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Executive Summary
At the request of the Purdue University senior leadership, M.R. (Mickey) Dansby, Ph.D.
(www.mickeydansby.com), an external consultant highly experienced in diversity
measurement, was contracted to help guide Purdue in an assessment of diversity and
certain work life and campus life issues. The assessment was designed to help Purdue
determine the status of diversity and the other issues as (a) an aid in mapping
strategies to fulfill its diversity vision, goals, and objectives and (b) as a baseline against
which to evaluate progress.
Coordinating Committees from the faculty and staff worked with Dr. Dansby. The
Coordinating Committees enjoyed broad involvement of faculty and staff members and
were responsible for managing the project and making decisions after incorporating
advice from the consultant.
Dr. Dansby was responsible for all data analysis. He was assisted by two non-Indiana
university professors who are experienced researchers with many social science
research publications. Dr. Dansby has conducted numerous diversity assessments for
government, university, and Fortune 500 organizations and has surveyed over a million
individuals on diversity and organizational issues. His focus is on strategic diversity
assessment, with an orientation toward planned improvement based on reliable, valid
data gathering and analysis. To accomplish such an assessment at Purdue, the
following plan was formulated.
Using recommended social science practices, data were gathered from multiple
sources, including:
 An assessment survey, which was conducted in the fall of 2002, with three
versions (for faculty, staff, and students). The survey versions contained from 62 to
69 closed-ended Likert-style (e.g., strongly agree to strongly disagree) items, 11 to
14 “audit”-style items (designed to measure participation rates and other areas of
interest), and eight demographic questions.
 Written comments to the open-ended item on the survey.
 Seventeen senior leadership interviews conducted in March of 2003.
 Seven focus groups conducted in late April 2003 at the Purdue University main
campus (facilitators for these groups came from the Indiana University-Purdue
University Indianapolis campus).
 A review of existing data conducted throughout the project.
The various data-gathering approaches were chosen to give a fuller spectrum of types
of information and offer opportunity for multiple-source validation. This method,
sometimes called triangulation of findings, increases confidence in the validity and
reliability of the overall results.
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The survey, our primary data-gathering instrument, was generally scale based with
multiple items loading to statistically derived and validated factor scales. We also
created several general indexes. These factor scales and indexes are all interpreted in
a similar way: a higher score indicates respondent perceptions, on average, of a better
condition. The indexes and factor scales included:

Indexes
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Overall Organization Index: average of all scale items on EACH survey version
Overall Diversity Index: average of all “diversity” items within EACH survey version
General Diversity Index: average of all “diversity” items common to ALL survey versions
Academic Diversity Index: average of items in the FACULTY and STUDENT versions relating
to diversity in the academic setting
Total Organizational Development (OD) Index: average of all “organizational effectiveness”
and “organizational development” items common to EACH survey version

Factors
Factors common to all survey versions…
Y Purdue's Commitment to Diversity: general perceptions of whether Purdue is seriously
committed to improving diversity.
Y Openness & Respect: how much the environment supports open communication, mutual
respect, and the value of individuals.
Y Interpersonal Tolerance: how comfortable respondents are in interacting with people who are
different from them along several dimensions (such as race, gender, and sexual orientation).
Y Personal Support for Diversity: how much respondents believe diversity is worthy of support
through education, personal involvement, and skills building.
Y Overall Diversity Climate: perceptions of the general diversity climate on a scale from “very
poor” to “very good.”
Y General Acceptance of Differences: whether or not the general Purdue environment is
accepting of diversity.
Y Work/Life Balance: how well work and life concerns are dealt with and balanced in the Purdue
environment.
Factors unique to the staff version…
Y Supervision and Leadership: general perceptions of the quality, openness, interpersonal
relations skill, and effectiveness of leaders and supervisors.
Y Compensation, Advancement, and Rewards: views of equity in compensation, recognition
and rewards, and the potential for advancement.
Y Equity in Advancement: whether people are hired and advanced fairly at Purdue.
Y Job Satisfaction: general satisfaction with one’s job.

There were 394 faculty respondents (17% rate), 2704 staff respondents (38%), and
3268 student respondents (10%). The survey rating scale results were analyzed with
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences™ (SPSS™) using standard statistical
tests and analysis procedures. The overall indexes and factor scales were calculated
and examined using demographic comparisons and other techniques. Indexes and
factor scale scores were calculated as the means (i.e., arithmetic averages) of the items
composing each. Exploratory statistics such as cross tabulation with Chi-Square tests,
frequency histograms, and box plots were calculated to better understand the scores.
Other statistical analyses included Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) and
univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA), based on the General Linear Model (GLM),
and calculation of confidence intervals. For all statistical significance tests, a 95%
confidence level was employed. Such analyses are relatively objective.
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Comments from the open-ended survey question and recorded notes from the focus
groups were analyzed using content analysis. This is a procedure in which verbal
content is coded using a quasi-objective scheme (developed in an initial expert review
of the material), then further analyzed using relative frequency statistics. Two
experienced coders with earned doctorates in the social sciences conducted the
analysis, which was reviewed and further refined by Dr. Dansby. Analysis of the
leadership interviews was similar to that for the comments and focus groups, except
that the small number of interviews and lack of demographic categories resulted in a
simple conceptual summary of themes reported in the interviews.
The following summarizes the major findings from all data sources.
Major Findings
1. On the Diversity Disparity Map© (a proprietary general measure of the overall diversity climate), staff
results were the most favorable, with small disparities along the gender and race dimensions and a
relatively high overall score. The faculty results were least favorable, with a moderate race disparity,
a large gender disparity, and a relatively low overall score. Students were in between, with a
relatively high overall score countered by a large race disparity. Over half the faculty women and a
similar proportion of minority faculty rated the overall diversity climate “poor” or “very poor.” In
contrast, fewer than 25% of women from the staff or student groups rated the overall climate so low,
and only a fourth of staff minorities and a third from the student minorities rated the overall climate
below “about average.”
2. The overall score across all three populations (faculty, staff, and students) for the General Diversity
Index, an average of all diversity items common to all three survey versions, was 3.55 on a scale
from 1 to 5, a score on the moderately favorable side of the scale. However there were statistically
reliable and meaningful disparities in scores among the various demographic groups compared,
indicating less favorable views by some groups (most often by minorities or women).
3. Across all three versions of the survey, we compared results on the General Diversity Index and
seven statistically derived factor scales for seven demographic dimensions (minority-majority status,
racial-ethnic group, gender, citizenship status, length of time at Purdue, age group, and family
status). Disparities that were statistically significant and at least .20 scale points were considered
meaningful differences. Of the 56 scale (8) by demographic (7) comparisons, meaningful disparities
occurred 28 times for faculty, 20 times for staff, and 25 times for students. Key distinctions among
demographic groups were as follows:
a. Faculty. The general pattern of ratings on diversity-related climate issues revealed: minorities’
ratings were less favorable than whites’; women’s ratings were lower than men’s; faculty who had
been at Purdue a very short or a very long time had more favorable views; middle-aged faculty were
less sanguine than younger or older faculty; married faculty with children were more positive.
Women indicated more support for diversity than men did, and older faculty or those who had been
at Purdue a long time indicated less support than their relevant comparison groups. Compared to
their male counterparts, women faculty indicated they faced more difficulty with Work/Life Balance
issues, as did faculty who had been at Purdue between 11 and 20 years or in the middle age groups
(compared to their relevant demographic cohorts).
b. Staff. Compared to faculty and students, there were fewer statistically significant and meaningful
differences among staff demographic groupings on diversity issues (as would be expected from the
Diversity Disparity Map© scores). Where there were differences on some of the scales, most often
staff who had been at Purdue a short time had the most favorable views about diversity issues.
Staff women and Hispanics indicated greater Interpersonal Tolerance, while naturalized U.S. citizen
staff and partners with children reported lower scores on this scale (yet still in the very positive
range) compared to their relevant demographic groups. Women, minorities, and partners living
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together indicated more support for diversity at Purdue. On the Overall Diversity Climate scale, by
race, blacks and Hispanics had the lowest scores, and by family status, partners with children rated
this scale unfavorably and lower than any other family status group. Naturalized citizens and U.S.
permanent residents and partners with children living with them had lower scores than their relevant
comparison groups. Compared to their demographic cohorts, naturalized citizens, staff who had
been at Purdue a long time, and older staff indicated more difficulty with Work/Life Balance issues.
Students. In general, students who had been at Purdue less than two years were more positive
about diversity climate issues at Purdue than students who had been there longer. Other patterns
included: Students who had been at Purdue a very long time found the environment less respectful
and accepting than did other students. Compared to their relevant demographic cohorts, black
students rated Purdue’s Commitment to Diversity lower; black and multiracial students rated
Openness & Respect lower; women students scored higher on Interpersonal Tolerance, but younger
students rated this scale lower than older students; minority students (particularly blacks and
Hispanics) and women indicated more support for diversity, but native U.S. students, married
students with children, single students, and student partners with children were less supportive than
their demographic cohorts; majority students rated the Overall Diversity Climate higher than minority
students, and blacks and Hispanics rated the diversity climate the lowest, while international
students rated this scale higher than other citizenship groups; majority students indicated the
Purdue climate was more accepting of differences (blacks, Hispanics, and Asians had lower ratings
than other groups), and native U.S. citizens indicated the environment was less accepting of
differences compared to internationals and U.S. permanent residents.
Individual item ratings indicate the majority of respondents to all three versions perceive a pattern of
openness for interaction with people with various differences (i.e., gender, ethnicity, culture, religion,
sexual orientation). Most respondents on all survey versions indicate they are open to learning
about diversity and that they believe diversity brings creativity to a group. Other items with high
ratings indicate a general level of comfort with diversity and a sense of fairness and respect in the
University environment. On the other hand, items with low ratings in all three survey versions
indicate many people perceive University leaders are not effective in modeling positive diversity
behaviors; that people do not generally support forcing others to attend diversity seminars; and that
Purdue may not recognize and reward those who consider the diverse needs of their coworkers and
customers. Faculty and student ratings indicate some concerns with work/life balance; many staff
and students agree that the social/political atmosphere at Purdue may impede diversity progress
and that there is not enough clear communication from top University leaders about the part
diversity plays in the future direction of the University. Staff and students also expressed concern
about “reverse discrimination” playing a role in decisions at Purdue. Many faculty and staff agreed
that different opinions and points of view may not be valued in decision-making. Other low-rated
items by the faculty indicated a view that Purdue may not be doing a good job with diversity issues
and programs. Staff indicated that equal opportunity for each person to achieve his or her potential
is not endemic. And many students did not believe Purdue’s diversity efforts have improved the
quality of Purdue.
On the measure of whether Purdue’s social/political atmosphere is conservative and how the
atmosphere affects diversity efforts, most staff (55%) and students (65%) fell into the neutral
category. For faculty, about a third were neutral. Other than the neutral grouping, the most popular
choice was “very conservative and a problem.” This was the most popular category overall for
faculty with 4 in 10 having this view. The staff had about half this percentage in the category, and a
little over 15% of the students held this view. The next most popular view for all three groups was
that the atmosphere is very conservative and that this is not a problem for diversity. Finally, about 8
to 12% from each group indicated that the atmosphere is not very conservative and is either not a
problem (6.3 to 7.7% of each group) or is a problem (fewer than 4% of each group).
Students and staff were least likely to see the need for special recruiting efforts for particular groups,
and faculty were most likely to see the need. While almost half the students (and 4 out of 10 staff
respondents) favored special recruiting efforts for none of the listed categories, more than half the
faculty respondents believed that more African Americans, Latino/Hispanics, and Native Americans
should be recruited for the staff, faculty, and student populations.
On the issue of what helps one be successful at Purdue, faculty views and student views, with some
exceptions, are similar and slightly different from those of the staff. A little over a quarter of all three
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respondent groups believed that none of the characteristics we listed would help a person be more
successful at Purdue. All three groups were more likely (at least 20% selection) to indicate being
the following would help (though in no case did even half the respondents indicate an advantage for
the characteristic): male, white, American, and higher socio-economic status. At least 20% of
faculty and students also selected Christian and heterosexual. Faculty also had relatively high
endorsement (about 30%) for “married,” and about a quarter of the students and a fifth of the staff
thought being under 30 helped. Students also endorsed being single at a similar rate (26.9%). On
the other hand, staff respondents were much more likely to endorse being African American as an
aid to success (almost at the same rate as being white).
A large majority of respondents had not experienced what they believed to be harassment or
discrimination during the last two years based on any of the dimensions we listed. For those who
indicated they had experienced harassment or discrimination, the most common basis for all three
groups was gender (ranging from 8% for staff to 16% for students). However, student respondents
checked race/ethnicity, religion, or color at rates between 7 - 10%).
Student respondents were more likely to witness harassment or negative remarks based on a
number of listed dimensions, especially as regards race or sexual orientation. Over half the student
respondents had encountered such episodes regarding these two categories during the previous
two years. Over 40% of the student respondents had also witnessed harassment or negative
comments about religion, and about a third heard had similar experiences regarding gender, color,
and national origin or ancestry. Faculty were more likely to check gender (25%), and staff were
more likely to check sexual orientation (25%).
When asked whether they feared discrimination against themselves personally, the largest concern
for all three response groups was gender discrimination. Most faculty and staff, and almost half the
students, indicated they were not concerned about being discriminated against on the basis of any
of the listed characteristics. Almost a fifth of the students expressed concerns they might
experience racial or religious discrimination. These were also the second tier of concerns for the
faculty and staff, though at half the rate or less than indicated by students.
As for documents read or accessed, among all documents listed, the Staff/Faculty Handbook was
the only one read or accessed by a large majority of the relevant populations (85% of the faculty and
89% of the staff). Over half of the students had accessed the Alcohol and Drug Policy and the Code
of Student Conduct; about a quarter checked the Nondiscrimination Policy Statement and
Antiharassment Policy blocks; and a fifth indicated they had accessed the University policy website
and the Affirmative Action Plan. Faculty and staff generally indicated they had accessed more of the
relevant documents compared to student access rates. Least accessed among these respondents
were the EA/EO Policy (Executive Memorandum D1) and the University policy website, with a
response rate of a third or fewer. Faculty and staff indicated they had read or accessed the other
documents at rates between 28 and 49%.
Of a number of services and programs listed, better than 7 out of 10 students had used none. By
far, the Wellness Program was the most popular among student respondents (with a 16% use rate).
Next in order were the Organization and Career Development Office (9%), Women’s Resource
Office (7%), and Diversity Resource Office (6%). Four out of ten faculty respondents and a quarter
of the staff respondents had used none of the listed services. As with the students, the Wellness
Program was the most popular resource with the faculty (32%) and staff (54%). Other resources or
programs with relatively high faculty use rates were the Affirmative Action Office (16%), Employee
Assistance Program (15%), Diversity Resource Office (15%), and Women’s Resource Office (13%).
For the staff, the following received relatively high use: Employee Assistance Program and Worklife
Program (each 28%), Administrative & Professional Staff Advisory Committee and Clerical &
Service Staff Advisory Committee (each 17%), and the Organization and Career Development
Office (16%).
On the issue of what it takes to be successful at Purdue, there were four items common to all three
survey populations’ top 10 lists: do it the Purdue way, it's who you know, take initiative to make
things better, and work long hours. In addition, other items common to faculty and staff lists were be
part of the “good old boy network,” maintain constructive relationships, and lead by example. Items
common only to faculty and student top 10 were be conservative and earn recognition. The only
item common only to staff and students was treat others the way you want to be treated.
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14. About half the faculty and staff respondents and a little over half of the student respondents had
attended no diversity workshops or forums in the previous 5 years. For those who had attended
workshops, two thirds had attended only one or two. Most of the respondents from all survey
populations were not members of organizations that increase their awareness of diversity, either on
campus (fewer than a quarter from any group held such memberships) or off (fewer than a third from
any group).
15. Re write-in options to indicate demographic categories that better described their demographic
status, popular choices included “European American” as a further description of white, or perhaps
“Caucasian.” Some of the most frequently listed additional demographic category write-ins included
religion, sexual orientation, education level (especially for staff), and (for faculty) whether tenured or
not.
16. Response to a faculty-only question indicated diversity-related issues were most likely to affect
faculty through their accommodation of students with disabilities (67%), efforts to recruit minority
faculty or students (41%), professional reading (39%), or session attendance at professional
meetings (39%). Fewer than 10% expressed the view that diversity-related issues had no impact on
them during the previous five years.
17. For staff, controlling procedures, management’s lack of understanding, and the advancement/
promotion process were the highest stressors of those listed on the survey (about 23-25%
endorsement). A quarter indicated none of the above. About a fifth indicated the following were
high stressors: managing household responsibilities, keeping up with information/computer
technology, being part of a dual-career couple (where both partners are working), and high
management expectations. By far, job security (58%) was the most important reason staff
respondents gave for staying at Purdue. Other important reasons (36 to 45% endorsement) were
fair benefits, flexibility, and meaningful work. Other reasons gaining from 15 to 28% endorsement
included: I like the area, my family is here, pride in the organization, learning environment,
challenge, fair pay, fun on the job, and work-life balance. Staff respondents ranked their benefits as
follows: medical benefits, retirement benefits, and vacation were the three most important. Least
important were other, unlisted benefits. Dental coverage was by far the most popular write-in choice
(with about 8% endorsement).
18. The staff survey version included additional measures. The following are some highlights from the
additional organizational effectiveness/ organizational development (OE/OD) measures on the staff
version.
a. The overall Total OD Index score of 3.35 is on the favorable side, but falls in the lower middle range
of scores in other organizations we have assessed.
b. Statistically significant and meaningful disparities on basic demographic comparisons for the Total
OD Index revealed: Service Staff’s average score (3.09) on the Total OD Index was less favorable
than the average scores for Clerical (3.36) and Administrative/ Professional Staff (3.48); those staff
who had been at Purdue less than 2 years (3.58) had a more positive index score than those who
had been there for any longer period of time; favorability of score directly declined with length of time
at Purdue; finally, among the different departments and divisions, based on the index scores, we
grouped the organizational units into a top tier (3.50 and above), mid tier (3.40 to 3.49), and lower
tier (below 3.40). (a) The top tier included Nuclear Engineering, Civil Engineering, School of
Consumer and Family Sciences, Executive Offices, School of Agriculture, Intercollegiate Athletics,
and Agricultural and Biological Engineering. (b) Departments/divisions in the middle tier were
Offices of the Provost, School of Management, Research/Graduate School, School of Technology,
School of Science, School of Liberal Arts, Student Services, Aeronautics & Astronautics, Schools of
Pharmacy, Nursing & Health Sciences, School of Veterinary Medicine, Business Services, and
Electrical & Computer Engineering. (c) Finally, those in the bottom tier were School of Education,
Biomedical Engineering, Libraries, Information Technology, Chemical Engineering, Housing & Food
Services, Mechanical Engineering, Physical Facilities, and Interdisciplinary Engineering. (Within
each tier, the units are listed in descending rank order.)
19. We conducted a separate factor analysis of the staff version and identified several additional OE/OD
factors. Significant and meaningful results on these factors were much the same as for the Total
OD Index, though there were some differences:
a. Staff Status. Service Staff had less favorable ratings than Administrative/ Professional Staff on all
Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 7

b.
c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

20.
a.

b.

factors; they also rated Supervision & Leadership and Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
lower than did Clerical Staff; both Clerical and Service Staff rated Equity in Advancement lower than
did Administrative/ Professional Staff. Ratings of Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards were
negative (i.e., below 3) for all groups.
Gender. Both women and men rated Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards negatively.
Length of Time at Purdue. Those who had been at Purdue less than 2 years were more positive
about OE/OD issues than were those who had been at Purdue five years or more, and favorability of
ratings declined directly with number of years at Purdue. Only those who had been at Purdue less
than 2 years rated Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards on the positive side of the scale at
3.19 (slightly positive).
Age Group. There were statistically reliable differences on all but Supervision and Leadership. For
Job Satisfaction, all scores were relatively high (near 4) but the average rating for those 34 people
66 years and over in age was extremely high (4.41). Those between 22 and 40 were likely to rate
Equity in Advancement more favorably than other age groups did. Those over 40 rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards lower than did those 22-30. No age group rated this
factor scale positively.
Family Status. Those staff who were married with children were marginally more positive about
Supervision & Leadership compared to those who were single (disparity of .18). Those partners
with children living with them were more positive concerning Compensation, Advancement, &
Rewards than were all other family status groups except those married with children. Married staff
with children had a marginally higher average Job Satisfaction score compared to single staff.
Department/Division: Only 8 of the 28 units (29%) with at least eight respondents rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards on the positive side of the scale (ranging from 3.04 to
3.26, which were only slightly positive scores). In only three other instances was a factor scale rated
below the midpoint. They were for Mechanical Engineering and Interdisciplinary Engineering on the
Supervision & Leadership factor and Interdisciplinary Engineering on the Equity in Advancement
scale. Over half the units (54%) scored above 4 on the Job Satisfaction scale.
Looking at individual item ratings, on the positive side, the top items indicate an environment where
people like their jobs, are generally satisfied, and have positive relations, respect, and good
supervision. On the negative side, the bottom ten items indicate pay is a major concern, the
environment is highly structured and there is a lack of management openness and flexibility, micromanagement occurs, employees’ contributions may not be valued, and people see limited
opportunities for advancement and development.
Comments were provided by 36% of faculty respondents, 37% of staff respondents, and 29% of
student respondents. Highlights from the comment section of the survey are as follows:
Faculty had a high rate of comments about the survey itself, either concerns about technical issues
and bias (20% of those who made comments) or that something was left out that should have been
covered (11%). About 10% of faculty comments indicated diversity is not relevant in their curriculum
area (i.e., they should not be expected to integrate diversity into their teaching materials). About 8%
thought Purdue was doing pretty well in the diversity area, or at least trying hard, and an equal
proportion voiced objections to Purdue policies, processes, or practices (not confined to diversity
issues). About 7% of those making comments indicated Purdue leaders, faculty, or staff were doing
well in diversity matters. Over 6% indicated diversity programs and communications at Purdue need
improvement, and a like percentage thought there was too much focus on demographics and not
enough on quality. Almost 6% commented about prejudice or discrimination based on gender.
About 5% wrote generally negative comments about the issues covered in the survey, that Purdue
does not “walk the talk” on diversity, or expressed general opinions and thoughts about diversity.
For staff, clearly the big issue for comment was pay inequity or inadequacy (20% of those making
comments addressed this). About 9% indicated their leaders or managers were either not qualified
or were not performing well. Just under 9% commented about inequity or inadequacy of benefits.
About 6% expressed concerns that employees are not valued, respected, or appreciated for their
contributions, and similar proportions thought that Purdue should avoid quotas, that there is too
much emphasis on diversity, or that we need to include other issues or breakouts in the survey.
Five and a half percent expressed a desire to see more openness in the work environment and
inclusion of employees or solicitation of employee feedback. Over 5% noted that favoritism,
cronyism, or nepotism impacts the workplace. About 5% thought that Purdue’s loyal, hardworking
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employees were not being recognized adequately, and around 4.5% made comments about general
survey issues.
The most frequent student comments (15% of those commenting) indicated there is too much
emphasis on diversity at Purdue or that diversity issues were not important or of major concern.
Over 13% of the students who commented were concerned about quotas and focusing on recruiting
certain groups. Ten percent stated the survey was too long or redundant. About 9% brought up
technical concerns or views that the survey was biased, and a similar proportion stated general
opinions or views on diversity. Over 8% indicated there are problems with professors or teaching
assistants not being able to speak clearly enough in English to be understood. About 6% indicated
support for diversity and a similar percentage were concerned about “reverse discrimination” in
general. About 5% wrote comments that indicated: something was left out of the survey (i.e., other
important issues); Purdue is not very inclusive (i.e., groups tend to cluster with like individuals and
exclude others); there is discrimination against whites; or that Purdue is already a diverse campus.
Findings from the 17 senior leadership interviews indicated the following:
There is a general consensus that “diversity” means valuing individual differences including race and
gender, alternative life styles, disabilities, and variety of opinions and insights. By such valuing, the
organization is a healthier one.
Historically and geographically, Purdue is challenged with regard to the issues of diversity. The
geographic-political location of Purdue University is conservative, rural, and primarily white, all of
which have contributed to Purdue’s historical and current lack of diversity.
The Diversity Initiative is successful in some major respects (e.g., affirmative action, the Black
Cultural Center, and cultural events that appeal to all, like the Maya Angelou visit), but has had
mixed results in some major respects (e.g., partial success in minority recruitment, and not all
believe in the initiative). Aspects of the Diversity Initiative are not very successful in the eyes of
some (e.g., inadequate funding, vague strategies as opposed to specific goals, and the existence of
factions within the minority communities).
The diversity situation has improved in the past few years, particularly as a result of Purdue’s
President’s initiatives and Student Bill of Rights. However, there is still room for improvement.
University response and efforts to control negative reactions toward Middle Easterners after 9/11
seemed generally effective.
Although there is no open hostility, there is some evidence that minorities are not comfortable in the
cultural environment and leave the University because of this discomfort.
Some see same-sex-partner benefits as a major and symbolic change in the diversity climate at
Purdue.
There is a genuine need for, and value placed on, recruitment of minority students and faculty at
Purdue. It is difficult to do so, given Purdue’s location, its historical reputation, and the fact that
other institutions recruit high-caliber minorities.
Although there has been progress in hiring women and there are more women in leadership
positions, some “old guard” white male faculty members have not given them the respect and
recognition they deserve. Also women faculty are underrepresented in some areas.
Retention of minorities is an issue; however, entities such as the Black Cultural Center and culturally
based student groups seem to help.
It may be feasible to recruit more diverse faculty and students, but it is more difficult at the staff level
since they are mostly from the local area.
Although there is increased representation of women in leadership positions, most upper
administration are men.
In the future, diversity will be more integrated in the University, and more diverse faculty will replace
majority faculty who will retire.
Impressions gathered from the seven staff and faculty focus groups included the following (for
issues raised in at least three of the seven groups):
The current President and Provost are committed to hiring diverse faculty and staff, but middle
management is not. There is a long way to go; efforts lack follow through.
There is a bias in favor of white males and agreement with their views is rewarded. Minorities, older
people, and women must work harder for this "favor" than white males. Promotions are harder to get
for women than men, and salaries are lower for women. Women are treated as a lower class.
It is not clear what Purdue's diversity program is. We know the name of the director of the diversity
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program, but not much more. In some departments, there are diversity "programs." Yet, it seems
as though the diversity sessions/training are for whites; minorities are not required to attend; the
white bosses are the ones who get to go to training. There is a lack of knowledge about the mission
and presumed benefits of the diversity program. Programs are dispersed and not systematic.
However, things have started to change and the University is perceived as trying to enhance
diversity.
Pay is a major concern here. Expenses are increasing; pay is not; merit raises do not meet the cost
of living. Clerical and service staff are paid very poorly, as are Housing and Food Services staff. For
some, compensation is reasonable but should be higher. Management flexibility helps offset the
lower pay. Benefits are good, but recognition is lacking. There should be a dental plan. Among
researchers, there is no consistency in salary. There is a wide range. Pay is better at other
universities. There is no consistency across campus in pay and benefits, and pay raises are not
based on performance. Organizational environment could be improved by bringing the pay scale up
to standard.
Service staff lack opportunity for upward mobility. There is no reward for seniority.
Evaluations are not consistently carried out or standardized; in some cases, (negative) evaluations
are based on amount of sick time used.
There is a sense of a hierarchical, controlling environment; there may be retribution for speaking
one's mind. Lack of autonomy and inconsistency in management demands are concerns. Official
policies for staff are good; however, there is a lack of consistency between individual supervisors in
interpretation and application. Supervisors often make decisions without input from those doing the
work. However, there are some departments that have regular meetings to get input. Supervisors
vary in their capabilities to lead; some go to (performance review) meetings demanding that
subordinates MUST change their behavior; supervisors are not well prepared or trained. Seems to
be an "us vs. them" mentality.
Minority faculty (even those who are tenured) feel intimidated and isolated, and may be viewed by
peers in a stereotypical fashion (as an affirmative action hire or as a way to attract minorities to the
field). There have been incidents of racial slurs from students to minority faculty.
White males between the ages of 50 and 70 have the power and credibility and get the perks; they
are the dominant force--there are so many of them.
Departments vary in the degree to which they help their members balance work and family life.
Some do not respect family and personal needs; others do. Some state that sick leave implies no
raise.
Geographic location has pluses and minuses; it’s safe, with “Midwest hospitality,” but limited in
diversity, culture, and activities. Some retailers in the community discriminate against AfricanAmericans, but it seems Asians and Hispanics fit better. Lafayette lacks experience and exposure
to minorities.
There is a concern with regard to international students not speaking English, or not speaking
English clearly. When one speaks with an accent, one is treated "differently."
Diversity should be more than simply avoiding discrimination. There is a difference between actually
valuing diverse people, as opposed to tolerating them. And for many, it is not clear what diversity is.
There is a problem with the term.
Some think diversity should mean, "Treat all people the same; don't expect special treatment if you
are minority or woman." Any minority is coddled at Purdue, and they get away with things white
employees couldn't. Some minority faculty play the race card; secretaries tiptoe around them
because of this. When you talk about diversity it's about quotas.
The student body is not overtly racist for the most part, but most haven't bothered to think about the
matter and aren't interested in broadening their perspectives.
The way diversity issues are handled varies between departments. Some handle them well while
others have actually covered up major issues such as sexual harassment. There is some
institutionalized discrimination at the department level.
Finally, through our review of existing data, we found the following:
The current EEO/AAP statement of policy is contemporary and relevant, providing structure,
support, and sanctions for managing EEO/AAP at Purdue, and extending the philosophy beyond
legal requirements to diversity as an institutional value.
Key policy documents and diversity resources (e.g., the AAP) are current and clear. They are
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readily accessible via the internet. However, with the exception of the Faculty/Staff Handbook and
(for students) the Code of Student Conduct and the Drug and Alcohol Policy, it appears relatively
few in the Purdue community have accessed these documents. For example, only about a fifth of
the faculty, a quarter of the staff, and 1 in 20 of the students indicated they had read or accessed the
EEO/AAP policy memorandum. (See the summary above in the report of survey results on this
issue.) Also, on the Purdue website, there are multiple versions of policies and relevant documents.
You may end up with an outdated version if you fail to follow the correct path out of many available
or if you access a policy through one office’s link (say human resources) versus another’s (say
human relations).
While there are several key resource offices at Purdue, our survey results indicate relatively low use
of the offices with more specific diversity missions (affirmative action, women’s resource, diversity
resource). For none of these had more than about one in six faculty used the services, and staff
and student usage rates were even lower, never reaching one in ten for any office. These offices
received little mention, if any, in key publications that are likely to reach the general population at
Purdue. Attempts to access to their web pages were often thwarted due to lack of updating or
technical glitches.
The Black Cultural Center is historically and currently a strong diversity resource for Purdue.
A number of studies conducted within the last few years at Purdue have identified several general
trends or concerns in diversity. Among them are the needs for…
A more hospitable climate for diverse faculty, staff, and students, both within Purdue and in the
surrounding community;
More leadership involvement in diversity at all levels of the University;
Better coordination and evaluation of the effectiveness of diversity programs and diversity
recruitment and retention programs (particularly for minorities and women); continual monitoring of
the diversity climate at Purdue using formal evaluation techniques;
Increased efforts to recruit (American) minority faculty, staff, and students (especially blacks and
Hispanics);
More integration and inclusion of diversity issues in the general curriculum (and not just in special
“diversity” courses);
Enhanced support for intergroup activities and specific minority social activities as well;
Capitalizing on recent progress, continuing efforts toward full inclusion and increased numbers of
women faculty and administrators in the academic and organizational life of Purdue;
Better support and education about diversity issues across the board
Other findings in existing studies indicate:
Neutral attitudes of most majority faculty and student respondents to a School of Pharmacy and
Pharmacal Sciences survey regarding diversity issues, but more supportive attitudes by women and
minority faculty and students;
Weak support by most student survey respondents to the same survey for increased integration of
diversity issues in the curriculum or enhanced activities to increase sensitivity to diversity issues.
Compared to national norms, Purdue entering freshmen are generally less supportive of views
supporting diversity issues (except for their views on traditional roles for women);
Purdue entering freshmen women’s views are closer to the national norms on diversity issues than
are those of their male counterparts (except for views on same-sex marriage, abolishing affirmative
action, and the need to promote racial understanding);
Minority freshmen have more supportive views for diversity issues in general;
Changes from the 2001 entering freshman class to the 2002 entering class imply Purdue freshmen’s
views are coming closer to the national norms.
Caucasian and Asian freshmen are less likely to view racial discrimination as a problem in America
today
Examination of representation statistics for faculty and staff from the Purdue Data Digest reveals:
Percentages for minorities, especially among the staff, are generally lower than local, state, or
national norms. Though the “tenured and tenure track faculty” percentage is comparable to the local
and state norms for total minority representation, it is because of the large representation of Asian
American faculty. In all other racial-ethnic groups, Purdue’s faculty are underrepresented.
The staff are the most underrepresented compared to local and state norms. All Purdue groups are
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substantially underrepresented compared to the national norms. The Lafayette area has much
lower representation of minorities in the workforce, especially African Americans (black), compared
to the state of Indiana, and Indiana is much lower than the U.S. overall.
A comparison of the Purdue representation of minority tenured and tenure track faculty to the
national norms indicates lower representation rates by Purdue for black and Hispanic/Latino faculty
and higher representation at Purdue for Asian Americans. This comparison is tempered somewhat
by the lower national availability of minority engineering faculty.
The data for Purdue staff also indicate substantial minority underrepresentation compared to the
average four-year university across America. Since the staff are not generally recruited nationally,
the relatively low representation of minorities in the Lafayette area impacts the staff representation
substantially.
The Affirmative Action Plan report indicates minorities are underutilized in 7 of 34 faculty job groups
and women are underutilized in 16 of 34 faculty job groups. For non-faculty executives and
managers, the report indicates minorities continue to be underrepresented in high level executive
and managerial positions, but women met placement goals and are not underrepresented. And, for
the rest of the staff, minorities are “underrepresented in ten of the thirteen professional job groups,
six of the seven clerical and secretarial categories, five of the seven technical and paraprofessional
categories, four of the six skilled craft categories, and seven of the eleven service and maintenance
categories.”
Representation trends for faculty and staff reveal:
The growth trend for Asian Americans is greater than for any other group. International faculty are
increasing, but other U.S. minorities’ percentages of the total faculty are growing rather slowly, if at
all. The absolute numbers of tenured and tenure track minority faculty are very small.
The picture for non-tenure track minority faculty does not offer much encouragement. Notably, the
representation of Asian Americans declined over the period 1993-2002 from 11.5% of non-tenure
track faculty to 4.8% (perhaps some of the non-tenure track Asian Americans are part of the
increase in tenured and tenure track Asian Americans). As a percentage of non-tenure track faculty,
African Americans increased from 0.4% to 1.5% over the same period, but the representation of
non-tenure track Hispanic/Latino faculty actually declined slightly.
There is a more encouraging trend for increase in representation of tenured or tenure track women
faculty over the 1993-2002 period. Women in this category have been increasing at a rate of over
half a percent per year (as a proportion of all tenured and tenure track faculty).
During this same period, the percentage of non-tenure track faculty women increased from 37% to
47%.
On the staff side, there has been little change in representation of minority groups during the period
1994-2002. The net increase in minority staff was only 69 people, or about 1% of the total
population.
There has been virtually no change in the representation of women staff over the period considered;
they were 59%±1% of the total every year.
The representations of graduate and undergraduate students are more comparable to the local
norms, though still underrepresented compared to the state norms and substantially
underrepresented compared to the national norms.
There has been relatively little change in the minority student representation between 1993 and
2002.
The percentage of African American students has declined slightly, and the percentage of Asian
American students has increased slightly. The only substantial change in total minority
representation is among professional students.
The percentage representation of women in the overall student body, which peaked in 1997 at
42.7%, has declined slightly over the past few years. However, the percentage of women
professional students has increased a little over 3% during the period 1994-2002.
The number of international students has increased dramatically over the period 1993-2002.

Key Recommendations
Based on the findings, we offer the following key recommendations. We suggest that
Purdue:
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1. Appoint an action team to develop an action plan for using the results of this
assessment to improve performance and strategic potential. This team should consider
all major findings in developing its plan and address meaningful disparities in survey ratings
across demographic groups.
a. Meaningful differences (as described in the Overall Assessment Results) should be
reviewed.
b. Deliberations on setting priorities in the action plan should include consideration of the
magnitudes of disparities.
2. Develop a communication plan to distribute the results of this assessment to faculty,
students, employees, other important stakeholders, and the public in general.
Maximum access should be provided to encourage maximum participation in addressing
issues raised.
3. Create a diversity strategic plan that marshals resources in the most efficient manner
to reach Purdue’s desired objectives and that helps bring focus and effectiveness to
the diversity initiative by clearly establishing mutually agreed upon, attainable
objectives, accountabilities for results, and feasible expectations based on the
resources allocated.
a. Include steps to set reasonable, attainable, strategic targets for U.S. minority recruitment
and retention (for faculty, students, and staff) and ensure the strategic need is
communicated and the targets are reached.
b. Make recruitment and retention of U.S. minorities in all three major campus populations
a high strategic priority.
c. Continue recent efforts and follow up recent gains to help ensure women are fully
included in leadership processes.
4. Review the compensation equity, paths for advancement, and potential for job
enrichment among Purdue’s staff, especially at the service and clerical levels.
(Concerns about pay and opportunity for advancement were prominent in the work life
results.)
5. Explore ways to enhance the work environment through managerial training on
quality concepts such as empowerment and driving out fear, job enrichment,
developing advancement paths for employees who wish to grow, and training
programs to help employees develop/enhance skills that will assist them in becoming
more independent and promotable.

Additional Recommendations
In addition to the five key recommendations above, we suggest the following actions to enhance
the effectiveness of diversity and work life initiatives at Purdue.
1. Educate university leaders more on how to “walk the walk” in diversity and increase
their efforts to model behaviors that are supportive of diversity. It is important to help
leaders communicate the value of diversity in more strategic terms (as well as in the context
of fairness and equity).
2. Consider adding dental benefits, perhaps using a cafeteria-style approach that will
allow employees to tailor their benefits as desired.
3. Provide more high quality, well planned, well advertised, well coordinated, and
relevant opportunities for learning about diversity.
4. Establish incentives for faculty and staff who consider the diverse needs of others.
5. Communicate and demonstrate equity toward all in any enhanced diversity efforts to
avoid the appearance of “reverse discrimination.”
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6. Enhance communication/education efforts on (a) the inappropriateness (and
illegality) of harassing or discriminatory behaviors toward members of various
diversity groupings and (b) how people who experience such harassment or
discrimination can safely report it or deal with it.
7. Enhance education on the need for respect for others who are different from oneself
in race, culture, gender, sexual orientation, and other key dimensions of diversity.
8. Research the issue of religious discrimination at Purdue further to clarify the
perceived form it may take.
9. Include key diversity policy, philosophy, and resource information from primary
sources in secondary sources that are more likely to be accessed.
10. Review publications (brochures, etc.) designed for general audiences at Purdue and
take steps to elevate visibility and ready access to diversity resources.
11. Enhance visibility of the offices directly supporting diversity at Purdue.
12. Develop and implement steps to make diversity part of the “Purdue way.”
13. Initiate education efforts to enlighten faculty on the need to consider diversity issues
in all curricula and encourage them to apply what they learn.
14. Conduct further research to validate students’ concerns about instructors not being
able to communicate clearly in spoken English and, if possible, learn how to reduce
the students’ concerns.
15. Explore differences in staff perceptions among the departments further to try and
identify causes for the differences and ways to share best practices (if identifiable)
that may enhance perceptions in the lower-scoring departments.
16. Restructure the Purdue web site so that all historical versions of policy and other
critical documents are clearly separated, identified, and hyperlinked to the current
versions (if it is desirable to maintain the historical versions on the web at all).
17. Thoroughly test and update web access to Purdue’s diversity sites and resources
(such as the Diversity Office and the Women’s Resource Office) to be sure the
average user of the web site can readily access them.
18. Pre-test future administrations of diversity surveys, especially if done by computer,
with naïve subjects from the respective populations. If possible, use “probe”-type
surveys with relatively few items assessing a limited number of issues.
19. On future surveys, consider including “European American” as a further description
of white, or perhaps “Caucasian” and adding the following demographics: religion,
sexual orientation, education level (especially for staff), and (for faculty) whether
tenured or not.

Closing Thoughts
The sheer volume of information in a report such as this can be daunting. Sometimes
the “critical” is lost in the “important.” While there is much to be gained from exploring
all the findings, certain issues should be addressed immediately and aggressively.
Certainly among the diversity issues, a key concern is the relative lack of diversity in
demographic representation of American minorities, especially African Americans and
Hispanics, in the faculty, staff, and student populations. There are also many large,
meaningful disparities in views among the demographic groups, especially those for
race and gender. Of course, in addressing these issues, it is important that Purdue’s
leadership be united, which may mean enhancing diversity education for leaders,
especially those who may be viewed by significant numbers in Purdue’s community as
representing institutional views, then deploying these leaders to communicate diversity
as a strategic priority to their respective communities. (It is important that leaders
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understand the issues, how others interpret their behaviors, and how to best
communicate in a credible, “walk-the-walk” manner before they attempt to communicate
with subordinates. The audience must observe consistency in what leaders say and
what they do if the message is to be credible.)
From a worklife perspective compensation and advancement issues stand out. These
include pay equity, total compensation, and opportunities for advancement. The work
environment could also benefit from using techniques such as
a. Job enrichment,
b. Management education training,
c. Identifying paths and programs for advancement, and
d. Using Total Quality techniques (e.g., empowerment, driving out fear).
The results of the assessment reveal opportunities for Purdue University to become a
more diverse (and we believe more effective) educational institution. With an
increasingly interconnected and diverse world, learning how to leverage diversity and
work well across cultural and other differences can be critical to a graduate’s, or an
institution’s, ultimate success. We encourage the leadership of Purdue to aggressively
pursue efforts to increase diversity, especially by increases in U.S. minority group
representation in the coming years.
We also believe the results indicate Purdue should consider ways to restructure and
improve its compensation system and management approaches for staff employees.
Though current staff are willing to stay at Purdue for a number of reasons, there is no
guarantee that their replacements, in an increasingly mobile society, will be so
accommodating, especially if they perceive the University does not appreciate or reward
them commensurate with their contributions or that they have little room for financial or
professional progress.
Finally, we would be remiss if we did not extend our appreciation to all the
administration, staff, faculty, and students who participated in this assessment. It would
not have been possible without their guidance, cooperation, and support. We hope this
report will reward their efforts by serving as a baseline for future efforts to measure
progress in diversity and organizational effectiveness at Purdue.
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Overall Assessment Results
Background and Procedures
At the request of the Purdue University senior leadership, M.R. (Mickey) Dansby, Ph.D.
(www.mickeydansby.com), an external consultant highly experienced in diversity
measurement, was contracted to help guide Purdue in an assessment of diversity and
certain work life and campus life issues. The assessment was designed to help Purdue
determine the status of diversity and the other issues as (a) an aid in mapping
strategies to fulfill its diversity vision, goals, and objectives and (b) as a baseline against
which to evaluate progress.
Coordinating Committees from the faculty and staff worked with Dr. Dansby through two
primary points of contact: Dorothy M. Simpson-Taylor, Director of Purdue’s Diversity
Resource Office, and John H. Beelke, Director, Human Resource Services. Also
assisting as a point of contact in the latter stages of the project was Karen Hall,
Women’s Resource Office Director. The Coordinating Committees enjoyed broad
involvement of faculty and staff and were responsible for managing the project and
making decisions after incorporating advice from the consultant.
Dr. Dansby was responsible for all data analysis. He was assisted by Drs. Judith
Johnson of Regent University (VA) and Robert McIntyre of Old Dominion University
(VA), both experienced social science researchers. Dr. Dansby has conducted
numerous diversity assessments for government, university, and Fortune 500
organizations and has surveyed over a million individuals on diversity and related
issues. His focus is on strategic diversity assessment, with focus on planned
improvement based on reliable, valid data gathering and analysis. Each assessment is
treated as a unique event because each organization has unique strategic goals and
desired outcomes, which should be assessed from a diversity perspective as well as
other business and organizational perspectives. To accomplish such an assessment at
Purdue, the following plan was formulated.
Assessment Plan
Working with the Purdue University points of contact and Coordinating Committees, the
consultant and Purdue team developed and implemented a comprehensive plan for the
assessment. Following recommended social science practices, data were gathered
from multiple sources, including:
 An assessment survey, which was conducted in the fall of 2002, with three
versions (for faculty, staff, and students). The survey versions contained from 62 to
69 closed-ended Likert-style (e.g., strongly agree to strongly disagree) items, 11 to
14 “audit”-style items (designed to measure participation rates and other areas of
interest), and eight demographic questions. Copies of the instruments may be seen
at Appendix A.
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 Written comments to the open-ended item on the survey.
 Seventeen senior leadership interviews conducted in March of 2003.
Appendix B shows the questions used for the interviews.
 Seven focus groups conducted in late April 2003 at the Purdue University main
campus (facilitators for these groups came from the Indiana University-Purdue
University Indianapolis campus). Appendix C shows the focus group questions.
 A review of existing data conducted throughout the project.
The various data-gathering approaches were chosen to give a fuller spectrum of types
of information and offer opportunity for multiple-source validation. This method,
sometimes called triangulation of findings, increases confidence in the validity and
reliability of the overall results.
Analysis Procedures
The survey rating scale results were analyzed with the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences™ (SPSS™) using standard statistical tests and analysis procedures. The
overall indexes and factor scales were calculated and examined using demographic
comparisons and other techniques. Indexes and factor scale scores were calculated as
the means (i.e., arithmetic averages) of the items composing each. Exploratory
statistics such as cross tabulation with Chi-Square tests, frequency histograms, and box
plots were calculated to better understand the scores. Other statistical analyses
included Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) and univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA), based on the General Linear Model (GLM), and calculation of
confidence intervals. For all statistical significance tests, a 95% confidence level was
employed. Such analyses are relatively objective.
Comments from the open-ended survey question and recorded notes from the focus
groups were analyzed using content analysis. This is a procedure in which verbal
content is coded using a quasi-objective scheme (developed in an initial expert review
of the material), then further analyzed using relative frequency statistics. The codes for
each theme are assigned numbers to facilitate statistical comparisons. This form of
analysis is somewhat subjective in that the development and assignment of comments
to categories is up to the coder. Two experienced coders with earned doctorates in the
social sciences conducted the analysis, which was reviewed and further refined by Dr.
Dansby.
Analysis of the leadership interviews was similar to that for the comments and focus
groups, except that the small number of interviews and lack of demographic categories
resulted in a simple conceptual summary of themes reported in the interviews. The
same coders who conducted the focus group analysis were used.
The following presents a summary of results from all sources and identifies key strategic
opportunities and recommended actions. In keeping with the triangulation method, we
point out significant similarities and differences in findings across sources. For some
issues, data are not available from all sources. For example, the survey scales may be
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analyzed by age of respondent, but age data are not available for focus groups and
interviews. Likewise, some issues that were raised in open-ended sources (e.g., survey
comments, focus groups) may not have been included in the closed-ended survey
scales. Although there is comfort drawn from multiple-source validation, we have no
reason to believe the results from single sources are not valid. Indeed, the high degree
of agreement among data sources on the issues that are addressed by all methods
lends credulity to single-source results where relevant data were not collected from
other sources.
The Correlation of Results
Since the surveys were the most comprehensive data-gathering approach, in many
ways their results are the standard by which the other data sources are judged. The
38% return rate (2704 people) for the staff version, though not as high as we had
hoped, is considered acceptable. However, the low return rates for the faculty (17%;
394 people) and students (10%; 3268 people) pose considerable concern that the
results may not be representative of those populations. We will present results from all
three versions, but the reader is cautioned not to over interpret the faculty and student
results, especially if they are not validated through other sources. Average responses
on the 5-point scale for the individual scale items are presented in Appendixes D-F, as
are detailed demographics for each version.
Understanding the Scores
The core survey scores include five overall Indexes and seven diversity factor scales,
each of which is an average of multiple items. Four factors that apply only to the staff
version covered additional organizational issues. All factor scales were confirmed by
factor analysis. Before calculation of scale scores, negatively worded item responses
are reflexed (i.e., 1=5, 2=4, etc.), so for all scores, a higher number indicates a better
condition. The maximum index, factor scale, and item ranges are 1-5 (1 is very
negative, 3 is neutral, 5 is very positive). For simplicity, item scores reported on the
actual survey form itself are NOT reflexed (such item scores are shown for each of the
respective survey groups in Appendixes D-F). In the body of this report, all scores
are calculated such that a higher score is better unless indicated otherwise.
The indexes and factors are shown below:

Indexes
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Overall Organization Index: average of all scale items on EACH survey version
Overall Diversity Index: average of all “diversity” items within EACH survey version
General Diversity Index: average of all “diversity” items common to ALL survey versions
Academic Diversity Index: average of items in the FACULTY and STUDENT versions relating
to diversity in the academic setting
Total Organizational Development (OD) Index: average of all “organizational effectiveness”
and “organizational development” items common to EACH survey version
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Factors
Factors common to all survey versions…
Y Purdue's Commitment to Diversity: general perceptions of whether Purdue is seriously
committed to improving diversity.
Y Openness & Respect: how much the environment supports open communication, mutual
respect, and the value of individuals.
Y Interpersonal Tolerance: how comfortable respondents are in interacting with people who are
different from them along several dimensions (such as race, gender, and sexual orientation).
Y Personal Support for Diversity: how much respondents believe diversity is worthy of support
through education, personal involvement, and skills building.
Y Overall Diversity Climate: perceptions of the general diversity climate on a scale from “very
poor” to “very good.”
Y General Acceptance of Differences: whether or not the general Purdue environment is
accepting of diversity.
Y Work/Life Balance: how well work and life concerns are dealt with and balanced in the Purdue
environment.
Factors unique to the staff version…
Y Supervision and Leadership: general perceptions of the quality, openness, interpersonal
relations skill, and effectiveness of leaders and supervisors.
Y Compensation, Advancement, and Rewards: views of equity in compensation, recognition
and rewards, and the potential for advancement.
Y Equity in Advancement: whether people are hired and advanced fairly at Purdue.
Y Job Satisfaction: general satisfaction with one’s job.

Appendix G shows the overall index and factor scores for the three survey versions, and
Appendix H gives a breakout of these scores by key demographic dimensions.
Appendix I presents detailed results on the “audit”-style items.
In addition to the scale ratings, respondents were given an opportunity to offer
comments about the "issues covered in this survey." A total of 141 faculty respondents
(36%), 1001 staff respondents (37%), and 781 student respondents (24%), for a grand
total of 1923, wrote such comments. These were analyzed by theme using content
analysis, resulting in a categorization of 290, 2181, and 1703 discrete ideas (for a total
of 4174 ideas) for the faculty, staff, and student versions, respectively. The comments
were subsumed under overall themes—18 for the faculty, 22 for the staff, and 19 for the
students—to facilitate understanding and interpretation. Overall, most of the comments
(82% from the faculty, 88% from the staff, and 81% from the students) were critical or
negative in nature. It is normal for most of the comments to be negative, as generally
people are more likely to take the time to comment if they have a complaint or see
something that could be improved. The rate of negative comments was slightly higher
than we typically see (about 75%).
There were 15 key themes identified in the content analysis of the 17 leadership
interviews. For the seven faculty and staff focus groups, there were 74 participants,
with attendance ranging from 8 to 15. Full demographics were not available, but the
groups had at least 24 minority group members and 39 women. In the focus group
content analysis, 21 general categories were identified. Within these areas, we
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distinguished 74 sub-categories and 81 themes. In aggregate, these themes were
raised across all groups a total of 170 times.
In general, there was high agreement among sources on the key issues. Table 1
presents the key findings for each source and indicates our perceived degree of
corroboration from other sources. Of course, our perceived corroboration is to some
degree subjective; but it is based on our total immersion in all data sources and
experience working with other such data. A “Yes” in the section on consistency with
other sources indicates there is general agreement; a “No” or “Mostly No” indicates the
two sources generally point to opposite conclusions. A “Mostly Yes” indicates majority
agreement with some inconsistencies. “Partial” means there is some support for the
finding, but the support is either limited or applies only to parts of the finding. Finally,
“N/A” means the issue was not clearly addressed in the source or that it is impossible to
determine whether there is support or non-support.
When survey comments are compared to other sources, please recall that, as is typical
in surveys of this type, respondents are much more likely to make a negative comment
(i.e., about something that is a concern to them) than a positive comment (i.e., praise or
a comment on something that pleases them). Also, frequently our review of existing
data involved looking at institutional philosophy, policy, or strategic desires. We
assumed these to be indications of what leadership intends the human landscape to be
like. Consequently, there will be times when the “organizational ideal” is not seen as
matching perceptions from the faculty, staff, or students, so there may be a higher
percentage of “No’s” for the leadership interview or existing data column when the
respondents reported gaps between the “stated ideal” and the “perceived real.”
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Summary of Results and Validation by Source
Table 1 - Summary of Results and Validation by Source

Source & Finding

Validation from Other Sources
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Scales?
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Existing
Data?

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Survey Scales
•
On the Diversity Disparity Map© (a proprietary general measure of the
overall diversity climate), staff results were the most favorable, with small
disparities on the gender and race dimensions and a relatively high overall
score. The faculty results were least favorable, with a moderate race disparity,
a large gender disparity, and a relatively low overall score. Students were in
between, with a relatively high overall score countered by a large race disparity.
•
Over half the faculty women and a similar proportion of minority faculty
rated the overall diversity climate “poor” or “very poor.” In contrast, fewer than
25% of women from the staff or student groups rated the overall climate so low,
and only a fourth of staff minorities and a third from the student minorities rated
the overall climate below “about average.”
•
The overall score across all three populations (faculty, staff, and students)
for the General Diversity Index, an average of all diversity items common to all
three survey versions, was 3.55 on a scale from 1 to 5, a score on the
moderately favorable side of the scale. However there were statistically reliable
and meaningful disparities in score among the various demographic groups
compared, indicating less favorable views by some groups (most often by
minorities or women).
•
The following were statistically reliable and meaningful disparities on the
General Diversity Index:
o Faculty

Faculty who had been at Purdue less than 2 years and those who
had been there 21 or more years rated diversity issues more favorably
than those who had been at Purdue 11-15 years.
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N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes


The oldest faculty members were less positive about diversity
issues than those who were 61-66 and those who were 22-30.

Single faculty’s views were less favorable than those who were
married with children.
o Staff

There were no significant and meaningful disparities for any of
the staff demographic comparisons on the General Diversity Index.
o Students

Students who had been at Purdue less than 2 years were much
more positive on this index than the small number (8 respondents) who
had been at Purdue 16-20 years.
•
For the more specific factor scales, we found the following:
o Purdue’s Commitment to Diversity--general perceptions of whether
Purdue is seriously committed to improving diversity.

Faculty





• Minority faculty rated Purdue’s commitment much lower than did
majority faculty.

Yes

• White faculty’s rating was higher than Asian, black, or all other
categories of faculty’s ratings.

Yes

•
Women faculty were much less positive about Purdue’s
commitment than were men faculty.
• Faculty who had been at Purdue 21 years or more or less than 2
years were more positive than the groups with intermediate tenure.
• Similarly, those with ages in the middle had less favorable views
than faculty at the age extremes.
• Married faculty with children were more positive about Purdue’s
commitment than were single faculty.
Staff
• Staff who had been at Purdue only a short time were more
optimistic about Purdue’s Commitment to Diversity than were those
who had been at Purdue for intermediate periods.
Students

Yes
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• Black students’ ratings of this factor were much lower than those
of white, Asian, Hispanic/Latino, or multiracial students.
• Students who had been at Purdue less than 2 years rated the
scale higher than those who had been there long term.
o Openness & Respect--how much the environment supports open
communication, mutual respect, and the value of individuals.

Faculty
• Faculty women perceived a much less open and respectful
environment than did faculty men.
• Faculty who had been at Purdue a short time and those who had
been there a very long time were much more positive about
Openness & Respect than were those who had been at Purdue for
intermediate periods.
• Similarly, faculty in the middle age categories were less positive
about this factor than were the younger or older faculty.
• Single parent faculty, partners with children, and single faculty
rated this factor lower than did the married or married with children
faculty groups.

Staff
• Staff who had been at Purdue a shorter time rated Openness &
Respect higher than did those who had been at Purdue for longer
times.
• Staff aged 51-60 rated Openness & Respect lower than those 2230.

Students
• Black and multiracial students rated Openness & Respect less
favorably than did all other racial ethnic groups.
• Students who had been at Purdue 16-29 years rated this factor
lower than those from other tenure categories.
o Interpersonal Tolerance--how comfortable respondents are in interacting
with people who are different from them along several dimensions (such as
race, gender, and sexual orientation).

Faculty
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• There were no statistically reliable and meaningful disparities on
this dimension among the faculty demographic groupings.

Staff
• All staff racial-ethnic groups were very positive on this scale.
However, Native Americans and “Others” were less positive than
were the other racial-ethnic groups. Hispanics were the most
positive.
• Staff women were more positive on this scale than were staff
men, though scores for both groups were quite high.
• Again, though all groups had high scores on this factor, staff who
were naturalized U.S. citizens had a lower average score than did
any of the other groups.
• Staff who were partners with children living with them rated this
factor lower than did single parent staff.

Students
• Women students scored higher than men students on
Interpersonal Tolerance.
• Younger students indicated less Interpersonal Tolerance than did
older students.
o Personal Support for Diversity--an indicator of how much respondents
believe diversity is worthy of support through education, personal
involvement, and skills building.

Faculty



• Faculty women reported more Personal Support for Diversity than
did faculty men.
• Faculty who had been at Purdue 21 years or more rated this
factor lower than did the other tenure groups.
• Similarly, faculty who were 66 and older indicated less support
than did the other age groups.
Staff
• Minority staff indicated more Personal Support for Diversity than
did majority staff.
•

Black staff and Hispanic/Latino staff had the highest scores, and

Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 24

Source & Finding



Validation from Other Sources
Survey
Scales?

Survey
Comments?

Leadership
Interviews?

Focus
Groups?

Existing
Data?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

N/A

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Native Americans and multiracial had the lowest, with the other
groups intermediate in scores.
• Staff women rated this factor higher than did staff men.
• Married and single staff indicated less Personal Support for
Diversity than did partners living together.
Students

• Minority students rated Personal Support for Diversity higher than
did majority students.
• As was the case for the staff, black and Hispanic/Latino students
were much more likely to support diversity than the other racial-ethnic
groups.
• As with the faculty and staff, student women were more
supportive of diversity than were student men.
• Native U.S. students were less supportive than naturalized
citizens or internationals/ immigrants.
• Married students with children, single students, and student
partners who had children rated this factor lower than did the other
family status groupings.
o Overall Diversity Climate--perceptions of the general diversity climate on
a scale from “very poor” to “very good.”

Faculty
• Faculty women’s rating of the Overall Diversity Climate was much
lower than faculty men’s rating.
• Ratings by faculty with intermediate lengths of time at Purdue
were lower than those with less than 2 years or those with 21 years or
over.
• Faculty in the middle age groups rated the overall climate lower
than did those who were younger or older.

Staff
• Blacks and Hispanics in the staff respondent group rated the
Overall Diversity Climate less favorably than did the other racialethnic groups.
• Staff who had been at Purdue 21 years or more and those who
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had been there 5-10 years rated this factor lower than those with less
than 2 years at Purdue.
• Staff in the 61-65 age group saw the diversity climate in general
as being more favorable than did those in the 41-50 age group.
• Staff who were partners with children rated the climate
unfavorably and lower than any other family status group.

Students
• Majority students rated the Overall Diversity Climate more
favorably than did minority students.
• Black or Hispanic/ Latino students had less favorable view of this
factor than did any other racial-ethnic groups.
• International students rated the climate more positively than did
all other citizenship categories.
• Students with less than 2 years at Purdue were more positive on
this scale than any other group in the time at Purdue comparisons.
Students who had been at Purdue a long time had lower scores than
other groups.
• Students who were 21 or under were more positive about the
climate than were students in the 31-40 age group.
o General Acceptance of Differences--whether or not the general Purdue
environment is accepting of diversity.

Faculty
• Majority faculty found the climate much more accepting of
differences than did the minority faculty.
• Asian and black faculty had ratings that were much lower than
white faculty’s.
• Women faculty saw the environment as much less accepting than
did men faculty.
• Faculty who had been at Purdue a short time or a long time
thought the environment was more accepting of differences than did
faculty who had been at Purdue 11-15 years.
• Similarly, younger faculty and older faculty had more positive
views than did faculty who were 31-50.
• Single faculty believed the environment is less accepting of
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differences than did other family status groups. Those married with
children or partners with children rated this factor the highest.
Staff
• Among the staff, naturalized citizens and U.S. permanent
residents, non-citizen status, saw the environment as less accepting
than did native U.S. citizens.
• Staff who had partners living with them with children rated the
acceptance of differences lower than did married staff with children.
Students

• Majority students found the environment more accepting of
differences than did minority students.
• Black, Asian, and Hispanic/Latino students provided ratings that
were lower than the other racial-ethnic groups, particularly the whites.
• U.S. permanent resident students and international students
found the environment less accepting of differences than did native
U.S. citizen students.
• Students who had been at Purdue a long time rated this factor
lower than did students in the other tenure at Purdue categories.
o Work/Life Balance--how well work and life concerns are dealt with and
balanced in the Purdue environment.

Faculty



Survey
Comments?

• Women faculty indicated they faced more serious challenges to
Work/Life Balance than did men faculty.
• Faculty who had been at Purdue 11-15 years and those who
were in the 16-20 year group rated this scale lower than those who
had been there 21 years or more and those who had been there less
than 2 years.
• Those in the middle age groups were much less positive than the
other age groups concerning work-life balance.
Staff
• Naturalized U.S. citizens in the staff respondent group rated this
factor lower than the international staff or native U.S. citizens.
• Staff who had been at Purdue 21 years or longer rated work-life
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issues lower than those who had been there less than 2 years or 2-4
years.
• Staff in the 51-60 age group rated this factor lower than did those
in the 22-30 age group.

Students
• There were no significant and meaningful differences among the
student demographic groups on the Work/Life Balance factor.
•
Individual item ratings indicate most respondents to all three versions
perceive a general pattern of openness for interaction with people with various
differences (i.e., gender, ethnicity, culture, religion, sexual orientation). Also,
respondents on all survey versions indicate they are open to learning about
diversity and that they believe diversity brings creativity to a group. Other items
with high ratings indicate a general level of comfort with diversity and a sense of
fairness and respect in the University environment.
•
Items with low ratings in all three survey versions indicate many people
perceive University leaders are not effective in modeling positive diversity
behaviors; that people do not generally support forcing others to attend diversity
seminars; and that Purdue may not recognize and reward those who consider
the diverse needs of their coworkers and customers. Faculty and student
ratings indicate some concerns with work/life balance; many staff and students
agree that the social/political atmosphere at Purdue may impede diversity
progress and that there is not enough clear communication from top University
leaders about the part diversity plays in the future direction of the University.
Staff and students also expressed concern about “reverse discrimination”
playing a role in decisions at Purdue. Many faculty and staff agreed that
different opinions and points of view may not be valued in decision-making.
Other low-rated items by the faculty indicated a view that Purdue may not be
doing a good job with diversity issues and programs. Staff indicated that equal
opportunity for each person to achieve his or her potential is not endemic. And
many students did not believe Purdue’s diversity efforts have improved the
quality of Purdue.
•
On the measure of whether Purdue’s social/political atmosphere is
conservative and how the atmosphere affects diversity efforts, most staff (55%)
and students (65%) fell into the neutral category. For faculty, about a third were
neutral. Other than the neutral grouping, the most popular choice was “very
conservative and a problem.” Indeed, this was the most popular category
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overall for faculty with 4 in 10 having this view. The staff had about half this
percentage in the category, and a little over 15% of the students held this view.
The next most popular view for all three groups was that the atmosphere is very
conservative and that this is not a problem for diversity. Finally, about 8 to 12 %
from each group indicated that the atmosphere is not very conservative and is
either not a problem (6.3 to 7.7% of each group) or is a problem (fewer than 4%
of each group).
•
Students and staff were least likely to see the need for special recruiting
efforts for particular groups, and faculty were most likely to see the need. While
almost half the students (and 4 out of 10 staff respondents) favored special
recruiting efforts for none of the listed categories, more than half the faculty
respondents believed that more African Americans, Latino/Hispanics, and
Native Americans should be recruited for the staff, faculty, and student
populations. Among staff and student respondents, there was no category
identified for special recruiting by more than half the respondents. The group
identified most for special recruiting among the staff was African Americans at
around 33% in each recruiting population (i.e., staff, faculty, and students), but
other identified racial-ethnic groups were not far behind (all around 30%), with
the exception of Asians (at about 18%). Among those students who indicated
special recruiting is needed, all groups except Asians were identified at about
the same rate (also about 30%); Asians were selected in each recruiting
population by only about 20% of the students.
•
On the issue of what helps one be successful at Purdue, faculty views
and student views, with some exceptions, are similar and slightly different from
those of the staff. A little over a quarter of all three respondent groups believed
that none of the characteristics we listed would help a person be more
successful at Purdue. All three groups were more likely (at least 20% selection)
to indicate being the following would help (though in no case did even half the
respondents indicate an advantage for the characteristic): male, white,
American, and higher socio-economic status. At least 20% of faculty and
students also selected Christian and heterosexual. Faculty also had relatively
high endorsement (about 30%) for “married,” and about a quarter of the
students and a fifth of the staff thought being under 30 helped. Students also
endorsed being single at a similar rate (26.9%). On the other hand, staff
respondents were much more likely to endorse being African American as an
aid to success (almost at the same rate as being white).
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•
A large majority of respondents had not experienced what they believed
to be harassment or discrimination during the last two years based on any of the
dimensions we listed. For those who indicated they had experienced
harassment or discrimination, the most common basis for all three groups was
gender (ranging from 8% for staff to 16% for students). However, over 10% of
the student respondents checked race/ethnicity and religion as well. Color (at
7%) was also endorsed fairly frequently by student respondents.
•
Student respondents were more likely to witness harassment or negative
remarks based on a number of listed dimensions, especially as regards race or
sexual orientation. Indeed, over half the student respondents had encountered
such episodes regarding these two categories during the previous two years.
Over 40% of the student respondents had also witnessed harassment or
negative comments about religion, and about a third heard had similar
experiences regarding gender, color, and national origin or ancestry. Faculty
and staff reports were similar to each other and had much lower rates than
students reported. There were some differences between faculty and staff
experiences, however. Faculty were more likely to check gender (25% as
compared to 15%), and staff were more likely to check sexual orientation
(percentages were the mirror image of the gender comparisons).
•
When asked whether they feared discrimination against themselves
personally, the largest concern for all three response groups was gender
discrimination. Most faculty and staff, and almost half the students, indicated
they were not concerned about being discriminated against on the basis of any
of the listed characteristics. Almost a fifth of the students expressed concerns
they might experience racial or religious discrimination. These were also the
second tier of concerns for the faculty and staff, though at half the rate or less
than indicated by students.
•
As for documents read or accessed, among all documents listed, the
Staff/Faculty Handbook was the only one read or accessed by a large majority
of the relevant populations (85% of the faculty and 89% of the staff). Over half
of the students had accessed the Alcohol and Drug Policy and the Code of
Student Conduct; about a quarter checked the Nondiscrimination Policy
Statement and Antiharassment Policy blocks; and a fifth indicated they had
accessed the University policy website and the Affirmative Action Plan. Faculty
and staff generally indicated they had accessed more of the relevant documents
compared to student access rates. Least accessed among these respondents
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were the EA/EO Policy (Executive Memorandum D1) and the University policy
website, with a response rate of a third or fewer. Faculty and staff indicated
they had read or accessed the other documents at rates between 28 and 49%.
•
Of a number of services and programs listed, better than 7 out of 10
students had used none. By far, the Wellness Program was the most popular
among student respondents (with a 16% use rate). Next in order were the
Organization and Career Development Office (9%), Women’s Resource Office
(7%), and Diversity Resource Office (6%). Four out of ten faculty respondents
and a quarter of the staff respondents had used none of the listed services. As
with the students, the Wellness Program was the most popular resource with the
faculty (32%) and staff (54%). Other resources or programs with relatively high
faculty use rates were the Affirmative Action Office (16%), Employee Assistance
Program (15%), Diversity Resource Office (15%), and Women’s Resource
Office (13%). For the staff, the following received relatively high use: Employee
Assistance Program and Worklife Program (each 28%), Administrative &
Professional Staff Advisory Committee and Clerical & Service Staff Advisory
Committee (each 17%), and the Organization and Career Development Office
(16%).
•
Respondents were asked to indicate what it takes to be successful at
Purdue. There were four items common to all three survey populations’ top 10
lists: do it the Purdue way, it's who you know, take initiative to make things
better, and work long hours. In addition, other items common to faculty and staff
lists were be part of the “good old boy network,” maintain constructive
relationships, and lead by example. Items common only to faculty and student
top 10 were be conservative and earn recognition. The only item common only
to staff and students was “treat others the way you want to be treated.” The
picture we form is of a conservative organization, where following the rules,
working hard, and taking initiative can lead to success, but where it also helps if
you know the right people and have the right connections.
•
About half the faculty and staff respondents and a little over half of the
student respondents had attended no diversity workshops or forums in the
previous 5 years. For those who had attended workshops, two thirds had
attended only one or two.
•
We found that most of the respondents from all survey populations were
not members of organizations that increase their awareness of diversity, either
on campus (fewer than a quarter from any group held such memberships) or off
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(fewer than a third from any group).
•
Write-in options allowed respondents to indicate demographic categories
that better described their student status or race/ethnicity and what additional
demographic choices should be included for future surveys. Most write-in
responses to the race/ethnicity demographic were considered spurious, too
specific, or already subsumed in one of the listed. Some consideration might be
given to including “European American” as a further description of white, or
perhaps “Caucasian.” Some of the most frequently listed additional
demographic category write-ins, and perhaps some worthy of consideration in
the next survey, included religion, sexual orientation, education level (especially
for staff), and (for faculty) whether tenured or not.
•
Response to a faculty-only question indicated diversity-related issues
were most likely to affect responding faculty through their accommodation of
students with disabilities (67%), efforts to recruit minority faculty or students
(41%), professional reading (39%), or session attendance at professional
meetings (39%). Fewer than 10% expressed the view that diversity-related
issues had no impact on them during the previous five years.
•
From staff-only questions, we learned that while a quarter of the staff did
not experience high stress due to any of the items we listed, a similar number
indicated controlling procedures, management’s lack of understanding, and the
advancement/promotion process were high stressors. About a fifth of the
respondents indicated the following were high stressors: managing household
responsibilities, keeping up with information/computer technology, being part of
a dual-career couple (where both partners are working), and high management
expectations.
•
By far, job security (58%) was the most important reason staff
respondents gave for staying at Purdue. Other important reasons (36 to 45%
endorsement) were fair benefits, flexibility, and meaningful work. Other reasons
gaining from 15 to 28% endorsement included: I like the area, my family is here,
pride in the organization, learning environment, challenge, fair pay, fun on the
job, and work-life balance.
•
Staff respondents rated their benefits as follows: medical benefits,
retirement benefits, and vacation were the three most important. Least
important were other, unlisted benefits. Dental coverage was by far the most
popular write-in choice (with about 8% endorsement).
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•
The staff survey version included additional organizational effectiveness/
organizational development (OE/OD) measures. The following are some
highlights from those measures.
o The overall Total OD Index score of 3.35 is on the favorable side, but falls
in the lower middle range of scores in other organizations we have assessed.
o Statistically significant and meaningful disparities on basic demographic
comparisons for the Total OD Index revealed:

Service Staff’s average score on the Total OD Index was less
favorable than the average scores for Clerical and Administrative/
Professional Staff.

Although the staff women’s average score was statistically higher
than staff men’s, the difference is not large enough to be meaningful.

Those staff who had been at Purdue less than 2 years had a
more positive index score than those who had been there for any longer
period of time.

Favorability of score directly declined with length of time at
Purdue.

On the age variable, there were statistically reliable differences in
the Total OD Index score, but none of the differences was considered
meaningful.

Similarly, on the family status variable, there were no meaningful
differences, though those with children at home (whether married or not)
generally had the most favorable scores.

Finally, among the different departments and divisions, based on
the index scores, we grouped the organizational units into a top tier (3.50
and above), mid tier (3.40 to 3.49), and lower tier (below 3.40). (a) The
top tier included Nuclear Engineering, Civil Engineering, School of
Consumer and Family Sciences, Executive Offices, School of Agriculture,
Intercollegiate Athletics, and Agricultural and Biological Engineering. (b)
Departments/ divisions in the middle tier were Offices of the Provost,
School of Management, Research/ Graduate School, School of
Technology, School of Science, School of Liberal Arts, Student Services,
Aeronautics & Astronautics, Schools of Pharmacy, Nursing & Health
Sciences, School of Veterinary Medicine, Business Services, and
Electrical & Computer Engineering. (c) Finally, those in the bottom tier
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were School of Education, Biomedical Engineering, Libraries, Information
Technology, Chemical Engineering, Housing & Food Services,
Mechanical Engineering, Physical Facilities, and Interdisciplinary
Engineering. (Within each tier, the units are listed in descending rank
order.)
o In addition to the factors identified previously that are common to all
versions of the survey, we conducted a separate factor analysis of the staff
version and identified several additional OE/OD factors. Significant and
meaningful results on these factors were much the same as for the Total OD
Index, though there were some differences:

Staff Status: Service Staff had less favorable ratings than
Administrative/ Professional Staff on all factors; they also rated
Supervision & Leadership and Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
lower than did Clerical Staff; both Clerical and Service Staff rated Equity
in Advancement lower than did Administrative/ Professional Staff.
Ratings of Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards were negative (i.e.,
below 3) for all groups.

Gender: Although three of the four factor scale differences
between women and men staff were statistically reliable, none of the
differences was considered meaningful, with the possible exception of
Supervision and Leadership, where the average woman’s score was .17
lower than the average man’s. Both women and men rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards negatively.

Length of Time at Purdue: The pattern for all three factors where
there were statistically significant differences (all but Job Satisfaction)
was similar to what we saw with the Total OD Index—those who had
been at Purdue less than 2 years were more positive about OE/OD
issues than were those who had been at Purdue five years or more, and
favorability of ratings declined directly with number of years at Purdue.
Only those who had been at Purdue less than 2 years rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards on the positive side of the
scale at 3.19 (slightly positive).

Age Group: There were statistically reliable differences on all but
Supervision and Leadership. For Job Satisfaction, all scores were
relatively high (near 4) but the average rating for those 34 people 66
years and over in age was extremely high. Those between 22 and 40
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were likely to rate Equity in Advancement more favorably than other age
groups did. Those 41 to 60 and 66 and over rated Compensation,
Advancement, & Rewards lower than did those 22-30. No age group
rated this factor scale positively.

Family Status: Those staff who were married with children were
marginally more positive about Supervision & Leadership compared to
those who were single. Those partners with children living with them
were more positive concerning Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
than were all other family status groups except those married with
children. Married staff with children had a marginally higher average Job
Satisfaction score compared to single staff.

Department/Division: Only 8 of the 28 units (29%) with at least
eight respondents rated Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards on the
positive side of the scale. In only three other instances was a factor scale
rated below the midpoint. They were for Mechanical Engineering and
Interdisciplinary Engineering on the Supervision & Leadership factor and
Interdisciplinary Engineering on the Equity in Advancement scale. Over
half the units (54%) scored above 4 on the Job Satisfaction scale.

Looking at individual item ratings, on the positive side, the top
items indicate an environment where people like their jobs, are generally
satisfied, and have positive relations, respect, and good supervision. On
the negative side, the bottom ten items indicate pay is a major concern,
the environment is highly structured and there is a lack of management
openness and flexibility, micro-management occurs, employees’
contributions may not be valued, and people see limited opportunities for
advancement and development.
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Survey Comments
•
We coded the responses to the open-ended comment item on all three
versions of the survey and found the following:
•
Faculty had a high rate of comments about the survey itself, either
concerns about technical issues and bias (20% of those who made comments)

Partial
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or that something was left out that should have been covered (11%). About
10% of faculty comments indicated diversity is not relevant in their curriculum
area (i.e., they should not be expected to integrate diversity into their teaching
materials). About 8% thought Purdue was doing pretty well in the diversity area,
or at least trying hard, and an equal proportion voiced objections to Purdue
policies, processes, or practices (not confined to diversity issues). About 7% of
those making comments indicated Purdue leaders, faculty, or staff were doing
well in diversity matters. Over 6% indicated diversity programs and
communications at Purdue need improvement, and a like percentage thought
there was too much focus on demographics and not enough on quality. Almost
6% commented about prejudice or discrimination based on gender. About 5%
wrote generally negative comments about the issues covered in the survey, that
Purdue does not “walk the talk” on diversity, or expressed general opinions and
thoughts about diversity.
•
For staff, clearly the big issue for comment was pay inequity or
inadequacy (20% of those making comments addressed this). About 9%
indicated their leaders or managers were either not qualified or were not
performing well. Just under 9% commented about inequity or inadequacy of
benefits. About 6% expressed concerns that employees are not valued,
respected, or appreciated for their contributions, and similar proportions thought
that Purdue should avoid quotas, that there is too much emphasis on diversity,
or that we need to include other issues or breakouts in the survey. Five and a
half percent expressed a desire to see more openness in the work environment
and inclusion of employees or solicitation of employee feedback. Over 5%
noted that favoritism, cronyism, or nepotism impacts the workplace. About 5%
thought that Purdue’s loyal, hardworking employees were not being recognized
adequately, and around 4.5% made comments about general survey issues.
•
The most frequent student comments (15% of those commenting)
indicated there is too much emphasis on diversity at Purdue or that diversity
issues were not important or of major concern. Over 13% of the students who
commented were concerned about quotas and focusing on recruiting certain
groups. Ten percent stated the survey was too long or redundant. About 9%
brought up technical concerns or views that the survey was biased, and a
similar proportion stated general opinions or views on diversity. Over 8%
indicated there are problems with professors or teaching assistants not being
able to speak clearly enough in English to be understood. About 6% indicated
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support for diversity and a similar percentage were concerned about “reverse
discrimination” in general. About 5% wrote comments that indicated: something
was left out of the survey (i.e., other important issues); Purdue is not very
inclusive (i.e., groups tend to cluster with like individuals and exclude others);
there is discrimination against whites; or that Purdue is already a diverse
campus. From 4.2 to 4.5% indicated the following: there is prejudice or bias
against people from unprotected categories (e.g., married students, non-Indiana
residents); there is a lack of diversity among American (as opposed to
international) students at Purdue; Purdue focuses too much on demographics
and not enough on quality; or Purdue is doing well, or at least trying hard, in
diversity.

Leadership Interviews
Interpretation of Diversity
•
Purdue respondents interpret “diversity” as valuing individual differences
including race and gender, alternative life styles, disabilities, and variety of
opinions and insights. By such valuing, the organization is a healthier one.
Purdue’s Unique Challenge
•
Historically and geographically, Purdue is challenged with regard to the
issues of diversity. The geographic-political location of Purdue University is
conservative, rural, and primarily white, all of which have contributed to Purdue’s
historical and current lack of diversity.
Effectiveness of the Diversity Programs and Initiatives
•
The Diversity Initiative is successful in some major respects. Examples of
success are affirmative action, the Black Cultural Center, and cultural events
that appeal to all (e.g., Maya Angelou).
•
The Diversity Initiative has had mixed results in some major respects.
References were made to partial success in minority recruitment, and the fact
that not all believe in the initiative.
•
The Diversity Initiative is not very successful in some major respects.
There seems to be a belief that there still is not enough commitment on the part
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of Purdue to fully implement a successful diversity plan. Here, weaknesses
discussed include inadequate funding, vague strategies as opposed to specific
goals, and the existence of factions within the minority communities.
•
The diversity situation has improved in the past few years, particularly as
a result of Purdue’s President’s initiatives and Student Bill of Rights. However,
there is still room for improvement.
Recent Tensions
•
There may have been some tensions and suspicions between U.S.
citizens and Muslims after 9/11; but University response and efforts to control
negative reactions toward Middle Easterners seem effective.
•
Although there is no open hostility, there is some evidence that minorities
are not comfortable in the cultural environment and leave the University
because of this discomfort.
Changes Resulting from Initiatives
•
Notable among the changes at Purdue is the institution of same-sexpartner benefits. Some see this as a major and symbolic change in the diversity
climate at Purdue.
Current and Future Diversity Needs
•
There is a genuine need for, and value placed on, recruitment of minority
students and faculty at Purdue. It is difficult to do so, given Purdue’s location, its
historical reputation, and the fact that other institutions recruit high-caliber
minorities.
•
Although there has been progress in hiring women and there are more
women in leadership positions, some “old guard” white male faculty members
have not given them the respect and recognition they deserve. Also women
faculty are underrepresented in some areas.
•
Retention of minorities is an issue; however, entities such as the Black
Cultural Center and culturally based student groups seem to help.
•
It may be feasible to recruit more diverse faculty and students, but it is
more difficult at the staff level since they are mostly from the local area.
•
Although there is increased representation of women in leadership
positions, Purdue leaders indicate that most upper administration are men.
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The Future of Diversity at Purdue
•
In the future, diversity will be more integrated in the University, and more
diverse faculty will replace majority faculty who will retire.

Focus Groups
•
The current President and Provost are committed to hiring diverse faculty
and staff, but middle management is not. Current administration appears to be
trying but there is a long way to go. Efforts lack follow through.
•
There is a bias in favor of white males and agreement with their views is
rewarded. Minorities, older people, and women must work harder for this "favor"
than white males.
•
Promotions are harder to get for women than men, and salaries are lower
for women. Women are not treated fairly and are treated as if there is a caste
system and they are in the lower caste.
•
It is not clear what Purdue's diversity program is. We know the name of
the director of the diversity program, but not much more. In some departments,
there are diversity "programs." Yet, it seems as though the diversity
sessions/training are for white workers; minorities are not required to attend.
•
Pay is a major concern here. Although students' tuition and
extracurricular activities fees are increasing, pay is not. Merit raises do not meet
the cost of living. Library clerical and service staff are paid very poorly. So are
Housing and Food Services staff.
•
Compensation is reasonable but should be higher. Management
flexibility helps offset the lower pay. Benefits are good, but recognition is
lacking. Should be a dental plan.
•
Service staff are sort of stuck at the 3rd level. There is no upward
mobility. There is no reward for seniority. Clerical people are the peons and are
underpaid.
•
Evaluations are not consistently carried out or standardized;
administrators get evaluated--staff do not; in some cases, (negative) evaluations

Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 39

Source & Finding

Validation from Other Sources
Survey
Scales?

Survey
Comments?

Leadership
Interviews?

Focus
Groups?

Existing
Data?

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Partial

N/A

Partial

Partial

N/A

N/A

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Partial

Partial

No

No

N/A

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

N/A

N/A

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Partial

N/A

Partial

Mostly
Yes

N/A

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

N/A

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

are based on amount of sick time used.
•
There is a sense of a hierarchical, controlling environment. Although
there is a "semblance" of seeking input, there is retribution for speaking one's
mind. One cannot move autonomously without checking with those in charge.
In addition, those in charge seem to change their minds about the way things
should be done.
•
The care that Purdue has for helping employees balance their life and
work responsibilities varies from one department to the next.
•
Minority faculty (even those who are tenured) feel intimidated and
isolated, and are aware they may be viewed by peers in a stereotypical fashion
(as an affirmative action hire or as a way to attract minorities to the field). There
have also been incidents of racial slurs from students to minority faculty.
•
White males between the ages of 50 and 70 have all the power and
credibility and get all the perks; they often feel they've met their quota if they
have one professor of color in their department. White males are the dominant
force--there are so many of them.
•
Don’t really see a problem.
•
Diversity appreciation is not considered important for lower-level staff
members; the white bosses are the ones who get to go to training.
•
Among researchers, there is no consistency in salary. There is a wide
range. Pay is better at other universities.
•
There is no consistency across campus in pay and benefits, and pay
raises are not based on performance. Organizational environment could be
improved by bringing the pay scale up to standard.
•
Official policies for staff are good; however, there is a lack of consistency
between individual supervisors in interpretation and application. Can't give
supervisors feedback for fear of retribution.
•
Supervisors often make decisions without input from those doing the
work. However, there are some departments that have regular meetings to get
input.
•
There is a lack of knowledge about the mission and presumed benefits of
the diversity program. Programs are very dispersed and not systematic.
However, things have started to change and the University is perceived as trying
to enhance diversity.
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•
Departments vary in the degree to which they help their members
balance work and family life. Some do not respect family and personal needs;
others do. Some state that sick leave implies no raise.
•
Geographic location has pluses and minuses; it’s safe, with “Midwest
hospitality,” but limited in diversity, culture, and activities. Some retailers in the
community discriminate against African-Americans, but it seems Asians and
Hispanics fit better. Lafayette lacks experience and exposure to minorities.
•
There seems to be a concern with regard to international students not
speaking English, or not speaking English clearly. When one speaks with an
accent, one is treated "differently."
•
Diversity should be more than simply avoiding discrimination. There is a
difference between actually valuing diverse people, as opposed to tolerating
them.
•
It is not clear what diversity is. There is a problem with the term. It
should mean, "Treat all people the same; don't expect special treatment if you
are minority or woman."
•
Any minority is coddled at Purdue, and they get away with things white
employees couldn't. Some minority faculty play the race card; secretaries tiptoe
around them because of this. Why do we need a Black Cultural Center? When
you talk about diversity it's about quotas.
•
The student body is not overtly racist for the most part, but most haven't
bothered to think about the matter and aren't interested in broadening their
perspectives.
•
Supervisors vary in their capabilities to lead; some go to the PSP
meetings demanding that subordinates MUST change their behavior;
supervisors are not well prepared or trained. Seems to be an "us vs. them"
mentality.
•
The way diversity issues are handled varies between departments. Some
handle them well while others have actually covered up major issues such as
sexual harassment. There is some institutionalized discrimination at the
department level.

Validation from Other Sources
Survey
Scales?

Survey
Comments?

Leadership
Interviews?

Partial

Partial

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

N/A

Yes

Partial

Partial

N/A

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Yes

N/A

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
No

Mostly
No

Partial

Partial

No

Mostly
No

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Partial

Partial

Mostly
Yes for
Staff

Mostly
Yes for
Staff

N/A

N/A

Partial

Partial

Partial

Partial

Existing Data
Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 41

Focus
Groups?

Existing
Data?

Source & Finding
•
The current EEO/AAP statement of policy is contemporary and relevant,
providing structure, support, and sanctions for managing EEO/AAP at Purdue,
and extending the philosophy beyond legal requirements to diversity as an
institutional value.
•
On the current survey, only about a fifth of the faculty, a quarter of the
staff, and 1 in 20 of the students indicated they had read or accessed the
EEO/AAP policy memorandum (though more of them have accessed in
secondary sources).
•
Among the key policy documents (Affirmative Action Plan, Removing
Barriers, Nondiscrimination Policy Statement, Antiharassment Policy,
Staff/Faculty Handbook, Alcohol and Drug Policy, Code of Student Conduct, and
the University policy website), the survey indicated only the Staff/Faculty
Handbook and Code of Student Conduct were read or accessed by more than
half of their relevant respondent groups. Over half the student respondents also
indicated they had read or accessed the Alcohol and Drug Policy. Also, on the
Purdue website, there are multiple versions of policies and relevant documents.
You may end up with an outdated version if you fail to follow the correct path out
of many available or if you access a policy through one office’s link (say human
resources) versus another’s (say human relations).. So a key issue, regardless
of the content of these documents, is the extent to which their content has been
communicated.
•
Some key institutional contributors in supporting diversity at Purdue
include the Affirmative Action Office, various counseling services, the Women’s
Resource Office, and the Diversity Resource Office (and the Black Cultural
Center, discussed separately). The survey results indicated relatively low use of
the offices with more specific diversity missions (affirmative action, women’s
resource, diversity resource). For none of these had more than about one in six
faculty used the services, and staff and student usage rates were even lower,
never reaching one in ten for any office. These offices did not achieve much
prominence in some of the key University documents that are likely to reach the
general Purdue populations.
•
The Black Cultural Center has been frequently mentioned as a strong
resource for diversity at Purdue. The Center sponsors numerous artistic and
educational activities and events, with nationally and internationally known
lecturers and speakers, films, tours, and live performances. Purdue is justifiably
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proud of the Black Cultural Center and its accomplishments through the years.
•
In addition to those resources named above, many other offices,
organizations, Schools, and departments have programs that support diversity.
•
The “Barriers to Bridges” report concludes more attention should be
focused on the climate both within Purdue and in the surrounding community in
order to make recruitment and retention efforts more effective.
•
“Barriers to Bridges” recommendations included:
o Leadership at all levels of the University is essential to improving the
campus and community climate and creating an environment that values all
its members.
o The decentralized minority programs should be enhanced using a model
similar to the University’s Development Office. The roles of central office,
school, and unit programs must be clearly defined and centralized resources,
services, and assistance provided in order to achieve enhancement of
existing programs.
o Minority programs within the schools should be integrated into the
schools, have direct contact with the dean and school-wide administration,
and have the necessary resources and time to provide services and programs
for minority students in the schools.
o Continue efforts to increase the numbers of minority students, staff, and
faculty through recruitment and retention.
o More inclusion by faculty of relevant ethnic, minority, and global cultural
material in curricula with knowledge of global cultures can assist achievement
of the goal of having all students at Purdue learn about diversity. These
efforts should accompany attention to the classroom climate for all students.
o In student life beyond the classroom, support for intragroup activities that
provide necessary social activities for minority students on a predominately
white campus should be balanced with increased intergroup activities and
collaboration.
o Periodically survey student perceptions about diversity and campus
environment to see if and how these attitudes change.
o Periodically survey minority and majority faculty and staff attitudes about
the campus environment to gain valuable information for improving minority
faculty and staff retention.
o Evaluation of minority programs' contributions to the recruitment and
retention of minority students is essential. Every minority program should be
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evaluated routinely for its success in meeting its goals. Evaluation of
outcomes should include: 1) Do the programs produce the desired impact? 2)
Are they cost effective? 3) What model of success are program activities
based upon? 4) Do program directors have the resources, training, and time
to produce successful results?
o Programs aimed at recruitment and retention of minority faculty and staff
should be evaluated similarly.
•
The “Status of Women at Purdue University” study indicated Purdue has
made significant strides in women’s access to Purdue, but the report points out
access does not necessarily mean genuine inclusion.
•
The report concludes that while complete equality and inclusion for
women have not been fully achieved, the progress made to date reflects the
University’s commitment to change
•
The five general themes of the report included:
o 1. Collect more complete data to allow research, analysis, and monitoring
of women’s progress at Purdue.
o 2. Continue the work of the Task Force on Women’s Issues through a
Standing Advisory Committee.
o 3. Increase the numbers of women faculty and administrators.
o 4. Improve the campus climate for women.
o 5. Achieve gender equity for faculty and staff in compensation and career
opportunities.
•
The report, “Multicultural Pluralism and Development at Purdue
University’s School of Pharmacy and Pharmacal Sciences: Strengths, Areas for
Growth, and Specific Recommendations,” indicated several things:
o Attitudes of faculty, staff, and students toward cultural diversity are neutral
- neither uniformly supportive nor resistant.
o Graduate students (fifty percent nonwhite) scored higher on attitudes
toward a more personal contact with racial diversity.
o Faculty, staff, and graduate students were more appreciative of the
importance of cultural diversity than pharmacy students.
o Women were less resistant compared to men in their general attitudes
toward cultural diversity.
o Non-Caucasian pharmacy students were more positive in both their
general attitudes and personal attitudes toward racial diversity.
o All respondents had a neutral or weak agreement with the statements that

Validation from Other Sources
Survey
Scales?

Survey
Comments?

Leadership
Interviews?

Focus
Groups?

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Partial

Partial

Yes

Partial

Partial

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Partial

Mostly
Yes

Mostly
Yes

Partial

Partial

Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 44

Existing
Data?

Source & Finding
the School and University were environments supportive of diversity.
o Respondents had weak agreement with the statement that every possible
measure should be taken to create a positive environment.
o Caucasian students thought that the environments were more supportive
of cultural diversity compared to non-Caucasian students.
o None of the eleven activities which were suggested to increase sensitivity
to diversity received more than neutral to weak support. Those receiving the
most support were:
1. Incorporate a section on diversity in the orientation course
2. Provide a diversity workshop for faculty, staff and students
3. Establish a student diversity council.
Those receiving the least support were:
1. Require all students to complete a project on the importance of
diversity in the delivery of pharmaceutical care
2. Require all pharmacy students to take a course on multiculturalism
3. Require a statement by each applicant to pharmacy school on the
importance of cultural diversity.
o Many respondents did not believe that multiculturalism has a place within
our curriculum.
o The importance of an appreciation for cultural diversity in the provision of
pharmaceutical care was not recognized by many of the respondents.
•
Progress is being made in increasing numbers of underrepresented
minorities in the School of Pharmacy and Pharmacal Sciences. (However,
overall enrollment is also increasing at a similar rate.)
•
Based on Purdue results for the Cooperative Institutional Research
Program (CIRP) Freshman Survey, Purdue male freshmen are…
o Slightly more likely to believe it is important to have laws prohibiting
homosexual relationships
o Slightly more likely to believe discrimination no longer is a problem in
America
o Somewhat less likely to believe colleges should prohibit racist/sexist
speech on campus
o Somewhat less likely to endorse legalizing same-sex marriage
o Moderately more likely to believe affirmative action should be abolished in
colleges
o Slightly less likely to believe the activities of married women are best
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confined to the home and family
o And moderately less likely to endorse helping to promote racial
understanding as an essential or very important objective.
•
The freshmen women’s views were closer to the national women’s views
norms and different from their male counterparts’ deviations from the national
norms on all but the following:
o As were the Purdue men, Purdue women were less likely to endorse
same-sex marriages compared to the relevant national norm
o Again, as were the Purdue men, Purdue women were more likely to
believe in abolishing affirmative action for colleges compared to the national
norm
o Compared to the relevant national norms, Purdue women were even less
likely than Purdue men to agree that the activities of married women are best
confined to the home and family
o Purdue women were more similar to Purdue men’s views than to the
national women’s norm on whether helping to promote racial understanding is
an essential or very important objective
•
The overall level of endorsement indicates that about a quarter of
Purdue’s freshmen believe homosexual relationships should be prohibited by
law. A similar proportion believe that racial discrimination is no longer a major
problem in America. A little over half believe that colleges should prohibit
racist/sexist speech on campus, that same-sex marriages should be legal, and
that affirmative action should be abolished from college campuses. Finally, one
in five (one in four men and one in eight women) think that the activities of
married women are best confined to the home and family.
•
The changes in ratings from the freshmen class of 2001 to those of the
2002 freshmen imply views are becoming more like the national norms in most
areas.
•
Compared to other racial/ethnic groups, Caucasian freshmen are the
least likely to endorse prohibiting racist/sexist speech on campus. By a very
large margin, they are also uniformly less likely to think promoting racial
understanding is an essential or very important objective. Caucasians and
Asians are more likely in every comparison to believe racial discrimination is no
longer a very important problem in America.
•
Most minorities in the 2002 freshman class were substantially less likely
than their predecessors to believe racist/sexist speech should be prohibited on
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campus. Also, all racial/ethnic/gender groups except Asian American females
saw racial discrimination as less of a significant problem in America. Finally,
there was a general increase in the percentages who thought promoting racial
understanding is an essential or very important objective. However, the
proportions of Asian American women and Hispanic Americans of either gender
endorsing this statement declined substantially.
•
The Purdue representation percentages for minorities, especially among
the staff, are generally not reflective of the local, state, or national norms.
Though the “tenured and tenure track faculty” percentage is comparable to the
local and state norms for total minority representation, it is because of the large
representation of Asian American faculty. In all other racial-ethnic groups,
Purdue’s faculty are underrepresented. The staff are the most
underrepresented compared to local and state norms. The representations of
graduate and undergraduate students are more comparable to the local norms,
though still underrepresented compared to the state norms. All Purdue groups
are substantially underrepresented compared to the national norms. The
Lafayette area has much lower representation of minorities in the workforce,
especially African Americans (black), compared to the state of Indiana, and
Indiana is much lower than the U.S. overall.
•
The Affirmative Action Plan report indicates minorities are underutilized in
7 of 34 faculty job groups and women are underutilized in 16 of 34 faculty job
groups. For non-faculty executives and managers, the report indicates,
“Although progress was made last year, minorities continue to be
underrepresented in high level executive and managerial positions. Women,
however, met placement goals and are not underrepresented.” And, for the rest
of the staff, “Minorities are underrepresented in ten of the thirteen professional
job groups, six of the seven clerical and secretarial categories, five of the seven
technical and paraprofessional categories, four of the six skilled craft categories,
and seven of the eleven service and maintenance categories.”
•
Though the Affirmative Action Plan confirms the technical underutilization
of minorities in all Purdue populations, the raw demographic comparisons
perhaps more eloquently state the concern from a diversity perspective:
minimal visible diversity in all sectors at Purdue.
•
A comparison of the Purdue representation of minority tenured and tenure
track faculty to the national norms indicates lower representation rates by
Purdue for black and Hispanic/Latino faculty and higher representation at
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Purdue for Asian Americans. This comparison is tempered somewhat by the
lower national availability of minority engineering faculty.
•
The data for Purdue staff also indicate substantial underrepresentation
compared to the average four-year university across America. Of course, the
staff are not generally recruited nationally, so the relatively low representation of
minorities in the Lafayette area impacts the staff representation substantially.
However, recall that the staff representation is even lower than the minority
representation in the Lafayette MSA, and the Affirmative Action Plan confirms
substantial underutilization of minorities at Purdue.
•
A review of trends further reinforces that Asian Americans comprise the
bulk of minorities on the faculty. The growth trend for Asian Americans is
greater than for any other group. International faculty are increasing, but other
U.S. minorities’ percentages of the total faculty are growing rather slowly, if at
all. The absolute numbers of tenured and tenure track minority faculty are very
small.
•
The picture for non-tenure track minority faculty does not offer much
encouragement either. Notably, the representation of Asian Americans declined
over the period 1993-2002 from 11.5% of non-tenure track faculty to 4.8%
(perhaps some of the non-tenure track Asian Americans are part of the increase
in tenured and tenure track Asian Americans). As a percentage of non-tenure
track faculty, African Americans increased from 0.4% to 1.5% over the same
period, but the representation of non-tenure track Hispanic/Latino faculty
actually declined slightly.
•
There is a more encouraging trend for increase in representation of
tenured or tenure track women faculty over the 1993-2002 period. Women in
this category have been increasing at a rate of over half a percent per year (as a
proportion of all tenured and tenure track faculty).
•
During this same period, the percentage of non-tenure track faculty
women increased from 37% to 47%.
•
On the staff side, there has been little change in representation of
minority groups during the period 1994-2002. The net increase in minority staff
was only 69 people, or about 1% of the total population.
•
There has been virtually no change in the representation of women staff
over the period considered; they were 59%±1% of the total every year.
•
There has been relatively little change in the minority student
representation between 1993 and 2002. The percentage of African American
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students has declined slightly, and the percentage of Asian American students
has increased slightly. The only substantial increase in total minority
representation is among professional students.
•
The percentage representation of women in the overall student body,
which peaked in 1997 at 42.7%, has declined slightly over the past few years.
However, the percentage of women professional students has increased a little
over 3% during the period 1994-2002.
•
The number of international students has increased dramatically over the
period 1993-2002.
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A review of Table 1 reveals a generally high level of consistency among sources (where
multiple sources are available) for most issues. Using this information, we developed a
list of major findings, for which we also provide suggested organizational responses.
Table 2 summarizes the major findings and provides discussion/suggested actions.
Please bear in mind that our suggestions are just that; we don’t have all the answers,
especially in context of Purdue’s culture. We suggest Purdue appoint an action team
to develop an action plan for using the results of this assessment to improve
performance and strategic potential. The action team should evaluate and consider
our suggestions and use or discard them as deemed appropriate. They are best viewed
as a starting point for discussion and planning and, even if used, should be prioritized in
terms of potential impact, costs, and benefits. We also suggest that a key consideration
in the action team’s planning priorities for actions should be the amount of disparity in
views for various demographic groups. In general, the greater the difference among
views of different demographic groups the greater the concern for that issue. Of course,
the degree of disparity is not the only factor to consider in prioritizing actions. Other
factors might include the size of the group(s) being impacted, the costs for addressing
the issue, the strategic importance for Purdue, whether the lower-rating groups still had
highly favorable scores (i.e., in the 4.0 range), and the difficulty and length of time
required (i.e., some issues may be easily and quickly addressed—the “low-hanging
fruit”—while others may require longer time and resource commitments).
We also suggest that Purdue develop a communication plan to distribute the
results of this assessment to faculty, students, employees, other important
stakeholders, and the public in general. Certainly, it is not necessary (or desirable)
to provide the whole assessment, but a summary should be furnished. Furthermore,
our experience has been that it is best to provide a statement of what actions are
planned or have been taken, at least in general terms, along with the assessment
summary. It is usually not desirable to present assessment results without assuring the
general public that actions are being taken to address any concerns.
Major Findings and Suggested Actions
Table 2 – Major Findings and Suggested Actions

Major Finding
1. On the Diversity Disparity Map© (a proprietary
general measure of the overall diversity climate),
staff results were the most favorable, with small
disparities along the gender and race dimensions
and a relatively high overall score. The faculty
results were least favorable, with a moderate
race disparity, a large gender disparity, and a
relatively low overall score. Students were in
between, with a relatively high overall score
countered by a large race disparity. Over half the
faculty women and a similar proportion of
minority faculty rated the overall diversity climate

Discussion/Suggested Actions
•

While the staff results were the most
favorable, the relatively small race
disparity may have been influenced by
the low representation of minorities on
the staff. In some organizations, if
representation of minorities is above
the “token” level, minority views of the
diversity climate may actually be more
favorable than when minority
representation is large enough to
“threaten” the majority. We also found
larger disparities for black versus white
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“poor” or “very poor.” In contrast, fewer than 25%
of women from the staff or student groups rated
the overall climate so low, and only a fourth of
staff minorities and a third from the student
minorities rated the overall climate below “about
average.”

2. The overall score across all three populations
(faculty, staff, and students) for the General
Diversity Index, an average of all diversity items
common to all three survey versions, was 3.55 on
a scale from 1 to 5, a score on the moderately
favorable side of the scale. However there were
statistically reliable and meaningful disparities in
score among the various demographic groups
compared, indicating less favorable views by
some groups (most often by minorities or
women).

•

3. Across all three versions of the survey, we
•
compared results on the General Diversity Index
and seven statistically derived factor scales for
seven demographic dimensions (minority-majority
status, racial-ethnic group, gender, citizenship
status, length of time at Purdue, age group, and
family status). Disparities that were statistically
significant and at least .20 scale points were
considered meaningful differences. Of the 56
scale (8) by demographic (7) comparisons,
meaningful disparities occurred 28 times for
faculty, 20 times for staff, and 25 times for
students. Key distinctions among demographic
groups were as follows:
a. Faculty. The general patterns of ratings on
diversity-related climate issues were as
follows: minorities’ ratings were less favorable
than whites’; women’s ratings were lower
than men’s; faculty who had been at Purdue a
very short or a very long time had more
favorable views; middle-aged faculty were
less sanguine than younger or older faculty;
married faculty with children were more
positive. Women indicated more support for
diversity than men did, and older faculty or
those who had been at Purdue a long time

staff (discussed later). Meaningful
disparities by race of students and
both gender and race of faculty
should be addressed in any action
steps planned. Are the differences
perceptual only? Or are they based on
observed behaviors and conditions?
Data from the open-ended sources
suggest the latter. Most likely, these
general climate disparities stem from
the more specific differences
discussed below.
While this overall score is moderately
favorable, it is heavily weighted toward
the majority view (because of the
Purdue demographics). It is important
to understand diversity climate from
multiple demographic perspectives. If
the climate is truly favorable, then the
minority and female perspectives will
be in line with the majority and male
perspectives. Where major
demographic differences in
perspective occur, they should be
addressed in the action plan.
The disparities are covered in detail in
Tab 5, where the absolute magnitude
of the differences among demographic
groups may be compared. We
suggest that these differences be
reviewed and that deliberations on
setting priorities in the action plan
include consideration of the
magnitudes of disparities.
Generally, the larger the magnitude of
the disparity, the greater the concern.
In our experience, disparities that
reach .30 to .40 are moderately serious
differences, those in the .50 to .70
range are very serious, and those .80
and above are extremely serious
differences. For the survey population
groups, we note:
a. Faculty. The more serious
disparities among faculty groups
were the minority/majority contrast
on General Acceptance of
Differences (.45); the black/white
differences on Personal Support for
Diversity (.66) and Overall Diversity
Climate (.48), and the Asian/white
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indicated less support than their relevant
comparison groups. Compared to their male
counterparts, women faculty indicated they
faced more difficulty with Work/Life Balance
issues, as did faculty who had been at
Purdue between 11 and 20 years or in the
middle age groups (compared to their
relevant demographic cohorts).
b. Staff. Compared to faculty and students,
there were fewer statistically significant and
meaningful differences among staff
demographic groupings on diversity issues
(as would be expected from the Diversity
Disparity Map© scores). Where there were
differences on some of the scales, most often
staff who had been at Purdue a short time
had the most favorable views about diversity
issues. Staff women and Hispanics indicated
greater Interpersonal Tolerance, while
naturalized U.S. citizen staff and partners with
children reported lower scores on this scale
(yet still in the very positive range) compared
to their relevant demographic groups.
Women, minorities, and partners living
together indicated more support for diversity
at Purdue. On the Overall Diversity Climate
scale, by race, blacks and Hispanics had the
lowest scores, and by family status, partners
with children rated this scale unfavorably and
lower than any other family status group.
Naturalized citizens and U.S. permanent
residents and partners with children living
with them had lower scores than their
relevant comparison groups. Compared to
their demographic cohorts, naturalized
citizens, staff who had been at Purdue a long
time, and older staff indicated more difficulty
with Work/Life Balance issues.
c. Students. In general, students who had
been at Purdue less than two years were
more positive about diversity climate issues at
Purdue than students who had been there
longer. Other patterns included: Students
who had been at Purdue a very long time
found the environment less respectful and
accepting than did other students. Compared
to their relevant demographic cohorts, black
students rated Purdue’s Commitment to
Diversity lower; black and multiracial students
rated Openness & Respect lower; women
students scored higher on Interpersonal

disparity on General Acceptance of
Differences (.44); the differences
between women and men on
Purdue's Commitment to Diversity
(.36), Openness & Respect (.42),
Personal Support for Diversity
(.44), Overall Diversity Climate
(.46), General Acceptance of
Differences (.48), and Work/Life
Balance (.37); the generally lower
scores on Openness & Respect,
Overall Diversity Climate, and
Work/Life Balance for U.S.
permanent residents (non-citizens)
(disparities from the highest scores
in the .4 to .5 range); disparities for
the middle groups in length of time
at Purdue, especially the 11-15
year group, on Purdue's
Commitment to Diversity,
Openness & Respect, Overall
Diversity Climate, General
Acceptance of Differences, and
Work/Life Balance (disparities in
the .5 to .6 range); similar
disparities for the middle age
groups on the factors listed above,
and the much lower Personal
Support for Diversity score for
faculty over 65 (disparity of .83
from the 22-30 age group); and the
disparities for single parents on
Openness & Respect (.52 below
married faculty with children) and
Work/Life Balance (.39 below those
married with children), and the
generally lower scores for single
faculty.
b. Staff. The major disparities in the
staff results were for different racial
groups. In particular, the Hispanics
were .40 lower than the (small)
multiracial group on Purdue’s
Commitment to Diversity; the small
number of Native
American/Alaskan Native staff were
.69 lower than Hispanics on
Interpersonal Tolerance (however,
their score was still favorable at
almost 4); and blacks were .79
below the multiracial group on
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Tolerance, but younger students rated this
scale lower than older students; minority
students (particularly blacks and Hispanics)
and women indicated more support for
diversity, but native U.S. students, married
students with children, single students, and
student partners with children were less
supportive than their demographic cohorts;
majority students rated the Overall Diversity
Climate higher than minority students, and
blacks and Hispanics rated the diversity
climate the lowest, while international
students rated this scale higher than other
citizenship groups; majority students
indicated the Purdue climate was more
accepting of differences (blacks, Hispanics,
and Asians had lower ratings than other
groups), and native U.S. citizens indicated the
environment was less accepting of
differences compared to internationals and
U.S. permanent residents.

4. Individual item ratings indicate the majority of
respondents to all three versions perceive a
pattern of openness for interaction with people
with various differences (i.e., gender, ethnicity,
culture, religion, sexual orientation). Most

•

Overall Diversity Climate.
Naturalized U.S. citizen staff had
generally lower scores on all
measures. They were .60 below
the small group of internationals on
Interpersonal Tolerance (though
their score was still above 4) and
.67 below internationals on
Work/Life Balance. Staff who had
been at Purdue 11-15 years rated
Openness & Respect .43 lower
than those who had been at
Purdue less than 2 years. The
small group of staff who coded
themselves “partner living with you”
rated the Overall Diversity Climate
at least .47 lower than any other
family status group.
c. Students. Minority students’
ratings of Personal Support for
Diversity were .46 higher than the
ratings from majority students.
Black students’ ratings were
substantially lower than white
students’ on Purdue's Commitment
to Diversity (.47), Overall Diversity
Climate (.92), and General
Acceptance of Differences (.43),
but were higher on Personal
Support for Diversity (.98). Women
students were .49 higher than men
on this scale. Naturalized U.S.
citizen students had a .45 higher
average score on Personal Support
for Diversity compared to U.S.
native students, and they were .44
lower than internationals on Overall
Diversity Climate. The very small
group of students who had been at
Purdue 21 years or more had major
negative disparities for most
diversity scales, ranging from .42 to
1.15. Married students with
children scored .57 lower than
single parent students on Personal
Support for Diversity.
The general response patterns indicate
many opportunities to further Purdue’s
strategic goals related to diversity. The
tacit support for greater diversity
education, openness for interaction,
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respondents on all survey versions indicate they
are open to learning about diversity and that they
believe diversity brings creativity to a group.
Other items with high ratings indicate a general
level of comfort with diversity and a sense of
fairness and respect in the University
environment. On the other hand, items with low
ratings in all three survey versions indicate many
people perceive University leaders are not
effective in modeling positive diversity behaviors;
that people do not generally support forcing
others to attend diversity seminars; and that
Purdue may not recognize and reward those who
consider the diverse needs of their coworkers
and customers. Faculty and student ratings
indicate some concerns with work/life balance;
staff and students agree that the social/political
atmosphere at Purdue may impede diversity
progress and that there is not enough clear
communication from top University leaders about
the part diversity plays in the future direction of
the University. Staff and students also expressed
concern about “reverse discrimination” playing a
role in decisions at Purdue. Faculty and staff
agreed that different opinions and points of view
may not be valued in decision-making. Other
low-rated items by the faculty indicated a view
that Purdue has not done a good job with
diversity issues and programs. Staff indicated
that equal opportunity for each person to achieve
his or her potential is not endemic. And many
students did not believe Purdue’s diversity efforts
have improved the quality of Purdue.

5. On the measure of whether Purdue’s
social/political atmosphere is conservative and
how the atmosphere affects diversity efforts,
most staff (55%) and students (65%) fell into the
neutral category. For faculty, about a third were
neutral. Other than the neutral grouping, the
most popular choice was “very conservative and
a problem.” This was the most popular category
overall for faculty with 4 in 10 having this view.
The staff had about half this percentage in the

•

and general comfort with diversity (at
least on a surface level) indicate an
atmosphere receptive to enhanced
diversity initiatives. We suggest
Purdue pursue this openness by
providing more high quality, well
planned, well advertised, well
coordinated, and relevant
opportunities for learning about
diversity. However, these
opportunities should not be forced
lest reactance increase and the
impact become negative. We
further suggest that university
leaders learn more about how to
“walk the walk” and increase their
efforts to model behaviors that are
supportive of diversity. It has been
our experience that often when leaders
are not seen as supportive of diversity
it is because they use exclusionary
language, fail to address the strategic
importance of diversity in public
forums, surround themselves with
people who are very similar to
themselves, or seem uncomfortable
when dealing with persons of a
different race, culture, or gender. We
also believe it is important for
Purdue to establish incentives for
faculty and staff who consider the
diverse needs of others. Formal
recognition and rewards for such
behaviors could help increase
sensitivity and support for diversity.
Finally, in these efforts to enhance
diversity, care must be taken to
communicate and demonstrate
equity toward all to avoid the
appearance of “reverse
discrimination.”
In all likelihood, Purdue’s staff and
students will primarily be drawn from
people with more politically and
socially conservative views than its
faculty. This does not have to be a
problem for diversity. We suggest
Purdue’s leaders communicate the
value of diversity in more strategic
terms (as well as in the context of
fairness and equity). This is
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category, and a little over 15% of the students
held this view. The next most popular view for all
three groups was that the atmosphere is very
conservative and that this is not a problem for
diversity. Finally, about 8 to 12% from each
group indicated that the atmosphere is not very
conservative and is either not a problem (6.3 to
7.7% of each group) or is a problem (fewer than
4% of each group).

6. Students and staff were least likely to see the
need for special recruiting efforts for particular
groups, and faculty were most likely to see the
need. While almost half the students (and 4 out
of 10 staff respondents) favored special recruiting
efforts for none of the listed categories, more
than half the faculty respondents believed that
more African Americans, Latino/Hispanics, and
Native Americans should be recruited for the
staff, faculty, and student populations.

•

7. On the issue of what helps one be successful at
Purdue, faculty views and student views, with
some exceptions, are similar and slightly different
from those of the staff. A little over a quarter of
all three respondent groups believed that none of
the characteristics we listed would help a person
be more successful at Purdue. All three groups
were more likely (at least 20% selection) to
indicate being the following would help (though in
no case did even half the respondents indicate
an advantage for the characteristic): male, white,
American, and higher socio-economic status. At
least 20% of faculty and students also selected
Christian and heterosexual. Faculty also had
relatively high endorsement (about 30%) for
“married,” and about a quarter of the students
and a fifth of the staff thought being under 30

•

sometimes called presenting the
“business case” for diversity, and it has
helped generally conservative
institutions become more diverse. For
example, racial diversity in the U.S.
military (a fairly conservative
institution) has increased dramatically
in the last 25 years largely based on
the recognition of strategic needs.
Concomitant with the increased
representation of minorities in the
military have been greater
achievement by minorities and
enhanced race relations. The
“business case” often gives people a
palatable and understandable reason
to “do the right thing.”
Despite the lack of overwhelming
support for targeted recruiting, it is not
likely Purdue will increase the
representation of U.S. minorities on
campus without it. While (strategic)
reasons for targeted recruitment must
be carefully presented (see above),
Purdue cannot take a laissez faire view
of minority recruitment. We suggest
Purdue take immediate steps to set
reasonable, attainable, strategic
targets for U.S. minority recruitment
and retention (for faculty, students,
and staff) and establish an action
plan to be sure the strategic need is
communicated and the targets are
reached.
As Purdue pursues greater diversity,
more communication about diversity in
strategic terms, and enhanced diversity
education, we would expect there to be
decreased perceptions that there are
“advantaged” groups. However, care
should be taken to avoid perceptions of
“reverse discrimination” as Purdue
increases its emphasis on diversity.
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helped. Students also endorsed being single at a
similar rate (26.9%). On the other hand, staff
respondents were much more likely to endorse
being African American as an aid to success
(almost at the same rate as being white).
8. A large majority of respondents had not
experienced what they believed to be
harassment or discrimination during the last two
years based on any of the dimensions we listed.
For those who indicated they had experienced
harassment or discrimination, the most common
basis for all three groups was gender (ranging
from 8% for staff to 16% for students). However,
student respondents checked race/ethnicity,
religion, or color at rates between 7 - 10%).

•

9. Student respondents were more likely to witness
harassment or negative remarks based on a
number of listed dimensions, especially as
regards race or sexual orientation. Over half the
student respondents had encountered such
episodes regarding these two categories during
the previous two years. Over 40% of the student
respondents had also witnessed harassment or
negative comments about religion, and about a
third heard had similar experiences regarding
gender, color, and national origin or ancestry.
Faculty were more likely to check gender (25%),
and staff were more likely to check sexual
orientation (25%).

•

10. When asked whether they feared discrimination

•

against themselves personally, the largest
concern for all three response groups was
gender discrimination. Most faculty and staff,
and almost half the students, indicated they were
not concerned about being discriminated against
on the basis of any of the listed characteristics.
Almost a fifth of the students expressed concerns
they might experience racial or religious
discrimination. These were also the second tier
of concerns for the faculty and staff, though at
half the rate or less than indicated by students.

The reports of experienced
harassment or discrimination support
findings from the open-ended sources
that overt discrimination and
harassment are relatively rare.
However, there does appear to be an
undercurrent of gender and racial
“static” that detracts from the diversity
climate. We suggest Purdue
enhance communication/education
efforts to its community on the
inappropriateness (and illegality) of
such behaviors and how people
who experience such harassment or
discrimination can safely report it or
deal with it.
It appears the
communication/education efforts
described above are most needed in
the student population. There seems
to be a greater sense among students
that negative comments and
harassment based on the listed
dimensions are not serious issues. In
our experience, these behaviors can
do severe damage to the diversity
climate and impede strategic progress
by making Purdue an uncomfortable
place for those who are “different” from
the norm on any of these dimensions.
Perhaps what is needed is
enhanced education on the need for
respect for others.
These findings are consistent with
those discussed above, and our
suggestions remain the same. It is not
clear from any of our data what form
the potential religious discrimination
takes, however. Is it discrimination
based on differences in religion,
discrimination against religious people
in general, or directed at a particular
faith? We suggest Purdue research
the issue of religious discrimination
further to clarify the form it may
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11. As for documents read or accessed, among all
documents listed, the Staff/Faculty Handbook
was the only one read or accessed by a large
majority of the relevant populations (85% of the
faculty and 89% of the staff). Over half of the
students had accessed the Alcohol and Drug
Policy and the Code of Student Conduct; about a
quarter checked the Nondiscrimination Policy
Statement and Antiharassment Policy blocks;
and a fifth indicated they had accessed the
University policy website and the Affirmative
Action Plan. Faculty and staff generally indicated
they had accessed more of the relevant
documents compared to student access rates.
Least accessed among these respondents were
the EA/EO Policy (Executive Memorandum D1)
and the University policy website, with a
response rate of a third or fewer. Faculty and
staff indicated they had read or accessed the
other documents at rates between 28 and 49%.
12. Of a number of services and programs listed,
better than 7 out of 10 students had used none.
By far, the Wellness Program was the most
popular among student respondents (with a 16%
use rate). Next in order were the Organization
and Career Development Office (9%), Women’s
Resource Office (7%), and Diversity Resource
Office (6%). Four out of ten faculty respondents
and a quarter of the staff respondents had used
none of the listed services. As with the students,
the Wellness Program was the most popular
resource with the faculty (32%) and staff (54%).
Other resources or programs with relatively high
faculty use rates were the Affirmative Action
Office (16%), Employee Assistance Program
(15%), Diversity Resource Office (15%), and
Women’s Resource Office (13%). For the staff,
the following received relatively high use:
Employee Assistance Program and Worklife
Program (each 28%), Administrative &
Professional Staff Advisory Committee and
Clerical & Service Staff Advisory Committee
(each 17%), and the Organization and Career
Development Office (16%).
13. On the issue of what it takes to be successful at
Purdue. There were four items common to all
three survey populations’ top 10 lists: do it the
Purdue way, it's who you know, take initiative to
make things better, and work long hours. In

•

take.
While access to many important
primary source documents is less than
overwhelming, there may be no need
for most people to access these
documents. Rather, we suggest that
key information from primary
sources be included in secondary
sources that are more likely to be
accessed. For example, the
Staff/Faculty Handbook has broad
readership, so key diversity information
should be included in the handbook.

•

The Women’s Resource Office and
Diversity Resource Office enjoyed
higher rankings in access rates by
students and faculty compared to staff.
The staff also had relatively lower use
rates for the Affirmative Action Office
compared to the faculty. Perhaps staff
are not as aware of the services
offered and the value these offices can
bring to their jobs or lives. Under
current staffing levels, it may not be
feasible to try and increase use rates
for these three diversity-related offices.
However, as we shall discuss later,
enhanced visibility of the offices
directly supporting diversity should
be a part of Purdue’s action plan if
increased diversity is to be pursued.

•

The picture we form is of a
conservative organization, where
following the rules, working hard, and
taking initiative can lead to success,
but where it also helps if you know the
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addition, other items common to faculty and staff
lists were be part of the “good old boy network,”
maintain constructive relationships, and lead by
example. Items common only to faculty and
student top 10 were be conservative and earn
recognition. The only item common only to staff
and students was “treat others the way you want
to be treated.”
14. About half the faculty and staff respondents and
a little over half of the student respondents had
attended no diversity workshops or forums in the
previous 5 years. For those who had attended
workshops, two thirds had attended only one or
two. Most of the respondents from all survey
populations were not members of organizations
that increase their awareness of diversity, either
on campus (fewer than a quarter from any group
held such memberships) or off (fewer than a third
from any group).
15. Re write-in options to indicate demographic
categories that better described their
demographic status, popular choices included
“European American” as a further description of
white, or perhaps “Caucasian.” Some of the
most frequently listed additional demographic
category write-ins included religion, sexual
orientation, education level (especially for staff),
and (for faculty) whether tenured or not.

•

16. Response to a faculty-only question indicated
diversity-related issues were most likely to affect
faculty through their accommodation of students
with disabilities (67%), efforts to recruit minority
faculty or students (41%), professional reading
(39%), or session attendance at professional
meetings (39%). Fewer than 10% expressed the
view that diversity-related issues had no impact
on them during the previous five years.

•

•

right people and have the right
connections. Perhaps Purdue can
help enhance diversity by taking
steps to make diversity part of the
“Purdue way.” Clearly, Purdue is not
immune to such dramatic
transformations as the rapid rise in
prominence as a leader in international
student enrollments indicates.
As discussed earlier, there appears to
be a need for more thoughtful and
strategic efforts toward educating the
Purdue community on diversity issues.

Some consideration might be given
to including “European American,”
or perhaps “Caucasian,” as a
further description of white.
Consider adding the following
demographics in the next survey:
religion, sexual orientation,
education level (especially for staff),
and (for faculty) whether tenured or
not.
Though many faculty indicated
diversity had impacted them in the
process of educating students, several
data sources indicated many faculty
failed to see the relevance of diversity
as part of their curricula (particularly in
the sciences and engineering
disciplines). While it may be true that
physical and chemical laws are
relatively neutral to diversity issues, the
way these principles are presented and
understood are not, nor are the
interactions between faculty and
students and student peers which are
integral to learning about and applying
these laws. Finally, it is clear that
culture plays a major role in what will
be taught, how it will be taught, and
how the information will be applied
(even in scientific and engineering
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17. For staff, controlling procedures, management’s
lack of understanding, and the advancement/
promotion process were the highest stressors of
those listed on the survey (about 23-25%
endorsement). A quarter indicated none of the
above. About a fifth indicated the following were
high stressors: managing household
responsibilities, keeping up with
information/computer technology, being part of a
dual-career couple (where both partners are
working), and high management expectations.
By far, job security (58%) was the most important
reason staff respondents gave for staying at
Purdue. Other important reasons (36 to 45%
endorsement) were fair benefits, flexibility, and
meaningful work. Other reasons gaining from 15
to 28% endorsement included: I like the area, my
family is here, pride in the organization, learning
environment, challenge, fair pay, fun on the job,
and work-life balance. Staff respondents ranked
their benefits as follows: medical benefits,
retirement benefits, and vacation were the three
most important. Least important were other,
unlisted benefits. Dental coverage was by far the
most popular write-in choice (with about 8%
endorsement).

•

18. The staff survey version included additional
measures. The following are some highlights
from the additional organizational effectiveness/
organizational development (OE/OD) measures
on the staff version.
a. The overall Total OD Index score of 3.35 is
on the favorable side, but falls in the lower
middle range of scores in other organizations
we have assessed.
b. Statistically significant and meaningful
disparities on basic demographic
comparisons for the Total OD Index revealed:
Service Staff’s average score (3.09) on the
Total OD Index was less favorable than the

•

fields). Consequently, we suggest
that greater efforts be made to
enlighten faculty on the need to
consider diversity issues in all
curricula and encourage them to
apply what they learn.
The picture we draw from these results
is consistent with other data collected.
It appears many staff experience a
highly structured and rigid work
environment that offers little chance for
autonomy and personal/job growth and
development. Coupled with the normal
stresses of managing life in a dualcareer, information-age world, stress
can mount. Many employees appear
to cope with this environment by
focusing on security as the primary
reason to stay at Purdue, which
probably further mitigates autonomy
and innovation. We suggest Purdue
explore ways to enhance the work
environment through managerial
training on quality concepts such as
empowerment and driving out fear,
job enrichment, developing
advancement paths for employees
who wish to grow, and training
programs to help employees
develop/enhance skills that will help
them become more independent
and promotable. We also suggest
Purdue consider adding dental
benefits to the benefits package,
perhaps using a cafeteria-style
approach that will allow employees
to tailor their benefits as desired.
As discussed above, the organizational
climate for staff, especially service
staff, appears in need of development.
We have no longitudinal measures to
be able to know for sure that
employees come to Purdue with
relatively positive views and gradually
become more negative due to the lack
of opportunity for autonomy,
innovation, growth, and development.
Our cross-sectional data suggest this
is a reasonable explanation for the
decline in scores with length of time at
Purdue. Perhaps, as employees
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average scores for Clerical (3.36) and
Administrative/ Professional Staff (3.48);
those staff who had been at Purdue less than
2 years (3.58) had a more positive index
score than those who had been there for any
longer period of time; favorability of score
directly declined with length of time at
Purdue; finally, among the different
departments and divisions, based on the
index scores, we grouped the organizational
units into a top tier (3.50 and above), mid tier
(3.40 to 3.49), and lower tier (below 3.40). (a)
The top tier included Nuclear Engineering,
Civil Engineering, School of Consumer and
Family Sciences, Executive Offices, School of
Agriculture, Intercollegiate Athletics, and
Agricultural and Biological Engineering. (b)
Departments/ divisions in the middle tier were
Offices of the Provost, School of
Management, Research/Graduate School,
School of Technology, School of Science,
School of Liberal Arts, Student Services,
Aeronautics & Astronautics, Schools of
Pharmacy, Nursing & Health Sciences,
School of Veterinary Medicine, Business
Services, and Electrical & Computer
Engineering. (c) Finally, those in the bottom
tier were School of Education, Biomedical
Engineering, Libraries, Information
Technology, Chemical Engineering, Housing
& Food Services, Mechanical Engineering,
Physical Facilities, and Interdisciplinary
Engineering. (Within each tier, the units are
listed in descending rank order.)

become more and more indoctrinated
to the “Purdue way” they become less
optimistic that they can control their job
environment or future development.
These views may also be heavily
influenced by the general perception,
especially among non-professional
employees, that compensation at
Purdue is sub-standard and that
increases in compensation are not
commensurate with contributions and
length of service at Purdue. As
mentioned earlier, we believe it is
important to review the
compensation equity, paths for
advancement, and potential for job
enrichment among Purdue’s staff,
especially at the service and clerical
levels. Since service staff have
generally lower scores, one might
guess that the differences in
department scores are highly
correlated with the representation of
service staff respondents from those
departments. This is not necessarily
the case. The statistical correlation
between tier and service staff
representation is relative weak (less
than.20). While some departments
with low representation of service staff
are, as might be expected, in the top
tier (e.g., Executive Offices,
Agricultural and Biological Engineering,
Civil Engineering), others with higher
representation are also in the top tier
(e.g., Intercollegiate Athletics, School
of Consumer and Family Sciences,
School of Agriculture). Conversely, as
might be expected, some departments
with the highest representation of
service staff are in the lowest tier (e.g.,
Physical Facilities, Housing & Food
Services), but others with low
representation are also in the lowest
tier (e.g., School of Education,
Biomedical Engineering, Chemical
Engineering). Open-ended sources
have suggested that some
departments are better funded than
others; this hypothesis is partially
supported by the moderately strong

Copyright 2004 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 60

19. We conducted a separate factor analysis of the
staff version and identified several additional
OE/OD factors. Significant and meaningful
results on these factors were much the same as
for the Total OD Index, though there were some
differences:
a. Staff Status. Service Staff had less favorable
ratings than Administrative/ Professional Staff
on all factors; they also rated Supervision &
Leadership and Compensation,
Advancement, & Rewards lower than did
Clerical Staff; both Clerical and Service Staff
rated Equity in Advancement lower than did
Administrative/ Professional Staff. Ratings of
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
were negative (i.e., below 3) for all groups.
b. Gender. Both women and men rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
negatively.
c. Length of Time at Purdue. Those who had
been at Purdue less than 2 years were more
positive about OE/OD issues than were those
who had been at Purdue five years or more,
and favorability of ratings declined directly
with number of years at Purdue. Only those
who had been at Purdue less than 2 years
rated Compensation, Advancement, &
Rewards on the positive side of the scale at
3.19 (slightly positive).
d. Age Group. There were statistically reliable
differences on all but Supervision and
Leadership. For Job Satisfaction, all scores
were relatively high (near 4) but the average
rating for those 34 people 66 years and over
in age was extremely high (4.41). Those
between 22 and 40 were likely to rate Equity
in Advancement more favorably than other
age groups did. Those over 40 rated

•

correlation (.66) between tier and
ratings on the Compensation,
Advancement, & Rewards scale.
Perhaps this is a major contributing
factor in the rankings. In any case, we
suggest Purdue explore differences
in staff perceptions among the
departments further to try and
identify causes for the differences
and ways to share best practices (if
identifiable) that may enhance
perceptions in the lower scoring
departments.
The discussion and recommendations
above apply here as well. The
analysis of score differences by the
separate OE/OD scores further
confirms and helps explain the score
differences on the Total OD Index.
The pervasiveness of the negative
ratings on compensation again
highlights this issue as key to the
staff’s perceptions of the OE/OD
environment at Purdue. The relatively
high ratings of Job Satisfaction indicate
the staff generally see their jobs as
important and like what they do,
despite the concerns discussed above.
The social interaction climate in the
work environment appears to be
generally positive as well. The higher
score on Compensation,
Advancement, & Rewards for the
“partners with children living with them”
may, in part, reflect a positive response
by this group to the recent
implementation of benefits for same
sex partners.
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Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
lower than did those 22-30. No age group
rated this factor scale positively.
e. Family Status. Those staff who were married
with children were marginally more positive
about Supervision & Leadership compared to
those who were single (disparity of .18).
Those partners with children living with them
were more positive concerning
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
than were all other family status groups
except those married with children. Married
staff with children had a marginally higher
average Job Satisfaction score compared to
single staff.
f. Department/Division: Only 8 of the 28 units
(29%) with at least eight respondents rated
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards on
the positive side of the scale (ranging from
3.04 to 3.26, which were only slightly positive
scores). In only three other instances was a
factor scale rated below the midpoint. They
were for Mechanical Engineering and
Interdisciplinary Engineering on the
Supervision & Leadership factor and
Interdisciplinary Engineering on the Equity in
Advancement scale. Over half the units
(54%) scored above 4 on the Job Satisfaction
scale.
g. Looking at individual item ratings, on the
positive side, the top items indicate an
environment where people like their jobs, are
generally satisfied, and have positive
relations, respect, and good supervision. On
the negative side, the bottom ten items
indicate pay is a major concern, the
environment is highly structured and there is
a lack of management openness and
flexibility, micro-management occurs,
employees’ contributions may not be valued,
and people see limited opportunities for
advancement and development.
20. Highlights from the comment section of the
survey are as follows:
a. Faculty had a high rate of comments about
the survey itself, either concerns about
technical issues and bias (20% of those who
made comments) or that something was left
out that should have been covered (11%).
About 10% of faculty comments indicated
diversity is not relevant in their curriculum

•

It is not unusual in the university
environment to have a large number of
comments regarding technical issues
or bias on surveys. Since the faculty
were generally not involved in the
survey development, and since various
potential approaches could have been
used, we are not surprised at these
comments (especially since they were
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area (i.e., they should not be expected to
integrate diversity into their teaching
materials). About 8% thought Purdue was
doing pretty well in the diversity area, or at
least trying hard, and an equal proportion
voiced objections to Purdue policies,
processes, or practices (not confined to
diversity issues). About 7% of those making
comments indicated Purdue leaders, faculty,
or staff were doing well in diversity matters.
Over 6% indicated diversity programs and
communications at Purdue need
improvement, and a like percentage thought
there was too much focus on demographics
and not enough on quality. Almost 6%
commented about prejudice or discrimination
based on gender. About 5% wrote generally
negative comments about the issues covered
in the survey, that Purdue does not “walk the
talk” on diversity, or expressed general
opinions and thoughts about diversity.
b. For staff, clearly the big issue for comment
was pay inequity or inadequacy (20% of
those making comments addressed this).
About 9% indicated their leaders or managers
were either not qualified or were not
performing well. Just under 9% commented
about inequity or inadequacy of benefits.
About 6% expressed concerns that
employees are not valued, respected, or
appreciated for their contributions, and similar
proportions thought that Purdue should avoid
quotas, that there is too much emphasis on
diversity, or that we need to include other
issues or breakouts in the survey. Five and a
half percent expressed a desire to see more
openness in the work environment and
inclusion of employees or solicitation of
employee feedback. Over 5% noted that
favoritism, cronyism, or nepotism impacts the
workplace. About 5% thought that Purdue’s
loyal, hardworking employees were not being
recognized adequately, and around 4.5%
made comments about general survey
issues.
c. The most frequent student comments (15% of
those commenting) indicated there is too
much emphasis on diversity at Purdue or that
diversity issues were not important or of
major concern. Over 13% of the students
who commented were concerned about

not aware of the technical approach
being used). Many contemporary
surveys do not use multi-item scales
(as this one did) and consequently are
shorter (but we believe less reliable
and valid in most cases). The use of
the agree-disagree format also
requires that the items be
unidirectional, which seems biased to
some. We have found this approach to
be effective in identifying the issues
and with a good track record of
validation of findings through other
data sources, so that is why we use it.
We have already addressed most of
the other issues raised, such as the
relevance of diversity to the curriculum,
the need for improved diversity
programs, and the focus on
demographics. Again, the comments
confirm the centrality of compensation
as an issue among staff respondents.
Most of the other staff comments relate
to the general OE/OD climate as
discussed previously. There was a
relatively high frequency of comments
about managers who were not
qualified or performing well and about
favoritism in the workplace. The staff
and students also had a relatively high
proportion of “reverse discrimination”
comments (e.g., avoid quotas, too
much emphasis on diversity). Again, it
is important to emphasize equity in
diversity programs to minimize the
reactance based on such perceptions.
Some faculty and student complaints
about technical issues on the survey
had to do with computer administration
issues. Many of these concerns could
have been avoided with a thorough
pre-test of the computer administration
systems using naïve respondents from
the faculty and student populations.
Some complaints from paper and
pencil respondents might also have
been avoided with a pre-test (e.g.,
departments left off, confusion, etc.).
We suggest that future
administrations of diversity surveys,
especially if done by computer, be
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quotas and focusing on recruiting certain
groups. Ten percent stated the survey was
too long or redundant. About 9% brought up
technical concerns or views that the survey
was biased, and a similar proportion stated
general opinions or views on diversity. Over
8% indicated there are problems with
professors or teaching assistants not being
able to speak clearly enough in English to be
understood. About 6% indicated support for
diversity and a similar percentage were
concerned about “reverse discrimination” in
general. About 5% wrote comments that
indicated: something was left out of the
survey (i.e., other important issues); Purdue
is not very inclusive (i.e., groups tend to
cluster with like individuals and exclude
others); there is discrimination against whites;
or that Purdue is already a diverse campus.
21. Findings from the 17 senior leadership interviews
indicated the following:
a. There is a general consensus that “diversity”
means valuing individual differences including
race and gender, alternative life styles,
disabilities, and variety of opinions and
insights. By such valuing, the organization is
a healthier one.
b. Historically and geographically, Purdue is
challenged with regard to the issues of
diversity. The geographic-political location of
Purdue University is conservative, rural, and
primarily white, all of which have contributed
to Purdue’s historical and current lack of
diversity.
c. The Diversity Initiative is successful in some
major respects (e.g., affirmative action, the
Black Cultural Center, and cultural events that
appeal to all, like the Maya Angelou visit), but
has had mixed results in some major respects
(e.g., partial success in minority recruitment,
and not all believe in the initiative). Aspects
of the Diversity Initiative are not very
successful in the eyes of some (e.g.,
inadequate funding, vague strategies as
opposed to specific goals, and the existence
of factions within the minority communities).
d. The diversity situation has improved in the
past few years, particularly as a result of
Purdue’s President’s initiatives and Student
Bill of Rights. However, there is still room for
improvement.

pre-tested with naïve subjects from
the respective populations. If
possible, use “probe”-type surveys
with relatively few items assessing a
limited number of issues. The high
number of complaints by students
about instructors who are not proficient
in spoken English also is of concern.
We suggest Purdue conduct further
research to validate this issue and,
if possible, learn how to reduce the
students’ concerns.

•

The leadership appear to be generally
aware of diversity issues at Purdue.
The mixed reviews on diversity
initiatives at Purdue validate our
previous discussion about the need for
a more integrated, strategic, and well
coordinated effort. While we certainly
would not discourage departments,
etc., from having diversity initiatives,
we suggest that a diversity strategic
plan that marshals resources in the
most efficient manner to reach
Purdue’s desired objectives could
help bring focus and effectiveness
to the initiative and help university
and diversity leaders by clearly
establishing mutually agreed upon,
attainable objectives and
reasonable expectations based on
the resources allocated. Unless
there is such a coherent, strategic
vision most diversity programs are at
best hit and miss in their effectiveness
and at worst damaging to the overall
objectives. While perceptions of an
improved diversity situation are in
some respects validated, some
aspects (e.g., the low representation of
U.S. minorities, especially African
Americans, in the student, faculty, and
staff populations) remain stubbornly
unchanged for the most part. Leaders
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e. University response and efforts to control
negative reactions toward Middle Easterners
after 9/11 seemed generally effective.
f. Although there is no open hostility, there is
some evidence that minorities are not
comfortable in the cultural environment and
leave the University because of this
discomfort.
g. Some see same-sex-partner benefits as a
major and symbolic change in the diversity
climate at Purdue.
h. There is a genuine need for, and value placed
on, recruitment of minority students and
faculty at Purdue. It is difficult to do so, given
Purdue’s location, its historical reputation,
and the fact that other institutions recruit highcaliber minorities.
i. Although there has been progress in hiring
women and there are more women in
leadership positions, some “old guard” white
male faculty members have not given them
the respect and recognition they deserve.
Also women faculty are underrepresented in
some areas.
j. Retention of minorities is an issue; however,
entities such as the Black Cultural Center and
culturally based student groups seem to help.
k. It may be feasible to recruit more diverse
faculty and students, but it is more difficult at
the staff level since they are mostly from the
local area.
l. Although there is increased representation of
women in leadership positions, most upper
administration are men.
m. In the future, diversity will be more integrated
in the University, and more diverse faculty will
replace majority faculty who will retire.
22. Impressions gathered from the seven staff and
faculty focus groups included the following (for
issues raised in at least three of the seven
groups):
a. The current President and Provost are
committed to hiring diverse faculty and staff,
but middle management is not. There is a
long way to go; efforts lack follow through.
b. There is a bias in favor of white males and
agreement with their views is rewarded.
Minorities, older people, and women must
work harder for this "favor" than white males.
Promotions are harder to get for women than
men, and salaries are lower for women.

assign much of the difficulty in
recruiting and retention to Purdue’s
location, history, and competition for
highly qualified minorities. These
concerns must be overcome if Purdue
is to move forward in diversity. Again,
we suggest that Purdue make
recruitment and retention of U.S.
minorities in all three major campus
populations a high strategic priority.
While we commend Purdue’s
progress in increasing the numbers
of women in responsible positions,
as indicated earlier, we also see the
need to continue the efforts and to
follow up to help ensure women are
fully included in leadership
processes.

•

We have already addressed many of
the themes raised in the focus groups,
for example staff’s concerns,
particularly the service staff’s, over
compensation and advancement. As
for diversity, a picture emerges from
the focus groups of a traditional, whitemale dominated institution where top
leadership desires progress in
diversity, but there is less support at
lower levels and specific plans for
change with associated
accountabilities and follow-up are not
evident. The perceived lack of focus in
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Women are treated as a lower class.
c. It is not clear what Purdue's diversity program
is. We know the name of the director of the
diversity program, but not much more. In
some departments, there are diversity
"programs." Yet, it seems as though the
diversity sessions/training are for whites;
minorities are not required to attend; the white
bosses are the ones who get to go to training.
There is a lack of knowledge about the
mission and presumed benefits of the
diversity program. Programs are dispersed
and not systematic. However, things have
started to change and the University is
perceived as trying to enhance diversity.
d. Pay is a major concern here. Expenses are
increasing; pay is not; merit raises do not
meet the cost of living. Clerical and service
staff are paid very poorly, as are Housing and
Food Services staff. For some, compensation
is reasonable but should be higher.
Management flexibility helps offset the lower
pay. Benefits are good, but recognition is
lacking. There should be a dental plan.
Among researchers, there is no consistency
in salary. There is a wide range. Pay is
better at other universities. There is no
consistency across campus in pay and
benefits, and pay raises are not based on
performance. Organizational environment
could be improved by bringing the pay scale
up to standard.
e. Service staff lack opportunity for upward
mobility. There is no reward for seniority.
f. Evaluations are not consistently carried out or
standardized; in some cases, (negative)
evaluations are based on amount of sick time
used.
g. There is a sense of a hierarchical, controlling
environment; there may be retribution for
speaking one's mind. Lack of autonomy and
inconsistency in management demands are
concerns. Official policies for staff are good;
however, there is a lack of consistency
between individual supervisors in
interpretation and application. Supervisors
often make decisions without input from those
doing the work. However, there are some
departments that have regular meetings to
get input. Supervisors vary in their
capabilities to lead; some go to (performance

diversity initiatives is accompanied by
a lack of communication, confusion
over what is meant by “diversity,” and
only limited diversity training/ education
opportunities. Minority faculty may feel
intimidated and uncomfortable in this
environment, where power generally
resides in the hands of (older) white
males, and where they may experience
occasional racial slurs and questioning
of their competence. There are
perceived inconsistencies across
departments in how they handle
diversity concerns. And while the
students may not be anti-diversity,
there is a perceived level of student
apathy about diversity issues.
Purdue’s disadvantageous location (as
an obstacle to recruiting and retaining
minorities) was revisited in the focus
groups as well. The issue raised in
student comments about some
faculty/instructors not being able to
speak English well was mirrored in
staff focus groups, but this time relative
to international students. On the
organizational side, staff focus groups
echoed the earlier results indicating the
environment is highly structured and
controlling with little room for autonomy
or input from subordinates and some
inconsistency in management skills
and practices. There are also
apparent inconsistencies across
departments in how people are treated
and managed, evaluated, and
supported. Some concern was raised
about inconsistent and inequitable
personnel evaluations and the degree
to which some departments are
sensitive to helping employees balance
family and work responsibilities. The
information from the focus groups
tends to validate the findings from
other sources. We refer the reader to
our previous suggestions
concerning potential actions to
improve the diversity and
organizational climates.
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h.

i.

j.

k.

l.

m.

n.

o.

p.

review) meetings demanding that
subordinates MUST change their behavior;
supervisors are not well prepared or trained.
Seems to be an "us vs. them" mentality.
The care that Purdue has for helping
employees balance their life and work
responsibilities varies from one department to
the next.
Minority faculty (even those who are tenured)
feel intimidated and isolated, and may be
viewed by peers in a stereotypical fashion (as
an affirmative action hire or as a way to
attract minorities to the field). There have
been incidents of racial slurs from students to
minority faculty.
White males between the ages of 50 and 70
have the power and credibility and get the
perks; they are the dominant force--there are
so many of them.
Departments vary in the degree to which they
help their members balance work and family
life. Some do not respect family and personal
needs; others do. Some state that sick leave
implies no raise.
Geographic location has pluses and minuses;
it’s safe, with “Midwest hospitality,” but limited
in diversity, culture, and activities. Some
retailers in the community discriminate
against African-Americans, but it seems
Asians and Hispanics fit better. Lafayette
lacks experience and exposure to minorities.
There is a concern with regard to international
students not speaking English, or not
speaking English clearly. When one speaks
with an accent, one is treated "differently."
Diversity should be more than simply avoiding
discrimination. There is a difference between
actually valuing diverse people, as opposed
to tolerating them. And for many, it is not
clear what diversity is. There is a problem
with the term.
Some think diversity should mean, "Treat all
people the same; don't expect special
treatment if you are minority or woman." Any
minority is coddled at Purdue, and they get
away with things white employees couldn't.
Some minority faculty play the race card;
secretaries tiptoe around them because of
this. When you talk about diversity it's about
quotas.
The student body is not overtly racist for the
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most part, but most haven't bothered to think
about the matter and aren't interested in
broadening their perspectives.
q. The way diversity issues are handled varies
between departments. Some handle them
well while others have actually covered up
major issues such as sexual harassment.
There is some institutionalized discrimination
at the department level.
23. Finally, through our review of existing data, we
found the following:
a. The current EEO/AAP statement of policy is
contemporary and relevant, providing
structure, support, and sanctions for
managing EEO/AAP at Purdue, and
extending the philosophy beyond legal
requirements to diversity as an institutional
value.
b. Key policy documents and diversity resources
(e.g., the AAP) are current and clear. They
are readily accessible via the internet.
However, with the exception of the
Faculty/Staff Handbook and (for students) the
Code of Student Conduct and the Drug and
Alcohol Policy, it appears relatively few in the
Purdue community have accessed these
documents. For example, only about a fifth of
the faculty, a quarter of the staff, and 1 in 20
of the students indicated they had read or
accessed the EEO/AAP policy memorandum.
(See the summary above in the report of
survey results on this issue.) Also, on the
Purdue website, there are multiple versions of
policies and relevant documents. You may
end up with an outdated version if you fail to
follow the correct path out of many available
or if you access a policy through one office’s
link (say human resources) versus another’s
(say human relations).
c. While there are several key resource offices
at Purdue, our survey results indicate
relatively low use of the offices with more
specific diversity missions (affirmative action,
women’s resource, diversity resource). For
none of these had more than about one in six
faculty used the services, and staff and
student usage rates were even lower, never
reaching one in ten for any office. These
offices received little mention, if any, in key
publications that are likely to reach the
general population at Purdue. Attempts to

•

In our view, Purdue has established
appropriate policies, philosophy, and
stated values about diversity. Access
to these documents, as discussed
earlier, may not be universal. A
potential source of confusion may be
the multiple versions of documents on
the Purdue web site. While retention
of earlier versions may be useful for
historical analyses, current users may
find the array of different versions
confusing and distracting. Although
some attempts appear to have been
made to gather “current policy” into
one site, it is not always easy to find,
especially if one’s search ends up in a
location with outdated documents and
there is no pointer to the current
versions. We suggest that the
Purdue web site be restructured
such that historical versions are
clearly separated, identified, and
hyperlinked to the current versions
(if it is desirable to maintain the
historical versions on the web at
all). Also in regard to the web site, we
found that many links to diversity
resources were inoperable, or that the
sites they pointed to were unavailable
or undergoing revision. In an
information age, more and more
people will rely on web access to
documents rather than trying to obtain
printed copies. It is therefore important
that Purdue’s diversity-related web
sites be kept current and accessible.
We suggest that web access to
Purdue’s diversity sites and
resources (such as the Diversity
Office and the Women’s Resource
Office) be thoroughly tested and
updated to be sure the average user
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access to their web pages were often
thwarted due to lack of updating or technical
glitches.
d. The Black Cultural Center is historically and
currently a strong diversity resource for
Purdue.

24. A number of studies conducted within the last few
years at Purdue have identified several general
trends or concerns in diversity. Among them are
the needs for…
a. A more hospitable climate for diverse faculty,
staff, and students, both within Purdue and in
the surrounding community;
b. More leadership involvement in diversity at all
levels of the University;
c. Better coordination and evaluation of the
effectiveness of diversity programs and
diversity recruitment and retention programs
(particularly for minorities and women);
continual monitoring of the diversity climate at
Purdue using formal evaluation techniques;
d. Increased efforts to recruit (American)
minority faculty, staff, and students
(especially blacks and Hispanics);
e. More integration and inclusion of diversity
issues in the general curriculum (and not just
in special “diversity” courses);
f. Enhanced support for intergroup activities
and specific minority social activities as well;
g. Capitalizing on recent progress, continuing
efforts toward full inclusion and increased
numbers of women faculty and administrators
in the academic and organizational life of
Purdue;
h. Better support and education about diversity
issues across the board
i.

j.

•

of the web site can readily access
them. It was also clear to us that
some key general publications lacked
sufficient references to the diversity
resource offices and how to contact
them. Therefore, we suggest Purdue
review publications (brochures, etc.)
designed for general audiences at
Purdue and take steps to elevate
visibility and ready access to
diversity resources.
Many of the results of earlier reports
are echoed in our current findings.
While some progress has been made,
as evidenced by policy changes,
increased representation of women in
senior positions, and more interest in
diversity issues on the part of some
departments or schools. What
appears to be lacking is an institutionwide commitment to creating strategic
change in diversity at Purdue. This
commitment would be evidenced in the
type of strategic plan for diversity
described earlier, where there are
agreed-upon objectives, adequate
resources, and accountabilities
established. As these strategic efforts
result in increased representation of
minorities at Purdue, we would expect
that the overall attitudes about diversity
of Purdue’s freshmen would fall more
in line with the national norms.

Other findings in existing studies indicate:
Neutral attitudes of most majority faculty and
student respondents to a School of Pharmacy
and Pharmacal Sciences survey regarding
diversity issues, but more supportive attitudes
by women and minority faculty and students;
Weak support by most student survey
respondents to the same survey for increased
integration of diversity issues in the
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curriculum or enhanced activities to increase
sensitivity to diversity issues.
k. Compared to national norms, Purdue entering
freshmen are generally less supportive of
views supporting diversity issues (except for
their views on traditional roles for women);
l. Purdue entering freshmen women’s views are
closer to the national norms on diversity
issues than are those of their male
counterparts (except for views on same-sex
marriage, abolishing affirmative action, and
the need to promote racial understanding);
m. Minority freshmen have more supportive
views for diversity issues in general;
n. Changes from the 2001 entering freshman
class to the 2002 entering class imply Purdue
freshmen’s views are coming closer to the
national norms.
o. Caucasian and Asian freshmen are less likely
to view racial discrimination as a problem in
America today
25. Examination of representation statistics for
faculty and staff from the Purdue Data Digest
reveals:
a. Percentages for minorities, especially among
the staff, are generally lower than local, state,
or national norms. Though the “tenured and
tenure track faculty” percentage is
comparable to the local and state norms for
total minority representation, it is because of
the large representation of Asian American
faculty. In all other racial-ethnic groups,
Purdue’s faculty are underrepresented.
b. The staff are the most underrepresented
compared to local and state norms. All
Purdue groups are substantially
underrepresented compared to the national
norms. The Lafayette area has much lower
representation of minorities in the workforce,
especially African Americans (black),
compared to the state of Indiana, and Indiana
is much lower than the U.S. overall.
c. A comparison of the Purdue representation of
minority tenured and tenure track faculty to
the national norms indicates lower
representation rates by Purdue for black and
Hispanic/Latino faculty and higher
representation at Purdue for Asian
Americans. This comparison is tempered
somewhat by the lower national availability of
minority engineering faculty.

•

Though the Affirmative Action Plan
confirms the technical underutilization
of minorities in all Purdue employee
populations, the raw demographic
comparisons perhaps more eloquently
state the concern from a diversity
perspective: minimal visible diversity
in all sectors at Purdue. No matter
how one slices it, or whatever norm is
used, in our view the lack of U.S.
minority representation is Purdue’s
biggest diversity concern. We believe
such enhanced representation in
faculty, staff, and students will benefit
all of Purdue’s students substantially in
helping them learn the skills and
attitudes needed in an increasingly
diverse America. We refer the reader
to our previous discussion and
suggestions on this issue.
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d. The data for Purdue staff also indicate
substantial underrepresentation compared to
the average four-year university across
America. Since the staff are not generally
recruited nationally, the relatively low
representation of minorities in the Lafayette
area impacts the staff representation
substantially.
e. The Affirmative Action Plan report indicates
minorities are underutilized in 7 of 34 faculty
job groups and women are underutilized in 16
of 34 faculty job groups. For non-faculty
executives and managers, the report
indicates minorities continue to be
underrepresented in high level executive and
managerial positions, but women met
placement goals and are not
underrepresented. And, for the rest of the
staff, minorities are “underrepresented in ten
of the thirteen professional job groups, six of
the seven clerical and secretarial categories,
five of the seven technical and
paraprofessional categories, four of the six
skilled craft categories, and seven of the
eleven service and maintenance categories.”
26. Representation trends for faculty and staff reveal:
a. The growth trend for Asian Americans is
greater than for any other group. International
faculty are increasing, but other U.S.
minorities’ percentages of the total faculty are
growing rather slowly, if at all. The absolute
numbers of tenured and tenure track minority
faculty are very small.
b. The picture for non-tenure track minority
faculty does not offer much encouragement.
Notably, the representation of Asian
Americans declined over the period 19932002 from 11.5% of non-tenure track faculty
to 4.8% (perhaps some of the non-tenure
track Asian Americans are part of the
increase in tenured and tenure track Asian
Americans). As a percentage of non-tenure
track faculty, African Americans increased
from 0.4% to 1.5% over the same period, but
the representation of non-tenure track
Hispanic/Latino faculty actually declined
slightly.
c. There is a more encouraging trend for
increase in representation of tenured or
tenure track women faculty over the 19932002 period. Women in this category have

•

The representation trends reinforce the
need for increased representation of
U.S. minorities (other than Asian) on
the faculty to match the improvements
in representation of women faculty
(which should also be encouraged to
continue). On the staff side, the trends
offer little encouragement that progress
is being made in the representation of
minorities. A casual observer of
Purdue’s campus 10 years ago would
have difficulty perceiving a “just
noticeable difference” in representation
of staff minorities if the observer were
to return today.
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been increasing at a rate of over half a
percent per year (as a proportion of all
tenured and tenure track faculty).
d. During this same period, the percentage of
non-tenure track faculty women increased
from 37% to 47%.
e. On the staff side, there has been little change
in representation of minority groups during
the period 1994-2002. The net increase in
minority staff was only 69 people, or about
1% of the total population.
f. There has been virtually no change in the
representation of women staff over the period
considered; they were 59%±1% of the total
every year.
27. The representations of graduate and
undergraduate students are more comparable to
the local norms, though still underrepresented
compared to the state norms and substantially
underrepresented compared to the national
norms.
28. There has been relatively little change in the
minority student representation between 1993
and 2002.
a. The percentage of African American students
has declined slightly, and the percentage of
Asian American students has increased
slightly. The only substantial change in total
minority representation is among professional
students.
b. The percentage representation of women in
the overall student body, which peaked in
1997 at 42.7%, has declined slightly over the
past few years. However, the percentage of
women professional students has increased a
little over 3% during the period 1994-2002.
c. The number of international students has
increased dramatically over the period 19932002.

•

We have addressed the
underrepresentation of students
previously.

•

The trend in student representation
over the last 10 years or so offers little
evidence that any efforts to increase
U.S. minority representation have been
effective. On the other hand,
representation of international students
has increased substantially in
response to Purdue’s initiatives in that
arena. As indicated earlier, we believe
Purdue should dedicate itself to
increasing representation of U.S.
minorities with similar fervor.

Conclusion
The results of the assessment reveal opportunities for Purdue University to become a
more diverse, and we believe effective, educational institution. With an increasingly
interconnected and diverse world, learning how to leverage diversity and work well
across cultural and other differences can be critical to a graduate’s, or an institution’s,
ultimate success. We encourage the leadership of Purdue to aggressively pursue
efforts to increase diversity, especially by increases in U.S. minority group
representation, at the University in the coming years. We believe such steps will
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enhance the education of Purdue’s students and be greatly rewarded by future benefits
to the university.
We also believe the results indicate Purdue should consider ways to restructure and
improve its compensation system and management approaches for staff employees.
Though current staff are willing to stay at Purdue for a number of reasons, there is no
guarantee that their replacements, in an increasingly mobile society, will be so
accommodating, especially if they perceive the University does not appreciate or reward
them commensurate with their contributions or that they have little room for financial or
professional progress.
On a final note of thanks, we extend our appreciation to all the administration, staff,
faculty, and students who participated in this assessment. It would not have been
possible without their guidance, cooperation, and support. We hope this report will
reward their efforts by serving as a baseline for future efforts to measure progress in
diversity and organizational effectiveness at Purdue.
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Appendixes

Appendix A - Purdue Survey Versions
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Appendix B – Executive Interview Questions
What does the term “diversity” mean to you?
What are your views on diversity at Purdue University today?
What is your view of Diversity at Purdue University five years from now?
How would you describe current relations among minority group (people of color) and the
majority group (whites)?
How would you describe current relations between men and women?
How would you describe current relations between U.S. citizens and internationals?
What are the most important diversity issues today?
What are the most important diversity issues in five years?
What are the most important diversity issues in ten years?
What are your views on human relations in general at Purdue University?
How would you characterize the effectiveness of Purdue University’s diversity initiative and
programs?
Other observations on the human climate?
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Appendix C – Focus Group Questions
Questions for Staff Groups
How would you describe the pay and overall compensation for staff at Purdue University? Please
explain why you say this.
What do you think of the diversity program here at Purdue University? How could the program be
improved?
What’s the general work environment like for employees of Purdue in regard to having the
necessary support to be able to get your job done in the best way possible? Some key issues we are
interested in include being included in decision making, having the proper autonomy and authority
to make decisions, having access to the information you need, and having support from your
management.
How well does Purdue help its employees balance work responsibilities and other important life
responsibilities (e.g., family care, personal needs, civic responsibilities, etc.)?
How well do diverse people get along here and work together across diversity lines (such as
gender, race, age, US/international, sexual orientation, etc.)?
How would you rate the quality of the supervision, management, and leadership you receive at
Purdue University? Why do you rate it that way? Do managers or supervisors understand and
appreciate the job that you do and the challenges you face? Why or why not?
Do you believe people from all races and both genders are treated fairly here in regards to hiring,
evaluations, promotions or awards, discipline, firing, and the like? Why or why not?
How well do managers, supervisors, and other leaders at Purdue University communicate and deal
with diversity issues? (explain)
If Purdue University could do only two things to improve the organizational and work environment
of Purdue, what should they be?
Questions for Faculty Groups
How would you describe Purdue University in general as a place to study, teach, and do research?
Please explain why you say this.
What do you think of the diversity program here at Purdue University? How could the program be
improved?
How well do diverse people get along here and work together across diversity lines (such as
Copyright 2003 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 114

gender, race, age, US/international, sexual orientation, etc.)?
What's it like for [minorities] [whites] [women] [men] to attend school, teach, or work here?
Do you believe people from all races and both genders are treated fairly here in regards to hiring or
admissions, evaluations or grading, promotions or awards, discipline, and the like? Why or why
not?
How well do people in positions of authority, such as administrators, faculty, and other leaders at
Purdue communicate and deal with diversity issues? (explain)
Have you seen evidence of people being discriminated against or treated unfairly based on any of
the following diversity dimensions here at Purdue? If so, please explain.
Age
Disability
Religion
Sexual orientation
Marital status
If Purdue University could do only two things to improve the organizational and work environment
of Purdue, what should they be?
What are any issues related to diversity or the general human relations climate of Purdue University
that we should have asked about and didn’t? Please explain why this is an issue.
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Faculty – 11/05/02

P
P

Appendix D - Faculty Survey Item Means
and Demographics

PURDUEUNIVERSITY
DIVERSITY, WORK LIFE,
AND CAMPUS LIFE
SURVEY
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Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)
1.
2.

Faculty in my department do not feel they can share their concerns about diversity.
Purdue University is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity for all
staff, faculty, and students.
3. Contact with individuals who are culturally different is an important part of a college
education.
4. Overall, Purdue's diversity efforts have improved the quality of Purdue
5. I believe that my curriculum should be transformed to incorporate
diversity/multiculturalism in terms of content and methods of teaching.
6. My department values the contributions of courses where diversity is integral to the
content and/or methods of the course.
I would prefer not to interact with people who are different from me in …
7. gender
8. culture
9.

religion

10. ethnicity
11. sexual orientation
12. The curriculum in my School reflects the contributions of diverse populations.
13. There is clear communication from top university leaders about the part diversity
plays in the future direction of the university.
14. My department is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
15. There are numerous courses in my department where diversity is integral to the
content and/or methods of the course.
16. The curriculum in my School reflects the contributions of diverse perspectives.
17. My department supports its people in helping balance work needs and personal
needs.
18. I have the flexibility to adjust my schedule to meet important personal needs.
19. The teaching and learning climate for diversity in my School is positive.
20. Too much emphasis on racial/ethnic diversity has lowered the quality of the
institution.
21. Different opinions and points of view are valued in the decision-making process at
Purdue.
22. I believe that all Purdue faculty should engage in activities that develop skills
around diversity.

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

2.48
3.39
4.60
3.59
2.97
3.08
1.22
1.25
1.31
1.24
1.46
3.26
3.42
3.46
2.61
3.28
3.11
3.93
3.53
2.01
3.06
3.53
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Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)
23. The hiring process at Purdue University was fair to me.
24. I work with a diverse group of individuals.
25. Most faculty would probably rate the diversity climate at Purdue University…
1 = very poor
4 = good
2 = poor
5 = very good
3 = about average

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

4.06
3.33
3.00

26. I personally would rate the diversity climate at Purdue University…
1 = very poor
4 = good
2 = poor
5 = very good
3 = about average

2.86

27. Purdue is not really serious about diversity.
28. Diversity issues are important to think about in relation to one’s research and
scholarship.
29. At Purdue University, there is equal opportunity for each person to achieve his or
her potential.
30. Purdue recognizes and rewards faculty who consider the diverse needs of their
students and colleagues.
31. I feel that talking about diversity just makes things worse.

2.51
3.48

32. I support mentoring programs for students from underrepresented groups.
33. Faculty make allowances for different religious beliefs and practices.
34. I support mentoring programs for faculty from underrepresented groups.
35. I believe that all Purdue faculty should be required to take a seminar on diversity.
36. I feel overwhelmed in trying to balance work requirements with the rest of my life.
37. I often initiate discussions of diversity in the classroom.
38. Purdue University has done a good job providing programs and activities that
promote diversity and multicultural understanding.
39. I feel comfortable handling discrimination and diversity issues raised by students.
40. I am well prepared to work in a diverse academic environment.
41. It is important to understand how diversity issues impact learning in the classroom.
42. Purdue should fund faculty to transform their curriculum to be more inclusive.

3.20
2.71
1.94
4.27
3.31
4.05
2.85
3.26
2.74
3.09
3.51
4.04
4.07
3.21
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Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)
43. At Purdue I feel the need to minimize various characteristics of my culture (e.g.,
language, dress) in order to fit in.
44. Purdue should fund faculty to mentor underrepresented students.
45. I believe that "reverse discrimination” plays a role in decisions at Purdue University.
46. I believe that all Purdue students should be required to complete a project on the
importance of diversity within their major prior to graduating.
47. I generally feel comfortable talking with other faculty about diversity issues.
48. I believe instructors and teaching assistants are asked to make too many
accommodations for students with learning disabilities.
49. Our university leaders are effective in modeling positive diversity behaviors.
50. I am interested in learning about how to create a more inclusive learning
environment.
51. Purdue recognizes and rewards students who consider the role diversity plays in
their education.
52. Purdue is doing enough to recruit a diverse university population.
53. In my department, communication is open.
54. The administrators in my School value my work.
55. I am open to learning about diversity.
56. I am very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
57. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue is very conservative.
58. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue gets in the way of making real progress
on diversity issues.
59. I feel that my colleagues are not very accepting of others who are different from
them.
60. I feel diversity brings creativity to a group.
61. The administrators in my School treat me with dignity and respect.
62. My department does too little to assist individuals with disabilities.
63. I know what to do to accommodate a student with a disability.

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

2.46
3.56
2.84
2.57
3.63
2.35
3.06
3.59
2.70
2.68
3.24
3.39
4.22
4.02
3.98
3.35
2.73
4.04
3.82
2.36
3.72
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Frequency Table
D76 Faculty Status

Valid

Missing

1 Post Docs
2 Lecturer
3 Instructor
4 Assistant professor
5 Associate professor
6 Professor
7 Clinical instructor
8 Clinical Assistant
Professor
9 Clinical Associate
Professor
10 Clinical Professor
Total
0
System
Total

Total

Frequency
12
12
3
97
112
132
1

Percent
3.0
3.0
.8
24.6
28.4
33.5
.3

Valid Percent
3.2
3.2
.8
26.0
30.0
35.4
.3

Cumulative
Percent
3.2
6.4
7.2
33.2
63.3
98.7
98.9

2

.5

.5

99.5

1

.3

.3

99.7

1
373
20
1
21
394

.3
94.7
5.1
.3
5.3
100.0

.3
100.0

100.0

D77 Gender

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Female
2 Male
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
145
232
377
16
1
17
394

Percent
36.8
58.9
95.7
4.1
.3
4.3
100.0

Valid Percent
38.5
61.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
38.5
100.0
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D78 Racial-Ethnic Group

Valid

Missing

1 Asian/Pacific Islander
2 Black/African American
(not of Hispanic origin)
3 Hispanic/Latino
4 Native
American/Alaskan Native
5 White (not of Hispanic
origin)
6 Multiracial
7 Other
Total
0
System
Total

Total

Frequency
27

Percent
6.9

Valid Percent
7.1

Cumulative
Percent
7.1

10

2.5

2.6

9.7

6

1.5

1.6

11.3

1

.3

.3

11.5

327

83.0

85.8

97.4

3
7
381
12
1
13
394

.8
1.8
96.7
3.0
.3
3.3
100.0

.8
1.8
100.0

98.2
100.0

MAJMIN Majority or Minority

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Minority
2 Majority
Total
System

Frequency
54
327
381
13
394

Percent
13.7
83.0
96.7
3.3
100.0

Valid Percent
14.2
85.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
14.2
100.0

D79 Citizenship

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Native US
2 Naturalized US
3 US permanent
resident (non-US citizen)
4 Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
318
29

Percent
80.7
7.4

Valid Percent
83.0
7.6

Cumulative
Percent
83.0
90.6

21

5.3

5.5

96.1

15

3.8

3.9

100.0

383
10
1
11
394

97.2
2.5
.3
2.8
100.0

100.0
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D80 Tenure at Purdue

Valid

Missing

1 Less than 2 years
2 2-4 years
3 5-10 years
4 11-15 years
5 16-20 years
6 21 years and over
Total
0
System
Total

Total

Frequency
60
68
68
59
43
85
383
10
1
11
394

Percent
15.2
17.3
17.3
15.0
10.9
21.6
97.2
2.5
.3
2.8
100.0

Valid Percent
15.7
17.8
17.8
15.4
11.2
22.2
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
15.7
33.4
51.2
66.6
77.8
100.0

D81 Age Group

Valid

Missing

Total

2 22-30
3 31-40
4 41-50
5 51-60
6 61-65
7 66 and over
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
17
105
100
101
34
15
372
21
1
22
394

Percent
4.3
26.6
25.4
25.6
8.6
3.8
94.4
5.3
.3
5.6
100.0

Valid Percent
4.6
28.2
26.9
27.2
9.1
4.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
4.6
32.8
59.7
86.8
96.0
100.0
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D82 Family Status

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Single
2 Single parent
3 Married
4 Married with children
5 Partner living with
you (either same or
opposite sex)
6 Partner living with
you with children
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
62
13
93
189

Percent
15.7
3.3
23.6
48.0

Valid Percent
16.4
3.4
24.7
50.1

Cumulative
Percent
16.4
19.9
44.6
94.7

14

3.6

3.7

98.4

6

1.5

1.6

100.0

377
16
1
17
394

95.7
4.1
.3
4.3
100.0

100.0
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D83 Academic School or Department

Valid

Missing

Total

5 Information Technology
7 Libraries
9 Student Services
10 School of Agriculture
11 School of Consumer
and Family Sciences
12 School of Education
13 School of Liberal Arts
14 School of
Management
15 Schools of Pharmacy,
Nursing & Health
Sciences
16 School of Science
17 School of Technology
18 School of Veterinary
Medicine
19 Aeronautics &
Astronautics
21 Biomedical
Engineering
22 Chemical
Engineering
23 Civil Engineering
25 Electrical & Computer
Engineering
26 Freshman
Engineering
27 Industrial Engineering
29 Materials Engineering
30 Mechanical
Engineering
31 Nuclear Engineering
39
40
43
47
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
1
14
1
61

Percent
.3
3.6
.3
15.5

Valid Percent
.3
3.8
.3
16.4

Cumulative
Percent
.3
4.0
4.3
20.6

18

4.6

4.8

25.5

22
81

5.6
20.6

5.9
21.7

31.4
53.1

14

3.6

3.8

56.8

28

7.1

7.5

64.3

39
30

9.9
7.6

10.5
8.0

74.8
82.8

14

3.6

3.8

86.6

7

1.8

1.9

88.5

2

.5

.5

89.0

5

1.3

1.3

90.3

5

1.3

1.3

91.7

8

2.0

2.1

93.8

2

.5

.5

94.4

5
1

1.3
.3

1.3
.3

95.7
96.0

10

2.5

2.7

98.7

1
1
1
1
1
373
20
1
21
394

.3
.3
.3
.3
.3
94.7
5.1
.3
5.3
100.0

.3
.3
.3
.3
.3
100.0

98.9
99.2
99.5
99.7
100.0
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Appendix E - Staff Survey Item Means and Demographics

PURDUEUNIVERSITY
DIVERSITY, WORK LIFE,
ANDCAMPUSLIFE SURVEY

Copyright 2003 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 125

Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)
1. Staff members in my department do not feel they can share their
concerns about diversity.
2. Purdue University is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity
for all staff, faculty, and students.
3. I see my job as important.
4. Overall, Purdue's diversity efforts have improved the quality of Purdue
5. My supervisor emphasizes positive reinforcement rather than negative
criticism.
6. My supervisor acts upon my ideas and suggestions.
I would prefer not to interact with people who are different from me in …
7. gender
8. culture
9.

religion

10. ethnicity
11. sexual orientation
12. Purdue values the contributions of its employees.
13. There is clear communication from top university leaders about the part
diversity plays in the future direction of the university.
14. My department is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
15. There are opportunities at Purdue University to move into better paying
jobs.
16. The policies at Purdue University help employees do their work.
17. My department supports its people in helping balance work needs and
personal needs.
18. I have the flexibility to adjust my schedule to meet important personal
needs.
19. Pay policies at Purdue University are applied fairly.
20. Too much emphasis on racial/ethnic diversity has lowered the quality of
the institution.
21. Different opinions and points of view are valued in the decision-making
process at Purdue.
22. I believe that all Purdue staff/faculty should engage in activities that
develop skills around diversity.

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

2.55
3.52
4.14
3.25
3.59
3.51
1.47
1.56
1.54
1.55
1.84
3.02
3.13
3.34
2.93
3.04
3.58
3.87
2.44
2.57
2.94
3.52
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Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each
item)
23. The hiring process at Purdue University was fair to me.
24. I work with a diverse group of individuals.
25. Most staff would probably rate the diversity climate at Purdue
University…
1 = very poor
4 = good
2 = poor
5 = very good
3 = about average
26. I personally would rate the diversity climate at Purdue University…
1 = very poor
4 = good
2 = poor
5 = very good
3 = about average
27. Purdue is not really serious about diversity.
28. Problems are solved through open communication in my department.
29. At Purdue University, there is equal opportunity for each person to
achieve his or her potential.
30. Purdue recognizes and rewards staff who consider the diverse needs of
their co-workers and customers.
31. I feel that talking about diversity just makes things worse.
32. I like my job.
33. Supervisors or other university officials make allowances for different
religious beliefs and practices.
34. I feel my age hinders me in advancement or promotion.
35. I believe that all Purdue staff should be required to take a seminar on
diversity.
36. I feel overwhelmed in trying to balance work requirements with the rest of
my life.
37. Purdue University has done a good job providing programs and activities
that promote diversity and multicultural understanding.
38. I can acquire valuable skills in my job that help prepare me for future
opportunities.
39. Purdue could help its people balance work-life responsibilities if more
were allowed to work at home (telecommute).
40. I have trained other workers who got promoted over me.
41. I am comfortable in approaching my supervisor with ideas for improving
our operation.

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

3.74
3.50
3.22

3.23
2.35
2.99
2.90
2.69
2.39
4.03
3.37
2.74
2.97
2.75
3.31
3.47
3.32
2.66
3.70
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Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey
(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)
42. At Purdue I feel the need to minimize various characteristics of my
culture (e.g., language, dress) in order to fit in.
43. Overall, I am satisfied working at Purdue University.
44. I believe that "reverse discrimination” plays a role in decisions at Purdue
University.
45. I am empowered to do what I believe to be the best thing without
someone above me “second guessing” or “overriding” my decision.
46. I generally feel comfortable talking with other staff about diversity issues.
47. The head of my department does his/her job well.
48. Our university leaders are effective in modeling positive diversity
behaviors.
49. My job affords opportunities for career development.
50. I support the goals of the University strategic plan.
51. Purdue is doing enough to recruit a diverse university population.
52. In my department, communication is open.
53. The administrators responsible for my area value my work.
54. I receive personal support from my supervisor.
55. I am open to learning about diversity.
56. I have trust in the leadership of my department.
57. I feel that I am denied advancement because of my lack of formal
education, even though I have the skills and experience to do the job.
58. I am informed about how my salary adjustments are determined.
59. I can count on my supervisor for support when things get tough.
60. I am very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
61. My compensation compares fairly with persons who do similar work for
other organizations in this area.
62. My supervisor’s expectations about my performance are clear to me.
63. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue is very conservative.
64. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue gets in the way of making real
progress on diversity issues.

1
strongly disagree
2
disagree
3
neither agree nor disagree
4
agree
5
strongly agree

2.36
3.77
3.23
3.09
3.45
3.47
3.19
3.18
3.49
3.35
3.24
3.52
3.61
4.00
3.30
2.68
3.00
3.46
3.65
2.60
3.55
3.48
3.03

Copyright 2003 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 128

1
strongly disagree

2
Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey

disagree

3
neither agree nor disagree

(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)

4
agree

5
strongly agree

65. Employees approaching retirement age are treated fairly in my unit.
66. I feel that my co-workers are not very accepting of others who are
different from them.
67. I feel diversity brings creativity to a group.
68. The administrators in my area treat me with dignity and respect.
69. My department does too little to assist individuals with disabilities.

3.44
2.54
3.81
3.61
2.38
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Frequency Tables – Staff Survey Demographics
D84 Staff Status

Valid

Missing

1 Clerical
2 Service
3
Administrative/
Professional
Total
0
System
Total

Total

Frequency
558
751

Percent
20.6
27.8

Valid Percent
20.9
28.1

Cumulative
Percent
20.9
49.0

1364

50.4

51.0

100.0

2673
29
2
31
2704

98.9
1.1
.1
1.1
100.0

100.0

D85 Gender

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Female
2 Male
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
1604
1036
2640
62
2
64
2704

Percent
59.3
38.3
97.6
2.3
.1
2.4
100.0

Valid Percent
60.8
39.2
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
60.8
100.0

D86 Racial-Ethnic Group

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Asian/Pacific Islander
2 Black/African American
(not of Hispanic origin)
3 Hispanic/Latino
4 Native
American/Alaskan Native
5 White (not of Hispanic
origin)
6 Multiracial
7 Other
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
39

Percent
1.4

Valid Percent
1.5

Cumulative
Percent
1.5

38

1.4

1.4

2.9

28

1.0

1.0

3.9

29

1.1

1.1

5.0

2493

92.2

93.0

98.0

29
24
2680
22
2
24
2704

1.1
.9
99.1
.8
.1
.9
100.0

1.1
.9
100.0

99.1
100.0
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MAJMIN Majority or Minority

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Minority
2 Majority
Total
System

Frequency
187
2493
2680
24
2704

Percent
6.9
92.2
99.1
.9
100.0

Valid Percent
7.0
93.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
7.0
100.0

D87 Citizenship

Valid

Missing

1 Native US
2 Naturalized US
3 US permanent
resident (non-US citizen)
4 Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
0
System
Total

Total

Frequency
2525
109

Percent
93.4
4.0

Valid Percent
94.2
4.1

Cumulative
Percent
94.2
98.3

32

1.2

1.2

99.5

14

.5

.5

100.0

2680
22
2
24
2704

99.1
.8
.1
.9
100.0

100.0

D88 Length of Time at Purdue

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Less than 2 years
2 2-4 years
3 5-10 years
4 11-15 years
5 16-20 years
6 21 years and over
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
335
524
558
431
327
503
2678
24
2
26
2704

Percent
12.4
19.4
20.6
15.9
12.1
18.6
99.0
.9
.1
1.0
100.0

Valid Percent
12.5
19.6
20.8
16.1
12.2
18.8
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
12.5
32.1
52.9
69.0
81.2
100.0
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D89 Age Group

Valid

Missing

Total

1 21 or under
2 22-30
3 31-40
4 41-50
5 51-60
6 61-65
7 66 and over
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
7
308
528
935
718
129
34
2659
43
2
45
2704

Percent
.3
11.4
19.5
34.6
26.6
4.8
1.3
98.3
1.6
.1
1.7
100.0

Valid Percent
.3
11.6
19.9
35.2
27.0
4.9
1.3
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
.3
11.8
31.7
66.9
93.9
98.7
100.0

D90 Family Status

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Single
2 Single parent
3 Married
4 Married with children
5 Partner living with
you (either same or
opposite sex)
6 Partner living with
you with children
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
500
192
641
1242

Percent
18.5
7.1
23.7
45.9

Valid Percent
18.7
7.2
24.0
46.4

Cumulative
Percent
18.7
25.9
49.8
96.3

83

3.1

3.1

99.4

17

.6

.6

100.0

2675
27
2
29
2704

98.9
1.0
.1
1.1
100.0

100.0
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D91 Department/Division

Valid

Missing

Total

1 Business Services
2 Executive Offices
3 Offices of the Provost
4 Research/Graduate
School
5 Housing & Food
Services
6 Information Technology
7 Intercollegiate Athletics
8 Libraries
9 Physical Facilities
10 Student Services
11 School of Agriculture
12 School of Consumer
and Family Sciences
13 School of Education
14 School of Liberal Arts
15 School of
Management
16 Schools of Pharmacy,
Nursing & Health
Sciences
17 School of Science
18 School of Technology
19 School of Veterinary
Medicine
20 Aeronautics &
Astronautics
21 Agricultural and
Biological Engineering
22 Biomedical
Engineering
23 Chemical
Engineering
24 Civil Engineering
25 Construction
Engineering &
Management
26 Electrical & Computer
Engineering
27 Freshman
Engineering
28 Industrial Engineering
29 Interdisciplinary
Engineering
30 Materials Engineering
31 Mechanical
Engineering
32 Nuclear Engineering
33 Other
Total
0
System
Total

Frequency
210
96
64

Percent
7.8
3.6
2.4

Valid Percent
8.1
3.7
2.5

Cumulative
Percent
8.1
11.9
14.3

30

1.1

1.2

15.5

327

12.1

12.7

28.2

184
31
84
495
173
265

6.8
1.1
3.1
18.3
6.4
9.8

7.1
1.2
3.3
19.2
6.7
10.3

35.3
36.5
39.8
59.0
65.7
75.9

78

2.9

3.0

79.0

22
73

.8
2.7

.9
2.8

79.8
82.6

33

1.2

1.3

83.9

30

1.1

1.2

85.1

105
39

3.9
1.4

4.1
1.5

89.1
90.7

67

2.5

2.6

93.3

18

.7

.7

94.0

33

1.2

1.3

95.2

10

.4

.4

95.6

10

.4

.4

96.0

22

.8

.9

96.9

3

.1

.1

97.0

27

1.0

1.0

98.0

7

.3

.3

98.3

4

.1

.2

98.4

9

.3

.3

98.8

4

.1

.2

99.0

13

.5

.5

99.5

8
6
2580
122
2
124
2704

.3
.2
95.4
4.5
.1
4.6
100.0

.3
.2
100.0

99.8
100.0
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P

Appendix F - Student Survey Item Means
and Demographics

PURDUEUNIVERSITY
DIVERSITY,WORKLIFE, AND
CAMPUS LIFE SURVEY

Copyright 2003 Purdue University. This document contains certain content that constitutes intellectual property of third parties.

Page 134

1
strongly disagree

2

Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey

disagree

3
neither agree nor disagree

(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)

4
agree

5
strongly agree

Students do not feel they can share their concerns about diversity.
2. Purdue University is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity
for all staff, faculty, and students.
3. Contact with individuals who are culturally different is an important part of a
college education.
4. Overall, Purdue's diversity efforts have improved the quality of Purdue
5. I believe that my curriculum should be transformed to incorporate
diversity/multiculturalism in terms of content and methods of teaching.
6. My School values the contributions of courses where diversity is integral to
the content and/or methods of the course.
I would prefer not to interact with people who are different from me in …
7.
gender
8.
culture
1.

9.

religion

10.

ethnicity

sexual orientation
The curriculum in my School reflects the contributions of diverse
populations.
There is clear communication from top university leaders about the part
diversity plays in the future direction of the university.
My School is very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
There are numerous courses in my School where diversity is integral to the
content and/or methods of the course.
The curriculum in my School reflects the contributions of diverse
perspectives.
My School supports its students in helping balance work needs and
personal needs.
I have the flexibility to adjust my schedule to meet important personal
needs.
The teaching and learning climate for diversity in my School is positive.
Too much emphasis on racial/ethnic diversity has lowered the quality of the
institution.
Different opinions and points of view are valued in the decision-making
process at Purdue.
I believe that all Purdue students should engage in activities that develop
skills around diversity.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

2.68
3.44
3.95
3.19
2.74
3.20
1.43
1.66
1.68
1.66
2.10
3.18
2.98
3.35
2.96
3.19
3.00
3.03
3.49
2.77
3.34
3.51
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1
strongly disagree

2

Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey

disagree

3
neither agree nor disagree

(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)

4
agree

5
strongly agree

23. The admissions process at Purdue University is fair to all.
24. I study or work with a diverse group of individuals.
25. Most students would probably rate the diversity climate at Purdue

University…
1 = very poor
2 = poor
3 = about average

3.38
3.64
3.31

4 = good
5 = very good

26. I personally would rate the diversity climate at Purdue University…

3.30

27. Purdue is not really serious about diversity.

2.28
3.12
3.73

1 = very poor
2 = poor
3 = about average

4 = good
5 = very good

28. Diversity issues are important to think about in relation to one’s major.
29. At Purdue University, there is equal opportunity for each person to achieve

his or her potential.
30. Purdue recognizes and rewards faculty who consider the diverse needs of

their students and colleagues.
31. I feel that talking about diversity just makes things worse.
32. I support mentoring programs for students from underrepresented groups.
33. Faculty make allowances for different religious beliefs and practices.
34. I support mentoring programs for faculty from underrepresented groups.
35. I believe that all Purdue faculty should be required to take a seminar on

diversity.
36. I feel overwhelmed in trying to balance studying with the rest of my life.
37. I have often initiated a discussion of diversity issues in the classroom.
38. Purdue University has done a good job providing programs and activities

that promote diversity and multicultural understanding.
39. I feel comfortable handling discrimination and diversity issues raised by

other students.
40. I am well prepared to work in a diverse academic environment.
41. It is important to understand how diversity issues impact learning in the
classroom.
42. Purdue should fund faculty to transform their curriculum to be more
inclusive.

3.04
2.39
3.28
3.17
3.25
3.14
3.39
2.44
3.31
3.61
4.06
3.69
2.87
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1
strongly disagree

2

Purdue University Diversity, Work Life, and Campus Life Survey

disagree

3
neither agree nor disagree

(Please CIRCLE the number that represents your opinion for each item)

4
agree

5
strongly agree

43. At Purdue I feel the need to minimize various characteristics of my culture
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.

(e.g., language, dress) in order to fit in.
Purdue should fund faculty to mentor underrepresented students.
I believe that "reverse discrimination” plays a role in decisions at Purdue
University.
I believe that all Purdue students should be required to complete a project
on the importance of diversity within their major prior to graduating.
I generally feel comfortable talking with other students about diversity
issues.
I believe instructors and teaching assistants are asked to make too many
accommodations for students with learning disabilities.
Our university leaders are effective in modeling positive diversity behaviors.
I am interested in learning about how to create a more inclusive learning
environment.
Purdue recognizes and rewards students who consider the role diversity
plays in their education.
Purdue is doing enough to recruit a diverse university population.

53. In my School, communication is open.
54. The faculty in my School value my work.
55. I am open to learning about diversity.
56. I am very committed to enhancing the climate for diversity.
57. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue is very conservative.
58. The social/political atmosphere at Purdue gets in the way of making real

progress on diversity issues.
59. I feel that my school friends are not very accepting of others who are

different from them.
60. I feel diversity brings creativity to a group.
61. The faculty in my School treat me with dignity and respect.
62. My School does too little to assist individuals with disabilities.

2.13
2.77
3.40
2.06
3.84
2.36
3.15
2.98
2.73
3.51
3.60
3.53
3.86
3.34
3.65
2.93
2.47
3.82
3.87
2.37
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Frequency Tables – Student Survey Demographics
D74 Student Status

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Freshman
2 Sophomore
3 Junior
4 Senior
5 Graduate
6 Professional
7 Other
Total
System

Frequency
436
369
437
533
324
22
25
2146
1122
3268

Percent
13.3
11.3
13.4
16.3
9.9
.7
.8
65.7
34.3
100.0

Valid Percent
20.3
17.2
20.4
24.8
15.1
1.0
1.2
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
20.3
37.5
57.9
82.7
97.8
98.8
100.0

D75 Gender

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Female
2 Male
Total
System

Frequency
1008
1138
2146
1122
3268

Percent
30.8
34.8
65.7
34.3
100.0

Valid Percent
47.0
53.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
47.0
100.0

D76 Racial-Ethnic Group

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Asian/Pacific Islander
2 Black/African American
(non-Hispanic)
3 Hispanic/Latino
4 Native
American/Alaskan Native
5 White (non-Hispanic)
6 Multiracial
7 Other
Total
System

Frequency
174

Percent
5.3

Valid Percent
8.1

Cumulative
Percent
8.1

80

2.4

3.7

11.8

59

1.8

2.7

14.5

7

.2

.3

14.8

1725
45
66
2156
1112
3268

52.8
1.4
2.0
66.0
34.0
100.0

80.0
2.1
3.1
100.0

94.9
96.9
100.0
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MAJMIN Majority or Minority

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Minority
2 Majority
Total
System

Frequency
431
1725
2156
1112
3268

Percent
13.2
52.8
66.0
34.0
100.0

Valid Percent
20.0
80.0
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
20.0
100.0

D77 Citizenship

Valid

Missing
Total

1 US native
2 US naturalized
3 US permanent resident
4 Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
System

Frequency
1907
53
38

Percent
58.4
1.6
1.2

Valid Percent
88.5
2.5
1.8

Cumulative
Percent
88.5
90.9
92.7

158

4.8

7.3

100.0

2156
1112
3268

66.0
34.0
100.0

100.0

D78 Tenure at Purdue

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Less than 1 year
2 1-2 years
3 2-4 years
4 5-10 years
5 11-15 years
6 16-20 years
7 21 years plus
Total
System

Frequency
556
409
882
280
10
8
10
2155
1113
3268

Percent
17.0
12.5
27.0
8.6
.3
.2
.3
65.9
34.1
100.0

Valid Percent
25.8
19.0
40.9
13.0
.5
.4
.5
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
25.8
44.8
85.7
98.7
99.2
99.5
100.0
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D79 Age Group

Valid

Missing
Total

1 17 or under
2 18-19
3 20-21
4 22-30
5 31-40
6 41-50
7 51-60
Total
System

Frequency
11
622
764
642
78
26
7
2150
1118
3268

Percent
.3
19.0
23.4
19.6
2.4
.8
.2
65.8
34.2
100.0

Valid Percent
.5
28.9
35.5
29.9
3.6
1.2
.3
100.0

Cumulative
Percent
.5
29.4
65.0
94.8
98.5
99.7
100.0

D80 Family Status

Valid

Missing
Total

1 Single
2 Single parent
3 Married
4 Married with children
5 Partner living with them
6 Partner living with them
with children
Total
System

Frequency
1811
38
129
86
79

Percent
55.4
1.2
3.9
2.6
2.4

Valid Percent
84.2
1.8
6.0
4.0
3.7

Cumulative
Percent
84.2
86.0
92.0
96.0
99.7

7

.2

.3

100.0

2150
1118
3268

65.8
34.2
100.0

100.0
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D81 Academic School

Valid

Missing
Total

1 School of Agriculture
2 School of Consumer &
Family Sciences
3 School of Education
4 School of Liberal Arts
5 School of Management
6 Schools of Pharmacy,
Nursing & Health
Sciences
7 School of Science
8 School of Technology
9 School of Veterinary
Medicine
10 Aeronautics &
Astronautics
11 Agricultural and
Biological Engineering
12 Biomedical
Engineering
13 Chemical
Engineering
14 Civil Engineering
15 Construction
Engineering &
Management
16 Electrical & Computer
Engineering
17 Freshman
Engineering
18 Industrial Engineering
19 Interdisciplinary
Engineering
20 Materials Engineering
21 Mechanical
Engineering
Total
System

Frequency
156

Percent
4.8

Valid Percent
7.3

Cumulative
Percent
7.3

105

3.2

4.9

12.2

91
422
163

2.8
12.9
5.0

4.2
19.7
7.6

16.4
36.1
43.7

137

4.2

6.4

50.1

261
248

8.0
7.6

12.2
11.6

62.3
73.8

7

.2

.3

74.2

54

1.7

2.5

76.7

7

.2

.3

77.0

33

1.0

1.5

78.5

57

1.7

2.7

81.2

10

.3

.5

81.7

142

4.3

6.6

88.3

101

3.1

4.7

93.0

46

1.4

2.1

95.1

9

.3

.4

95.6

13

.4

.6

96.2

73

2.2

3.4

99.6

9

.3

.4

100.0

2144
1124
3268

65.6
34.4
100.0

100.0
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Appendix G - Survey Index & Factor Scores

Purdue University Diversity, Work Life and Campus Life Survey
Index and Factor Scale Scores
Status

Overall Organization Index
Overall Diversity Index
General Diversity Index
Academic Diversity Index
Total Organizational Development Index

Faculty
3.53
3.55
3.65
3.38
3.42

Staff
3.44
3.51
3.52
N/A.
3.35

Student
3.43
3.44
3.59
3.11
3.25

Purdue's Commitment to Diversity
Openness & Respect
Interpersonal Tolerance
Personal Support for Diversity
Overall Diversity Climate
General Acceptance of Differences
Work/Life Balance

Faculty
3.31
3.35
4.70
3.82
2.93
3.52
3.26

Staff
3.29
3.37
4.41
3.57
3.22
3.52
3.56

Student
3.32
3.47
4.29
3.48
3.31
3.54
2.91

Staff Only
Supervision & Leadership
Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
Equity in Advancement
Job Satisfaction

3.46
2.82
3.42
3.98
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Appendix H - Comparison of Overall Index Scores

Comparison of Overall Index Scores from Overall Database
(Notes: 1. There is no Academic Diversity Index for staff. 2. An asterisk indicates there were fewer than
eight respondents in the category; to protect respondent confidentiality, no results are shown in these
instances)

Faculty

Staff

Student

Total

Faculty

Staff

Minority
Majority
Total
Minority
Majority
Total
Minority
Majority
Total
Minority
Majority
Total

Asian/Pacific Islander
Black/African American (not
of Hispanic origin)
Hispanic/Latino
Native American/Alaskan
Native
White (not of Hispanic
origin)
Multiracial
Other
Total
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black/African American (not
of Hispanic origin)
Hispanic/Latino
Native American/Alaskan
Native
White (not of Hispanic
origin)

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.47
3.54
3.53
3.47
3.43
3.44
3.44
3.38
3.39
3.45
3.42
3.42

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.31
3.43
3.41
3.40
3.34
3.35
3.23
3.28
3.27
3.28
3.33
3.32

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.49
3.56
3.55
3.52
3.51
3.51
3.47
3.39
3.41
3.49
3.47
3.47

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.48

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.32

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.50

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.37

3.65
*

3.34
*

3.70
*

3.75
*

*

*

*

*

3.54
*
*
3.53
3.52

3.43
*
*
3.41
3.46

3.56
*
*
3.55
3.57

3.37
*
*
3.38

3.58
3.40

3.53
3.27

3.63
3.51

*

*

*

3.43

3.34

3.51

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.41
3.37
3.38

3.31
3.06
3.11
3.32
3.11
3.15
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Student

Total

Faculty

Staff

Student

Total

Multiracial
Other
Total
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black/African American (not
of Hispanic origin)
Hispanic/Latino
Native American/Alaskan
Native
White (not of Hispanic
origin)
Multiracial
Other
Total
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black/African American (not
of Hispanic origin)
Hispanic/Latino
Native American/Alaskan
Native
White (not of Hispanic
origin)
Multiracial
Other
Total

Female
Male
Total
Female
Male
Total
Female
Male
Total
Female
Male
Total

3.53
3.37
3.44
3.48

3.49
3.33
3.35
3.32

3.56
3.40
3.51
3.50

3.32

3.46
3.56

2.99
3.31

3.52
3.60

3.50
3.46

3.40

3.63

3.37

3.19

3.38
3.31
3.32
3.39
3.48

3.28
3.04
3.28
3.27
3.34

3.39
3.35
3.33
3.41
3.51

3.06
3.04
3.10
3.11
3.33

3.51
3.51

3.18
3.33

3.57
3.56

3.53
3.46

3.35

3.34

3.39

3.30

3.42
3.40
3.32
3.42

3.33
3.21
3.27
3.32

3.47
3.43
3.33
3.47

3.11
3.06
3.10
3.15

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.52
3.54
3.53
3.48
3.36
3.44
3.48
3.31
3.39
3.49
3.35
3.42

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.18
3.54
3.40
3.39
3.29
3.35
3.26
3.28
3.27
3.33
3.31
3.32

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.57
3.54
3.55
3.57
3.42
3.51
3.52
3.31
3.41
3.55
3.38
3.47

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.55
3.28
3.38

3.28
2.97
3.11
3.31
3.02
3.15
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Faculty

Staff

Student

Total

Faculty

Native US
Naturalized US
US permanent resident
(non-US citizen)
Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
Native US
Naturalized US
US permanent resident
(non-US citizen)
Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
Native US
Naturalized US
US permanent resident
(non-US citizen)
Non-immigrant
(international)
Total
Native US
Naturalized US
US permanent resident
(non-US citizen)
Non-immigrant
(international)
Total

Single
Single parent
Married
Married with children
Partner living with you
(either same or opposite
sex)
Partner living with you with
children
Total

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.54
3.47

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.41
3.40

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.56
3.48

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.39
3.36

3.41

3.30

3.43

3.19

3.60
3.53
3.44
3.31

3.62
3.41
3.35
3.24

3.60
3.55
3.52
3.37

3.45
3.38

3.49

3.42

3.55

3.44
3.44
3.38
3.48

3.30
3.35
3.27
3.20

3.57
3.51
3.39
3.53

3.08
3.34

3.50

3.28

3.52

3.29

3.51
3.39
3.42
3.38

3.31
3.27
3.32
3.25

3.54
3.41
3.47
3.43

3.34
3.11
3.12
3.34

3.47

3.34

3.51

3.25

3.51
3.42

3.33
3.32

3.54
3.47

3.35
3.15

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.41
3.51
3.51
3.58

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.16
3.20
3.37
3.54

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.45
3.56
3.53
3.58

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.35
3.39
3.37
3.37

3.54

3.29

3.57

3.60

*
3.53

*
3.41

*
3.55

*
3.38
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Staff

Student

Total

Faculty

Staff

Single
Single parent
Married
Married with children
Partner living with you
(either same or opposite
sex)
Partner living with you with
children
Total
Single
Single parent
Married
Married with children
Partner living with you
(either same or opposite
sex)
Partner living with you with
children
Total
Single
Single parent
Married
Married with children
Partner living with you
(either same or opposite
sex)
Partner living with you with
children
Total

Less than 2 years
2-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21 years and over
Total
Less than 2 years
2-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21 years and over
Total

3.38
3.41
3.41
3.48

3.28
3.27
3.32
3.40

3.46
3.54
3.48
3.55

3.40

3.27

3.50

3.41
3.44
3.39
3.47
3.42
3.39

3.40
3.35
3.28
3.23
3.22
3.31

3.42
3.51
3.40
3.50
3.45
3.40

3.09
3.26
3.21
3.14

3.37

3.02

3.42

3.20

*
3.39
3.39
3.43
3.42
3.49

*
3.27
3.28
3.26
3.31
3.41

*
3.41
3.41
3.53
3.48
3.54

*
3.11
3.10
3.29
3.28
3.30

3.40

3.16

3.47

3.26

3.45
3.42

3.32
3.32

3.48
3.47

3.44
3.15

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.67
3.51
3.49
3.44
3.47
3.57
3.53
3.62
3.48
3.40
3.38
3.40
3.38
3.44

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.61
3.32
3.37
3.18
3.23
3.60
3.40
3.58
3.41
3.31
3.28
3.29
3.26
3.35

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.68
3.53
3.50
3.48
3.50
3.56
3.54
3.65
3.55
3.47
3.47
3.49
3.48
3.51

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.57
3.44
3.38
3.39
3.23
3.25
3.38
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Student

Total

Faculty

Staff

Student

Total

Less than 2 years
2-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21 years and over
Total
Less than 2 years
2-4 years
5-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21 years and over
Total

22-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-65
66 and over
Total
21 or under
22-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-65
66 and over
Total
21 or under
22-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
Total
21 or under
22-30
31-40
41-50
51-60
61-65
66 and over
Total

3.45
3.34
3.35
3.39
3.17
3.27
3.39
3.50
3.40
3.39
3.39
3.40
3.41
3.42

3.34
3.21
3.25
3.10
3.16
2.97
3.27
3.41
3.28
3.30
3.26
3.28
3.31
3.32

3.46
3.36
3.37
3.43
3.17
3.31
3.41
3.52
3.44
3.44
3.47
3.49
3.49
3.47

OVINDEX
Overall
Organization
Index
3.69
3.49
3.46
3.58
3.72
3.42
3.53
*
3.50
3.45
3.42
3.41
3.50
3.45
3.44
3.38
3.40
3.44
3.49
*
3.39
3.38
3.43
3.46
3.42
3.43
3.54
3.44
3.42

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.82
3.36
3.30
3.41
3.83
3.58
3.43
*
3.45
3.37
3.31
3.31
3.42
3.45
3.35
3.27
3.26
3.31
3.39
*
3.27
3.28
3.33
3.36
3.31
3.32
3.51
3.49
3.32

TOTALDIV
Overall
Diversity Index
3.67
3.51
3.48
3.61
3.71
3.40
3.55
*
3.54
3.52
3.50
3.49
3.56
3.45
3.51
3.40
3.42
3.45
3.50
*
3.41
3.40
3.46
3.51
3.50
3.51
3.59
3.44
3.47

3.06
3.12
3.08
3.19
3.01
2.81
3.09
3.09
3.15
3.14
3.36
3.19
3.21
3.13

ACDIV
Academic
Diversity
Index
3.44
3.40
3.32
3.45
3.39
3.10
3.38

3.10
3.08
2.96
3.36
*
3.09
3.10
3.09
3.22
3.33
3.44
3.39
3.10
3.13
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(Additional Staff Version Index and Factor Results)

TOTALOD Total Organizational Development
Index * D84 Staff Status
Mean

D84 Staff Status
1 Clerical
2 Service
3 Administrative/Professional
Total

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.36
3.09
3.48
3.35
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TOTALOD Total Organizational Development Index * D91
Department/Division
Mean

D91 Department/Division
1 Business Services
2 Executive Offices
3 Offices of the Provost
4 Research/Graduate School
5 Housing & Food Services
6 Information Technology
7 Intercollegiate Athletics
8 Libraries
9 Physical Facilities
10 Student Services
11 School of Agriculture
12 School of Consumer and Family Sciences
13 School of Education
14 School of Liberal Arts
15 School of Management
16 Schools of Pharmacy, Nursing & Health
Sciences
17 School of Science
18 School of Technology
19 School of Veterinary Medicine
20 Aeronautics & Astronautics
21 Agricultural and Biological Engineering
22 Biomedical Engineering
23 Chemical Engineering
24 Civil Engineering
25 Construction Engineering & Management
26 Electrical & Computer Engineering
27 Freshman Engineering
28 Industrial Engineering
29 Interdisciplinary Engineering
30 Materials Engineering
31 Mechanical Engineering
32 Nuclear Engineering
33 Other
Total

TOTALOD
Total
Organizational
Development
Index
3.41
3.63
3.49
3.49
3.22
3.24
3.54
3.30
3.03
3.45
3.61
3.67
3.38
3.46
3.49
3.44
3.46
3.47
3.42
3.45
3.51
3.36
3.23
3.68
3.41
2.84
3.09
3.71
3.35
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SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
EQUITADV Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D84 Staff Status
Mean

D84 Staff Status
1 Clerical
2 Service
3 Administrative/Professional
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.51
3.14
3.62
3.46

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement, &
Rewards
2.85
2.55
2.96
2.82

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.30
3.21
3.58
3.42

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
3.97
3.86
4.05
3.98

SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement,
& Rewards EQUITADV Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D85
Gender
Mean

D85 Gender
1 Female
2 Male
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.53
3.36
3.46

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement,
& Rewards
2.86
2.77
2.82

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.44
3.38
3.42

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
4.00
3.95
3.98

SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement, &
Rewards EQUITADV Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D88 Length of
Time at Purdue
Mean

D88 Length of Time
at Purdue
1 Less than 2 years
2 2-4 years
3 5-10 years
4 11-15 years
5 16-20 years
6 21 years and over
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.73
3.53
3.41
3.40
3.38
3.38
3.46

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement,
& Rewards
3.19
2.92
2.73
2.72
2.76
2.72
2.83

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.64
3.54
3.42
3.35
3.38
3.23
3.42

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
4.07
3.96
3.99
3.97
3.97
3.95
3.98
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SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement, &
Rewards EQUITADV Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D89 Age
Group
Mean

D89 Age Group
2 22-30
3 31-40
4 41-50
5 51-60
6 61-65
7 66 and over
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.59
3.50
3.43
3.41
3.52
3.59
3.46

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement, &
Rewards
2.97
2.86
2.78
2.76
2.91
2.73
2.82

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.49
3.56
3.41
3.31
3.32
3.39
3.42

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
3.93
3.97
3.97
3.98
4.09
4.41
3.98

SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards
EQUITADV Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D90 Family Status
Mean

D90 Family Status
1 Single
2 Single parent
3 Married
4 Married with children
5 Partner living with you (either
same or opposite sex)
6 Partner living with you with
children
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.36
3.37
3.41
3.54

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement,
& Rewards
2.78
2.71
2.80
2.87

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.37
3.38
3.39
3.46

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
3.86
3.95
3.97
4.05

3.40

2.70

3.41

3.77

3.50

3.01

3.55

3.92

3.46

2.82

3.42

3.98
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SUPLEAD Supervision & Leadership COMPREW Compensation, Advancement, & Rewards EQUITADV
Equity in Advancement JOBSAT Job Satsifaction * D91 Department/Division
Mean

D91 Department/Division
1 Business Services
2 Executive Offices
3 Offices of the Provost
4 Research/Graduate School
5 Housing & Food Services
6 Information Technology
7 Intercollegiate Athletics
8 Libraries
9 Physical Facilities
10 Student Services
11 School of Agriculture
12 School of Consumer and Family
Sciences
13 School of Education
14 School of Liberal Arts
15 School of Management
16 Schools of Pharmacy, Nursing &
Health Sciences
17 School of Science
18 School of Technology
19 School of Veterinary Medicine
20 Aeronautics & Astronautics
21 Agricultural and Biological
Engineering
22 Biomedical Engineering
23 Chemical Engineering
24 Civil Engineering
26 Electrical & Computer
Engineering
29 Interdisciplinary Engineering
31 Mechanical Engineering
32 Nuclear Engineering
Total

SUPLEAD
Supervision &
Leadership
3.59
3.65
3.66
3.66
3.31
3.38
3.64
3.32
3.02
3.69
3.79

COMPREW
Compensation,
Advancement, &
Rewards
2.89
3.26
2.89
3.05
2.74
2.72
3.12
2.78
2.49
2.76
3.15

EQUITADV
Equity in
Advancement
3.39
3.68
3.53
3.44
3.38
3.36
3.58
3.38
3.17
3.50
3.67

JOBSAT Job
Satsifaction
3.93
4.11
4.01
4.20
3.92
3.68
4.25
3.96
3.86
4.12
4.14

3.92

3.20

3.58

4.24

3.43
3.71
3.57

2.82
2.74
2.91

3.63
3.49
3.45

4.07
4.07
3.99

3.57

2.94

3.39

3.94

3.59
3.64
3.59
3.55

2.89
2.77
2.94
2.96

3.47
3.50
3.45
3.56

4.03
4.04
3.97
4.02

3.66

3.05

3.53

3.93

3.64
3.32
4.01

2.72
2.56
3.04

3.19
3.46
3.60

3.68
3.83
4.12

3.59

2.88

3.39

4.08

2.71
2.90
4.03
3.46

2.38
2.84
3.20
2.82

2.83
3.63
3.73
3.42

3.78
3.74
4.17
3.97
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Appendix I – Results on Audit-Style Items
In the following presentation of the audit-style item results, we show item results for all
three survey versions together, where possible. In some cases, the items or item
choices are not the same for each version. These will be presented separately.
Social-Political Atmosphere. The first issue we address relates to assessment of the
social-political atmosphere at Purdue. Prior to the survey, several in the planning
committees suggested that Purdue’s social and political climate is conservative, and
that this conservative climate may impede progress in diversity. Items within the survey
were designed to test whether the climate is generally viewed as conservative and
whether the climate (conservative or otherwise) is seen as negatively impacting
Purdue’s efforts to increase diversity. By analyzing the relevant items in relation to each
other, we were able to create an index to test these assertions. The result was a fourcell table crossing two levels of conservatism (not very conservative; very conservative)
with two levels of impact (climate a problem for diversity; climate not a problem for
diversity). (A fifth category, neutral responses, is described below.)
To create the index, we coded the item that asked respondents whether they perceived
the social/political atmosphere at Purdue as being very conservative into three
categories: those who agreed, those who disagreed, and those who were neutral. We
then performed a similar coding for the item that asked respondents whether they
believed the social/political atmosphere got in the way of making progress in diversity.
We identified those who fell into the four categories described previously (i.e., those
who thought the atmosphere was conservative and that it was a problem, those who
thought it was not conservative and was a problem, etc.). Those respondents whose
ratings were neutral on either question were coded into a fifth category (i.e., the neutral
group).
The percentage or responses falling into each of the five outcome possibilities are
summarized for each survey version in the table below.
Table A - Views of Conservatism at Purdue and Its Impact on Diversity

Not very cons & a problem
Not very cons & not a
problem
Very cons & not a problem
Very cons & a problem
Neutral

Faculty
3.0%

Staff
4.0%

Students
1.6%

7.4%
15.0%
41.1%
33.5%

7.7%
13.2%
20.3%
54.8%

6.3%
11.8%
15.5%
64.8%

As Table A indicates, most staff (55%) and students (65%) fell into the neutral category.
For faculty, about a third were neutral. Other than the neutral grouping, the most
popular choice was “very conservative and a problem.” Indeed, this was the most
popular category for faculty with 4 in 10 having this view. The staff had about half this
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percentage in the category, and a little over 15% of the students held this view. The
next most popular view for all three groups was that the atmosphere is very
conservative and that this is not a problem for diversity. Finally, about 8 to 12 % from
each group indicated that the atmosphere is not very conservative and is either not a
problem (6.3 to 7.7% of each group) or is a problem (fewer than 4% of each group).
Clearly, the faculty viewpoint is most supportive of the original assertion that Purdue has
a conservative social/political atmosphere and that this gets in the way of making
diversity progress, with a little over 40% of the faculty respondents holding this view.
Special Recruiting Efforts. One item asked whether Purdue should make special
efforts to recruit staff, faculty, and students from certain demographic groups. Table B
shows the responses to this question.
Table B – Special Recruiting Efforts Needed?
(Percent of those who responded indicating yes)

Recruit more staff
who are...
African American or
Black
Asian American or
Pacific Islander
Latino/Hispanic
Native American or
Alaskan Native
Multiracial
Other
None of the above
Recruit more faculty
who are...
African American or
Black
Asian American or
Pacific Islander
Latino/Hispanic
Native American or
Alaskan Native
Multiracial
Other
None of the above
Recruit more
students who are...
African American or
Black

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
69.9

33.3

31.4

35.8
67.9

17.7
29.6

19.5
26.7

58.6
46.5
10.1
19.2
-----

32.3
28.2
11.7
42.7
-----

26
28.6
13.3
48.7
-----

74.4

33.9

33.8

35
69

17.3
30.2

18.5
28.9

58.8
47.7
14.3
13.7
-----

33.2
28.7
12.1
42.9
-----

27
28.7
16.1
44.6
-----

73.2

32.9

31
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Asian American or
Pacific Islander
Latino/Hispanic
Native American or
Alaskan Native
Multiracial
Other
None of the above

30.9
68.8

17.6
30.6

20.4
30.5

63.3
48.9
10.8
14.6

35
29.3
11.1
43.1

31.4
28.8
14.5
47.6

As may be seen in Table B, students and staff were least likely to see the need for
special recruiting efforts, but faculty were most likely to see the need. While almost half
the students (and 4 out of 10 staff respondents) favored special recruiting efforts for
none of the listed categories, more than half the faculty respondents believed that more
African Americans, Latino/Hispanics, and Native Americans should be recruited for the
staff, faculty, and student populations. Among staff and student respondents, there was
no category identified for special recruiting by more than half the respondents. The
group identified most for special recruiting among the staff was African Americans at
around 33% in each recruiting population (i.e., staff, faculty, and students), but other
identified racial-ethnic groups were not far behind (all around 30%), with the exception
of Asians (at about 18%). Among those students who indicated special recruiting is
needed, all groups except Asians were identified at about the same rate (also about
30%); Asians were selected in each recruiting population by only about 20% of the
students. Thus, staff and student views were most similar on this variable.
Characteristics Associated with Greater Success at Purdue. Respondents on all
three survey versions were asked to identify characteristics that helped people succeed
at Purdue. Table C summarizes the responses.
Table C – It Helps You be Successful if You Are…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

It helps you be more
successful at Purdue
if you are...
African American or
Black
Asian American or
Pacific Islander
Latino/Hispanic
Native American or
Alaskan Native
White or European
American
Multiracial
Male
Female

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
15.4

20.5

16.5

3
6.5

9.3
10.5

14.3
10.6

5.4

5.9

8.6

39.8
3.8
42.8
14.9

21.8
6.3
32.7
15.8

31.9
9.5
34.6
17.9
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Gay
Lesbian
Heterosexual
Bisexual
Transgendered
Not religious
Religious, but not
Christian
Christian
Over 50
Under 30
An American
Not an American
Lower socioeconomic
status
Middle socioeconomic
status
Higher socioeconomic
status
Married
Single
Married with children
A person with a
learning disability
A person with a
physical disability
A veteran
None of the above
helps you
Other

1.1
1.4
21.4
0.5
0.5
4.6

8.2
8.1
13.5
3.9
2.5
6

5.8
5.4
24
5
4
8.6

3.8
30.4
14.4
7.3
37.1
0.3

3.8
13.7
6.5
20.7
22.8
6.3

7
25.7
7.4
24.6
36
10.3

0.5

1.7

8

11.1

9.4

18.7

20.6
28.5
5.4
19.5

25.4
16.5
5.2
10.7

32.3
7.9
26.9
7

0.5

3.2

8

1.6
2.4

4.5
4.1

7.5
7.4

26
6.8

28.5
10.5

27
7.3

A review of Table C reveals that faculty views and student views, with some exceptions,
are similar on this dimension and slightly different from those of the staff. A little over a
quarter of all three respondent groups believed that none of the characteristics would
help a person be more successful at Purdue. All three groups were more likely (at least
20% making the selection) to indicate being the following would help (though in no case
did even half the respondents indicate an advantage for the characteristic): male, white,
American, and higher socio-economic status. At least 20% of faculty and students also
selected Christian and heterosexual. Faculty also had relatively high endorsement
(about 30%) for “married,” and about a quarter of the students and a fifth of the staff
thought being under 30 helped. Students also endorsed being single at a similar rate
(26.9%). On the other hand, staff respondents were much more likely to endorse being
African American as an aid to success (almost at the same rate as being white).
I Experienced Harassment or Discrimination Based on… A number of dimensions
were listed and the respondents were asked to indicate whether they had been verbally
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or physically harassed, discriminated against, or denied something during the previous
two years based on the dimension. Table D summarizes the responses.
Table D – I Have Been Harassed or Discriminated against Because of My…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

I have been harassed
or discriminated
against because of
my...
Race/ethnicity
Religion
Color
Gender
National origin or
ancestry
Marital status
Parental status
Sexual orientation
Physical impairment
Mental impairment
Status as a disabled or
Vietnam-era veteran
None of the above
Other characteristic

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
4.9
1.8
11.9
3.2
2.7
10.5
0.9
1.1
7.1
13.8
7.7
16.4
2.6
4.6
2.6
1.7
1.7
-

0.8
3
3
1.3
2.7
1

5
2
1.9
3.8
0.9
1.4

72.8

0.3
75.8

0.1
61.3

7.2

10.8

6.4

Table D shows that the large majority of respondents had not experienced what they
believed to be harassment or discrimination based on any of the listed dimensions
during the last two years. For those who indicated they had experienced harassment or
discrimination, the most common basis for all three groups was gender (ranging from
8% for staff to 16% for students). However, over 10% of the student respondents
checked race/ethnicity and religion as well. Color (at 7%) was also endorsed fairly
frequently by student respondents.
I Have Heard Others Harass or Make Negative Remarks Based on… The
respondent groups were asked whether they had encountered “second-hand”
harassment or negative remarks based on a number of characteristics of others in their
respective groups. Table E presents their responses.
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Table E – I Have Heard Others Harass or Make Negative Remarks…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

I have heard others
harass or make
negative remarks
about...
Race/ethnicity
Religion
Color
Gender
National origin or
ancestry
Marital status
Parental status
Sexual orientation
Physical impairment
Mental impairment
Status as a disabled or
Vietnam-era veteran
None of the above
Other characteristic

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
19.6
21.2
58.3
13.4
12.7
43.9
7.8
10.4
33.2
25.4
15.4
34
11.5
9.2
8.7
15.4
2.8
3.6

10.9
5.6
5
25.4
7.5
7.7

33.2
3.7
3.3
53
17.9
16.8

0.3
53.4
6.7

1
52.8
7.5

0.2
21.8
5.3

Results on this item reveal student respondents were more likely to witness such
harassment or negative remarks, especially as regards race or sexual orientation.
Indeed, over half the student respondents had encountered such episodes regarding
these two categories during the previous two years. Over 40% of the student
respondents had also witnessed harassment or negative comments about religion, and
about a third heard had similar experiences regarding gender, color, and national origin
or ancestry. Faculty and staff reports were similar to each other and had much lower
rates than students reported. There were some differences between faculty and staff
experiences, however. Faculty were more likely to check gender (25% as compared to
15%), and staff were more likely to check sexual orientation (percentages were the
mirror image of the gender comparisons).
I May be Discriminated Against Because of My… Another item asked respondents
to indicate whether they were concerned about being discriminated against based on
the same characteristic listed in the previous two items. Table F presents the results.
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Table F – I May Be Discriminated against Due to My…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

I am concerned I may
be discriminated
against based on...
Race/ethnicity
Religion
Color
Gender
National origin or
ancestry
Marital status
Parental status
Sexual orientation
Physical impairment
Mental impairment
Status as a disabled or
Vietnam-era veteran
None of the above
Other characteristic

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
7.4
4.9
18.5
9.9
6.4
18.1
2.3
2.9
12.3
22.4
14.5
26.7
3.4
11
7.1
3.4
2.3
-

1.4
5.3
4.5
2.8
4.4
1.2

8.1
4.1
2.6
4.8
1.4
1.4

0.6
53.3
8.8

0.4
58.9
16.2

0.1
46.7
6

Looking at Table F, we find the largest concern for all three response groups was
gender discrimination. Most faculty and staff, and almost half the students, indicated
they were not concerned about being discriminated against on the basis of any of the
listed characteristics. Almost a fifth of the students expressed concerns they might
experience racial or religious discrimination. These were also the second tier of
concerns for the faculty and staff, though at half the rate or less than indicated by
students.
Policy Documents Read or Accessed. Tables G and H show the rates at which each
respondent group indicated they had read or accessed selected policy documents.
Table G – Faculty/Staff - I Have Accessed the Following…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Affirmative Action Plan
Removing Barriers
Nondiscrimination Policy
Statement
Antiharassment Policy
Staff/Faculty Handbook
Alcohol and Drug Policy
Executive Memorandum D1
(EA/EO Policy)

Faculty
44.4
46.2

Staff
39.2
28

49.3
44.6
85.3
34.9

40.9
45.8
89
47.4

19.2

24
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University policy website
None of the above

25.2
6.8

33.7
7.2

Table H – Students - I Have Accessed the Following…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Affirmative Action Plan
Removing Barriers
Nondiscrimination Policy Statement
Antiharassment Policy
Code of Student Conduct
Alcohol and Drug Policy
Executive Memorandum D1 (EA/EO
Policy)
University policy website
None of the above

19.8
7.9
27
22.5
54.7
58
4.9
17.9
28.9

Among all the documents listed, the Staff/Faculty Handbook was the only document
read or accessed by a large majority of the relevant populations (85% of the faculty and
89% of the staff). Over half of the students had accessed the Alcohol and Drug Policy
and the Code of Student Conduct; about a quarter checked the Nondiscrimination
Policy Statement and Antiharassment Policy blocks; and a fifth indicated they had
accessed the University policy website and the Affirmative Action Plan. Faculty and
staff generally indicated they had accessed more of the relevant documents compared
to student access rates. Least accessed among these respondents were the EA/EO
Policy (Executive Memorandum D1) and the University policy website, with a response
rate of a third or fewer. Faculty and staff indicated they had read or accessed the other
documents at rates between 28 and 49%.
Services Accessed. Table I shows the response to a similar question asking
respondents to indicate selected services and program they had used or attended.
Table I – I Have Used or Attended the Following…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Services used or programs
attended...
Employee Assistance
Program (EAP)
Worklife Program
Wellness Program
Employee Relations Office
Affirmative Action Office
Diversity Resource Office
Women's Resource Office

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
15.3
10.5
31.7
4.3
15.9
14.5
13.4

27.9
27.7
54.4
9.5
7
8.5
7.8

1.8
1.9
15.9
1.1
1.7
5.6
6.7
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Organization and Career
Development Office
Administrative & Professional
Staff Advisory Committee
Clerical & Service Staff
Advisory Committee
None of the above

4

15.8

9

2.7

17.3

1.2

2.2
41.1

16.6
23.7

1
72.1

Better than 7 out of 10 students had used none of the listed services or programs. By
far, the Wellness Program was the most popular among student respondents (with a
16% use rate). Next in order were the Organization and Career Development Office
(9%), Women’s Resource Office (7%), and Diversity Resource Office (6%). Four out of
ten faculty respondents and a quarter of the staff respondents had used none of the
services. As with the students, the Wellness Program was the most popular resource
with the faculty (32%) and staff (54%). Other resources or programs with relatively high
faculty use rates were the Affirmative Action Office (16%), Employee Assistance
Program (15%), Diversity Resource Office (15%), and Women’s Resource Office (13%).
For the staff, the following received relatively high use: Employee Assistance Program
and Worklife Program (each 28%), Administrative & Professional Staff Advisory
Committee and Clerical & Service Staff Advisory Committee (each 17%), and the
Organization and Career Development Office (16%).
Unwritten Rules for Success at Purdue. The respondents were also asked to
indicate what they believed to be the unwritten rules for success at Purdue by selecting
applicable “rules” from a number of choices. See the results for this item in Table J.
Table J – Unwritten Rules for Success at Purdue
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Unwritten rules for success at
Purdue
Do it the Purdue way
Dress a certain way
Work long hours
Lead by example
Be conservative
Be liberal
Treat others the way you want to be
treated
Support diversity
Belong to certain organizations
Be part of the "good old boy" network
Speak English only
Maintain the self-confidence and selfesteem of others
Focus on the situation, issue, or

Faculty
Staff
Student
Respondents Respondents Respondents
47
54.5
37.2
17.6
19
15.2
54.9
26.8
43.5
25.5
31.3
25.2
38.8
23.7
30
2.9
3.7
5.7
22.3
15.5
11
38.8
12.3

34.9
24.1
14.1
40
6.2

46
22.2
32.2
18.1
17.7

21.8
22

27.8
34.7

23.8
23.5
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behavior, not the person
Take initiative to make things better
Maintain distinct roles for men and
women
Display humor
Earn recognition
Have a high level of power or
importance
Avoid taboos
Maintain constructive relationships
Maintain your department's "turf" or
territory
It's who you know
Use the right means of communication
None of the above

32.5

37.9

32.7

8.4
18.4
52.5

6.7
16.3
22.8

8.8
29.3
41.7

32
20.7
31.8

22.4
14.3
28.9

27
19.6
27.4

25.5
33.9
23.4
2.1

16.6
49.6
26.6
4.1

13.3
44.1
32.2
4.2

Table K summarizes the results by showing the top ten endorsed choices for each
survey version.
Table K – Top Ten Unwritten Rules for Success at Purdue
(Most endorsed to least endorsed, by survey version)

FACULTY
1. Work long hours
2. Earn recognition
3. Do it the Purdue way
4. Be part of the "good
old boy" network
5. Be conservative

6. It's who you know
7. Take initiative to
make things better
8. Have a high level of
power or importance
9. Maintain constructive
relationships
10. Lead by example

STAFF
1. Do it the Purdue way
2. It's who you know
3. Be part of the "good
old boy" network
4. Take initiative to
make things better
5. Treat others the way
you want to be
treated
6. Focus on the
situation, issue, or
behavior, not the
person
7. Lead by example
8. Maintain constructive
relationships
9. Maintain the selfconfidence and selfesteem of others
10. Work long hours

STUDENTS
1. Treat others the way
you want to be
treated
2. It's who you know
3. Work long hours
4. Earn recognition
5. Do it the Purdue way
6. Take initiative to
make things better
7. Use the right means
of communication
8. Belong to certain
organizations
9. Be conservative
10. Display humor
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There were four items common to all three top 10 lists: do it the Purdue way, it's who
you know, take initiative to make things better, and work long hours. In addition, other
items common to faculty and staff lists were be part of the “good old boy network,”
maintain constructive relationships, and lead by example. Items common only to the
faculty and student top 10 were be conservative and earn recognition. The single item
common only to staff and students was “treat others the way you want to be treated.”
The picture we form from the lists is of a conservative organization, where following the
rules, working hard, and taking initiative can lead to success, but where it also helps if
you know the right people and have the right connections.
Diversity Awareness Workshops Attended. We asked respondents how many
workshops or forums about diversity they had attended during the previous 5 years.
Table L summarizes their responses.
Table L – Diversity Awareness Workshops or Forums Attended
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Diversity Workshops or Forums Attended

None
1
2
3 to 5
6 to 10

Faculty
50.8
17.5
18.0
10.7
2.0

Staff
50.3
17.9
14.0
13.5
2.5

Students
57.7
15.0
12.3
10.5
2.2

Over 10

0.8

1.8

2.3

As the table above indicates, about half the faculty and staff respondents and a little
over half of the student respondents had attended no diversity workshops or forums in
the previous 5 years. For those who had attended workshops, two thirds had attended
only one or two.
Membership in Organizations that Increase Diversity Awareness. Each survey
asked respondents whether they belonged to Purdue or non-Purdue organizations that
increase their diversity awareness. Table M summarizes the results of this question.
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Table M – Membership in Diversity Awareness-Raising Organizations
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Organizational Memberships

Purdue
Yes
Non-Purdue
Yes

Faculty

Staff

Students

17.5

10.8

24.0

31.0

15.5

14.2

As Table M indicates, relatively few in the Purdue community are members of either
Purdue or non-Purdue organizations that increase awareness of diversity issues. The
faculty are twice as likely as staff to be members of such organizations, yet even among
faculty a maximum of 31% indicated they were part of either a Purdue or non-Purdue
organization with such characteristics. About a quarter of responding students indicated
membership in Purdue organizations that increase diversity awareness.
Audit-Style Items Unique to Specific Survey Versions. Some of the audit-style
items applied only to faculty or staff survey versions. The results for those items are
summarized in the following tables.
Table N – How Have Diversity-Related Issues
Affected Faculty in the Previous Five Years
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

I was a faculty mentor to an underrepresented student.
I was supported by funds to mentor an underrepresented student.
I was a faculty mentor to an underrepresented faculty member.
I was involved in efforts to recruit minority faculty.
I was involved in efforts to retain minority or underrepresented students.
I received a diversity award or recognition for my research or scholarship.
I had a professional publication that focused on diversity issues.
I presented a conference talk or organized a symposium that focused on
diversity issues.
I presented a talk at a conference where diversity issues were integral to
my talk.
I read an article(s) about diversity issues and their relevancy to my
research or scholarship.

40.7
3.7
12.2
41.0
29.4
1.3
13.0
13.0
12.4
39.4
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I taught a course(s) where diversity was integral to the content and/or
methods of the course.
I conducted funded research (or received funding for scholarly work) on
issues pertaining to diversity.
I received a diversity award or recognition for teaching a course where
diversity was integral.
I read an article(s) about diversity issues and its relevancy to my teaching
or mentoring of students.
I was supported by funds to transform my course or the classroom to be
more appealing to a diverse student body.
I attended workshops or forums about diversity/multiculturalism.
I included a question(s) on my teaching evaluations to help me understand
the climate for diversity in my classroom.
I made accommodations for students with disabilities.
I attended at least one talk or symposium where diversity issues were
integral.
I belong(ed) to an organization that increased my awareness of diversity
issues in my field.
I subscribed to a journal or periodical that increased my knowledge about
diversity in my field and/or higher education.
None of the above.
Diversity has had very little or no impact on me in my job.

21.2
7.4
1.3
34.9
1.6
37.0
17.7
66.9
38.6
25.1
18.0
9.3
11.9

Table N indicates diversity-related issues were most likely to affect responding faculty
through their accommodation of students with disabilities (67%), efforts to recruit
minority faculty or students (41%), professional reading (39%), or session attendance at
professional meetings (39%). Fewer than 10% expressed the view that diversity-related
issues had no impact on them during the previous five years.
Tables O through Q present results for the unique staff version audit items.
Table O – Staff – In the Past Two Years, I have been Stressed by…
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

High management expectations
Controlling procedures
Discrimination against others
Lack of flexible working hours
Keeping up with information/computer technology
Advancement/promotion process
Managing household responsibilities
Management’s lack of understanding
Lack of diversity in the workplace
Forced overtime
Co-workers’ lack of understanding of my personal
responsibilities

19
25.8
6.1
11.4
19.8
22.6
20.3
23.4
2.5
7.4
12.4
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Discrimination against me
Child-care
After-school child care
Sick child-care
Care of elderly parent or other relatives
Being part of a dual-career couple (where both
partners are working)
Being a single parent
None of the above

6.5
6
4.3
5.8
12.2
19.3
5
25

While a quarter of the staff did not experience high stress due to any of the potential
stressors listed in Table O, a similar number indicated controlling procedures,
management’s lack of understanding, and the advancement/promotion process were
high stressors. About a fifth of the respondents indicated the following were high
stressors: managing household responsibilities, keeping up with information/computer
technology, being part of a dual-career couple (where both partners are working), and
high management expectations.
Table P – Staff – Reasons I Stay at Purdue
(Percent of those who responded endorsing the choice)

Challenge
Increased responsibilities
Good supervision
Flexibility
Pride in the organization
Job security
Career growth
Meaningful work
Fun on the job
Fair pay
Fair benefits
Family friendly
Learning environment
Team mentality
Autonomy, control of work
Inspiring leadership
Cutting edge technology
Task accomplishment
Work-life balance
Status/Prestige
Reputation
Recognition and Praise
I like the area
My family is here
None of the above is a reason

22
10
11.5
36.7
24
58.3
12.9
35.7
17.7
18
44.5
11.2
23.4
6.2
13
3.2
5
8.8
15.2
3.4
9.1
2.8
27.5
27.1
3
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for me
By far, job security (58%) was the most important reason staff respondents gave for
staying at Purdue (see Table P). Other important reasons (36 to 45% endorsement)
were fair benefits, flexibility, and meaningful work. Other reasons gaining from 15 to
28% endorsement included: I like the area, my family is here, pride in the organization,
learning environment, challenge, fair pay, fun on the job, and work-life balance.
Table Q shows staff respondents views of what benefits are most important to them.
The scores indicate the average ranking out of the eight choices, where a number 1
ranking was for the most valuable benefit and a number 8 ranking was for the least
valuable.
Table Q – Staff – Importance of Benefits
(Average rank-order out of eight; lower score means greater importance)

Medical benefits coverage
Retirement plan
Vacation days and holidays
Pay increases in lieu of new benefits
Flex-time
Paid time off in lieu of sick leave/vacation and holidays
Tuition-fee reduction for dependents
Other, unlisted employer-subsidized benefit

2.5
2.9
3.1
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.9
5.5

As may be seen in Table Q, medical benefits, retirement benefits, and vacation were
the three most important. Least important were other, unlisted benefits. Dental
coverage was by far the most popular write-in choice (with about 8% endorsement).
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