violence (7%). Six people (3%) 

had been physically assaulted. 
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Forty-two percent of those harassed experienced the incidents while working at a 

University job (Table 22). Roughly one-third were harassed while meeting with a group 

(33%), in class (30%), or in a public space on campus (29%). Other locations where 

harassment occurred included in campus offices (24%), while walking on campus (2 1%), 

faculty offices (20%), residence halls (19%), and in meetings with one other person 

(1 8%). Forty-eight and 46 percent of the respondents, respectively, identified students 

and faculty as the sources of the harassment (Table 23). One-quarter reported being 

harassed by administrators and one-fifth were harassed by staff members. 

“...I have a special permit for Disability parking. Disability parking is nearly impossible to find spots open. I 
usually have to drive around for 10-15 minutes to find a spot and it’s never by my building. Also, since my 
disability is not visible to others, many staff and faculty give me dirty looks when I park there with my pass. I 
have had faculty write my license plate number down to “double check" if it's legitimate. Just because my 
disability is not visible doesn’t mean I should be given bad looks when I park in the “special spots”. I have never 
once received a bad look from a student only from faculty.” 

"As a female faculty member, I have had most difficulty with students treating me disrespectfullty. In all cases, 
it has been a male student of midde-eastern ethnic background: I have, at times, feared for my safety and the 
safety of my family.” 

"... The incident involves my fiance, a man with androgynous characteristics. Many times when he has visited 
me (I live on-campus, he is not a student) he has received cat-calls, whistles, stares, name-calling, etc. while 
walking on campus. Just last week in my dorm 2 men we passed in the hallway muttered “weirdo” and "faggot”. 
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These events weigh more heavily on my mind than the hundreds of students whom have not exhibited 
homophobic behaviors..” 

In response to being harassed, 45 percent told a friend, 33 percent avoided the harasser, 

and 30 percent were embarrassed. Others made a complaint to SCSU officials (29%), 

ignored the incident (28%), confronted the harasser at the time of the situation (20%), or 

made no complaint out of fear of retaliation (19%). 

Experiences as Members of Underrepresented Groups 

"Racial profiling is a serious problem on campus, especially when it comes to black faculty and staff. Many 
faculty/administrators and staff are guilty of this offense. Some administrators and faculty do not respect 
diversity. Subtle racism is very poweful on campus." 

"My proffessor is a RACIST. He purposely targeted me and the other students of color on basis of racism and 
offered his racist and biased comments in class. He practices racial profiling in class and gives students of color 
bad grades which makes us depressed and suicidal." 

Part 5 of the questionnaire asked members of underrepresented groups to respond to 

questions about their experiences at SCSU, in the classroom or workplace. Table 48 

shows that some respondents feared for their safety due to race/ethnicity (8%, n = 63), 

sexual orientation/ gender identity (6%, n = 48), or sex (1 8%, n = 142). Seven percent 

(n = 58) said others assumed they were admitted (students) or hired (employees) due to 

their race/ethnicity. Four percent (n = 32) reported others assumed they were admitted or 

hired due to their sex. Twelve percent (n = 94) experienced racial profiling and five 

percent (n = 43) were the targets of a hate crime on the SCSU campus. 
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Experience as member of Yes No N/A 
underrepresented group % (n) % (n) % (n) 

Feared for physical safety due 
to race/ethnicity 7.8 63 30.3 246 14.7 119 

Feared for physical safety due 
to sexual orientation/gender 
identity 5.9 48 29.4 239 17.4 141 

Feared for physical safety due 
to my sex 17.5 142 29.7 241 6.4 52 

Someone assume I was 
admitted (student) or hired 
(faculty/staff) due to my 
race/ethnicity 7.1 58 28.4 231 17.0 138 

Someone assume I was 
admitted (student) or hired 
(faculty/staff) due to my sex 3.9 32 36.6 297 11.8 96 

Someone assume I was 
admitted (student) or hired 
(faculty/staff) due to my sexual 
orientation/gender identity 1.1 9 34.1 277 16.9 137 

Experienced racial profiling 11.6 94 26.0 211 14.9 121 

Victim of a hate crime 5.3 43 47.3 384 52.6 427 
Note: Only responded to by members of underrepresented groups 

Table 49 illustrates that 12 percent (n = 98) of members of underrepresented groups were 

singled out as the “resident authority” when issues of race/ethnicity arose in the 

classroom or workplace. Fourteen percent (n = 114) were left out when group work was 

required. 
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Experiences as member of Yes No 
Underrepresented group % (n) % (n) 

When issues of race/ethnicity arose, I 
was singled out as the “resident 
authority” 12.1 98 31.2 253 

Isolated or left out when work is 
required in groups 14.0 114 49.3 400 

As a student of color, I am 
uncomfortable requesting assistance 
from white professors 3.6 29 11.2 91 

As a woman student, I am 
uncomfortable requesting assistance 
from male professors 5.7 46 22.3 181 

As an LGBT/Queer 
student/faculty/staff/administrator, I 
feel uncomfortable being “out” on 
campus 3.1 25 6.8 55 

I feel that my cultural heritage is 
valued at SCSU 28.6 232 30.8 250 

As a faculty/staff member, I feel that 
my department/unit values my 
involvement in diversity initiatives 8.6 70 14.9 121 
Note: Only responded to by members of underrepresented groups 

Respondents were divided as to whether they thought their cultural heritage was valued at 

SCSU: 29 percent believed it was valued, 3 1 percent believed their heritage was not 

valued. Twenty-four percent (n = 191) of underrepresented faculty and staff respondents 

believed their departments/units valued their involvement in diversity initiatives (Table 

50). 
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Perceptions of Campus Climate 

Campus climate is not only a function of what one has personally experienced, but also is 

influenced by perceptions of how members of the academy will be treated on campus. 

Sixty-seven percent of the respondents (n = 540) reported they were comfortable with the 

climate for diversity at SCSU (Table 16). Slightly fewer (64%, n = 521) were 

comfortable with the climate for diversity in their academic colleges (Table 17), while 71 

percent (n = 579) were comfortable with the climate in their department/work units 

(Table 18). However, when comparing the data by the demographic categories of 

“People of Color” and “Caucasian/White,” a smaller percentage of people of color than 

whites were “comfortable” or “very comfortable” with the overall climate for diversity at 

SCSU, the climate for diversity in their colleges, and the climate for diversity in their 

departments or work units (see following tables and graphs). 

"The problems on our campus do not just apply to those considered to be "underrepresented". Males and white 
faculty have also been treated unfairly, and in some cases falsely accused. Theere is a problem on this campus (as 
elsewhere in this world) with certain people claiming discrimination when things have not gone their way..." 

"I felt welcomed to a point while attending SCSU, but only from people of my race or ethnicity. I felt very 
uncomfortable with the Caucasian/white race, even in cases with my roommate in the residential halls. I believe 
I was being ignored by my roommate because of my race or ethnicity and the fact that I am an American because 
I was born in the United States didn't matter to my roommate.." 
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"The campus climate is not as bad as a few people report. The vast majority of employees are good and caring 
people. SCSU is a good place to work and get an education. A few angry people do not represent the true 
positive nature of SCSU." 

Comfort with climate for diversity at SCSU 

People of Color Caucasian/white All 

n % n % n % 

very comfortable 20 11.6 146 22.9 166 20.4 

comfortable 64 37.0 309 48.5 374 46.1 

unsure 32 18.5 85 13.3 117 14.4 

uncomfortable 41 23.7 62 9.7 104 12.8 
very uncomfortable 14 8.1 18 2.8 32 3.9 
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Comfort with climate for diversity in college 

People of Color Caucasians/Whites All 

n % n % n % 
very comfortable 25 14.5 171 26.8 196 24.1 

comfortable 54 31.2 270 42.4 325 40.0 

unsure 45 26.0 83 13.0 128 15.8 

uncomfortable 35 20.2 40 6.3 75 9.2 
very uncomfortable 11 6.4 26 4.1 38 4.7 
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Also contributing to perceptions of the campus climate is respondent’s reporting of 

observed harassment. Forty-six percent of the participants (n = 370) indicated that they 

had observed conduct on campus that created an offensive, hostile, or intimidating 

working or learning environment (Table 25). The majority of experiences were primarily 

due to race (56%), sexual orientation (47%), ethnicity (44%), sex (34%), and country of 

origin (33%) (Table 26). 

"I feel that discrimination here is subtle but real, especially with repect to racial, cultural and religious 
discrimination. It's the absence of action that creates the climate we have..." 

The following graphs separate by demographic categories (e.g., gender, spiritual 

affiliation, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation) the responses to question 1.6, “In the past 

year, have you observed or personally made aware of any harassment (conduct that you 

feel has created an offensive, hostile, or intimidating working or learning environment) 

directed toward a person or group of people at St. Cloud State University?" 
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Table 27 indicates that people most often observed harassment in the forms of derogatory 

remarks (64%), racial/ethnic profiling (35%), written comments (35%), and seeing 

someone being deliberately ignored (3 1%). Sixty-two people (17%) witnessed someone 

making threats of physical violence and 32 people (9%) saw someone physical assaulted 

or injured. 

The observations occurred most often in public spaces on campus (42%), in classrooms 

(39%), in the residence halls (32%), or while walking on campus (32%) (Table 28). The 

majority of the respondents indicated that students were the most common source of 

harassment (63%). The remaining respondents identified sources as faculty (46%), staff 

members (19%), and administrators (1 8%) (Table 29). 

Table 30 illustrates individuals’ responses to observing harassing conduct. Thirty-five 

percent told a friend, 32 percent encouraged the victim to report the incident, and 28 

percent were embarrassed. Respondents also confronted the harasser at the time of the 
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incident (22%), ignored the situation (18%), and made a complaint to a SCSU official 

(1 5%). 

Tables 3 1 through Table 36 provide information on respondents’ experiences with regard 

to discriminatory employment practices. Nineteen percent of respondents (n = 150) 

reported observing discriminatory hiring at SCSU (Table 3l), almost half of which 

suggested the race and ethnicity were the bases (Table 32). Seventeen percent (n = 134) 

observed discriminatory hiring (Table 33), 60 percent of who believed the firings were 

based on race (Table 34). Fourteen percent (n = 1 17) saw discriminatory promotion at 

SCSU (Table 35), and believed it was largely based on sex (44%) and race (42%) (Table 

36). 

More than 60 percent of respondents believed people in the offices they frequent are 

accepting of people based on their age, country of origin, ethnicity, race, and sex (Table 

38). Slightly fewer (more than 50%) thought others were accepting of people based on 

their employment category, gender identity, physical characteristics, physical disability, 

religion, sexual orientation, and student status. Just less than half felt people were of 

accepting of individuals with learning or mental disabilities. 
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The majority of respondents indicated that the campus climate overall was accepting of 

six of the groups listed, including Caucasians/Whites (85%), women (76%), people of 

various ages (68%), Asian/Pacific Islanders (62%), African Americans/Blacks (60%), 

persons with physical disabilities (60%), and people from different ethnic backgrounds 

(60%). Fewer people thought the campus was accepting of openly lesbian, gay, bisexual, 

or transgender (LGBT) persons (45%), Middle Easterners (45%), and persons with 

mental disabilities (37%) (Table 42). 

These responses correlated (r =.466 to .669) with the responses from question 18, which 

requested that respondents rate the overall campus climate for the various groups listed 

(Table 37). Selected correlation coefficients are provided in the following table. 
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Institutional Actions 

Another factor influencing campus climate is how the institution responds to issues regarding 

underrepresented groups. Participants were asked to respond to several questions about 

institutional actions regarding diversity Concerns on campus. Based on the comments of the 

respondents, it is considered crucial that college/university leaders acknowledge people of 

difference, address their issues and concerns, and promote inclusive activities. 

While more than half of the respondents have participated in diversity programs at SCSU, 

45 percent have attended diversity workshops or training, and 13 and 1 1 percent have 

attended new faculty orientation programs or residence hall diversity programs, 

respectively, respondents have mixed feelings about their effectiveness ((Table 1 5). 

Following are some of the comments from members of the community in regards to 

training programs and workshops. 

The respondents believed SCSU thoroughly addresses campus issues related to ethnicity 

(71%), racism (69%), sexual orientation (67%), gender identity (63%), and gender (59%). 

They were less likely to agree that issues related to socioeconomic class (28%), age 

(33%), physical characteristics (36%), and mental disabilities (37%) were addressed 
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(Table 37). However, when comparing these responses in terms of the demographic 

categories of “people of color” have a different opinion than and “white persons” in 

regards to how the University addresses the issues of race. 
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Similarly, female respondents feel differently than male respondents in regards to the 

University addressing gender issues. 

More than 40 percent of respondents believed people in the offices they frequent are not 

accepting of people based on their age, country of origin, ethnicity, race, and sex (Table 

38). Slightly fewer (more than 50%) thought others were accepting of people based on 

their employment category, gender identity, physical characteristics, physical disability, 

religion, sexual orientation, and student status. Just less than half felt people were of 

accepting of individuals with learning or mental disabilities. 

A substantial portion of the respondents (43%) believed SCSU’s leadership was not 

visibly fostering diversity. Again, when reviewing the data by the demographic 

categories, differing opinions are discovered. 
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54 percent felt the curriculum adequately represents the contributions people from 

underrepresented groups (Table 39). Again, a breakdown by demographic categories 

reveals interesting results. 
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Forty-five percent of faculty and staff believed their departments/units value their 

involvement in diversity initiatives. Only 3 1 percent of students felt the classroom 

climate was welcoming for people from underrepresented groups, and 45 percent of 

employees felt that the workplace climate was welcoming for employees from 

underrepresented groups (Table 40). 

Table 41 indicates that the majority of the sample believed various buildings and areas of 

the campus were at least “somewhat accessible” for people with disabilities. Twenty and 

11 percent of the respondents, respectively, rated the grounds and parking as 

“inaccessible.” Ten percent believed the restrooms were inaccessible, and 8 percent 

thought specific classrooms and athletic facilities were inaccessible. Several respondents 

provided commentary on the issue of access. Some of those comments follow: 
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Table 43 indicates many respondents felt that providing more awareness/sensitivity 

workshops would improve the University community’s awareness of the issues and 

concerns of people based on their race and ethnicity (56%), disability status (54%), 

country of origin (5l%), religion (51%), and sexual orientation (50%). Respondents 

were less likely to believe that workshops would improve understanding of gender 

identity (46%), gender (45%), and physical characteristics (44%). They thought 

workshops focusing on age-related concerns or issues would have no effect on the 

community's awareness. 

Table 44 illustrates over half of the respondents thought requiring all University students 

to take at least one class that focuses on issues, research, and perspectives about various 

groups (with the exception of “age”) will improve the campus climate for these groups. 

Likewise, more than half of the respondents believed requiring faculty and staff to 

participate in a program focusing on issues, research, and perspectives on race, ethnicity, 

disability status, country of origin, and religion would improve the climate for these 

groups (Table 45). Fifty percent of the respondents thought including diversity related 
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activities as a criterion for faculty and staff performance evaluations would improve the 

climate at SCSU (Table 46). 



Next Steps 

Institutions of higher education seek to create an environment characterized by equal 

access for all students, faculty and staff regardless of cultural, political, or philosophical 

differences, where individuals are not just tolerated but valued. Creating and maintaining 

a community environment that respects individual needs, abilities, and potential is one of 

the most critical initiatives that universities and colleges support. A welcoming and 

inclusive climate is grounded in respect, nurtured by dialogue and evidenced by a pattern 

of civil interaction. 

This campus climate assessment, beginning in the fall of 2000, was a proactive initiative 

by SCSU to review the campus climate for underrepresented populations. It was the 

intention of the Diversity Committee that the results would be used to identify specific 

strategies for addressing the challenges facing their community and support positive 

initiatives on campus. The next steps include working with the Diversity Committee to 

create a strategic plan for maximizing equity at SCSU based on the results of the internal 

assessment and using the Transformational Tapestry Model (Appendix A). As in the 

previous phases of this project, the development of the plan will be in collaboration with 

the constituent groups at SCSU. 
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