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ABSTRACT 
 

While some progress has been made toward increasing diverse student 

populations on college campuses in the United States, statistics show that the presence of 

racially and ethnically diverse faculty has remained fairly stagnant.  The 2005 Annual 

Status Report of the American Council on Education (ACE) shows that only 14% of all 

faculty positions at postsecondary institutions in the United States are held by faculty of 

color.  Numerous larger universities around the country have created new positions at the 

executive administrative level that are charged with leading their institutional diversity 

efforts.  The emergence of the “Chief Diversity Officer” at public, predominantly white 

universities seems to provide a new strategic opportunity for institutions to increase the 

representation of faculty of color.   

The purpose of the study was to examine the role of the chief diversity officer at 

public universities with respect to increasing faculty diversity.  The study examined the 

chief diversity officer’s specific actions, behaviors, and attitudes that may contribute to 

the institution’s effectiveness in increasing the diversity of its faculty.  The questions that 

guided the research focused on identifying any institutional cultural barriers that may be 

impacting faculty diversity at the institution and uncovering strategies that the chief 

diversity officer employed to address these barriers and achieve positive, sustainable 

change in the area of faculty diversity.   

The study was conducted in the form of a multi-site case study at three public 

universities in Texas during spring 2007.  Face-to-face interviews with each institution’s 

chief diversity officer constituted the primary source of data.  Interviews with 

administrators from the academic side of the institution, who had a working relationship 
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with the chief diversity officer with respect to faculty diversity, as well as institutional 

documents served as secondary data sources and triangulated the findings.  

 The research identified four roles that the chief diversity officers universally 

assumed at their institutions in order to increase faculty diversity.  They served as 

catalysts, educators, persuaders, and facilitators.  The findings also provided insight into 

core elements of effective practice that each chief diversity officer incorporated into his 

or her daily practice to address existing cultural barriers to faculty diversity and work 

towards change at the institution.  These core elements were: communication, 

collaborations, relationships, and resources.  The data also revealed a pattern of transition 

and change for the chief diversity officer’s position.  Lastly, it became evident that the 

chief diversity officer’s role was still evolving. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In 2003, the U.S. Supreme Court rendered a landmark decision in Grutter v. 

Bollinger reaffirming the value of diversity in higher education.  The Court recognized 

diversity as a compelling governmental interest, acknowledging that it improves cross-

racial understanding; prepares students for a diverse workforce, society, and the global 

marketplace; and cultivates leaders with legitimacy in the eyes of the citizenry.  In light 

of the Court’s ruling in Grutter and the demands of a changing economy and shifting 

national population demographics, four-year higher education institutions have been 

trying to demonstrate their responsiveness and commitment to diversity by undertaking 

major public diversity initiatives.  Numerous larger universities around the country have 

been changing their organizational structures and creating new positions at the executive 

administrative level that are charged with implementing the institution’s diversity goals.  

An article in The Chronicle of Higher Education (Gose, 2006) states, “Nearly every 

university, it seems, is racing to appoint a chief diversity officer” (p. B1).   

While some progress has been made towards increasing diverse student 

populations on U.S. college campuses since the beginning of the 21st century, statistics 

show that the presence of faculty from diverse racial and ethnic backgrounds has 

remained fairly stagnant.  The 2005 Minorities in Higher Education Annual Status Report 

of the American Council on Education (ACE) states that only 14% of all faculty positions 

at postsecondary institutions in the United States are held by people of color.  Research, 

however, has shown that the presence of faculty of color on college campuses is crucial 

to the recruitment and retention of students of color (Blackwell, 1988; Hall & Allen, 
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1983; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Smith, 1994; Smith et al., 1997).  Milem, Chang, 

and Antonio (2005) state, “Students are aware when there is a discrepancy in diversity 

between the faculty and student bodies on campus, and failure to actively and publicly 

pursue a more diverse faculty sends a message of insincere commitment to diversity” (p. 

24).  The presence of faculty of color not only benefits students of color, but the entire 

campus community by exposing it to diverse experiences, viewpoints, and opinions 

(Green, 1989; Harvey & Scott-Jones, 1985; Tack & Patitu, 1992; Turner, 2003).  From a 

scholarly perspective, the contributions of faculty of varied racial and ethnic backgrounds 

are central to the overall mission of the academy (Turner, 2003).  

Statement of the Problem 

In the past, mandatory affirmative action programs and existing case law 

compelled institutions of higher education to consider race and ethnicity as a factor in 

their faculty hiring practices.  However, in light of the legal and social perspectives 

brought forward by the U.S. Supreme Court rulings in the University of Michigan cases, 

Grutter v. Bollinger (2003) and Grutter v. Gratz (2003), institutions of higher education 

must find new ways of diversifying their campus environments.  As Williams, Berger, 

and McClendon (2005) state, “The current post-Michigan environment is one where 

educational leaders are challenged to move beyond mere compliance to reaffirm diversity 

and inclusion as core elements of the learning enterprise and essential to academic 

excellence” (p. 6).   

Often though, the major problem confronting leaders who are trying to enact 

inclusive learning and professional environments is not the lack of good ideas, but their 

inability to implement them successfully (Tierney, 1999).  As history has shown, change 
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is difficult in higher education.  Dynamics unique to higher education such as loosely 

coupled systems of organization and governance, internally competing values and belief 

systems, and long-standing institutional traditions and norms have caused underlying 

conflicts and frictions that make change difficult (Birnbaum, 1988).  Williams, Berger, 

and McClendon (2005) submit that if changes in the institutional environment do happen, 

they are often at a superficial level and only noticeable through revised institutional 

mission statements or strategic plans that do not lead to major transformations.     

Several researchers (Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Tierney, 1988; 

Williams, Berger, & McClendon, 2005; Wong & Tierney, 2001) have argued that 

institutional leaders would be more successful in facilitating change if they had a better 

understanding of the institutional culture in which they are working.  A cultural 

understanding implies an attempt to identify the beliefs, guiding premises, assumptions, 

norms, rituals, customs and practices that influence the actions of individuals and groups 

and the meanings that people give to events in a particular organizational setting (Kuh & 

Whitt, 1988).  As Kuh and Whitt (1988) explain: 

Cultural perspectives encourage coherent interpretations of what seem, in 
isolation to be atomistic events.  Decision-making, planning, resource allocation, 
personnel evaluation, and institutional renewal strategies, when considered one at 
a time, sometimes seem trivial or void of meaning.  Yet individual acts and 
events, when thought of as nested patterns of cultural behavior, have pervasive, 
far-reaching influence on institutional life. (p. iii)  

 

Purpose of the Study 

The emergence of the chief diversity officer’s position at large public universities 

in the United States seems to provide a new strategic opportunity for institutions to 

change their past and increase the representation of faculty of color.  The study was, 
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therefore, designed to explore the phenomenon of the chief diversity officer in U.S. 

higher education.  It sought to answer the central question, “What is the role of the chief 

diversity officer in increasing faculty diversity at public universities?”  The study 

examined the chief diversity officer’s specific actions, behaviors, and attitudes that may 

contribute to the institution’s effectiveness in increasing its faculty diversity.  Since the 

literature (Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Kuh & Whitt, 1988; Schein, 1992; Tierney, 1988; Wong 

& Tierney, 2001) suggests that institutional leaders would be more successful in 

facilitating change at their institutions if they had a better understanding of institutional 

culture, the study was guided by theories of institutional culture, in particular drawing 

upon Tierney’s essential concepts of Organizational Culture in Higher Education (1988) 

and Schein’s theory of Organizational Culture and Leadership (1992).  The cultural 

framework prompted the following additional research questions: 

1. What are the institutional cultural factors that may be impacting faculty diversity 

at the institution?  

2. How does the chief diversity officer use and incorporate cultural understanding 

into the institution’s diversity initiatives and strategies for change? 

3. How will deep-seated and pervasive change with respect to faculty diversity be 

accomplished and sustained?  

A qualitative research design was chosen to address these research questions due 

to its ability to bring out understandings about processes through which individuals 

achieve their intentions in particular contexts (Locke, 2001).  The study was conducted in 

the form of a multi-site case study and drew data from site visits to three large, public 
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research universities in Texas during spring 2007.  Interviews with each institution’s 

chief diversity officer, complemented by archival research and interviews with 

administrators from the academic side of the institution were designed to address the 

study’s research questions. 

Significance of the Study 

Inclusion and diversity are among the most critical issues facing higher education 

in the 21st century (Williams, Berger, & McClendon, 2005).  Brayboy (2003) stresses 

that, to advance the agenda of diversity, “institutions that truly value diversity must move 

toward considering ‘wholesale’ changes in their underlying structures and day-to-day 

activities, especially if they are truly committed to refocusing the historical legacies of 

institutional, epistemological, and societal racisms that pervade colleges and universities” 

(p. 74).   

Given the fact that attempts to diversify the faculty have been among the least 

successful elements of campus diversity efforts (Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 

2004), it is important to obtain a better understanding of the role of the chief diversity 

officer in increasing faculty diversity in higher education.  Even though some U.S. higher 

education institutions have had a chief diversity officer’s position since the mid-1990s, 

the greatest impetus for the position came from the Supreme Court rulings in the 

University of Michigan cases Grutter v. Bollinger (2003) and Gratz v. Bollinger (2003), 

prompting institutions across the United States to reconsider the ways they had been 

pursuing diversity until then.  Thus, very little research exists that has looked at the 

emerging role of the chief diversity officer in higher education.  No study became evident 

that has specifically looked at the chief diversity officer’s role with respect to increasing 
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faculty diversity.  Knowledge gained from the research could help leaders in higher 

education to develop more effective strategies for achieving positive and sustainable 

results in the area of faculty diversity.  

Delimitations 

The study considered the role of the chief diversity officer solely with respect to 

faculty diversity.  The focus on faculty diversity seemed justified due to the fact that 

faculty diversity has been the least successful element in institutional diversity initiatives 

(Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004; Turner, 2003).  The study further focused 

on faculty of color and specifically considered African American and Hispanic faculty in 

the context of higher education in the state of Texas.  Texas has ranked among the top ten 

states with the largest proportion of African Americans and Hispanics in the United 

States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000), and the population forecasts in the 15 to 34 age 

bracket show a 25% increase in African Americans and a 65% increase in Hispanics by 

the year 2015 (Texas State Data Center, 2006).  Increasing the participation of Hispanic 

and African American students in higher education in the 21st century to more closely 

reflect their proportion in the state’s population, has been a keen interest of Texas 

legislators, higher education leaders, and communities alike.  An increased presence of 

African American and Hispanic faculty at Texas universities would be an important 

factor in realizing this goal due to the vital role that these scholars play in the lives and 

learning outcomes of African American and Hispanic students (Blackwell, 1988; Green, 

1989; Smith, 1994; Smith et al., 1997; Turner, 2003).  Furthermore, predominantly white 

higher education institutions in Texas have historically provided only limited 

employment opportunities to African American and Hispanic faculty (National Center for 
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Education Statistics, 2005).  The study, therefore, did not specifically consider Asian 

American or American Indian faculty.  Lastly, the study focused on large, public research 

universities due to the important social and economic role that these institutions play at 

the regional, national and international level.  

Limitations 

Since the study only considered four-year, public research institutions, the 

research results may not be applicable to private institutions or public, two-year 

institutions.  Another limitation may be the time frame that was allocated for conducting 

the study.  Data gathering began approximately two months prior to each site visit and 

continued for about three months afterwards.  A longitudinal study of each institution and 

the work of its chief diversity officer may have yielded more comprehensive results.  In 

addition to the limited timeframe given, each of the three institutions had had the position 

of the chief diversity officer only for a short period of time when the study was 

conducted.  The examination of the chief diversity officer’s role at institutions that have 

had the position for an extended period of time may have yielded different results 

compared to this study.  Lastly, the results obtained refer to the chief diversity officer’s 

role with respect to faculty diversity, whereas chief diversity officers at public institutions 

typically perform a range of responsibilities in support of their institution’s diversity 

goals, in areas such as student recruitment, institutional assessment, diversity studies, 

study abroad, or outreach and public relations (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2006).  It can 

be assumed that their roles and strategies in these areas differ in several aspects from 

those that emerged as a result of this particular research study. 
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Definition of Terms 

For the sake of clarity and consistency, the following section defines the key 

concepts that the study was based on, which appear throughout the narrative.  Definitions 

are taken from the current higher education literature on faculty diversity, institutional 

culture, and change.  The specific definitions were selected based on their relevance to 

the theoretical framework of this research study. 

Change 

Change is conceptualized as a natural part of human or organizational 

development.  Change occurs because individuals see a need to grow, learn, and change 

their behavior.  Change within an organization entails alteration of values, beliefs, myths, 

and rituals (Schein, 1992). 

First-order change.  First-order change involves minor adjustments and 

improvements in one or a few dimensions of the organization; it does not change the 

organization’s core.  It occurs mainly in individuals or among certain groups within the 

organization (Bergquist, 1992). 

Second-order change.  Second-order change is considered transformational 

change.  In the process, the underlying values or mission, culture, functioning processes, 

and structure of the organization are changed (Bergquist, 1992). 

Chief Diversity Officer 

The title of Chief Diversity Officer in higher education describes a senior-level 

position that reports directly to the president and/or the provost of a higher education 

institution.  The position is, typically, charged with leading the institution’s overall 

diversity efforts with respect to students and faculty (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2007).  
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According to Williams and Wade-Golden, numerous U.S. institutions are moving toward 

the chief diversity officer’s model of leading and managing diversity in higher education.  

Their formal administrative titles and ranks range from “Vice President for Institutional 

Diversity” to “Associate Vice Chancellor for Diversity” (p. 38). 

Institutional Culture 

Kuh and Whitt (1988) define culture in higher education as the collective, 

mutually shaping pattern of institutional history, mission, physical settings, norms, 

traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions that guide the behavior of 

individuals and groups and provide a frame of reference for interpreting the meanings of 

events and actions on and off campus.  According to Sackmann (1991), the substance of 

culture at higher education institutions reveals itself in common descriptions (“what 

exists”), common practices (“how things are done”), prescriptions for repair and 

improvement (“how things should be done”), and reasons and explanations given for an 

event (“why things are done the way they are”). 

Cultural Models 

Cultural models emphasize the informal aspects of organizations rather than their 

official elements.  They focus on the values, beliefs, and norms of individuals in the 

organization and describe how these individual perceptions coalesce into shared 

organizational meanings (Bush, 2003).  

Cultural Understanding 

A cultural understanding implies an attempt to identify beliefs, guiding premises 

and assumptions, norms, rituals, and customs and practices that influence the actions of 
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individuals and groups and the meanings that people give to events in particular settings 

(Kuh & Whitt, 1988). 

Diversity 

Commonly defined, “Diversity on campus encompasses complex differences 

within the campus community and also in the individuals who compose that community.  

It includes such important and intersecting dimensions of human identity as race, 

ethnicity, national origin, religion, gender, sexual orientation, class, age, and ability” 

(Smith et al., 1997, p. 7).  The use of the term diversity in the context of this study, 

however, follows more closely the definition of the National Association of State 

Universities and Land-Grant Colleges’ (NASULGC) Task Force on Diversity.  The 

taskforce defines diversity as “achieving equal access, meaningful academic and 

intellectual inclusion in curriculum research, service, and holistic integration into the 

academic culture of higher education” for historically underrepresented faculty of color. 

(http://www.nasulgc.org/NetCommunity/  

Faculty of Color 

The American Council on Education refers to faculty of color as those faculty 

members whose racial and ethnic background is African American, Hispanic, Asian 

American, or Native American (ACE Status Report, 2006).  In the context of this study, 

however, the term is solely used in reference to African American and Hispanic faculty 

due to the study’s focus on chief diversity officers at Texas institutions.  Texas 

institutions continue to rank among those institutions in the U.S. with the lowest 

proportion of African American and Hispanic faculty members, according to the National 

Center for Education Statistics (2005) while they are aiming to serve the state’s rapidly 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

11 

growing, yet historically underrepresented, Hispanic and African American student 

populations.  Increasing the presence of African American and Hispanic faculty will be of 

prime importance to achieving this goal since these scholars play a crucial role in the 

recruitment, retention, and overall learning outcomes of African American and Hispanic 

student populations (Astin, 1982; Epps, 1989; Hall & Allen, 1983; Milem, Chang, & 

Antonio, 2005; Smith, 1996).  This particular study will, therefore, not consider Asian 

American and Native American faculty even though their presence and inclusion in U.S. 

higher education is equally important. 

Institutional Transformations 

The term describes major change at higher education institutions – change that is 

deep, pervasive, and cultural and that occurs over time (Eckel & Kezar, 2003).   

Minorities 

For the purpose of the study, the term minorities refers to individuals of African 

American and Hispanic descent who, relative to the total U.S. population, have been 

historically underrepresented in various facets of public life and, in particular, in higher 

education.  

Race and Ethnicity 

Historically, race has been considered a biological or scientific term to classify 

the human species, while ethnicity has referred to the racial or national characteristics of 

humans that are determined by birth.  In modern times, race and ethnicity have become 

more of a socially constructed concept with changing boundaries that are influenced by 

laws, history, emotions, and politics, according to Komkives et al. (2003).  In the context 

of this study, the terms are used in reference to the socially constructed concept.   
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Diversity in Higher Education 

Historical Background 

In response to various legal decisions and civil rights legislation, predominantly 

white institutions of higher education in the United States have been trying for decades to 

remedy their past discriminatory practices with respect to people of color.  Plessy v. 

Ferguson (1896) gave historically white U.S. higher education institutions the legal right 

to deny African American students admission as long as these students were given access 

to separate but “equal” facilities.  The U.S. Supreme Court decision in Brown v. Board of 

Education (1954) provided the legal basis to institutional desegregation; yet, institutional 

discrimination against African Americans continued to persist.  In the 1960s, civil rights 

and affirmative action legislation mandated that higher education institutions become 

more proactive in providing equal access to historically underrepresented populations 

(Weems, 2003).  The abolition of the Jim Crow segregation laws and the passing of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Executive Order 11246 not only opened the doors of 

historically white institutions to students of color (Smith & Wolf-Wendel, 2005), but also 

brought new employment opportunities at historically white institutions for faculty of 

color (Weems, 2003).  Prior to the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s, African 

American faculty was limited to working exclusively at Historically Black Universities 

(HBUs), which at the time played a significant role in the lives of African American 

students (Weems, 2003).  Nichols, Ferguson, and Fisher (2005) remark, “Albeit 
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controversial, affirmative action policies have been instrumental in increasing the 

participation of minorities in higher education” (p. 22).  

The 1978 U.S. Supreme Court’s landmark decision in Regents of University of 

California v. Bakke (1978) further sought to remedy past discriminatory practices and 

increase the number of underrepresented students of color in higher education (Nichols et 

al., 2005).  A key element brought forward by Justice Powell in the Bakke ruling was the 

recognition of the state’s interest in obtaining the educational benefits that flow from a 

diverse student body.  In response to Bakke and increased social and political pressures, 

predominantly white colleges and universities began to institute admissions practices that 

offered special consideration and preferential treatment to racial and ethnic minorities.  

Chang (2005) comments, that no court decision has had a more widespread influence on 

higher education admissions policies and practices than the Bakke case.  In 1996, 

however, four white students filed a lawsuit against The University of Texas Law School 

claiming that they were denied admission to the school in favor of minority applicants 

with lower test scores.  The U.S. Court of Appeals decision in the case - Hopwood v. 

Texas (1996) - subsequently barred the University from engaging in race-based 

admissions practices.  The Hopwood ruling specifically rejected Justice Powell’s 

discussion of diversity in the Bakke case and the way colleges and universities had been 

pursuing affirmative action until that point (Chang, 2005) 

In 2003, two U.S. Supreme Court cases involving the University of Michigan 

once again reaffirmed Justice Powell’s opinion in the Bakke case (1978) regarding the 

educational benefits associated with diverse learning environments.  The cases - Gratz v. 

Bollinger (2003) and Grutter v. Bollinger (2003) - affirmed that diversity remains a 
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compelling governmental interest that justifies the consideration of race in admissions 

decisions.  Milem, Chang, and Antonio (2005) suggest that the Supreme Court’s opinion 

in Grutter (2003) and Gratz (2003) was based in part on a growing body of empirical 

evidence that highlighted the positive impact of diverse learning environments on student 

learning outcomes.   

Texas History 

 Over the course of its history, the higher education system in the state of Texas 

has faced several legal challenges on issues of equality and access for racially and 

ethnically underrepresented groups, the outcome of which have had a significant impact 

on the admissions policies and practices of higher education institutions in other parts of 

the country.  The University of Texas Law School, for instance, faced the first legal 

challenge of its “all-white” admissions practices in the late 1940s, when an African 

American student claimed that the institution did not provide him with equal access to a 

law education.  According to Shabazz (2004), the case – Sweatt v. Painter (1950) – 

“played a pivotal role in the challenge to Jim Crow education as the Supreme Court 

specifically rejected the school’s argument that the student did have access to separate, 

but equal facilities to study law” (p. 15).  The Supreme Court ruled in favor of the 

student, thus allowing a black student for the very first time in U.S. history access to an 

all-white law school.  Sweatt v. Painter made Texas the first state in the nation that 

provided a direct legal challenge to the constitutionality of Plessy v. Ferguson (1896) and 

“thereby provided the context for the transition from a legal strategy centered on 

‘separate-but-equal’ schools to a frontal assault on the legitimacy of racially segregated 

education as such,” notes Shabazz (2004, p. 34).  Sweatt v. Painter (1950) became the 
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legal precedent for a large-scale desegregation movement at Texas institutions of higher 

education during the 1950s.  By 1958, a total of seven Texas senior colleges had 

desegregated, among them The University of Texas at Austin, which desegregated in 

1950, and North Texas State College at Denton (now the University of North Texas), 

which desegregated in 1954 (Shabazz, 2004).  Despite desegregation, African American 

students continued to receive unequal treatment from educational institutions in Texas 

well into the 1960s (Shabazz, 2004).  

In 1987, Texas faced the biggest changes to the structure and composition of its 

higher education system through the so-called “South Texas Initiative” (Bracco,1997).  

At the time, the Mexican American Legal Defense Fund (MALDEF) filed a lawsuit 

against the state of Texas on behalf of the League of United Latin American Citizens 

(LULAC) claiming that there were inequities of higher education opportunities for 

Hispanics in the South Texas region, which, at the time, had the largest Hispanic 

population of the entire state (Bracco, 1997).  The lawsuit accused the state of 

discriminating against Hispanics, citing evidence of low spending on higher education 

and a limited number of graduate program offerings.  While the Supreme Court 

ultimately found in favor of the state, the lawsuit also prompted the Texas Legislature to 

take a more active role in addressing some of the concerns brought forward in regards to 

South Texas institutions.  Lawmakers called upon The University of Texas and Texas 

A&M University to bring some of the South Texas institutions into their systems in order 

to raise the educational quality.  As a result, two institutions were incorporated into The 

University of Texas System and three into the Texas A&M University System.  In 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

16 

addition, the legislature appropriated significant funds to South Texas schools to allow 

for new buildings, new faculty, and new programs (Bracco, 1997).  

Another development that increased the higher education opportunities for 

students of color occurred in the aftermath of the U.S. Supreme Court decision in 

Hopwood v. Texas (1996), the case that effectively barred the race-conscious admissions 

practices of The University of Texas at Austin and, consequently, those of other public 

institutions around the state.  In response to the Court’s decision in Hopwood (1996), 

Texas Senator Barrientos appointed a state-wide task force and charged it with 

identifying race neutral admissions alternatives that would continue to yield institutional 

diversity (Nichols, Ferguson, & Fisher, 2005).  Out of the taskforce’s work came House 

Bill 588 – a percent plan that guaranteed each Texas student in the top 10 percent of his 

or her graduating class automatic admission to any public higher education institution in 

Texas.  The plan also provided universities with the option to extend the automatic 

admission threshold to the top 25 percent of students (Nichols, Ferguson, & Fisher, 

2005). 

The Emergence of the Chief Diversity Officer 

Grutter (2003) and Gratz (2003) impacted institutions of higher education in 

significant ways as the cases underscored the value of diverse learning environments 

while also pointing to the need for institutions to find new strategic ways of creating 

campus diversity.  In response, many institutions created new positions at the executive 

administrative level, so-called “Chief Diversity Officer” or “Senior Diversity Officer” 

positions that would be responsible for leading institutional diversity efforts (Williams & 

Wade-Golden, 2006).  According to Williams and Wade-Golden (2006), over the past 
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five years at least 30 institutions in the U.S. have created these positions.  The researchers 

note that the institutions have been aiming to follow the example of other institutions, 

such as the University of Michigan, University of Connecticut, Indiana University, 

University of Washington, Brown University, University of Denver, and Rensselaer 

Polytechnic Institute which, according to the authors, have had these types of positions 

since the 1990s.  Gose (2006) states, “Although their titles vary, these administrators 

often are vice presidents or vice provosts and manage larger budgets and more people 

than their predecessors of a decade or two ago, when the top administrator in this area 

was often dubbed ‘minority affairs director’” (p. B1).    

Chief diversity officers first emerged in the 1990s in the private sector at 

numerous Fortune 500 companies (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2006).  In higher 

education, the position is an outgrowth from the vice president for minority affairs roles 

in the 1970s, when the first group of African Americans enrolled in predominantly white 

colleges and universities in the U.S. (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2006).  According to 

Banerji (2005), the position “owes its lineage to its more controversial predecessors, 

including minority affairs officers, equal opportunity officers, access officers and the 

once legally bolstered affirmative action officer,” (p. 38).   

Williams and Wade-Golden completed the first national study of chief diversity 

officers in higher education (in press).  The authors conducted a survey of 70 chief 

diversity officers around the nation and found that their work was unlike any traditional 

model at higher education institutions.  Their research revealed that chief diversity 

officers typically report directly to the institution’s president and/or the provost (Williams 

& Wade-Golden, 2007).  The authors found that, in contrast to their historic predecessors, 
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chief diversity officers carry formal administrative titles like “Vice Provost,” “Vice 

Chancellor,” “Associate Provost,” “Vice President,” “Assistant Provost,” “Dean” or 

“Special Assistant to the President for Multicultural Affairs” among other titles.  Chief 

diversity officers’ roles also span the boundaries of the institution, as the position 

incumbents collaborate with other university areas such as admissions, human resources, 

faculty development, marketing and communication, academic deans, and institutional 

advancement in an effort to enhance the overall diversity of the institution (Williams & 

Wade-Golden, 2007).   

According to Williams and Wade-Golden (2006), the chief diversity officers’ role 

is functional as the incumbents are responsible for “guiding efforts to conceptualize, 

define, assess, nurture, and cultivate diversity as an institutional and educational resource 

at an institution-wide level” (p. 2).  The authors further consider chief diversity officers a 

powerful integrating force for diversity issues due to the fact that they collaborate and 

work through the lateral networks of the institution.  Williams (2006, Summer) submits 

that, although chief diversity officers are not the only people responsible for campus 

diversity, “they play a key role in catalyzing the diversity change process and act as the 

face and conscience of diversity issues for the institution” (p. 17).  Williams also 

comments that the chief diversity officers’ work is broadening under the ever-changing 

needs of colleges and universities.  

Faculty of Color 

Employment Barriers 

Milem, Chang, and Antonio (2005) note that the recruitment and retention of 

faculty of color is a particularly important area of institutional policy for diversity since 
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faculty serves as the institution’s “front-line representatives.” The authors state that, 

“Students are painfully aware when there is discrepancy in diversity between the faculty 

and student bodies on their campus, and failure to actively and publicly pursue a more 

diverse faculty sends a message of insincere commitment to diversity” (pp. 23-24). 

However, despite over four decades of affirmative action policies, faculty of color 

continues to be underrepresented in higher education (Antonio, 2002; Tack & Patitu, 

1992; Turner & Myers, 2000).  For fall 2005, the U.S. Department of Education reported 

that African American faculty constituted only 5.2 % of the total faculty at Title IV 

degree-granting institutions in the United States, Hispanic faculty constituted 3.4 %, 

Asian/Pacific Island 7.2 %, and American Indian 0.5 % (National Center for Education 

Statistics, http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/).  Compared to the year 1998, these 

percentage numbers constitute only a 0.1 % increase each for African American and 

Hispanic faculty members. Only Asian American faculty showed a more significant 

percentage gain of 1.4 %.  Little change could be registered among American Indian 

faculty.  See Figure 2.1 for percentage shares of faculty of color at Title IV U.S. degree-

granting institutions since 1992 (Source: U.S. Department of Education). 
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Figure 2.1:  Full-Time Faculty of Color in Title IV Degree-Granting Institutions 
 

The twenty-second Minorities in Higher Education Annual Status Report published by 

the American Council on Education (ACE, 2006) notes even lower percentage numbers 

for faculty of color in each of the racial and ethnic categories.  While the 2005 

employment statistics of the U.S. Department of Education show a total rate of 16.5% for 

faculty of color, ACE reports an employment rate of only 13.8% for faculty of color for 

the same year. 

Higher education administrators and representatives of search committees often 

claim that the “pool” or “pipeline” problem – the lack of qualified Ph.D.s of racial and 

ethnic minority background – is the main reason for the absence of faculty of color at 

their institutions (Smith, 1996).  Several higher education researchers, however, suggest 

that the slow progress that higher education institutions have made in diversifying their 

faculty is mainly a function of inadequate hiring processes and the prevailing attitudes of 

institutional members (Johnsrud & Des Jarlais, 1994; Johnsrud & Saldao, 1998; Smith, 

1989; Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004).  Smith (1996) conducted a study 
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designed to test the beliefs about perceived barriers to faculty diversity.  The author 

examined the employment experiences of new faculty recruits including faculty of color 

who were recipients of prestigious fellowships.  Interviews with 298 respondents 

highlighted that their employment experiences contradicted the following “six prevailing 

myths” about the academic labor market: 1) the existence of a supply or “pool” problem; 

2) the scarcity of faculty of color in the sciences; 3) the exclusive interest of diverse 

candidates in elite institutions; 4) the competition for diverse candidates by wealthy and 

prestigious institutions; 5) the desire of faculty of color to leave academe for more 

lucrative positions in government and industry; and 6) the overarching focus on faculty 

diversity by institutions at the cost of heterosexual white males (pp. 133-137).  Smith 

found that the majority of the faculty of color in the study was actually not pursued for 

faculty positions by academic institutions.  Smith concluded that the lack of diversity was 

a function of the hiring process and the attitudes of institutions and that “the supply and 

bidding wars [were] grossly overstated” (1996, p. 3).  

A research project of eleven major research universities sponsored by the 

American Council on Education (ACE) concluded that administrators often recruit only 

from a few doctoral granting institutions – institutions that do not award the greatest 

number of  PhD’s to racial and ethnic minority students (Knowles & Harleston, 1997).  

The research found that very few administrators were even aware of the variety of 

resources available to help them recruit faculty of color.  In the same vein, Gordon (2004) 

submits that, “The real reason for a general failure to diversify lies in the culture and 

practices typically associated with faculty hiring” (p. 184).  The author found that the 

culture and practices associated with faculty searches have remained largely unchanged 
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and, therefore, continue to yield the same, unsuccessful outcomes.  Gordon argues that 

hiring deans and search committees could widen their pool of applicants if they: a) wrote 

job descriptions that better distinguished between “required” and “desired” applicant 

qualifications; b) tapped into resources such as professional networks; and c) proactively 

pursued ethnic minority candidates that fit the profile.  The author stresses that, “the 

search committee must live up to its name and really search” (p. 191). 

Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, and Richards (2004), in a research study of three large 

elite public research universities, examined whether specific intervention techniques 

made a difference in the hiring rates of diverse faculty compared to the use of 

conventional methods.  The authors discovered that racially homogeneous faculty search 

committees were not likely to hire candidates from different racial groups unless 

deliberate steps were taken to require them to seriously consider such candidates (Smith 

et al., 2004).  The authors further found that successful hires of faculty of color at 

predominantly white institutions most likely occurred when job descriptions contained 

educational or scholarly links to the study of race or ethnicity, and/or when institutional 

intervention strategies that bypassed or enhanced the traditional search process were 

used.  The findings supported the authors’ hypothesis that institutional interventions, such 

as “special hires,” or diversity indicators, can be important strategies in the hiring of 

faculty of color.   

The Institutional Environment 

Kayes (2006) criticizes the lack of attention that is being paid to the role that both 

search committees and institutional culture play in the recruitment and retention of 

diverse faculty at predominantly white colleges and universities.  The author argues that 
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“any initiatives to diversify faculty [and staff] that do not address hostile institutional and 

faculty/staff cultures will end up fueling the ‘revolving door’ so common for faculty [and 

staff] of color” (p. 65).  Tack and Patitu (1992) submit that the collegiate environment 

and the conditions under which a faculty member works contribute directly to the 

institution’s ability to retain racial and ethnic minority faculty.   

Several researchers (Aguirre, 2000; Boice, 1993a; Green, 1989; Tack & Patitu, 

1992; Turner, 2003) examined the institutional contexts that faculty of color find 

themselves in at predominantly white institutions.  Their findings reveal that 

unwelcoming work environments, perceived racial discrimination, and difficulty in 

obtaining promotion or tenure, indeed often prompt faculty of color to leave higher 

education and choose other occupations.  Turner and Myers (2000) found that faculty of 

color in academia face many obstacles not experienced by their white colleagues, 

especially in the area of promotion and tenure.  The authors state that, “Many report 

clearly perceiving - and in some instances being told outright - that they did not fit ‘the 

profile’ for promotion” (p. 89).  They found that, in addition being passed over for 

promotion, faculty of color felt that they were expected to work harder than their white 

colleagues, “the perception that faculty of color must be twice as good just to be equal” 

(p. 90).  Likewise, Green (1989) submits that racial and ethnic bias is the predominant 

barrier that results in unwelcoming and unsupportive work environments for faculty of 

color.   

Astin (1982) found that, compared to white faculty, faculty of color were less 

satisfied with nearly every aspect of their jobs: autonomy/independency, professional 

relations with faculty, opportunity to develop new ideas, job security, and quality of 
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students.  In a study of social work faculty, Davis (1985) discovered that black faculty 

relative to white perceived themselves to be less respected, to receive less satisfaction 

from their positions, and to have less certain employment futures.  Bell (1987) found that, 

despite experiencing initial helpfulness and friendliness, faculty of color later 

experienced jealousy and collective judgment by their peers.  The researcher discovered 

that white faculty often acted as gatekeepers and constantly monitored the behavior of 

colored faculty.  Bronstein (1993), in a series of interviews with women and faculty of 

color, found that the majority of them had experienced racial and/or gender 

discrimination during their academic careers, often from both administration and 

department colleagues.    

Nkomo (1992) argues that institutional members often lack the awareness that 

racial and ethnic minority faculty may have something to contribute to the organization, 

or that race could inform the understanding of organizations in other ways.  He points out 

that faculty of color are often absent from decision-making positions and that they are 

made to feel invisible.  According to Aguirre (2000), racial and ethnic minority faculty 

only have a meaningful presence when academe “needs them to legitimize its own 

response to an issue or decision involving a minority person,” thus leaving them in a 

segregated context (p. 18).  The author asserts that, oftentimes, their input is only actively 

solicited in situations when other minority applicants are screened for faculty positions; 

however, that they are rarely asked for input when non-minority candidates are screened 

for employment.  Aguirre (2000) further argues that racial and ethnic minority faculty is 

often constrained from entering valuable academic networks and collegial relationships 

that are important to establishing a presence in their academic careers.  Lastly, the 
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researcher claims that faculty of color not only find themselves in chilly and unreceptive 

environments, but that their feelings of loneliness, isolation, and exclusion are 

compounded by a scarcity of other people of color at the institution.   

The literature also reveals that faculty of color are often overburdened with 

responsibilities that are unrelated to their academic work.  For instance, Smith (1989) 

discusses that racial and ethnic minority faculty often assume the burden of being 

spokespersons, mentors, support persons, and symbols, while also trying to perform to 

rigorous professional standards.  In a study of African American faculty, Banks (1984) 

concluded that, “Rather than being allowed – and indeed encouraged – to concentrate on 

their academic work, many black professors [are] sucked into a plethora of activities 

often unrelated to their competence and interests” (pp. 326-327).  Turner and Myers 

(2000) argue that racial and ethnic minority faculty members are expected to handle 

minority affairs, even though this, according to the authors, should also be a concern to 

other faculty members.  

A study by Turner (2003) highlights that unsupportive institutional contexts for 

faculty of color often persist, independent of the status or longevity that they have 

achieved within the institution.  Turner interviewed and collected stories of faculty of 

color who achieved full professor status to shed light on the concept of incorporation.  

The findings of her study suggest that even faculty in positions of influence, such as 

deans or department chairs, are faced with racial and ethnic bias that continues to pose 

barriers to their work.   
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The Importance of Faculty of Color 
 

Antonio (2002) submits that discussions and research about faculty recruitment 

and retention often overshadow the debate about the value of diverse faculty in higher 

education.  In a 2005 publication by the Association of American Colleges and 

Universities (AAC&U), Milem, Chang, and Antonio comment on the strength of 

evidence from several empirical studies that have looked at the diversity-related benefits 

in higher education.  The authors conclude that, “The vitality, stimulation, and 

educational potential of an institution are directly related to the composition of its student 

body, faculty, and staff” (Milem et al., 2005, p. 6).  Drawing upon findings on the 

adverse effects of homogeneous campus populations on student achievement, they submit 

that campus communities that are more racially and ethnically diverse “tend to create 

more richly varied educational experiences that enhance students’ learning and better 

prepare them for participation in a democratic society” (p. 6).   

Green (1989) argues that the faculty is the core of the institution and that a diverse 

faculty is absolutely essential to a pluralistic campus.  Smith (1989) considers a diverse 

faculty a reflection of institutional success in a pluralistic society.  The author notes that 

the “diversification of the faculty is likely to contribute to what is taught, how it is taught, 

and what is important to learn - contributions that are vital to the institution” (Smith, 

1989, p. 56). Turner (2003) also regards the scholarly contributions from faculty of varied 

racial and ethnic backgrounds as “central to the mission of the academy” (p. 112).   

The literature further highlights the importance of faculty of color to students of 

color.  Smith (1989) states that faculty of color are crucial to the personal and academic 

success of students of color.  The author found that African American faculty played a 
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critical role in encouraging African American students’ professional growth and fostering 

their ambitions towards career advancement by serving as mentors, role models, and 

spokespersons (Smith, 1989).  Hall and Allen (1983) found that mentor relationships with 

professors had a significant impact on the graduate experience of African American 

students.  Milem, Chang, and Antonio (2005) also point out that having faculty of color 

ensures that students see people of color in roles of authority and as role models or 

mentors.  Blackwell (1988) submits that the presence of African American faculty is the 

most important factor in determining whether African American students earn degrees 

from predominantly white graduate and professional schools.  Astin (1982) and Epps 

(1989) argue that institutions of higher education will not be successful in recruiting, 

retaining, and graduating a significant number of students of color if they cannot recruit, 

employ, and tenure a critical mass of faculty of color who can serve as role models.  

Several researchers also recognize the importance of faculty of color to other 

constituents at the university.  Harvey and Scott Jones (1985), for instance, submit that 

the presence of faculty of color provides white students with the opportunity to interact 

with racially and ethnically diverse faculty members, which helps overcome prejudiced 

misconceptions about the intellectual capabilities of racial and ethnic minorities.  The 

authors further note that white faculty would be afforded the opportunity to interact with 

faculty of color, which would enable them to gain a better understanding of diverse 

cultures and foster collegiality (Harvey & Scott Jones, 1985).  Tack and Patitu (1992) 

found that the presence of faculty of color is essential to the maintenance of a culturally 

and ethnically diverse academic environment.  
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The recruitment and retention of racially and ethnically diverse faculty is 

especially important for major research universities due to the significant role that they 

play in U.S. society (Green, 1989; Rai & Critzer, 2002).  Green (1989) points out that 

these universities, “educate the faculties and set the cultural climate for the rest of the 

academic enterprise,” and that they are the “gateways to positions of significant influence 

in the U.S.” (p. 2).  Rai and Critzer (2002) note that institutions of higher education as 

government representatives actually have an obligation to all U.S. citizens and that they 

should ensure that the various groups making up the nation are represented on their 

campuses.  The authors stress that public higher education has a responsibility of 

demonstrating to students, their families, and the general public their commitment to 

affirmative action by increasing the number of faculty of color and female faculty 

members as well as professionals, executives, and other employees on campus (Rai & 

Critzer, 2002).  Epps (1989) found that the presence or absence of faculty of color in 

graduate and professional schools is a good informal indicator of an institution’s overall 

commitment to equal opportunity for racial and ethnic minorities in higher education.   

Smith and Wolf-Wendel (2005) affirm the importance of a diverse faculty, in 

particular, in light of a changing higher education environment.  The authors note that, as 

opposed to simply being seen as important for students, faculty diversity in the 21st 

century must be understood as central to the capacity of institutions “to engage diversity 

at all levels, to interact with communities outside of the campus, to be credible and viable 

in working on diversity issues, and to have expertise necessary in the realm of 

scholarship and education” (p. 50).   
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As Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi and Richards (2004), however, note, “While fueled 

by numerous arguments related to the increasing diversity of their student body and the 

need to prepare all students for a diverse society, the reality is that perhaps the least 

successful of all the many diversity initiatives on campus are those in the area of faculty 

diversity” (p. 133).   

Institutional Culture in Higher Education 

The Role of Culture 

Several higher education researchers (Gordon, 2004; Hurtado, Milem, Clayton-

Petersen, & Allen, 1999; Kuh & Whitt, 1988) have found that the culture at institutions of 

higher education constitutes a major obstacle to the successful recruitment, promotion 

and tenure of racial and ethnic minority faculty.  According to Kuh and Whitt (1988), 

culture represents the collective, mutually shaping patterns of the institution’s history, 

mission, physical settings, norms, traditions, values, practices, beliefs, and assumptions.  

They note that cultural perspectives can be penetrating lenses for examining and 

understanding events at institutions of higher education and the behavior of faculty, 

students, and administrators.  Goals, policies and procedures, routine practices, strategies, 

and leadership activities at institutions take on richer and more complex meanings when 

viewed as cultural phenomena (Kuh & Whitt, 1988).  

Several researchers discuss the unifying role that culture plays in organizations.  

Bergquist (1992), for instance, notes that, “Culture holds people together and instills in 

them an individual and collective sense of purpose and continuity” (p. 2).  Birnbaum 

(1988) considers culture “the social or normative glue that holds an organization 

together” (p. 72).  According to Birnbaum, culture expresses the values or social ideals 
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and the beliefs that organizational members have come to share.  Schein (1992), however, 

submits that culture can also be a mechanism of social control and the basis of explicitly 

manipulating individuals into perceiving, thinking, and feeling in certain ways.  The 

author notes that culture reflects “a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group 

learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, which has 

worked well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members 

as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems” (p. 12).  

Tierney (1997) also recognizes the controlling aspects of institutional culture as he notes 

that it teaches people how to behave, what to hope for, and what it means to succeed or 

fail.  

Frameworks of Institutional Culture 

Several researchers developed theoretical frameworks to promote a better 

understanding of culture in organizations.  The following section presents an overview of 

the most noted theories in the higher education literature, namely those developed by 

Tierney (1988), Bergquist (1992), Schein (1992), and Birnbaum (1988).   

Tierney’s Framework of Organizational Culture in Higher Education 

Tierney (1988) notes that a growing popular interest and increased research 

activity in organizational culture has brought with it increasingly broad and divergent 

concepts of culture.  He therefore developed a working framework to diagnose culture in 

colleges and universities as a tool to help administrators overcome distinct institutional 

problems.  Tierney recognizes that institutions are influenced by powerful, external 

factors such as demographic, economic, and political conditions; yet, that they are also 

shaped “by strong forces that emanate from within” (p. 3).  He sees the roots of these 
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internal dynamics in the history of the organization and its force derived from the values, 

processes, and goals “held by those most intimately involved in the organization’s 

workings” (p. 3).  Tierney considers culture grounded in the shared assumptions of 

individuals who participate in the organization and suggests that cultural assumptions can 

be identified through stories, special language, norms, institutional ideology, and attitudes 

that emerge from individual and organizational behavior.  The author explains, “An 

organization’s culture is reflected in what is done, how it is done, and who is involved in 

doing it” (Tierney, 1988, p. 3).  Tierney identifies the following key concepts of culture: 

• Environment: 
How does the organization define its environment? 
What is the attitude toward the environment? (hostility? friendship?) 

• Mission: 
How is it defined? 
How is it articulated? 
Is it used as a basis for decisions? 
How much agreement is there? 

• Socialization: 
How do new members become socialized? 
How is it articulated? 
What do we need to know to survive/excel in the organization? 

• Information: 
What constitutes information? 
Who has it? 
How is it disseminated? 

• Strategy: 
How are decisions arrived at? 
Which strategy is used? 
Who makes decisions? 
What is the penalty for bad decisions? 

• Leadership: 
What does the organization expect from its leaders? 
Who are the leaders? 
Are there formal and informal leaders? 

(1988, p. 8) 
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Even though Tierney (1988) bases his identification of “the operative cultural 

concepts and terms in collegiate institutions” on his case study of one single public 

institution, he expresses confidence that his findings provide a working framework for 

diagnosing culture at any college and university.  The author asserts that not all 

institutions are culturally alike, but that each of the identified cultural terms occurs in 

organizational settings and that only the form they take and the importance they have, 

differ from institution to institution.  Tierney submits that administrators often only have 

an intuitive grasp of the cultural conditions and influences that enter into their daily 

decision-making and that his essential concepts of institutional culture provide them with 

a schema for diagnosing their own organizations so as to effectively address 

organizational problems.  

Bergquist’s Cultural Archetypes 

Bergquist’s theory of organizational culture (1992) builds on Tierney’s 

framework (1988) while moving beyond the preliminary, single-institution analysis.  

Berquist (1992) bases his understanding of organizational culture on the definitions of 

culture provided by noted anthropologist and social historian, Bronislaw Malinowski, 

cultural analyst, Ronnie Lessem, and organizational consultant and theorist, Edgar 

Schein.  He recognizes several common features of culture from those definitions:   

1. Culture provides meaning and context for a specific group of people. “It holds the 

people together and instills in them an individual and collective sense of purpose 

and continuity” (p. 2).  
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2. Culture helps define the nature of reality for those people who are part of that 

culture. “It provides lenses through which its members interpret and assign value 

to the various events and products of this world” (p. 2). 

3. Culture is established around the production of something valued by its members.  

“A culture does not exist for itself; rather, it exists to provide a context” (p. 3).   

Bergquist (1992) posits that the culture of academic organizations must be 

understood within the context of their educational purpose and notes that the 

“ceremonies, symbols, assumptions, and modes of leadership in a college or university 

are always directed toward the institution’s purposes and derive from its cultural base”  

(p. 3).  Bergquist (1992) further proposes that there are four different, yet interrelated 

cultures that characterize institutions of higher education:  1) the collegial culture; 2) the 

managerial culture; 3) the developmental culture; and 4) the negotiating culture.  He 

explains that the collegial culture has traditionally placed great value on faculty work and 

is directed toward disciplinary scholarship and research.  In this culture, change takes 

place and power resides in the quasi-political, committee-based, faculty-centered 

governance processes of the college.  There is reluctance by faculty to accept formalized 

procedures.  The managerial culture finds meaning primarily in the organization, 

implementation, and evaluation of work that is directed toward specified goals and 

purposes.  It values fiscal responsibility and effective supervisory skills.  The 

developmental culture focuses on the creation of programs and activities that further the 

personal and professional growth of all members of the collegiate community.  It values 

personal openness and service to others, as well as systematic institutional research and 

curricular planning.   The negotiating culture is characterized by the establishment of 
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equitable and egalitarian policies and procedures for the distribution of resources and 

benefits in the institution.  It values confrontation and fair bargaining among 

constituencies (primarily management and faculty or staff) with vested interests that are 

inherently in opposition (Bergquist, 1992).  

Bergquist (1992) hypothesizes that a mixture of these cultures exists in most 

collegiate institutions.  He explains that, “Although most colleges and universities, and 

most faculty and administrators, tend to embrace or exemplify one of these four cultures, 

the other three cultures are always present and interact with the dominant culture” (p. 6).  

In this aspect, Bergquist distinguishes himself from the philosophical base of Tierney 

(1988) who asserts that each institution has its own distinct culture and that congruent 

cultures are more effective than weak, incongruent, or disconnected ones.  Bergquist’s 

belief more closely aligns with Birnbaum’s analysis of four kinds of higher education 

institutions (1988) and his belief that various types of cultures can be effectively 

integrated.  

Bergquist (1992) further examines the nature of cultural interaction.  He submits 

that each of the four cultures that he identifies has an “opposite on which it is dependent 

and with which it shares many features and assumptions” (p. 6). Thus, for instance, the 

developmental culture is dependent on the collegial culture due to their commonality of 

values and perspectives, and the negotiating culture looks towards the managerial culture 

for identity and purpose, and shares values and perspectives with it.  Bergquist presents a 

series of case studies to illustrate how the four cultures work on a daily basis in academic 

institutions. 
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Schein’s Theory of Organizational Culture and Leadership  

Schein (1992) also furthers the understanding of institutional culture.  The author 

sees culture as “a set of basic assumptions that defines for us what to pay attention to, 

what things mean, how to react emotionally to what is going on, and what actions to take 

in various kinds of situations” (p. 22).  He explores organizational culture with the goal to 

help leaders better understand organizational culture and manage situations in which 

cultural assumptions are operating.  Schein (1992) recognizes that several levels of 

culture exist in organizations and proposes that organizational culture can be analyzed 

from the very tangible overt manifestations, which can be seen and felt, to the deeply 

embedded, unconscious basic assumptions, which he considers the “essence of culture.”  

The author explains that, at the surface level, there are artifacts that represent the 

physical, behavioral, verbal, images, daily rituals, ceremonies, signs and symbols.  He 

adds that artifacts are easy to recognize, but difficult to decipher.  At the next level, there 

are values, which Schein divides into conscious values - those that are explicitly 

articulated - and espoused values, which are reflected in what people say, but not 

necessarily in what they do.  Lastly, at the third level and the most inner core of 

organizations, there are tacit, basic underlying assumptions that, according to Schein, 

define the organization’s reality – how its members perceive, think about, and feel about 

things.  Schein asserts that organizational leaders can enhance their understanding of 

organizational culture by examining the organization’s cultural properties at all levels – 

from artifacts, to values, to underlying assumptions.  See Figure 2.2 for an illustration of 

Schein’s theory of organizational culture and leadership.  
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Figure 2.2:  Levels of Institutional Culture (based on Schein’s Theory of Organizational   
         Culture and Leadership; 1992)  

 

Birnbaum’s Models of Institutions 

Like Tierney and Schein, Birnbaum (1988) developed his theories about culture in 

higher education institutions with the primary objective to provide administrators with 

tools for better understanding the institutions that they work in, with the ultimate goal “to 

expand their repertoire of interpretations, to suggest alternative ways of responding to 

problems and situations, and to assess the likelihood that these responses will be 

effective” (p. xiv).  Birnbaum (1988) asserts that, even though events and human 

behavior at institutions may appear random, there are actual patterns in, what appears to 

be, chaos.  Birnbaum argues that, “Ineffective administrators fail to see these patterns and 

Artifacts
Behaviors 
Practices

Values 
Conscious (articulated) 

Espoused (“saying” but not 
necessarily “doing”) 

Basic Underlying Assumptions 
Thought Patterns, Perceptions, Feelings, Beliefs, Attitudes 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

37 

often act foolishly,” while “effective administrators recognize existing patterns and act 

sensibly” (p. xv).   

Birnbaum’s cultural concepts (1988) are similar to Bergquist’s institutional 

archetypes (1992), as he groups higher education institutions into four different 

categories.  His categories are: collegial, bureaucratic, political, and anarchical 

organizations.  Birnbaum (1988) explains that the collegial model is typically found at 

older, smaller institutions.  He describes it as a “congenial and sympathetic company of 

scholars” (p. 87) and notes that the institutions are characterized by strong and coherent 

cultures in which individuals share the same values and beliefs.  These institutions 

represent egalitarian and democratic systems that are without any hierarchical structures 

and have no administrative processes.  Communication is direct and frequent; decisions 

are made by consensus after every stakeholder had a chance to express his or her opinion.  

Administrators are there only to provide support services and to represent the colleges’ 

interests to the public and ensure that the collegium’s will is carried out (Birnbaum, 

1988).   

Birnbaum’s second model (1988), the bureaucratic system, can typically be found 

in larger-sized organizations.  The author notes that the system is rational, which means 

that conscious attempts are made to link means to ends, resources to objectives, and 

intentions to activities.  In order to accomplish their goals, bureaucratic organizations 

create strong hierarchical structures with clear reporting lines, linear information flow, 

and a linear decision-making process (Birnbaum, 1988).  Little direct communication 

takes place.  Instead, administrative actions and decisions are formulated in writing.  

There is an emphasis on written job descriptions, rules, and regulations.  Much of the 
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process of determining goals and making decisions occurs at the senior levels of 

administration.  The president is the ultimate decision-maker and initiator of all 

directives, which flow down from the top through pre-determined channels of 

communication and authority; deans and other senior executives have similar status in 

their own organizational subunits (Birnbaum, 1988).   

The third organizational model that Birnbaum (1988) describes is that of a 

political system.  Birnbaum notes that it is preeminent at most colleges and universities.  

Power in the political system comes neither from norms nor from rules, but it is 

negotiated.  The political system is a complex organization with member groups that are 

specialized and heterogeneous and have divergent interests and preferences.  Resources 

are not under the sole control of a small group of administrators; decision-making has 

become diffused and decentralized.  Birnbaum explains that, as centralized authority 

weakens, consensus for preferred goals diminishes.  There is no sense of community; 

instead, the campus is fragmented into special interest groups which, in order to obtain 

desired outcomes, join with other groups, compromise their position, or bargain 

(Birnbaum, 1988).   

Birnbaum’s (1988) fourth model, the anarchical system, can mostly be found at 

large universities, with multiple colleges, schools, centers, and institutes.  There is a high 

emphasis on scholarly activity, which is considered key to promotion, tenure, salary 

increases, and individual prestige.  Birnbaum states that the rationality and awareness of 

people in the system is bounded; due to the infinite number of issues and environmental 

events at the institution, people cannot give their attention to them.  As a result, every 

group or department does what is in its own best interest.  The author notes that the 
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anarchical system exhibits three main characteristics: 1) problematic goals – goals that 

are difficult to define and unclear due to their sheer number; 2) unclear technology – a 

lack of understanding of activities and processes; and 3) fluid participation – the 

existence of various formal and informal groups without any set patterns of interaction 

and procedures.  Decisions are made based on, what Birnbaum refers to, a “garbage-can 

model,” meaning that problems, solutions, and participants are thrown in together and 

solutions just emerge, without any particular logic.  Birnbaum concludes that, due to the 

loose coupling at anarchical institutions, “what happened is not immediately obvious, 

why it happened is obscure, and whether what happened is good, is unclear” (1988, p. 

159).   

Cultural Theory and Institutional Change 

Diversity and Change 

The literature on diversity in higher education stresses that an increase in diversity 

can only be achieved if deep, transformational change occurs at the institution (Hale, 

2004; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Williams, Berger, & McClendon, 2005).  Kezar 

and Eckel (2002) describe this type of change as being pervasive, affecting numerous 

offices and units across the institution.  The authors note that it is “deep, touching upon 

values, beliefs, and structures.  It is intentional and occurs over time” (p. 44).  Brayboy 

(2003) also submits that, “To advance the agenda of diversity, institutions that truly value 

diversity must move toward considering ‘wholesale’ changes in their underlying 

structures and day-to-day activities, especially if they are truly committed to refocusing 

the historical legacies of institutional and societal racisms that pervade colleges and 

universities” (p. 74). 
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Williams, Berger, and McClendon (2005), however, acknowledge that change is 

difficult in higher education, “and if judged by past performance, change to enact diverse 

learning and professional environments is particularly hard” (p. 3).  The authors found 

that if changes in the institutional environment do happen, they are often at a superficial 

level and only become apparent through revised institutional mission statements or 

strategic plans, far from leading to major, long-term transformations (Williams et al., 

2005).   Tierney (1999) submits that the major problem confronting higher education 

leaders who are trying to enact diverse learning and professional environments is not the 

lack of good ideas, but their inability to implement them successfully.  He sees the 

dynamics that are unique to higher education, such as loosely coupled systems of 

organization and governance, internally competing values and belief systems, and long-

standing institutional traditions and norms, as the main culprit for preventing deep-seated 

institutional change.  

In their paper Making Diversity Work on Campus – one in a series of three papers 

on issues of diversity commissioned by the Association of American Colleges and 

Universities (AAC&U) – Milem, Chang, and Antonio’s (2005) note that their assessment 

of current efforts to institutionalize diversity on campuses suggests that most campus 

leaders have fallen well short of this goal.  The authors comment that a first step in 

signaling an institution-wide commitment to diversity is for the top campus leadership to 

issue statements of support, purpose, and action.  Milem et al. (2005) further note that it 

is important that institutional leaders be clear about any history of exclusions that has 

occurred on their campus, talk about efforts over time to be more inclusive, and address 

any persistent negative consequences that this history has created at the institution.  They 
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also stress that a coherent and sustained faculty diversity initiative must exist if there is to 

be any progress in diversifying the faculty. 

Milem, Chang, and Antonio (2005) propose that the institution’s commitment to 

diversity should permeate policy in all areas of institutional life.  They note, “If the 

benefits of diversity in higher education are to be realized, close attention must be paid to 

the institutional context in which that diversity is enacted” (pp. 8-9).  The authors explain 

that the institutional context is represented by the role that diversity plays in the mission 

and goals of the institution, commitment to the educational value of diversity at the 

highest levels of campus leadership, and the ongoing funding and support for key 

diversity programs and initiatives on campus (Milem et al., 2005)  

Cultural Change Strategies 

The higher education literature (Bergquist, 1992; Birnbaum, 1988; Kezar & 

Eckel, 2002; Schein, 1992; Walvoord et al., 2000; Williams, Berger, & McClendon, 

2005; Wong & Tierney, 2001) suggests that there is a relationship between institutional 

culture and the effectiveness of change processes.  Williams, Berger and McClendon 

(2005) argue that, if higher education leaders employ strategies for change that violate 

institutional cultural norms and standards, they might be viewed as inappropriate and, 

therefore, stifle the change process.  The authors submit that leaders would be more 

successful in facilitating change if they understood the culture in which they were 

working (Williams et al., 2005).   

Schein (1992) also asserts that it is important for institutional leaders to 

understand the culture at their institutions and use this knowledge to achieve change.  He 

submits that organizational learning, development, and planned change cannot be 
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understood without considering culture as a primary source of resistance to change.  

Schein points out that a consensus on the core mission does not automatically guarantee 

that organizational members will have common goals.  In order to achieve consensus on 

goals, members need a common language and shared assumptions about the basic logical 

operations.  According to Schein, change within the organization entails the alteration of 

values, beliefs, myths, and rituals.  The key activities in this process include modifying 

the mission and vision, creating new myths and rituals, performing symbolic actions, 

using metaphors, developing enthusiasm, and communicating values and beliefs.  Schein 

refers to this process as “cognitive transformation.”  In this process, a simple proposal or 

belief is transformed into a shared organizational value or belief and, ultimately, into 

shared or basic assumptions, which, according to Schein, are typically neither confronted 

nor debated by organizational members.  Once established, basic assumptions will last 

(Schein, 1992).   

Kezar and Eckel (2002) conducted a study of eight institutions of higher 

education to assess the effect of institutional culture on organizational change processes 

and strategies.  In addition to demonstrating a relationship between institutional culture 

and change, the results supported several assumptions from cultural theory: (a) the 

significance of culturally appropriate strategies; (b) the importance of examining multiple 

layers of culture; and (c) the possibility of predicting which strategies will be most 

important.  Kezar and Eckel’s study challenges the conventional notion about change 

processes - that one can follow a general principle or approach and not be aware of how 

distinct organizational cultures impact the process.  The authors conclude that most of 
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what gets in the way of systemic change and improving organizational performance is 

cultural in nature (Kezar & Eckel, 2002).   

The findings of an ethnographic study of faculty work at California State 

University at Los Angeles also prompted Wong and Tierney (2001) to conclude that 

change in higher education is as much cultural in nature as it is structural.  The authors 

emphasize that, all too often, institutional leaders assume that structural change brings 

about cultural reform, and that this is not always the case.  They argue, “When 

individuals desire to bring about constructive change, they would be well advised to 

consider what structural and cultural levers might be utilized that enable constituents to 

act differently and interpret their world differently” (p. 1106).  Wong and Tierney (2001) 

submit that careful attention to both, the structure and culture, of one’s organization can 

help create the conditions for meaningful change.  

Walvoord et al. (2000) conducted a six-year study of change in seven academic 

departments at a Public Research I University.  The authors found that productive change 

is highly dependent on cultural values and on the “nurturing” factors for change.  They 

theorize that change must build on the core academic values present in each department – 

among them academic freedom, autonomy, collegiality, specialization, and reason – and 

redefine these values.  In addition to building on departmental autonomy, change also 

requires complex roles from central administration.  The authors underscore that no 

strategy by itself is likely to be sufficient (Walvoord et al., 2000).  

 Bergquist (1992) also explored the nature of change in a cultural context.  His 

theories of organizational change distinguish between first-order change and second-

order change.  Bergquist suggests that first-order change typically only entails that 
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organizations decide to do more or less of what they are already doing, which just 

improves the status quo.  The author submits that, in order to achieve a profound 

transformation or a “paradigm shift,” institutions must engage in second-order change 

strategies.  Bergquist notes that second-order change in organizations takes place in three 

domains:  structure, process, and attitude.  He explains that changes in structure occur 

when the organizational chart, the reward system, or institutional policies and procedures 

are modified.  Changes in process involve alterations in the way that people operate and 

relate to others within the existing structures of the organization.  Changes in the third 

domain – attitude - usually involve modifications in organizational culture, as well as 

personal growth and development among members of the organization (Bergquist, 1992).  

Bergquist suggests that, in order to effectively address attitude, institutional leaders 

should have a thorough understanding of the four cultures that he saw manifested at 

academic institutions (collegial, managerial, developmental, and negotiating) and 

recognize each culture’s value and potential associated problems.  Bergquist argues that 

changes in only one of the three domains will be ineffective.  The author conducted 

several case studies that demonstrated the effect of change strategies if limited only to 

one domain.  His findings reinforce the notion that institutional leaders must pay attention 

to institutional culture and employ culture-oriented change strategies that address 

institutional members’ attitudes in addition to structure and processes. 

Drawing from their previous work on institutional culture and change processes, 

Rhoads and Tierney (1992) developed a guide for cultural leadership in higher education.  

The authors stress that effective leadership of academic institutions must be based on the 

premise that institutions exist as cultures, “where a wide range of people with varied 
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backgrounds are welcomed” (p. 3).  They, therefore, suggest that administrators closely 

examine the values, beliefs, traditions, and histories that organizational members hold. 

Rhoads and Tierney offer higher education leaders the following eight principles and 

guidelines for employing culturally appropriate strategies that create “real” change:   

Principle 1: Every college or university represents a unique organizational 
culture. 

 
Principle 2: Leadership in an academic culture requires putting people first. 
 
Principle 3:  Leadership in an academic culture requires connecting people. 
 
Principle 4:  Introducing innovation and change involves changing values and 

beliefs. 
 
Principle 5:  Building strong academic cultures requires enhancing diversity. 
 
Principle 6:  Effective socialization involves linking new members to 

institutional change and commitment. 
 
Principle 7: Understanding organizations as cultures means viewing them 

beyond their physical boundaries.  
 
Principle 8: Leadership in an academic culture involves practicing effective 

cultural strategies.  
 
(1992, pp. 5-6) 

Summary 

Despite affirmative action policies, governmental mandates, and institutional 

diversity initiatives that began with the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s, U.S. 

institutions of higher education have made little progress in increasing the presence of 

faculty of color (Astin, 1997; Kayes, 2006; Milem & Astin, 1993; Smith, 1994; Turner & 

Myers, 2000; Turner, 2003).  While the Minorities in Higher Education Annual Status 

Report published by the American Council on Education (2006) recognizes “dramatic” 
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gains in college enrollment of students of color (from 21.8 % of total college enrollments 

in 1993 to 27.8% in 2003), it notes “steady, but modest” gains in the employment of 

faculty of color, stating that faculty of color still accounts for less than 20% of full-time 

faculty.   

Several higher education researchers (Astin, 1982; Epps, 1989; Hall & Allen, 

1983; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Smith, 1996) note that the presence of faculty of 

color in higher education is of prime importance to the recruitment and retention of 

students of color.  In fact, the literature emphasizes the significant value that the presence 

of faculty of color on college campuses adds to virtually all aspects of higher education - 

the curriculum, the academic success of students of color, the overall diversity of 

scholarly viewpoints, etc. (Green, 1989; Harvey & Scott-Jones, 1985; Tack & Patitu, 

1992; Turner, 2003).   

The literature (Brayboy, 2003; Hurtado & Dey, 1997; Tierney, 1999; Williams, 

Berger, & McClendon, 2005) emphasizes that institutions must undergo deep, pervasive 

change in order to institute greater faculty diversity in the 21st century.  Several 

researchers (Bergquist, 1992; Birnbaum, 1988; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Schein, 1992; 

Tierney, 1999; Wong & Tierney, 2001) have found that administrators could manage the 

change process more effectively if they had a better understanding of the culture at their 

institutions.  Kuh and Whitt (1988) explain that a cultural understanding implies an 

attempt to identify the beliefs, values, guiding premises and assumptions that influence 

the actions of individuals and groups.  Cultural theory assumes that beliefs, values, and 

ideology are at the heart of an organization, and that organizational members hold certain 
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ideas and value preferences which influence how they behave and how they view the 

behavior of other members (Bush, 2003).   

This study considered several theories of institutional culture, namely those by 

Bergquist (1992) Birnbaum (1988), Schein (1992), and Tierney (1988).  These 

researchers developed their theories in order to provide higher education leaders with 

tools for better understanding and addressing the cultural environment they are working 

in.  The cultural theories and their suggested relevance to the success of institutional 

change efforts provided the framework for the study of the role of the chief diversity 

officer with respect to increasing faculty diversity.  The research paid particular attention 

to any contextual elements that affirmed congruence with or showed dissonance from the 

existing theories.   
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study was to examine the role of the chief diversity officer in 

achieving greater faculty diversity at public universities.  Since the chief diversity 

officer’s position in higher education is a fairly recent phenomenon that has increasingly 

appeared at four-year institutions at the beginning of the 21st century, only limited 

research exists that has looked at this particular role.  The study sought to answer the 

central question, “What is the role of the chief diversity officer in increasing faculty 

diversity at public universities?”  It was guided by theories of institutional culture, in 

particular drawing upon Tierney’s key concepts of Organizational Culture in Higher 

Education (1988) and Schein’s theory of Organizational Culture and Leadership (1992).  

Based on the cultural framework, the study aimed at addressing the following additional 

questions: 

1. What are the institutional cultural factors that may be impacting faculty diversity 

at the institution?   

2. How does the chief diversity officer use and incorporate cultural understanding 

into the institution’s diversity initiatives and strategies for change? 

3. How will deep-seated and pervasive change with respect to faculty diversity be 

accomplished and sustained? 
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The study was limited to investigating the role of the chief diversity officer with 

respect to achieving faculty diversity.  The focus on faculty diversity seemed justified due 

to the fact that faculty diversity has been the least successful element in institutional 

diversity initiatives (Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004).  Findings from the 

study could help higher education leaders address this situation more effectively.  The 

study was further limited to higher education institutions in Texas.  Texas has ranked 

among the top ten states with the highest proportion of Hispanic and African American 

populations, according to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau Report (http://www.census.gov). 

Increasing the participation of African Americans and Hispanics in higher education in 

the 21st century to more closely reflect the state’s rapidly shifting population 

demographics, has been a keen interest of Texas legislators, higher education leaders, and 

communities alike.  An increased presence of faculty of color would be an important 

factor in attracting and retaining more students of color (Blackwell, 1981; Epps, 1989; 

Hall & Allen, 1983; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2004; Smith, 1989; Turner, 2003).  Yet, 

while aiming at increasing African American and Hispanic student participation, Texas 

universities have continued to rank among those U.S. higher education institutions with 

the lowest proportion of African American and Hispanic faculty (U.S. Department of 

Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2005).   

Research Design 

A qualitative research design was used to answer the research questions due to its 

ability to bring out understandings and perspectives in ways not gained through other 

methodologies (Merriam, 1998).  Inductive in nature, qualitative research helps explain a 

particular phenomenon in the absence of existing theory (Merriam, 1998).  It also has the 
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ability to bring out understandings about processes through which individuals achieve 

their intentions in particular settings (Locke, 2001).  Since qualitative research identifies 

the intricacies of the environment from the perspective of the actual participants, it allows 

the researcher a view into the inner dynamics of the situation that is often unavailable to 

the outsider (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003).  These characteristics were important to obtaining 

a better understanding of the role of the chief diversity officer in increasing faculty 

diversity at public universities.  The qualitative design allowed for an in-depth 

exploration of the chief diversity officer’s experiences while capturing his or her 

perspectives and understandings of faculty diversity at the institution.    

A drawback of qualitative research is the fact that the researcher is in danger of 

imposing his or her own predetermined theory onto the research (Bogdan & Biklen, 

2003).  To minimize this weakness, the study strove to maintain an “emic” or insider’s 

perspective throughout, by capturing the chief diversity officer’s own experiences, 

feelings, beliefs, and explanations of structure and relationships (Locke, 2001) at his or 

her institution.  The inductive nature of the research further ensured that the theory about 

the role of the chief diversity officer emerged from the research findings, instead of 

falling into a predetermined theory (Merriam, 1998).   

The study was conducted in the form of a case study.  Case study differentiates 

itself from other types of qualitative research in that it is an intensive description and 

analysis of a single unit or bounded system such as an individual program, event, group, 

or community (Merriam, 1998).  Merriam (1998) highlights that the case study method 

allows the researcher to gain an in-depth understanding of the situation and meaning for 

those involved.  Since case study focuses on the particularity and complexity of a single 
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case, it promotes the understanding of activities “within important circumstances” (Stake, 

1995, p. xi).  All of these aspects were important to the in-depth exploration of the chief 

diversity officer’s role in increasing faculty diversity at public universities.  Berg (2004) 

also highlights the benefits of case study research especially for the study of 

organizations noting that it is “an extremely useful technique for researching 

relationships, behaviors, attitude, motivations, and stressors in organizational settings”  

(p. 260).  According to Berg, case study helps uncover how certain administrative 

systems operate, how decisions are made, or how communications networks operate. 

These benefits were considered, as the study sought to explore the chief diversity 

officer’s relationships, behaviors, attitudes and stressors in the institutional setting, in 

hopes that the insights gained could help influence policy, practice, and future research 

(Merriam, 1998).   

The study was designed to be instrumental and descriptive in nature in order to 

provide insights beyond the actual case into the larger issue or theory of the chief 

diversity officer’s role at universities (Stake, 2000), while generating a rich, “thick” 

description of the phenomenon under study (Merriam, 1998). 

Data Sources 

The Cases 

In case study research, two levels of sampling are usually necessary.  First, the 

researcher selects the “case” – the bounded system or unit of analysis – to be studied; 

then sampling within the case takes place in order to identify people, documents, or 

activities for data collection (Merriam, 1998).  The literature (Merriam, 1998; Stake, 

2003) recommends the selection of information-rich cases for study in-depth.  Patton 
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(1990) identifies “information-rich cases” as those “from which one can learn a great deal 

about issues of central importance to the purpose of the research” (p. 169).  For this 

particular study, a total of three cases were selected.  The number of cases made the 

sample broad enough to understand a range of materials and perspectives present 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 2003), yet small enough to investigate in-depth the phenomenon of 

the chief diversity officer in each case within the time frame that was given for the study 

and the opportunities for access to the sites.  Stake (2003) points out that the true value of 

case study does not depend on the number of cases selected, but on their ability to refine 

theory and suggest complexities for future investigation.  

Patton (2002) notes that a smaller, homogeneous sample can be very beneficial to 

developing a case study.  The 2006 Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 

Teaching classifications (http://www.carnegiefoundation.org/classifications/) were, 

therefore, used to identify a purposeful, homogeneous sample of institutions in Texas.  

The specific institutions selected for the study were:  Texas A&M University in 

Bryan/College Station, The University of Texas at Austin, and the University of North 

Texas in Denton, Texas.  The institutions were identified through examination of various 

institutional websites and met the following predetermined criteria: a) the existence of a 

prominent diversity initiative as reflected in the institutional mission statement, the 

strategic plan, as well as public statements by the president; b) the presence of a formal 

organizational structure that included a chief diversity officer’s position at the executive 

administrative level with a direct reporting line to the institution’s president (as reflected 

in organizational charts, program overviews, and personnel directories). 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

53 

According to the 2006 Carnegie classifications, all three of these institutions are 

considered “large, public, four-year universities” with “high” undergraduate enrollment, 

and “high to very high” research activity.  Another common characteristic is the fact that 

all three institutions are located close to major metropolitan areas (Dallas, Houston, and 

Austin/San Antonio, Texas) and are in or adjacent to counties with high numbers of 

African American and Hispanic populations (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2005).  The employment histories and demographics of African American and Hispanic 

faculty at the institutions reflect a similar pattern.  Each of the institutions is part of a 

higher education system and serves as its flagship institution.  Austin notes that 

“institutions of similar type tend to have similar cultures” (1990, p. 67).  The following 

section provides a brief profile of each institution. 

Texas A&M University 
 

Texas A&M University is a public land grant institution located in the southern 

part of Texas, in the town of Bryan/College Station, about 100 miles north-west of 

Houston.  The university serves close to 45,000 students annually.  It ranks 42nd among 

the “Top 100” U.S. higher education institutions in terms of total number of degrees 

awarded to racial and ethnic minority students (Diverse Online, 2006).  Compared to its 

peer institution in the state, The University of Texas at Austin, however, Texas A&M 

enrolls a lower percentage of the state’s African American and Hispanic student 

populations (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005; http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/).  

The university’s faculty consists of 2.4% African American and 4.7% Hispanic (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2005), which puts the institution at a higher footing in 

terms of its Hispanic faculty employment and a slightly lower one in African American 
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faculty employment compared to its peer institution.  Between 2001 and 2005, Texas 

A&M University made no significant gains in the employment of faculty of color. 

In 1997, the institution initiated “Vision 2020” - a strategic “roadmap” for 

attaining its quest to be recognized as a consensus “top 10” public university by the year 

2020 (http://www.tamu.edu/vision2020).  The plan identifies 12 focal areas in which the 

university seeks to make significant progress by 2020.  “Diversity and globalization” is 

listed as one of the top four focus areas.  In September 2006, the institution hired a new 

chief diversity officer after a previous incumbent left the position.  The current officer is 

a Texas A&M graduate.  The position was initially created in 2004 in combination with a 

major institutional restructuring that placed the areas of Quality Enhancement, 

Institutional Effectiveness, Measurement and Research Services, as well as the Women’s 

Center and Gender Issues Educational Services under its oversight. 

The University of Texas at Austin 

The University of Texas at Austin (UT Austin), located in the heart of the city of 

Austin, Texas, is the flagship institution of The University of Texas System.  Founded in 

1883, UT Austin is one of the largest public universities in the United States.  According 

to a statement by the Office of the President posted on the institution’s website 

(http://www.utexas.edu/president/), the Times of London ranked UT Austin second 

among U.S. public universities in its ranking of the world’s top 200 universities.  In 

September 2006, UT Austin reported that a record number of Hispanic and African 

American students had enrolled for the fall semester (http://www.utexas.edu/opa/news/).  

The institution’s total enrollment was reported at 49,738 students, which included 7,453 

Hispanic students, equal to 15% of the total student population, and 1,939 African 
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American students, equal to 3.9 % of the total student population.  In terms of total 

degrees awarded to racially and ethnically diverse students, UT Austin trails the numbers 

of Texas A&M in all categories – baccalaureate, master’s and doctorate (Diverse Online, 

2006).   

A review of the institution’s employment statistics for faculty of color revealed 

that the percentage of Hispanic professors lagged by almost 1% behind those of its peer 

institution, Texas A& M; they slightly exceeded those of African American faculty by 

0.5 %, (National Center for Education Statistics, 2005).   

In fall 2003, UT Austin’s former President Faulkner convened a “taskforce on 

racial respect and fairness” and charged it with the review of existing discriminatory 

practices among its police department and student organizations, as well as with 

addressing any issues deemed important to promoting “racial respect” and cultural 

diversity within the university community.  In 2005, the university hired its first chief 

diversity officer. 

The University of North Texas at Denton 

The University North Texas (UNT) at Denton, Texas, is the smallest of the three 

institutions in the study in terms of student enrollment (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2005).  The institution’s fall 2005 enrollment numbers are listed at 32,047 with 

the majority of students coming from the metropolitan areas of Dallas and Ft. Worth as 

well as Denton County.  At the undergraduate level, 10% of the student body is African 

American and 8% is Hispanic.  Hispanic faculty made up 4.1% and African American 

faculty 3.8% of UNT’s entire faculty during the 2006/07 academic year.  The chief 
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diversity officer’s position evolved from a merger of two departments and has been in 

existence since the late 1990’s.  

The Respondents 

The sample of respondents for the study was purposefully selected based on their 

ability to provide the perspectives needed to address the study’s research questions.   

Primary respondents.  The primary respondents for the study were the individuals 

holding the chief diversity officer’s position at the three institutions.  These individuals 

were identified through examination of each institution’s website and review of diversity 

program overviews, organizational charts, and personnel directories.  Recent news stories 

in various periodicals also identified two of the three individuals by name.  Two of the 

incumbents held the title of “Vice President” while the third incumbent held the title of 

“Associate Vice President.”  For the purpose of the study and to maintain a degree of 

confidentiality, the individuals will be referred to as “CDOX,” “CDOY,” and”CDOZ” or 

simply as the “CDO.”  The respondents were, however, aware of the fact that each 

institution in the study would be named.  

To gain entry to each site and access to the respondents, an introductory letter was 

sent to each chief diversity officer (see Appendix A) in late March 2007.  The letter 

explained the purpose of the contact, outlined the study, and requested the opportunity for 

an interview.  Also included was a formal request for consent to the study and the audio-

taping of the interview.  Once an affirmative response was received, a phone call was 

placed to the respondents’ administrative assistant to formally schedule a date and time 

for a site visit and face-to-face interview.  The phone call was followed by an e-mail that 
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reiterated the purpose of the research study and confirmed the date and time for the first 

visit and interview.   

Secondary respondents.  For triangulation purposes, secondary respondents were 

identified who would be able to speak to the role of the chief diversity officer.  Of interest 

were individuals from the academic side of the institution who had built a working 

relationship with the chief diversity officer for the purpose of increasing the faculty 

diversity at their college, school, or department.  The appropriate referrals to these 

individuals were solicited from the primary respondent, the chief diversity officer, during 

the initial meeting.  The identification of specific individuals through the CDO was 

important to having a purposeful sample consisting of respondents who had prior work 

experience with the CDO and, thus, would be able to verify and clarify the work of the 

CDO with respect to faculty diversity, and further be able to describe the outcomes of the 

relationship.  The sample of secondary respondents ultimately consisted of two 

individuals per institution.  It included three college deans, one dean of faculties, one 

associate dean, and one associate vice provost of diversity; all had a history of 

collaborating with the chief diversity officer on faculty diversity issues.  These 

administrators were contacted via e-mail.  The e-mail explained the purpose of the 

contact and referenced the referral through the chief diversity officer.  After a positive 

response was received, each respondent’s administrative assistant was contacted via the 

telephone or e-mail to schedule a date and time for either a face-to-face or a telephone 

interview, depending on the respondent’s location and schedule constraints.  In the 

narrative of the research report, secondary respondents will be referred to by their 
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professional title; however, their specific institutional affiliation will be kept confidential.  

Institutions will only be referenced as Institution X, Y, and Z.  

Data Collection 

Interviews 

Interviews were the main method of data collection for the study.  Stake (2000) 

explains that the interview “is the main road to multiple realities” (p. 64).  The interviews 

were conducted during spring 2007.  All interviews followed a semi-structured format.  

Gillham (2000) comments that the semi-structured interview format is the most valuable 

form of interviewing in case study research and also the richest single source of data. 

Merriam (1998) notes that it allows the researcher to respond “to the situation at hand, to 

the emerging worldview of the respondent, and to new ideas on the topic” (p. 74).  The 

interviews followed a detailed protocol with open-ended, predetermined questions that 

focused the dialogue on addressing the study’s research questions.  Questions were asked 

of each respondent in a systematic and consistent way; however, respondents were 

allowed freedom to digress.  The researcher also probed beyond the respondents’ answers 

(Berg, 2004) to obtain clarification or further details where needed. 

Pilot Interview 

To assess the effectiveness of the interview questions for the primary respondents, 

a pilot interview was conducted during the first week of April 2007 with a chief diversity 

officer at an institution with an organizational structure similar to that of the three 

institutions in the research study.  Contact with the respondent for the pilot study was 

made under similar circumstances; i.e. a gatekeeper was contacted ahead of time and a 

written request for permission to conduct the pilot interview with the chief diversity 
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officer was sent.  Questions to the pilot interviewee were identical to those that had been 

developed for the interviews with the study’s primary respondents.  They included among 

others: “What is the institution’s overall goal regarding faculty diversity?” “How is 

recruitment and retention of diverse faculty addressed at the university?” “What is the 

main strategy for increasing faculty diversity at the institution?”  The questions aimed at 

alluding to any cultural elements in the institutional environment that could affect the 

officer’s diversity strategies such as consensus on diversity goals, resource allocation, 

collaborations and support, as well as communication processes.  Any existing 

institutional barriers or obstacles were also addressed. 

The outcome of the pilot interview prompted some re-sequencing and rewording 

of questions in the original protocol to improve the flow of the conversation and enhance 

the clarity of questions.  The total number of questions in the protocol was also reduced 

in order to keep the conversation focused. 

Interviews with Primary Respondents 

The interviews with the chief diversity officers in the study were guided by 

twenty-four, open-ended questions.  The topic areas and questions were based on 

Tierney’s key concepts of Organizational Culture in Higher Education (1988) which 

emphasize an understanding of the institutional environment, its mission, socialization 

processes, patterns of information-sharing, strategic decision-making, and organizational 

leadership.  In addition, Schein’s model of Organizational Culture and Leadership 

(1992) helped conceptualize areas of inquiry related to cultural elements that may be 

present at the institution and may affect institutional processes and goals related to 

faculty diversity.  The exploration of these particular topic areas allowed the researcher to 
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clarify the role of the chief diversity officer with respect to faculty diversity.  The 

interview protocol was divided into three sections according to the following topic areas: 

Section I:  Overview of diversity at the institution.  This section of the interview 

protocol focused on gaining a general overview of diversity at the institution.  Questions 

were designed to elicit information on the current status of diversity for students as well 

as faculty, and the institution’s overall goals for diversity.  The interview then 

specifically focused on faculty diversity at the institution to gain a sense of its standing in 

the overall institutional diversity plan.  Current strategies and resource allocation to 

identify overall institutional commitment to faculty diversity were discussed as well.  

Specific questions included: “What is the institution’s current status on faculty 

diversity?” “How do you define faculty diversity at the institution?” “What are the 

institution’s goals regarding faculty diversity?” “What resources have been allocated 

towards promoting faculty diversity at the institution?”  

Section II:  The office of the chief diversity officer.  This section was designed to 

explore the position, function, and role of the chief diversity officer.  Each respondent 

was asked about the history and overall role and structure of the diversity office.  

Questions aimed at gaining a clearer picture as to when the office/position was created, 

how many staff members the office had, what functions the office fulfilled, what the 

reporting lines were, and what areas of oversight fell under the office.  This section also 

aimed at identifying the key relationships that each chief diversity officer maintained 

with other constituents at his or her institution.  Examples of questions were: “When did 

the office of diversity come into existence?” “What is its organizational structure?” 
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“What are your key relationships within the institution?” “What resources are available to 

you?”   

Section III:  Effectiveness and outcomes.  This section was designed to explore the 

successes and failures in the officers’ efforts to increase faculty diversity at their 

institution.  It also sought to identify any institutional barriers or obstacles to the officers’ 

endeavors and clarify their strategies for addressing them.  Questions included: “What is 

your assessment of current progress towards your goals for institutional faculty 

diversity?” “Who will be held accountable for progress towards the institution’s diversity 

goals?” “What barriers or obstacles have you encountered?” “What will you or can you 

do to address areas of concern?” “What is your ideal long-term scenario (or dream) 

related to faculty diversity?”  

The interview protocol also included a brief introductory statement as well as 

introductory questions to capture general, demographic information about each position 

incumbent. (See Appendix B for a complete schedule of interview questions).  All 

interviews with the respondents were held face-to-face, at the office of the respondent.  

Gillham (2000) notes that the “overwhelming strength of the face-to-face interview is the 

richness of the communication that is possible” (p. 62).  The researcher can be responsive 

to the context and adapt techniques to the circumstances (Merriam, 1998).  The initial 

interviews were scheduled for a time frame of 60 to 75 minutes.  Ultimately, two of the 

three interviews lasted 40 to 50 minutes, and the third interview lasted about 25 minutes 

due to the respondent’s last minute schedule constraints on the day of the interview.  The 

actual timeframes for the interviews provided adequate opportunity for addressing the 

interview questions and gathering information-rich data.   
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Each interview was recorded with an audio tape-recorder after consent to the 

taping was obtained from each respondent.  The respondents were also informed that they 

could halt the taping at any time during the interview, if they so desired.  The researcher 

also took notes during the interview to capture any insights or distinct statements by the 

respondents.  Merriam (1998) notes that interview notes allow the investigator to monitor 

the process of data collection as well as to begin analyzing the information itself.  Each 

respondent willingly and liberally shared information, responded to probes on certain 

issues, and elaborated when asked to.  The semi-structured nature of the interview and the 

flexibility it provided during the interview process gave each respondent opportunity to 

digress, expand on certain topics, or come back to topics during the interview (Merriam, 

1998).  The format also allowed the researcher to clarify and probe for information 

(Merriam, 1998).  Gillham (2000) notes, “This very flexibility is what makes the semi-

structured interview such a productive research tool” (p. 65).  Despite of the flexibility, 

adherence to the protocol was of vital importance to the interview process, so as to stay 

focused on addressing the key interview questions which, in turn, helped answer the 

study’s main research questions.   

Gillham (2000) cautions that interviews with individuals of authority, who are the 

experts in the field, are also tricky.  These so-called “elite” interviews may take the form 

of a more unstructured process along the way since, according to Gillham, the 

interviewee will know more about the topic and the setting than the researcher.  Gillham 

states, “To a large extent they can tell you what questions you should be asking, what you 

need to know” (2003, p. 64).  The author further cautions that, by virtue of their authority 

and experience, the respondents will have their own structuring of their knowledge. 
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Gillham comments, “They will not tamely submit to being interviewed where you direct 

a series of questions at them” (p. 64).  These aspects were considered during the 

interview process through strict adherence to the interview protocol, which ensured that 

the interview stayed on track and captured the information that was relevant to the study. 

Immediately following each interview, the researcher also wrote down reflections 

that included insights and general impressions gained from the interview.  The reflections 

helped provide a tentative sketch of each chief diversity officer’s role at the institution.  

Since each interview took place on site, at the office of the chief diversity officer, there 

were also opportunities to capture impressions about the institution and the office 

environment.  These were recorded as well.  According to Miles and Huberman (1994), 

reflective remarks usually strengthen coding in pointing to deeper or underlying issues 

that deserve analytic attention.  The process allows for the informal theorizing about 

emerging patterns and their relationships (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

Upon conclusion of the interview, the respondents were thanked for their time and 

asked if they had any institutional documents or records that would be useful to the 

investigation.  The chief diversity officers were also asked for referrals to secondary 

respondents from the academic side of the institution that could provide additional 

information about the nature of their institutional work with respect to faculty diversity.  

Since the allocated time frame for the interviews proved to be sufficient for obtaining the 

vital information, there was no need for follow-up interviews.   

The findings from the interviews with the chief diversity officers are presented in 

chapter IV and include extensive direct quotes from the respondents since, as Gillham 
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(2000) notes, those are “key” and of central importance vis-à-vis other elements of the 

pattern of evidence.   

Interviews with Secondary Respondents 

The interviews with the secondary respondents were designed to add depth and 

breadth to the findings from the interviews with the chief diversity officers and, thereby, 

enhance the trustworthiness of data obtained (Berg, 2004; Glesne, 1999; Merriam, 1998).  

A total of six secondary respondents - two per institution - were interviewed to 

triangulate the findings.  The group consisted of a purposeful sample of administrators 

with whom the chief diversity officers had established a working relationship with 

regards to increasing faculty diversity at their institutions.  The respondents were a dean 

of architecture, a dean of arts and sciences, a dean of education, an associate dean of 

education, a dean of faculties, and an associate vice provost for diversity.  Two of the six 

interviews were conducted face-to-face at the respondents’ office, while the remaining 

four were conducted over the telephone at a previously scheduled time.   

The interviews lasted between 15 and 25 minutes and followed a written protocol 

that consisted of eleven open-ended questions.  The respondents were asked to describe 

the nature of their interaction with the office of diversity and encouraged to share their 

experiences with the process and the results.  Examples of issues and questions that were 

addressed include: “In what ways did you work with the office of diversity?” “How 

important was the relationship to your work?” “What was your most positive experience 

during the interaction?” “What would you change about the process and the results?”  

(See Appendix C for a complete schedule of interview questions).  
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During the interview process special attention was paid to any divergent 

perspectives as well as supporting information that clarified or verified data obtained 

during the interviews with the primary respondents, the chief diversity officers.  As was 

the case in the interview process with the chief diversity officers, reflective notes were 

written immediately after each interview to capture first impressions and important 

insights.   

Documents 

Documents constituted another secondary source of data.  Creswell (2004) notes 

that many times through documents, the researcher is able to obtain the language and 

words of participants.  Merriam (1998) comments that the stability of documents is one 

of their greatest advantages.  The author states, “Unlike interviewing and observation, the 

presence of the investigator does not alter what is being studied” (p. 126).  Berg (2004) 

argues that documents provide insights that might not be captured through other data-

collection techniques.  One other major advantage of document research is the fact that 

documents can be accessed at a time convenient to the researcher (Merriam, 1998).   

The specific documents that were examined for the study included institutional 

mission statements, strategic plans for diversity, and presidents’ statements to the campus 

community about diversity; as well as administrative and taskforce reports, state of the 

university addresses, and annual reports.  Most documents were retrieved from the 

institutions’ websites.  Some documents were obtained through the chief diversity officer 

upon conclusion of the interview process.   

The documents complemented data obtained during the interviews with the chief 

diversity officers as well as the administrators from the academic side.  They helped 
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verify and clarify institutional commitment, as well as institutional goals and strategies 

for diversity.  They further allowed insight into each institution’s cultural elements such 

as the prevailing values, beliefs, and attitudes with respect to faculty diversity.  Of 

particular value were public statements by the institutions’ presidents since they reflected 

the institutional leaders’ vision and commitment to diversity, as well as their concepts 

and ideals for the position of the chief diversity officer at the institution.  A small 

selection of calendars of events and publicity materials for special campus events also 

served as data sources and aided in obtaining an understanding of the range of activities 

that each institution engaged in to affirm the value of diversity among the campus 

community and beyond.   

Combined, the documents constituted a valuable data source for triangulating the 

findings from the interviews with the chief diversity officers while providing additional 

insights into institutional priorities and the cultural aspects of each institution. 

Data Analysis 

Merriam (1998) contends that data collection and analysis must be a simultaneous 

process in qualitative research.  The analysis of data gathered from the interviews with 

the primary and secondary respondents thus began during the interview phase, as the 

respondents provided their perspectives in answer to the interview questions.  Notes 

taken during the interviews and reflective remarks written immediately following each 

interview (Miles and Huberman, 1994) captured important insights and impressions 

about each case and further allowed for a simultaneous, preliminary analysis of data.  

According to Miles and Huberman (1994), reflective remarks usually strengthen coding 

in pointing to deeper or underlying issues that deserve analytic attention.  The process 
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allowed for the informal theorizing about the chief diversity officers’ role at their 

institutions and any underlying cultural elements that may be impacting faculty diversity 

at the institution.   

The audio-taped recordings of the interviews with the chief diversity officers were 

transcribed verbatim with the use of a transcription machine.  The subsequent formal 

analysis of the transcripts followed the constant comparative method developed by Glaser 

and Strauss (1967).  Initially, each interview transcript was carefully read and reread.  

The respondents’ remarks in the interview were then compared with other remarks within 

the same case as well as across cases.  The goal was to find recurring regularities in the 

data.  Coding then began according to categories that emerged from these data (Miles & 

Huberman, 1994).  Categories were based on recurring comments and represented 

common concepts indicated by the data (Merriam, 1998).  Each coded segment was then 

reviewed and analyzed further for emergent patterns or themes (Miles & Huberman, 

1994).  The analysis of the documents followed a similar process.  Documents were read 

and reread.  Open and axial coding then took place according to categories that emerged. 

Patton (1990) notes that the search for a deeper understanding of a particular case 

entails an inductive reasoning process, which means that the researcher must permit 

themes, categories, and patterns to emerge from data to reveal meaning instead of forcing 

the results into a pre-determined pattern.  Strauss and Corbin (1990) note that inductive 

data analysis involves asking questions, repeatedly validating the relationships against 

these data, and referring to prior research to verify and support the findings.  The analysis 

of data from the interviews and the documents followed this process.  
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The interview notes and tapes from the interviews with the secondary respondents 

were listened to and reviewed for “substantive” statements, based on Gillham’s (2000) 

recommendation.  These statements represented data that were relevant to triangulating 

the findings from the primary interviews and to providing answers to the research 

questions regarding the role of the chief diversity officer.  They were then compared and 

contrasted with those of the chief diversity officers given during the earlier interviews.   

Trustworthiness 

Lincoln and Guba (1995) use the term “trustworthiness” to describe the quality, 

soundness, credibility, and consistency of qualitative data.  The primary method to 

enhance the trustworthiness of the findings in this study consisted of triangulation.  

Triangulation is the use of multiple data collection methods and multiple sources 

(Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 1998; Gillham, 2000).  This study used multiple data 

collection methods while tapping into multiple sources.  The primary data collection 

method in the study were the interviews, and interview data came from two distinct 

sources: 1) the chief diversity officers at the three institutions; and b) a total of six 

administrators from the academic side of the institutions - two per institution - who had 

an established working relationship with the chief diversity officer with respect to faculty 

diversity.  Information gained from the interviews with the secondary group of 

respondents – the administrators - was used to clarify and verify the findings from the 

interviews with the primary respondents – the chief diversity officers.   

The second data collection method consisted of extensive document reviews.  In 

addition to clarifying and verifying the interview findings, data from the document 

research complemented the findings from the interviews and added breadth and depth to 
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the evidence.  To a lesser extent, the study also considered casual observations at each 

setting.  Observations confirmed basic relationships and the overall work environment. 

Glesne (1999) confirms that the use of multiple data collection methods 

contributes to the trustworthiness of data.  The author states, “The more sources are 

tapped for understanding, the richer the data and the more believable the findings” (p. 

31).  Berg (2004) clarifies that the purpose of methods triangulation is not “the single 

combination of different kinds of data, but the attempt to relate them so as to counteract 

the threats to validity identified in each” (p.100).    

Creswell (2003) notes that, since the researcher is the preeminent research tool 

and filters the data, “study results are sometimes considered to be too intuitive, personal, 

and individualistic” (p. 43).  To avoid this potential pitfall, the study maintained a 

“constructivist” perspective throughout, meaning that the researcher relied exclusively on 

the participants’ perspectives of the situation being studied (Creswell, 2003).  Since an 

ongoing interpretative role of the researcher is prominent in qualitative case studies 

(Stake, 1995), they are also highly susceptible to biases and interpretation, misdirecting 

the findings and conclusions of the research.  As Bogdan and Biklen (1998) explain, 

researchers are in danger of imposing their own predetermined theory.  In accordance 

with Creswell’s recommendation (2003) for minimizing this drawback, the research 

setting was, therefore, entered without any theory or “a priori” assumptions.  Instead, the 

researcher followed the inductive reasoning process, as recommended by Strauss and 

Corbin (1990), and used emerging data to generate or inductively develop theory.  Other 

safeguards that were employed during the research process included exerting reflectivity 

(Berg, 2004) and comparing findings to the existing literature. 
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The researcher also spent prolonged time at each research setting to develop an 

understanding of the context (Creswell, 2003).  Insights gained were used to convey 

details about each institution and the individuals in the study, which lend credibility to 

the study’s narrative account.  In fact, Gillham (2000) recommends that the researcher 

enter a research setting early enough to allow him or herself to become familiar with the 

setting prior to launching into an interview.  This study allowed time for familiarization 

with each institution. 

Presentation of Findings  

Creswell (1998) notes that, when multiple cases are chosen, “a typical format is to 

first provide a detailed description of each case and themes within the case followed by 

the thematic analysis across the cases.  The presentation of the findings from the three 

cases will follow this format.  Chapter IV first provides a detailed description of each 

institution based on the findings from the archival research.  Next, findings from the 

interviews with the primary and secondary respondents are presented.  The presentation 

includes raw data consisting of direct quotes from the study’s respondents as well as 

cross-case comparisons that highlight common as well as divergent findings.  The 

presentation of the findings follows the sequence of the topic areas from the original 

interview protocol since these represented the essential concepts of the study.  Chapter V 

then presents the conclusions from the findings based on the themes and categories that 

emerged from the data analysis.  Conclusions will be presented as they provided the 

answers to each of the research questions. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS  

 

Introduction  

Inclusion and diversity are among the most critical issues facing higher education 

in the 21st century.  In response to the 2003 Supreme Court rulings in the University of 

Michigan cases, Grutter (2003) and Gratz (2003), and in light of rapidly shifting 

population demographics, university presidents around the country have proclaimed 

diversity as one of their major strategic priorities.  Many have been trying to demonstrate 

their commitment to diversity by modifying the administrative structures at their 

institutions to include a chief diversity officer’s position at the executive administrative 

level.   

The study was designed to examine the role of the chief diversity officer in higher 

education, specifically as it relates to increasing faculty diversity.  Research has shown 

that the presence of racially and ethnically diverse faculty at universities is of prime 

importance to the recruitment and retention of racial and ethnic minority students (Astin, 

1982; Epps, 1989; Hall & Allen, 1983; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Smith, 1994).  

Yet, the recruitment of diverse faculty has been the least successful element in 

institutional diversity efforts (Smith, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004).  The study sought 

answers to the central question, “What is the role of the chief diversity officer in 

increasing faculty diversity at public universities?”  Three additional questions guided the 

research, designed to identify any institutional cultural barriers with respect to faculty 
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diversity as well as strategies that the chief diversity officer employed for achieving 

change at the institution.  The research questions were: 

1. What are the institutional cultural factors that may be impacting faculty diversity 

at the institution? 

2. How does the chief diversity officer use and incorporate cultural understanding 

into the institution’s diversity initiatives and strategies for change? 

3. How will deep-seated and pervasive change with respect to faculty diversity be 

accomplished and sustained? 

The study was conducted in the form of a multi-site case study, focusing on the 

chief diversity officers at three large, public universities in Texas: Texas A&M 

University in Bryan/College Station, The University of Texas at Austin, and the 

University of North Texas in Denton.  These institutions, among other Texas institutions, 

have been aiming at increasing the presence of the state’s rapidly growing, but 

historically underrepresented, Hispanic and African American student populations.  

Individual, face-to-face interviews with each institution’s chief diversity officer 

(CDO) were conducted during spring and summer 2007 and constituted the primary 

source of data.  Interviews with administrators from the academic side of the institution, 

with whom the CDO had a substantial working relationship, served as additional data 

sources.  The group of administrators consisted of six individuals, two from each 

institution.  The study also included document research to complement and verify the 

interview findings.   

This chapter provides the findings from the study.  The first section of the chapter 

presents the findings from the document research to provide context to the study’s 
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interview results.  The narrative provides a descriptive profile of each institution, giving 

insight into the institution’s present status on diversity and its administration’s overt 

commitment to faculty diversity.  The second section of the chapter presents the findings 

from the face-to-face interviews with the CDOs according to the three main topic areas 

that were addressed during the interviews.  The presentation also includes a brief 

descriptive profile of each CDO, based on the demographic information that each 

respondent provided during the introductory phase of the interview.  The third section of 

the chapter presents the findings from the interviews with the administrators, which 

helped clarify and verify the role of the CDOs in relation to the academic side of the 

institution.  

Document Findings 

The following findings are based on document research conducted over a period 

of six months, between April and September 2007.  Documents were primarily retrieved 

from institutional websites; however, some documents were also obtained in hard copy 

form from the respective institution’s CDO.  They included institutional fact sheets, 

mission and vision statements, strategic plans, diversity plans, president’s public 

statements, speeches, commentaries, and state of the university addresses, as well as 

taskforce reports, organizational charts, and program overviews. 

Institutional Profiles 

The three institutions involved in the case study are long-established, large public 

universities in the state of Texas.  Two of the institutions are the flagship institutions of 

the largest university systems in the state and the country, and the third institution is part 

of a smaller system.    
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The University of North Texas, Denton 

History. The University of North Texas (UNT) originated in 1890 when Joshua C. 

Chilton founded the Texas Normal College and Teacher Training Institute.  The 

University is located in Denton, Texas, north of the two metropolitan areas of Fort Worth 

and Dallas, Texas.  The school awarded its first bachelor’s degrees in 1919 and changed 

its name to North Texas State Teachers College in 1923.  Graduate study began in 1935, 

and the college gradually moved toward an emphasis on liberal arts and education 

programs.  In 1949, the Texas Legislature recognized the school’s growth by renaming it 

North Texas State College and by authorizing a separate board of regents.  North Texas 

began to award doctoral degrees in education and music during the 1950s, and in 1961, in 

recognition of increasing emphasis on research and graduate study, the state legislature 

approved yet another name, North Texas State University.  The university grew very 

rapidly and became the largest, most comprehensive public institution of higher learning 

in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex by the early 1970s.  In 1988, the legislature approved 

the present name, the University of North Texas.   In 1999, the Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board authorized the creation of the UNT System Center at Dallas.  In 

2004, the university commemorated the fiftieth anniversary of the first African American 

undergraduate student enrolling at the university with a major university-wide 

celebration.   

Demographics.  Between 1987 and 2007, UNT’s African American student 

population rose by more than 170 percent.  Hispanic enrollment increased by 360 

percent.  In 2007, Diverse Issues in Higher Education magazine ranked the University of 

North Texas 63rd among the nation’s “top 100 undergraduate degree producers for 
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minority students” ahead of all other traditionally white Texas colleges and universities, 

except the University of Houston (http://web2.unt.edu/news/story.cfm?story=10490).   

During the 2006/2007 academic year, African American students accounted for 

approximately 12% and Hispanic students for nearly 11% of UNT’s total student 

population of 33,443.  Hispanic faculty represented 4.1% and African American faculty 

3.8% of UNT’s entire faculty during the 2006/2007 academic year.  

Commitment to diversity.  In 2006, UNT instituted a new five-year strategic plan.  

The plan focuses on three key themes that speak to the institution’s underlying 

commitments for the future: Collaboration, Diversity and Internationalization.  Under the 

key theme “Diversity,” the plan states, 

UNT will actively strengthen its community by welcoming students, faculty and 
staff who bring a broad range of different viewpoints, backgrounds, cultures, and 
ideas.  (University of North Texas Five-Year Strategic Plan, 2006) 

 
In 2007, UNT hired its first female president.  Several public statements by 

President Bataille communicate her commitment to diversity.  In her inaugural speech of 

April 2007, the president noted, “As we commit to meet the needs of the global world, 

we must renew our commitment to the diversity that is the hallmark of this country.” 

Another excerpt of the president’s inaugural speech reads: 

The persistent issues of race, gender, class, sexuality and the presence of students 
and faculty with disabilities require that we affirm the distinctiveness of each of 
our communities without creating a climate of divisiveness.  We must create an 
environment of inclusiveness and relevancy while maintaining what we believe is 
the common core of education. (Bataille, 2007, April 13; 
http://www.inhouse.unt.edu/index.cfm?commentID=1685).  

 
Bataille’s public statements also convey her belief that the institution, as a public 

institution, has a responsibility to serve the state, the nation, and the world.  She considers 
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it the “social obligation of the university.”  During the institution’s Fall 2006 

Convocation, Bataille also pronounced a need for change noting, “We must find new 

ways to successfully fulfill our obligations to deliver on America’s promise.”  She further 

asked the campus community to “consider new paradigms” (Bataille, 2006, September 

12; http://www.inhouse.unt.edu/index.cfm?commentID=1009).  Bataille has called for a 

review of current practices and for collaboration at all levels of the institution to prepare 

the university for the future.  The following statements during Bataille’s 2007 Inaugural 

Speech provide expressions of her beliefs in this respect: 

“It is important that we exchange ideas and work together;” 
“We must collaborate within and across our departmental and college 
boundaries;”  
“We must all work together to ensure success;  
“We must work together to provide a better future.” 

 
The President also publicly affirmed her commitment to faculty stating: 

Successful students depend upon quality professors.  The faculty of a university is 
its greatest asset, and it is essential that we provide the support necessary to 
recruit and retain top quality faculty.  (Bataille, 2007, April 13; 
http://inhouse.unt.edu/index.cfm?commentID=1685) 

 
The University of Texas at Austin 

History. The University of Texas at Austin (UT Austin) is one of the largest 

public universities in the United States.  Founded in 1883, the university has grown from 

a single building, eight teachers, two departments, and 221 students to a 350-acre main 

campus with 21,000 faculty and staff, 16 colleges and schools, and almost 50,000 

students in 2007.  The university owns satellite campuses and research centers across 

Texas.  It is the flagship institution of The University of Texas System, the largest 

university system in the state of Texas.  With an enrollment of 11,000 students and more 
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than 3,500 master’s and doctoral degrees awarded annually, UT Austin’s graduate school 

is a national leader in graduate degrees awarded and one of the largest graduate schools 

in the nation.  The university awards over 8,700 bachelor’s degrees annually in more than 

170 fields of study and 100 majors.  The National Research Council has ranked UT 

Austin among the country’s best public research universities. 

Demographics.  In September 2006, the university reported that its fall 2006 

student enrollment reflected “the highest numbers ever recorded for Hispanic and African 

American students” (http://www.utexas.edu/opa/news/2006/09/enrollment21.html).  The 

report noted that 7,453 Hispanic students, constituting 15% of a total of 49,738 students, 

and 1,939 African Americans, constituting 3.9% of the total student population, had 

enrolled at the institution.  According to the report, these numbers reflect a 6.3% increase 

over fall 2005 in the total number of Hispanic students enrolled and a 3.7% increase in 

the total African American student enrollment.  The institution’s faculty employment 

statistics for fall 2006 reflect a 3.5% representation of African American faculty and a 

5.5% representation of Hispanic faculty.  These percentages constitute a 0.2% and 0.4% 

increase over fall 2004. 

Commitment to diversity.  Several incidents of racial friction and broad calls for 

administrative and institutional changes prompted UT Austin’s former President Faulkner 

in 2003 to convene a 15-member “Task Force on Racial Respect and Fairness” consisting 

of students, faculty and staff.  Overall, more than ten years of administratively appointed 

committees and other investigations had led to impassioned demands for action on the 

part of the administration.  In 1998, a “Taskforce on the Value of Diversity” had provided 

Faulkner with two overarching recommendations for addressing the racially charged 
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atmosphere at the institution.  Focusing their work on the 1998 taskforce report, the 2003 

task force expressed major concern about the lack of broader action taken by the Faulkner 

administration and the lack of communication to the public regarding any follow-up 

action taken with respect to the 1998 report.  In a comprehensive report to UT’s 

administration, the 2003 task force stated that broad issues needed to be addressed by the 

university, “if it is to succeed in transforming the university’s culture to one of racial 

respect and fairness, civility and inclusiveness” (Task Force on Racial Respect and 

Fairness, 2004, January; http://www.utexas.edu/opa/news/04newsreleases/) 

The report states four overarching goals for the university: 

1)  Widely articulate the university’s commitment to diversity and inclusiveness. 
 
2)   Implement structural and institutional mechanisms for interpersonal and 

cultural change. 
 
3)   Increase recruitment, retention and advancement of historically 

underrepresented students, faculty, and staff. 
 
4) Increase The University of Texas Police Department’s skill in negotiating     

diversity and inclusion issues.  
 
One of the core recommendations of the task force was the establishment of a 

“top-level leadership position with the responsibility and strength to oversee and to 

improve progress in the development of a more diverse university.”  Another core 

recommendation called for the development of a “more aggressive strategy for recruiting 

a more diverse faculty and staff.”  In response to the task force report, former President 

Faulkner asked the campus community for “urgent commitment to diversity” noting, “We 

have to learn, individually and collectively, how to reduce racial and cultural barriers of 

our own success, or we simply will not realize our own best future” 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

79 

(http://www.utexas.edu/president/speeches/rrf_051004.html).  At the same time, the 

president laid the groundwork for the creation of the chief diversity officer’s position at 

the institution stressing its importance to improving the institution’s racial climate.   

Faulkner left the institution in 2006, and the dean of UT Austin’s Law School, 

William Powers, was named President.  Powers has also pledged to make diversity one of 

his highest priorities.  In his 2006 Address on the State of the University, Powers 

highlighted that a diverse faculty and student body constitutes a defining quality of “the 

great public university of the 21st century.”  He also stressed the university’s 

responsibility to the state and the people of Texas by noting: 

We cannot profess to be the great public university unless we educate a diverse 
group of leaders to guide Texas and the nation into the future.  Texas gains 
strength from our diverse population, from our diverse leaders, and from our 
border with Mexico. We must capitalize on these assets, and we must make sure 
that we have a diverse student body, faculty, and staff (State of the University 
Address, 2006, September 29; 
http://www.utexas.edu/president/speeches/utexas123.html). 
 

Texas A&M University, Bryan/College Station 

History. Texas A&M University (TAMU) was founded as a land grant institution 

in 1876.  It was the first public institution of higher learning in the state of Texas.  In 

terms of enrollment, the university has ranked among the nation’s seventh-largest 

universities, serving close to 46,000 students annually on its main campus through a 

multitude of baccalaureate, masters, and doctoral programs.  The university is the 

flagship institution of one of the largest university systems in the nation that includes a 

total of eleven institutions.  It ranks among the country’s top 20 universities in enrollment 

of National Merit Scholars.  The university is considered a Tier I Research institution and 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

80 

conducts research valued at more than $500 million annually, which places it among the 

nation’s top 20 research universities.  

Demographics.  In 2004, TAMU reported that it was able to reverse a seven-year 

trend and that minority freshmen enrollment was up significantly “with major double-

digit gains reported for African American and Hispanic entering freshmen” 

(http://www.tamu.edu/univrel/aggiedaily/news/stories).  The report noted a 35% increase 

in African American freshmen enrollment and a 26% increase in Hispanic freshmen 

enrollment.  Increases were attributed to increases in socioeconomic-targeted 

scholarships and augmented efforts in recruitment.   A 2006 progress report issued by a 

president’s task force noted that the diversity of the faculty was also improving 

(http://www.tamu.edu/vison2020/).  The report stated that between 2002 and the 

beginning of 2006 gains had been made in tenured/tenure track African American and 

Hispanic faculty of 27% and 32% respectively.  The Fall 2006 faculty employment 

statistics reveal that, proportionally, university faculty consist of 2.4% Black and 4.7% 

Hispanic (Office of Institutional Studies and Planning, Faculty Profile Report, Fall 2006; 

http://www.tamu.edu/opir/reports/faculty.html). 

Commitment to diversity.  In 1997, TAMU initiated “Vision 2020” as a roadmap 

for attaining its quest to be recognized as a “top 10 public university by the year 2020” 

(http://www.tamu.edu/vison2020/).  Vision 2020 identifies twelve institutional 

“Imperatives” in which the university seeks to make significant progress by the year 

2020, among them “Diversity and Globalization.”  The Imperative on “Diversity” 

stresses, that the institution must attract and nurture a more ethnically, culturally, and 

geographically diverse faculty, staff and student body.  A precept in the document reads: 
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Texas is one of the most diverse states in the union and its diversity is increasing.  
Texas A&M University must be a leader in promoting diversity in its student 
body, faculty, staff and intellectual viewpoints.  Affording opportunity to all racial 
and ethnic groups is critical to the future of Texas.  Our vision of diversity as a 
wellspring of academic energy goes beyond race and ethnicity to all manner of 
thought and action.  An educated person must appreciate and interact with people 
of all backgrounds and engage ideas that challenge his or her views.   
 (http://diversity.tamu.edu/WhatIsDiversity) 
  
In 2006, the institution adopted a proposed campus diversity plan to express its 

commitment to “creating an environment in which the benefits of diversity are realized.”   

The plan identifies six core action areas:  

1a: Improve the campus climate for all faculty, administrators, staff and students. 
 
1b: Expand and improve mentoring and retention programs for all faculty, 

administrators, staff, and students. 
 
2a: Expand education on obstacles and advantages to achieving and valuing 

diversity. 
 
2b: Develop school and community partnerships. 
 
3a: Recruit more students from underrepresented groups. 
 
3b: Recruit more faculty, administrators, and staff from underrepresented groups.  
 

(Texas A&M University Campus Diversity Plan, 2006, August 17; 
http://diversity.tamu.edu/plan/index.asp) 
 
 The diversity plan places specific emphasis on accountability noting that the 

president, all vice presidents, and deans would be responsible and held accountable for 

diversity implementation and appropriate delegation.  It further stresses that no element 

of the respective organizational units and divisions would be excluded from participation 

in the plan and that, “Every unit on campus will be expected to document activities and 

outcomes that demonstrate their participation and success in each action area.”  The plan 

is to be implemented in three phases:   
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Phase 1 (2006-2007):  Establish appropriate and specific evaluation metrics and 
communication processes. 

 
Phase 2 (2008-2009):  Continue with Phase 1 successes and implementation of 

activities in all of the action areas, as well as resource 
identification.  

 
Phase 3 (2010):  Focus on a deeper reevaluation of the effectiveness of the 

Diversity Plan and “either a reaffirmation of this plan or 
commitment to a revised plan.”  

 
(Texas A&M University Campus Diversity Plan, 2006, August 17; 
http://diversity.tamu.edu/plan/index.asp) 
 

Former President Gates identified diversity as one of his top four focus areas in 

“Vision 2020.”  In a 2003 statement, Gates proclaimed that Texas A&M University had 

“both an extraordinary opportunity and a special responsibility to create and maintain a 

climate that affirms diversity of persons as well as diversity of views” (Texas A&M 

University Campus Diversity Plan, 2003, August 17).  The former president impressed 

upon the campus community that diversity was an indispensable component of academic 

excellence and that it would take commitment from the entire campus community to 

become more diverse.  He said: 

Some will criticize our special efforts to reach out to students in Texas who are 
Hispanic, African American, Asian American, or economically disadvantaged.  
Some argue that promoting diversity itself is a mistake.  I believe they are 
mistaken. Getting to know people from different cultures, from different 
economic circumstances, from different regions and countries, with different 
beliefs and backgrounds, significantly enriches learning.  This, and the need to 
educate future leaders for the nation, was explicitly recognized by the U.S. 
Supreme Court in the 2003 Grutter v. Bollinger decision.  
 
In 2004, Gates appointed a task force that was charged with appraising the 

university’s continued progress with respect to Vision 2020, assessing the quality and 

reputation of the university, and recommending areas and avenues for improvement.  At 
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the same time, the former president initiated a “faculty reinvestment program” with the 

goal of adding 447 new faculty positions by the year 2008 in order to enhance 

educational quality.  He noted that the faculty reinvestment program “is affording us the 

opportunity to diversify a faculty that, until recently, was 85% white and 85% male.”  In 

his 2005 State of the University Address, Gates affirmed his overarching objective for the 

institution to obtain a new level of excellence, “while preserving and strengthening the 

traditions, the culture and the spirit that make Texas A&M University a unique American 

institution.” Gates left the institution in 2006.  At the time of the study, a search for 

Gates’ replacement was still underway.  

The Chief Diversity Officer’s Position 

The review and analysis of the archival materials from the three institutions in the 

study provided an understanding of how the presidents envisioned the chief diversity 

officer’s position at their institutions.  Common to all three cases was the president’s 

desire for the officer to act in a central leadership role at the institution.  Former President 

Faulkner’s vision for The University of Texas’ incoming CDO was that of an individual 

with strength, energy, and determination – an academic leader who would become the 

point person on campus for diversity issues and “help make UT a national model for 

diversity in higher education” (Comments on the Report of the Task Force on Racial 

Respect and Fairness, 2004; http://www.utexas.edu/president/speeches/rrf_051004.html).  

Faulkner desired an individual “who would have clear, central responsibility for the 

efforts relating to inclusion and cross-cultural effectiveness,” and “who would ensure that 

continuous attention to goals and progress is given” (2004, May 10).  Faulkner formally 

created the position of the chief diversity officer in 2005, in response to the 
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recommendations of the university’s “Task Force on Racial Respect and Fairness.”  In his 

formal response to the task force report Faulkner noted, “We do need a structure that can 

provide for more consistent attention to inclusion and cross-cultural effectiveness.”  The 

former president further stated that the central officer should have four specific, so-called 

“assets:” 

1. A charge to chair and to maintain energy within a campus-wide network; 
2. Ready access to the President, the Provost, the vice presidents and the deans; 
3. Resources to sponsor beneficial programs across the University; 
4. A charge to report annually on progress to the leadership of the University and to 

the public. 
 (http://www.utexas.edu/president/speeches/rrf_051004.html) 
 

Texas A&M University’s former President Gates’ vision for the institution’s chief 

diversity officer was that of an individual who would help make the campus “a 

welcoming place for all by articulating a vision and providing leadership in continuing 

and adapting a campus-wide program to support diversity.”  The position would “lead, 

facilitate, broker, coordinate, amplify, inform, and assess the university and its many 

units” as it continues to develop through diversity (Texas A&M University Campus 

Diversity Plan; http://www.tamu.edu/plan/index.asp).  The new position was initially 

created in 2003 to provide leadership in issues dealing with institutional assessment and 

diversity and guide the institution’s efforts to establish assessment models to reach the 

goals established in Vision 2020.   In 2004, a major institutional restructuring placed 

several campus organizations involved in institutional assessment and diversity, such as 

the institution’s Women’s Center, Gender Issues Educational Services, Measurement and 

Research Services, under the purview of the office while changing the office-holder’s 
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title.  In 2006, the institutional assessment function was transferred out of the area in 

order to focus the office’s work exclusively on diversity issues.   

No archival materials could be identified that provided the University of North 

Texas’ top leader’s perspective on the institution’s chief diversity officer.  However, one 

month after the research interview with the position incumbent, a position announcement 

for a “Vice President for Institutional Equity and Diversity” appeared in Diverse Issues in 

Higher Education (2007, May 3).  The announcement stated that the University of North 

Texas was looking for an individual who would “provide central leadership in fulfilling 

the University’s commitment to equity, inclusion and mutual respect among students, 

faculty and staff” (p. 26).  The position would also provide strategic direction in 

recruiting and attracting diverse faculty and staff, and actively solicit and manage new 

funding to support equity and inclusion initiatives.  It can be concluded that the 

university, at the time of the study, was actually in the process of upgrading its chief 

diversity officer’s position; however, no indication to this effect was given during the site 

visit and the interview with the incumbent at the time.  

Summary 

The documents that were examined for the study provided insights into the 

institutions’ formal stance on diversity.  They highlighted that each institution’s president 

was the major key player in propelling the institution’s diversity efforts forward.  Each 

president unequivocally expressed his or her belief that the institution had a special 

responsibility and a social obligation to the people of Texas and that diversity was a key 

factor in fulfilling this responsibility.  The institutional leaders further stressed that it 

would take the commitment and collaboration of the entire campus community in order 
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to achieve greater diversity.  They called, therefore, for “immediate” action and 

involvement by all to achieve the desired results.  

Interview Findings 

The Chief Diversity Officers 

The group of chief diversity officers consisted of one Associate Vice President of 

Equity and Diversity, one Vice President and Associate Provost for Diversity, and one 

Vice President for Diversity and Community Engagement.  The initial contact with each 

individual was made by letter, followed by a telephone call to the respective 

administrative assistant in order to schedule the interview.  Interviews were held during 

the months of April, May, and June 2007; they lasted from 40 to 50 minutes.  Each 

interview was conducted face-to-face at the office of the respondent, tape-recorded, and 

transcribed.  The interviews followed a semi-structured format.  Reflective notes written 

immediately following each interview, captured insights and impressions gained during 

the interview.  Casual observations of the office surroundings and human interactions 

were noted as well; however, they ultimately did not provide a substantive contribution to 

the results.   

The following section provides the findings from the interviews according to the 

three main topic areas that were addressed: 1) overview of diversity at the institution; 2) 

the office/position of the chief diversity officer; and 3) effectiveness and outcomes with 

respect to faculty diversity.  Initial questioning focused on gathering demographic 

information about each respondent in order to create a general profile.  To maintain a 

degree of confidentiality, the incumbents are not noted by name; instead, they are 
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referred to as “CDOX, CDOY, and CDOZ,” or simply as “the CDO.”  The incumbents 

were, however, aware of the fact that each institution in the study would be named.  

The Incumbents’ Profiles 

  CDOX is a woman of African American descent.  She came to the institution 

with three and a half years of prior experience as the first full-time affirmative action 

officer at another four-year institution in Texas.  At the time of the interview, she had 

been with the institution for 13 years, initially working as an equal opportunity officer 

with a reporting line to the assistant vice president for equal opportunity.  In 1998, she 

was promoted into the CDO’s position, at a time when the Office of Equal Opportunity 

and the Office for Multicultural Affairs merged.  The incumbent holds the title of 

“Associate Vice President for Equity and Diversity.”  Prior to her work in higher 

education, the incumbent worked in two management positions in the corporate world.  

CDOY is a man of African American descent.  He holds a law degree and a 

doctorate in higher education.  He brought with him extensive experience in higher 

education and, specifically, in the area of diversity.  He started his career as a corporate 

attorney and then became a civil rights attorney.  After receiving his doctorate in higher 

education, he accepted a position as assistant vice chancellor for academic affairs which, 

according the CDO, helped him understand issues related to the academy.  He later 

served as vice provost for academic affairs and campus diversity at another university in 

the southern part of the United States, which was his first opportunity to serve as chief 

diversity officer.  It was a new position, and he was the first person to hold that role.  He 

also worked for two years as chief diversity officer at another university in the 

northwestern part of the United States.  He took his current position as CDO in 2005, 
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initially under the title of “Vice Provost.”  In 2006, the position was restructured and his 

title changed to “Vice President for Diversity and Community Engagement.”  Overall, the 

CDO had a total of eight years of experience as an inaugural chief diversity officer at 

three major universities.  His most recent position as well as the current one also 

accorded him full faculty status in the disciplines of law and education.  

CDOZ is a man of Mexican American descent.  He has had an extensive career in 

higher education administration serving as president at two institutions, provost and vice 

president for academic affairs, vice president for student affairs, and dean of students.  

The incumbent also noted that he has held all ranks of faculty status.  At the time of the 

interview, he had been with the institution in the CDO’s position for only seven months.  

When asked about experiences that prepared him for the CDO’s position, he noted that he 

had worked in higher education for a total of 31 years, at five different universities.  In 

addition he noted:  

I think growing up a minority in the United States is another dynamic.  So, I think 
in many respects some experiences go back all the way to my childhood.  It 
helped to prepare me, in terms of a special sensibility as well about the challenges 
of achieving greater diversity.  

 
The incumbent holds the title of “Vice President and Associate Provost for Diversity,” as 

well as “Professor of Education.” 

I. Overview of Diversity at the Institution 

The first section of the interview focused on gaining an understanding of the 

current status of diversity at each institution.  The interview sought, in particular, to gain 

the perspective of the CDO on the status of faculty diversity at the institution.  
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Overall diversity.  When asked, “What is your institution’s current status on 

diversity – faculty and students,” CDOX stated, 

Well, of course like any institution, our numbers for faculty are low.  I’ll have to 
look those numbers up, and it’s on the website, under institutional research.  Our 
student body make-up is now about 25% students of color, to include 
international students.  Of course being in Texas, our growing population being 
Latino students. On the staff side we do a little better.  Like I said, I’ll have to go 
back and look at those numbers.  But as far as the philosophy of the 
institution…we are a strong supporter of diversity.  Our past presidents as well as 
our current president, especially, really rallies around, you know, diversity, and 
that’s one of the key areas in which she is most aggressive.  

 
CDOY noted: 
 

First of all, we endorse and we have adopted the principles set forth in the Grutter 
decision – Grutter v. Bollinger – and we believe that the Grutter decision 
definitely is good law.  And so we follow that.  In addition to that, [our] president 
has identified diversity as one of the four key strategic initiatives for the 
university…the diversity of our faculty, staff, and student body.  So that’s a huge 
issue for him. And we have - and that’s one of the reasons why my position was 
created, and then elevated - to pay attention and to make sure we create strategies 
to meet those goals.  

 
CDOZ explained: 
 

I think it has made important inroads.  The university committed to a major 
increase in the number of faculty members under a program known as the faculty 
reinvestment program, the goal being to hire something like 447 new members of 
the faculty.  I don’t know how long of a time period that is supposed to occur 
over.  I think we may be in year 4 of that commitment.  But that commitment has 
helped us in significant ways to enhance the diversity of our faculty.  I would say 
of the new hires, approximately 35% are female and well over 25% of them are 
ethnic minorities.  Overall, in terms of our overall…with respect to faculty, 
approximately 23% of the total faculty is comprised of ethnic minorities.   

 
In regards to the student population, CDOZ noted, 
 

Our Hispanic enrollment is about 12% at the undergraduate level.  We are very 
low on African Americans.  It’s a little bit less than 2%.  We have significant 
progress to make on all fronts, but it’s especially true for African Americans.  

 
When asked if the same was true for faculty, CDOZ replied,  
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Yes. Well, I think…I don’t know…I think it’s more of a challenge to turn the 
heads of undergraduate students who come from minority communities than 
maybe to turn the heads of faculty who are female or minority because, in my 
mind, I believe that [the institution] is clearly one of the flagship leader 
institutions in the state of Texas.  I think a faculty member who is interested in 
being affiliated with the university that would be good for his or her professional 
career would be interested in coming to [the institution].  Fortunately, among 
Hispanics, they have such a long history of positive experiences in coming to the 
university that the momentum only increases with each passing year.  [The 
institution] has significantly exceeded the baseline number for Hispanic students 
[following the Hopwood decision]…With African Americans, it’s right at that 
same number. So we have been basically treading water in this regard.  

 
Faculty diversity.  The respondents were asked how much emphasis was being 

placed on increasing the diversity of the faculty at the institution.  The responses 

conveyed different assessments of the current situation at their institutions.  For instance, 

CDOX noted: 

It comes in spurts.  It seems for a while we were doing well with the diversity of 
the hiring, and then, I don’t know, we just have a down period.  But that is one of 
the things which we are looking at more aggressively for this upcoming academic 
year, to re-energize the search committees to be more committed to going that 
extra step to create a diverse pool. 
 

CDOY acknowledged the importance of faculty diversity, but did not provide an 

assessment of the current condition.  He stated: 

Well, I believe that the best way to increase diversity on campus is to increase the 
diversity of the faculty.   

 
CDOZ described faculty diversity at his institution as a “very significant commitment” 

and referred to the institution’s former president as a major driving force behind it.  

CDOZ elaborated: 

I came to know him (the President) and respect him, and I felt that when he 
articulated to me, personally, and when he communicated it publicly…his 
commitment to diversity, I felt that it was genuine. It was consistent with what 
was important to me.  And I have seen evidence across the board…student 
recruitment, graduate fellowships, attracting new faculty, hiring faculty with 
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tenure…that’s a significant commitment.  And, so I believe we are making 
important strides in that area.   

 
Diversity defined.  The respondents were asked how they defined diversity at their 

institutions.  CDOX noted that her institution’s theory was to welcome all persons 

regardless of their backgrounds “who wish to pursue their education or professional 

development.” CDOX explained: 

We see ourselves as a welcoming institution, and we base that on how we respond 
to incidents; how we were one of the institutions, you know, in the more general 
geographic area called “the South” that did not have incidents of abuse or riots 
when integration occurred.  In 2004, we celebrated in a major way the 50th 
anniversary of when the first African American student attended [the institution] 
in 1954.  Of course, we were asked, you know, what about Latino students.  Well, 
people of Hispanic origin had always been part of the institution because they 
were considered by the color of their skin being white.  So, there were never any 
doors closed to them in the way [they were] for African Americans.  So my 
passion for being here – because I came in ‘94 thinking I would be here for three 
or four years and move on - has been because of us having an aggressive support 
for diversity and the growth and changes the institution has gone through.  I 
appreciate the stand that we take – that we embrace it. 

 
CDOY’s comments were the following: 
 

I think it’s certainly the diversity of the protected group members, so certainly 
racial and ethnic diversity, gender diversity, persons with disabilities – those 
individuals who bring and can bring different perspectives to the academy.  
Certainly, international diversity is part of it. But candidly, here in Texas, we are 
mainly focused on racial and ethnic diversity, coupled with gender diversity, in 
underrepresented areas.  

 
In CDOZ’s case, the question was not specifically asked.  However, the 

respondent’s extensive references to Hispanic and African American populations when 

discussing the status of diversity and the goals for the position seemed to indicate that 

diversity was primarily focused on racial and ethnic diversity.  

Institutional goals regarding faculty diversity.  The incumbents were also asked to 

discuss their institutions’ specific goals related to faculty diversity.  The responses 
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indicated that no specific goals had been set in terms of target numbers, time frames for 

accomplishment, or specific areas of increase.  CDOX responded: 

Of course, it is always a goal to mirror the population, at the least to mirror the 
Texas area demographics, which, when we get to faculty, our institutions are 
suffering.  Where you might have a population of 12% African American, the 
population of African American faculty is probably as low as 3%.  

 
When asked what she attributed the problem to, CDOX remarked that it was a number of 

things, but in particular barriers to advancement for people of color.  She then shared a 

personal story of a friend’s daughter who was not given the opportunity to get into a 

junior faculty position in higher education in spite of having earned a terminal degree 

from a prestigious university.  The CDO noted in a frustrated tone of voice, “She is now 

working for corporate America, whereas she would have been an excellent incoming 

faculty [member].”  

With respect to his institution’s diversity goals, CDOY responded lightheartedly, 

“Well, to continue to get as much of it as we can.” He elaborated: 

To continue every year, to make sure that we have diverse pools of candidates, 
that we hire diverse candidates.   

 
CDOZ stated: 
 

Well, let me clarify that we don’t have goals in a sense that we don’t have targets.  
We are very sensitive to the argument that we’re…, I am trying to use the right 
term…It’s illegal to set hiring quotas, but the commitment is strong, nevertheless.  
And, I would say, if I were to indicate…if you were to ask me who all is involved 
in it, I’d say, it’s wide-ranging, it’s ubiquitous, it’s all over campus. 

 
When asked to elaborate on the campus-wide involvement, CDOZ explained: 
 

Yes, it’s everyone in one form or another, whether you are a recruiter, whether 
you are a faculty member, whether you are trying to hire folks to join in 
departments.  Right now we have searches on the way…Well, we have a search 
under way to hire a president; we soon will have a search underway to hire a 
provost, to hire a vice-provost and an associate provost.  And I fully expect the 
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composition of those search committees and the commitment that will be 
articulated to increasing diversity to occur there. 

 
 Strategies for faculty diversity.  The respondents were asked to describe any 

specific strategies that are currently in place at the institution level for increasing faculty 

diversity.  The interview responses in this respect were wide-ranging.  CDOX’s response, 

for instance, revealed a high emphasis on proper faculty search processes and adherence 

to policies and guidelines.  She explained that the faculty search process was posted on 

the website and that there were specific faculty members who were appointed by their 

deans to serve on search committees, so that they could ensure compliance with the 

search process.  CDOX elaborated: 

We oversee the faculty search process, and those persons that are appointed by the 
deans in each of their colleges, they help us to ensure that there is fairness in the 
process.  Those persons are called “Diversity Advisory Representatives,” and they 
serve three-year terms, and they can be reappointed for no more than two terms.  

 
CDOY seemed to place more emphasis on offering resources to encourage faculty 

diversity.  He noted: 

Well, I do believe it starts with resources, both human and financial resources.  
And I think, one of the things that we do is that we make faculty aware of the 
opportunities to grow and develop this. We had a very good workshop for the 
department chairs and deans on how to diversify their faculty.  So, I think that 
was a good idea.  Two, I think it is very good, this thematic search process…we 
were talking about, where, you know, we would go out and try to get excellence 
that way.  And then third, what we do is make sure that as we expand our faculty, 
resources are allocated to make sure that some of those positions are available to 
help diversify our faculty.   

 
When asked what kind of resources he provided, CDOY explained that they ranged 

anywhere from travel funds to graduate assistantships to encourage sought-after faculty 

candidates of diverse background to consider a position at his institution. 
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CDOZ focused on programmatic strategies designed to raise diversity awareness 

at his institution.  He explained: 

Well, we are cosponsoring some seminars that we call “Deepening the Dialogue 
and Moving Forward.”  We will continue working on that.  We are working with 
the Office of Employee Services to provide experiences to non-faculty employees 
of the university, and we are working with the Office of Student Affairs in 
planning for experiences with students.  This past year, we sponsored a program 
that was known as the “Global Leadership Institute,” and it focused on a number 
of themes along the lines of intolerance, racism, ageism, religion, and so on.  And 
we are looking for other ways in which we can work together with people.  We 
have some great colleagues here who are committed to working together.   
 

II. The Office/Position of the Chief Diversity Officer 
 

History and structure of the office.  A pattern of transition and change became 

evident as the CDOs talked about the history of their position.  Each CDO’s position had 

already undergone a restructuring process, even though it was a fairly recent addition to 

the institution’s administrative structure.  CDOX explained that in 1998, the Office of 

Equal Opportunity and the Office of Multicultural Affairs at her institution merged after 

both the assistant vice president for equal opportunity and the assistant vice president of 

multicultural affairs had left the institution.  This, according to CDOX, marked the 

creation of the Division of Equity and Diversity, and CDOX was appointed associate vice 

president.  CDOX explained that since then, the division had undergone several changes: 

Early on, I had responsibility for equal opportunity/affirmative action with regard 
to investigating complaints of discrimination and sexual harassment, and also 
overseeing the affirmative action plan development of it, and also what was then 
called “Multicultural Affairs.”  Over the years, since 1998, it has evolved such 
that at one point I had also the Multicultural Center, which is student focused, and 
it has returned just this past June to Student Development.  And so now, I 
have…we renamed the Multicultural Affairs area to the Center for Outreach and 
Community Involvement, and that is the component that does outreach to students 
as early as, you know, elementary school.  Then what happened was that another 
VP picked up the equal opportunity/affirmative action component, and…so we 
renamed that area to “Diversity Education.” So, that reports to me now.  And 
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then, I have a third person who does fundraising for us.  So, there are two 
functional areas and one support area.     

 
CDOX noted that she had two directors, one fundraiser, one office manager, and a 

graduate assistant, plus another support person for the outreach component.  CDOX 

reports directly to the president and is part of the institution’s executive team.  

CDOY described the history in his position as follows: 
 

I have been vice president since June of 2006.  Before that, for a year, I was vice 
provost for inclusion and cross-cultural effectiveness.  As vice provost, I served 
primarily as an in-house consultant to department chairs, to deans, to the campus 
community on issues of diversity, equity and inclusion.  As vice president, I still 
keep that role.  I kept that role as the strategic planner…in-house consultant, but 
now I also have operational responsibilities for the diversity and community 
engagement related [affairs] on campus.  So, I have…I supervise the entire 
division as well as the budget, so [I have] line responsibilities as well.  

 
The structural reorganization of his position had placed several administrative areas 

under the purview of the office, such as the Office of Community and School Relations, 

previously headed by another (retiring) vice president as well as five units from the 

Office of the Vice President for Student Affairs, including the Multicultural Information 

Center, Services for Students with Disabilities, the Gender and Sexuality Center, 

Academic Enrichment Services, and the Volunteer and Service Learning Center.  The 

reorganization also involved a new partnership with the university’s School of Social 

Work entailing the administration of a diversity institute.  CDOY also pointed out that his 

office was engaged in a major expansion of its human resource base, seeking to expand 

from eight employees and six students to 150 employees.  He was also in the process of 

expanding his administrative staff, noting: 

Currently, I have hired to my senior leadership team four members of the faculty 
to help me: Two associate vice presidents - these are two senior faculty members - 
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and another person who does institutional equity, and a fourth person who works 
on pre-college initiatives and student diversity initiatives. 
 
CDOZ joined his institution as Vice President and Associate Provost for Diversity 

in September 2006.  He explained: 

Originally, this office was the Office for the Vice President and Associate Provost 
for Diversity and Institutional Assessment. And I think, folks came to recognize 
that that was throwing too many things at one individual, in one office.  So 
Institutional Assessment has been peeled away, and it is now under another 
purview of the provost.  And now my office focuses exclusively on diversity.  
 

According to CDOZ, the position has dual reporting lines, to the provost and the 

president.  CDOZ emphasized that he shares the responsibility for faculty diversity with 

the dean of faculties at the institution and that most activities related to faculty diversity 

are coordinated and co-sponsored by both institutional entities.   

Resources.  The CDOs were asked what resources were available to them.  Their 

responses revealed that they were not on equal footing in this area.  CDOX noted that she 

had only limited financial resources available; her budget was less than $200,000, which 

had to cover salaries and all overhead.  CDOX, thus, decided to generate her own 

financial resources and reclassified one of her office’s positions to that of a fundraiser.  

The money raised from local underwriters helped create high profile campus events that 

feature prominent national personalities of color, from politics or show business, so as to 

raise diversity awareness on campus and in the community.   

CDOY did not provide any specific budget figures, but earlier in the interview 

had touched on the fact that he provided financial assistance to prospective faculty 

candidates ranging from travel to moving expenses, salary support, and graduate 

assistantships, which seemed to indicate that a significant amount of funds was available 
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at the CDO’s discretion.  The planned, significant expansion of CDOY’s administrative 

team and other office staff was another indicator of a generous funding stream that, 

evidently, was available to him.  

When asked about the availability of resources, CDOZ responded, “Not as many 

as I would like.”  Referring to an article in the Chronicle of Higher Education of fall 

2006 that highlighted diversity programs at particular universities with substantial 

financial resources, CDOZ stated: 

We don’t have those kinds of dollars.  So in many respects, if I want to achieve 
something on campus, I need to rely on my ability to persuade people to focus on 
their commitment to diversity and report on the successes. 

 
CDOZ did, however, note that he had some limited resources available to help cosponsor 

student, faculty, and staff events that promote diversity.  

The role of the CDO.  In order to obtain the CDOs’ perspectives on their roles, 

they were asked, “How would you describe your role at the institution regarding faculty 

diversity?”  In response to the question, CDOX highlighted her involvement in 

formulating the strategic plan related to diversity for the institution.  She also emphasized 

her role of ensuring compliance with the institution’s faculty search process and EEO 

guidelines.  CDOX stated: 

We provide each search committee a snapshot of the available Ph.D.’s conferred 
in their particular discipline on a national level, and we also provide them 
resources that show from where most institutions graduate the most diverse Ph.D. 
candidates.  That gives [departments] a goal for demographics that they should 
look at. 
  

CDOY said: 

I think I have a multiple role. First, to provide resources where appropriate, both 
for new faculty positions, as well as start-up money and other kinds of things in 
recruitment.  Two, I see my role as to help colleges and departments actually 
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recruit faculty, so I am often partnering with department chairs, chairs of search 
committees and helping them recruit faculty.  And I am very often on the phone 
helping the departments “close the deal,” so to speak.  And then, third, making 
sure that once they [new faculty hires] are here, that they have the resources they 
need in order to be successful as they move up to be tenured and promoted. 
 

CDOY underscored his serious commitment to facilitating the hiring process as he 

pointed out the contents of a telephone conversation that he was engaged in while 

walking into his office for the research interview.  He stated, “In fact that was what I was 

on the phone with, a faculty candidate.”  CDOY explained that he typically either talked 

to or met with position finalists who would bring diversity to the institution.   

CDOZ responded, “You know, it’s really hard to say because I am sort of learning 

as I go along.”  He then explained: 

I would characterize it more as one of being a resource.  For example, one of the 
things that I have learned over the many years that I have been involved in higher 
education, and probably many other people who learned as well, is that, when we 
create these search committees, there is a tendency for a search committee to take 
a very passive approach to try to generate an African pool.  And I have been 
telling people on this campus that we need to take the word “search” seriously.  
And that means that we need to go out and try to find talent to see if we can entice 
them into becoming candidates.  So, I think my office and I and my colleagues 
can be a resource in this regards.   
 
While these perspectives reflected the CDOs’ active involvement in faculty 

recruitment processes, other statements during the interview also highlighted their role in 

increasing awareness of the importance of diversity among their campus communities.  

For instance, at his institution CDOZ focused on holding panel discussions and seminars 

on diversity issues in collaboration with the dean of faculties who was responsible for 

faculty issues at the institution.  Programs had been held under specific themes and a 

recent “Global Leadership Institute” focused on issues of intolerance, racism, ageism, 

religion, and others.  CDOZ also explained that the emergence of a racist video on his 
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campus in 2006 provided an impetus to organize more educational programs.  He 

explained:  

That [the racist video], in many respects, served as a catalyst to galvanize this 
campus and to get it to thinking about what it could do on a number of different 
fronts to respond to assaults, to respond to people being abused and whatever, 
because of their ethnicity.  And so there are forums that my office has organized 
in collaboration with the dean of faculties. 

 
CDOX pointed out that she hosted programs and conferences throughout the year that 

focused on diversity: 

 We hosted just this academic year our 10th Annual Equity and Diversity 
Conference.  We also, in November, had a conference entitled”Women from 
Diverse Backgrounds” and then in October, our “Latinos in the 21st Century” 
conference.  

 
The CDO also highlighted that her office had organized a major, week-long celebration 

in 2004 which was designed to mark the 50th anniversary of the institution’s 

desegregation.   

Strategies.  The CDOs were also asked what strategies they specifically used to 

affirm diversity at their institution.  As the CDOs described their strategic efforts, it 

became evident that changing the prevailing mindsets, beliefs, and attitudes among 

administrators and faculty with respect to faculty diversity was of prime importance.   

CDOX noted on several occasions during the interview that she tries to impress upon 

search committees to simply take extra steps in the search process in order to create more 

diverse candidate pools.  Having encountered objections from departments about the cost 

of elaborate search processes, she was trying to convince administrators and heads of 

search committees that an expansive search process does not necessarily equate to a 

higher cost.  CDOX explained:  
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Most of the things that can be done now are those that really don’t cost any 
money. There are so many electronic ways by which to submit your opening.  
That does not cost anything. You just need to simply do it.  
 

She was also trying to persuade academic departments to more proactively use the 

professional networks in their respective academic disciplines to identify diverse 

candidates and explained:  

We are trying to encourage them to….in the same way - and this is heartbreaking 
- in the same way you utilize the “Good Old Boys’ Network,” the same strategy 
you can use to recruit women and people of color.  You just pick up the phone 
and your buddy at XYZ institution…and you call. So, it’s really not…it’s really 
not reinventing the wheel. 
 
CDOY discussed developing the concept of a “thematic hiring process” at his 

institution in an effort to introduce new ways of thinking about faculty recruitment: 

We are doing this through what we call “thematic hires” where, as opposed to 
saying, “We are going out to get [Candidate X],” we are going to say, “We want 
to hire in this particular area.”  So, for example, hiring in the area of ethnic studies 
in higher education or equity and access in K-12 or Mexican-American art…So 
that way we can say, it’s really about building our academic capacity, and then a 
number of people who are experts in the area can apply. 

 
CDOY stressed how proud he was about the work that certain colleges and departments 

had done thus far under this new concept.  He added: 

I think the practice is for people to be aggressive.  So, for example the College of 
[X] identified an outstanding candidate who met a need and also brought diversity 
to the college; and they went out and aggressively sought out this person, and they 
did a great job. 
 
CDOZ’s efforts were also focused on changing traditional thought patterns about 

faculty recruitment.  He stressed: 

I have been telling people on this campus that we need to take the word “search” 
seriously.  And that means that we need to go out and try to find talent to see if we 
can entice them into becoming candidates. Pretty much my experience in higher 
ed has been that usually the people you really want for a job, are the ones who are 
already gainfully employed doing great work somewhere else and are probably 
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not even thinking of leaving wherever they are.  So we need to find a way to get 
on their radar screen.   
 
Key relationships.  The CDOs were asked what key relationships they maintained 

within the university to promote faculty diversity.  From the responses to the question as 

well as other comments throughout the interview, it became obvious that the CDOs 

fostered and maintained a number of key relationships at the institution to work towards 

change with respect to faculty diversity.  CDOX, for instance, had approached every 

college dean at her institution in order to develop and institute the concept of “diversity 

advisory representatives,” who would help ensure that there was fairness in faculty search 

processes.  She had asked each dean to appoint faculty members from the college to serve 

in this capacity.  Advisory representatives served a three-year term and could be 

reappointed for two additional terms.  CDOX then maintained an ongoing relationship 

with the group of advisory representatives.  She explained:  

We mainly work with the diversity advisors.  We train them and give them 
information, let them know how to direct the search committee and the 
department to the website that gives the demographic information.  We ask them 
to seek out any organizations or caucus groups within their professional discipline 
[and] to utilize those groups as a pool from which they can solicit candidates.   
 

CDOX further noted that she was working directly with specific administrators at her 

institution to help them recruit more faculty of color and gave an example:   

What we are looking at for this upcoming year, we are working with the dean of 
our largest college, and that is the College of …. on creating a way to “upgrade” – 
as you will – our search process and, like I said, “reignite” the diversity 
component.   

 
CDOY discussed the internal relationships that he maintained in his role as follows: 

The most important one is with the President.  He is my immediate supervisor, so 
that’s the first thing. The next most important one is with the provost to build and 
maintain that relationship.  And then, my colleagues who are vice presidents and 
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deans, and then going down to department chairs.  So, those are the key 
relationships.  And I meet with all of those individuals on a pretty regular basis.  

 
In answer to the question about key relationships within the institution, CDOZ 

referenced again his close working relationship with the dean of faculties noting: 

Well, my main one is with the dean of faculties.  I have to be very careful to not 
overstep, what would be considered “legitimate lines of authority.”  So, I don’t.  
 

CDOZ explained that the dean of faculties was formally responsible for handling all 

faculty affairs, including recruitment, promotion, and retention; so, he had been working 

closely with the dean on issues of faculty diversity at the institution.  He remarked: 

Today at lunch, when we had our panel presentation, [the dean of faculties] was 
the one who reported back to the folks in the audience the progress that we are 
making in terms of hiring new and diverse faculty members.  

 
CDOZ went on to note: 

Sometimes deans’ offices will invite me to help them in some particular matter.  
We are always available to them as a resource.  But we don’t consider ourselves 
as the enforcers, if you will.  That comes from the traditional offices that provide 
supervision for those areas.  
 
External networks and relationships.  The CDOs were also probed about any 

relationships that they fostered with individuals or groups outside of the institution.  All 

three CDOs emphasized their connections to other CDOs around the country.  

Maintenance of these professional support networks seemed important in order to learn 

from each other, share best practices, and use each other as a resource.  CDOX, for 

example, had fostered a close working relationship with another CDO at a private 

institution in the area, who shared success stories from her own institution with respect to 

faculty diversity.  CDOX explained: 

We have information that the dean at Institution X is taking a really accomplished 
approach and encouraging his department heads to hire more diverse faculty.  So, 
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I have asked that dean to be part of us revamping that process.  So, we are looking 
at things that they are doing that we can put into place here that will help us.  
 
CDOY also stressed his relationship with other CDOs noting, “I work pretty 

diligently with other chief diversity officers around the country.  There is a new national 

organization,” referring to the recently formed National Association of Diversity Officers 

in Higher Education (NADOHE).  CDOZ also stressed his ties to the new association.  

He further mentioned that he was building relationships with key ethnic alumni groups, 

such as the Black Former Students Network and the Hispanic Former Students Network 

stating:  

[We] reflect on what’s happening at the university, receive information on the 
progress we are making, and make commitments to work together to continue to 
make upward progress [regarding diversity].  
 

III. Effectiveness and Outcomes 

This section of the interview explored the outcomes of the CDOs’ work.  It sought 

to identify any institutional barriers or obstacles that the officers encountered and their 

strategies for addressing them.  

Effectiveness and progress.  The CDOs in the study were asked how they would 

describe the effectiveness of their efforts at the institution, and if they saw any progress 

being made towards greater faculty diversity.  CDOX stated: 

It comes in spurts.  It seems for a while we were doing well with diversity in 
hiring, and then we just have a down period.  But that is one of things that we are 
looking at more aggressively for this upcoming academic year, to re-energize the 
search committees to be more committed to going that extra step to create a 
diverse pool. 
 
The other two CDOs appeared more confident about the progress they had made.  

CDOY noted that, in 2006, 21 employment offers were made to members of 
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underrepresented groups and that of those, 18 individuals accepted employment with the 

institution.  He expected similar numbers for 2007.    

CDOZ stated that his institution had made “substantial progress” with respect to 

diversity noting: 

Forty years ago, I was a freshman here.  And this place has changed dramatically 
since that time, and I believe that we will continue to make important progress in 
the area of diversity.  

 
Obstacles and barriers.  With respect to institutional obstacles or barriers to 

diversity, the CDOs highlighted similar issues.  Two of the CDOs described elements of 

subtle resistance to advice or change from members of their campus community.  A 

secondary respondent, who was a colleague of one of the CDOs, remarked that turf 

battles and territorialism made the work of the office more difficult.  The respondent also 

commented on the difficulty that the size of the institution created noting, “The larger the 

university, the slower the change.”  According to the respondent, the size of the 

institution also contributed to a fragmentation of institutional diversity efforts, resulting 

in lots of different factions being involved in diversity. 

CDOX openly expressed her concern and frustration over the lack of 

accountability for academic departments, as she stated: 

For every other thing that you don’t do, there are consequences and repercussions.  
There haven’t been any obvious or evident consequences or repercussions of not 
fulfilling your diversity objectives. And so, that [accountability] needs to be in 
place.  
 
CDOY stated, “Always money,” and went on to say, “Intense competition for the 

very best talent is always a huge one.”  Other than that he did not see any barriers, adding 
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that his institution’s president had done a very good job of sending the message that 

diversity was very important and that the provost was equally committed.   

CDOZ commented on the perception at his institution that the commitment to 

diversity meant a commitment to lowering standards: 

I think one big mindset obstacle that needs to be overcome is the perception that 
the commitment to diversity is a commitment to lowering standards.  In my mind, 
increasing your diversity is not just a nice thing to do on the way to achieving 
excellence.  In my mind, it’s an absolutely “GOTTA Do.”  If you don’t have 
diversity here, there is no way that you can be an excellent operation.  And that’s 
probably the biggest obstacle to overcome.   

 
Responses to barriers.  The CDOs were asked how they dealt with the perceived 

obstacles or barriers to faculty diversity at their institutions.  With respect to the lack of 

accountability at her institution, CDOX noted:  

We are trying to create a better relationship with the Provost’s Office – the VP for 
Academic Affairs - so that we can say, “Look, they came back with an all white 
male pool.  Our statistics show us that these are the percentages of graduates over 
the last five to ten years who are of color and female.  We would recommend that 
this search committee go back and extend its search.” 
 

CDOY said: 
 

I don’t think there are significant barriers to the things that we want to do.  I think 
one area where the institution can do a better job, is the recruitment of graduate 
students.  That does have an impact on faculty because they want graduate 
students to be able to work with.  But that’s the only barrier I see.  We need to be 
more competitive on graduate stipends.  
 

Describing his response to his campus’ perception that the commitment to diversity 

meant a commitment to lowering standards, CDOZ commented: 

So my job is one of persuasion.  I’ll need to struggle with how to put the “real” 
story in front of people.  

 
Successes.  The CDOs were asked what specific successes they have had in their 

work.  CDOX highlighted the creation of the faculty network of diversity advisory 
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representatives as major progress towards yielding greater faculty diversity.  Her ultimate 

goal, though, was to convince the deans to appoint more senior level faculty members as 

advisory representatives to enhance their status and influence among their faculty peers.  

CDOX explained: 

What we have learned over the last few years is that of those faculty members 
who are not tenured, there is sometimes a hesitation on their part to be more vocal 
as the diversity advisory representative because they go up against someone who 
has impact on their tenure. They fear retaliation and, so that means, for a period of 
time, we may have more persons who are diversity advisory reps who are white 
males just because of our current demographics, but we need people who are 
tenured to hold that position, just because it is less intimidating.  

 
CDOY stressed that the creation of his division has been a success in terms of 

having the resources available to impact diversity at his institution.  He stated: 

I really do believe, once we are done, we will have, if not the most, one of the 
most innovative divisions of diversity and community engagement in the country.  
I think in and of itself that is going to pay off.  

 
CDOZ reported on several successes that his office has had since he started his position 

just six months earlier.  They were, however, mostly related to student outcomes versus 

faculty.  He noted: 

Well, we have not finished this work yet, but we are rapidly putting together the 
final touches on a two-hour diversity component that will be part of the new 
student conference programming. We also implemented the “stop hate” reporting 
mechanism that started in the fall and have worked [on that] with a number of 
units on campus.  We have conducted climate surveys for faculty and staff.  We 
have spoken with the leadership of the faculty senate to see what we can do to 
increase the number of opportunities for students to have cross cultural diversity 
experiences within a curriculum.  

 
Ideal state and future goals.  The CDOs were asked about their ideal long-term 

scenario, dreams, or goals related to faculty diversity at their institutions.  CDOX 

acknowledged that her institution saw more growth in faculty diversity when the 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

107 

institution’s diversity and multicultural affairs fund was still active and provided financial 

incentives to departments who hired diverse candidates. She, however, also remarked: 

It’s unfortunate that we are still at a place in time, where people do the right thing 
based on what’s in it for them or what incentive is tied to that. 

 
CDOX also expressed the wish that her institution would take a stronger stance on 

accountability and that institutional members would fulfill their responsibilities with 

respect to diversity in the same manner as they handled any other job-related 

responsibility.  The CDO added: 

I just want it to become something that we do even without really thinking about 
it; because it’s the natural thing to do.  It just becomes a way of doing business.  

 
CDOY noted as his goal: 
 

… that we have a critical mass of faculty of color in all of our major departments, 
schools, and colleges.  I really believe that, if you have a critical mass of faculty, 
things will happen organically, and my role will evolve…from really being more 
active in helping to provide resources.  Right now, I do have a very active role in 
recruitment.  I see that in some departments, where there is a critical mass of 
women, of persons of color, things happen naturally rather than kind of central 
administration saying, “You need to do this or not do this.” 

 
CDOZ responded: 
 

I’d love to be telling stories, like the one I just told you about my previous 
institution.  To be able to say, you know, “Once upon a time, this institution did 
not admit African American students. Now look at how many are here.”  I’d love, 
as we move ahead, to be able to be part of a process that leads to those kind of 
conversations, about how much better, how much stronger, how much more 
vibrant [the institution] is today than it was in the past.  
 

The Administrators 

The interviews with the group of administrators were designed to clarify and 

verify the role of the chief diversity officer for triangulation purposes.  A total of six 

administrators, two from each institution, were individually interviewed during the 
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second phase of the interview process.  Each respondent had an established working 

relationship with the CDO concerning faculty diversity; they were, therefore, identified 

and referred to the study by the respective CDO.  The group consisted of a dean of 

education, a dean of arts and sciences, a senior associate dean of education, a dean of 

architecture, a dean of faculties, and an associate vice provost for diversity.  Each 

respondent was contacted via e-mail to explain the purpose of the study and to formally 

schedule a time for the interview.  Two of the interviews were conducted face-to-face 

while the remaining four were conducted via the telephone.  The interviews lasted 

between 15 and 25 minutes and followed a semi-structured format.  The responses during 

each of the interviews were recorded in note form.  Where conducive, interviews were 

also audio-taped.  The audio-recordings served to identify significant statements, verify 

the notes, and fill in any gaps.   

The introductory period of each interview was designed to build rapport with the 

respondent.  After briefly reviewing the intent of the study and the interview, individuals 

were asked to confirm their position with the institution and their history in the position.  

The four college administrators in the group of respondents were also asked about the 

size of their college in terms of number of students and faculty.  Questioning further 

sought to identify the ethnic and racial composition of each college’s faculty.  General 

attitudes and any goals with regards to faculty diversity were also explored.  The 

interviews then focused on obtaining responses to the following main questions: 

1. In what fashion did you work with the office of diversity? 

2. How important was that relationship to your work? 

3. What was the most positive experience or outcome from the relationship? 
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4. What would make the relationship even more effective in the future? 

5. Do you have any other comments? 

 
The following section provides the findings from the interviews.  The respondents 

are referred to by their respective titles; however, no specific institutional affiliation is 

revealed.  

Overview of Respondents and Stance on Diversity 

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.   The respondent said that he had 

been serving as dean of arts and sciences at the institution for nine years.  He noted that 

his college had 300 faculty members and 13,000 to 15,000 students.  He stated that his 

college’s goal was to increase faculty diversity, not only through recruitment, but also 

retention.  He further pointed out that the college had a specific mentoring program that 

paired up all new faculty hires at the college with the more established faculty.  The 

program was voluntary, but strongly encouraged, in hopes that it would impact faculty 

retention.  The dean stated that there were no specific goals in terms of diverse faculty 

numbers, but that his associate dean was specifically charged with enhancing diversity 

and that the college’s search committees were encouraged to look at diverse candidates.  

He noted that the associate dean met with each faculty candidate, but that he made sure 

that he, as the dean, had a chance to personally visit with candidates of diverse 

backgrounds.  

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  The respondent had been working in the 

dean’s capacity for a total of 10 years.  Overall, she had been with the institution for 18 

years.  The college had 100 faculty members, of whom 22 were racial and ethnic 
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minorities.  The dean noted that the goal was to reach 25% within the next two years and 

that, besides faculty recruitment, retention was a key focus area.  She stated that, in order 

to recruit graduating Ph.D.s, her college made it known to other institutions that it 

welcomed minority faculty.  Candidates were also recruited at conferences, and faculty 

vacancies were advertised in ”minority publications.”  

The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  The dean of the School of Architecture 

had been in the position and at the institution for six years.  He noted that the school had 

700 students and 15 faculty members, four of whom were racial and ethnic minorities.  

He explained that he identified prospective minority candidates through professional 

organizations and indicated that his collaboration with the CDO was fairly recent, since 

that office was new at the institution.  The respondent further stated that the CDO was 

responsible for developing the umbrella initiative for “building excellence through 

diversity” at the institution, which has helped the school add three new faculty members 

in Latin American Studies.  

The Senior Associate Dean of Education at Institution Y.  The senior associate 

dean of education was responsible for academic and faculty affairs at the college which 

entailed hiring, recruiting, retention, and counter offers.  She noted that the college had 

4,000 students and 126 faculty members.  Of the faculty, she said, less than 5% were 

African American and 13% were Hispanic.  She noted that the dean of the college was 

Hispanic and very pro-active in promoting diversity within the college.  He was the only 

Hispanic dean ever hired at the institution.  The respondent said that the college had done 

very well in diversity and added, “We are doing what we can to increase the ethnic 

diversity of our faculty.”  In terms of specific strategies, the associate dean explained that 
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the college was recruiting broadly by placing ads in print publications that typically 

reached racial and ethnic minority candidates.  According to the respondent, the college 

also did a lot of personal outreach that included talking with faculty and administrators at 

other colleges and attending conferences to make connections.  She also noted that the 

college was “growing its own [candidates].”    

The Associate Vice Provost for Diversity at Institution Z.  The associate vice 

provost for diversity at Institution Z worked in concert with the chief diversity officer, 

who was her supervisor.  She noted that they were “an office of two.” She stated that over 

the past two years, she had reported to three different supervisors who were responsible 

for diversity.  She explained that, currently, she was not directly involved in faculty 

diversity because that area fell under the dean of faculties at the institution.  The associate 

vice provost noted that the Office of Diversity was primarily responsible for the 

management of the institution’s overall diversity plan, campus climate assessments, and 

the articulation of the university’s position on diversity.  She further noted that the office 

was charged with assessing institutional progress on diversity and focused its work on 

three primary areas - accountability, representation, and climate.  The respondent noted 

that her office was trying to change the culture at the institution acknowledging, “The 

larger the university, the slower the change.”  She commented that people on campus 

were not always open to advice and showed subtle resistance.  The respondent further 

explained that she and the chief diversity officer approached the issue of diversity in a 

delicate manner, gently encouraging and influencing others on campus, and “working in 

concert and collaboration with others.”   
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The Dean of Faculties and Associate Provost at Institution Z.  The dean of 

faculties had been serving in her current position for five and a half years.  Overall, she 

had been at the institution for 24 years.  She noted that her responsibilities included three 

areas: a) faculty HR issues – hiring, promotion, tenure, and grievances; b) qualitative and 

quantitative studies on faculty for internal and external reporting; and c) service as 

faculty ombudsman.  The dean stated that her office had developed the handbook for 

search committees to use and also the training program that every search committee had 

to go through.  When asked about the current status of diversity, the dean noted that it 

needed improvement in terms of ethnicity and gender.   

The Collaboration with the CDO 

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  When asked about the collaboration with 

the CDO, the dean of education stated, “We work very closely with them.”  She said that 

the CDO’s office had provided the college with start-up funding for a new, innovative 

master’s level program, a so-called “Diversity Scholars Program,” designed to develop a 

diverse pool of Ph.D. candidates.  The dean also noted that the CDO was actively helping 

recruit diverse faculty, shared the cost of promotional materials, and helped with 

advertisement wording and expenses.   

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.  The dean noted that he and the 

CDO worked together in a number of ways.  He said that, once a new faculty candidate 

was identified, “we check with the office what are the restrictions or options for hiring a 

specific individual.”  He also stated, “We regularly sponsor tables and support activities 

when [the CDO] brings in speakers.”  He added, “[The CDO] and I get together regularly 
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to do a report card on how things are going and share new ideas for enhancing diversity 

[at the college].“  

The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  When asked about his collaboration 

with the CDO, the dean of architecture at Institution Y noted that the CDO had helped 

him hire three new faculty members in Latin American studies who added to the diversity 

of the college.  Referring to a recently hired, well-respected African American faculty 

member, the dean stressed the active, hands-on assistance that the CDO provided during 

the recruitment phase.  The dean also mentioned that the CDO really supported his 

college in “attracting the best candidates.”  He then added that the CDO also helped 

financially with new faculty recruits by providing funds for salary supplements or 

moving expenses.   

The Senior Associate Dean of Education at Institution Y.  The senior associate 

dean explained that the CDO was a tenured member of her college and an active member 

of the dean’s management team, which included all the department chairs and assistant 

and associate deans.  She noted that the CDO also came to the college retreats.  The 

respondent further noted that the CDO had helped develop the college’s strategic plan for 

increasing faculty diversity.  She also said that the CDO had partnered with the college in 

looking at areas that would benefit from a “strategic…a thematic hire.”  She explained, 

“In some cases he helped us identify faculty from around the country in areas that he 

knows about.”  She added, “We have a very close working relationship.”  The associate 

dean also stated that the college had hired 16 new faculty members over the past year that 

were considered “strategic hires” due to the diversity and scholarship that they brought to 

the college.   
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The Associate Vice Provost for Diversity at Institution Z.  The associate vice 

provost noted that she and the CDO worked together on “shaping the conversation” about 

diversity at the institution and “the articulation of the university’s position on diversity.”  

The respondent stated that she had conducted a survey to “assess the climate for 

diversity,” specifically aiming at identifying how well departments were doing in 

recruiting and retaining diverse faculty.  She confirmed that it was important to 

encourage and influence the campus community in terms of diversity, as well as to 

articulate, monitor, and openly address issues directly with faculty, deans or chairs.  She 

noted that, together with the CDO, her goal was “to raise the level of awareness” and to 

“communicate about diversity.” 

The Dean of Faculties at Institution Z.  In terms of the collaboration with the 

CDO, the dean of faculties explained:  

It’s a new office, so relatively new for us, and our current officer there, it is his 
first year in that role.  So, in essence, what I do with him in particular, is provide 
him the necessary data and reports he needs.  I gather all the information, do all 
the initial assessment, and give that information to him for reports that have to do 
with broader campus stuff.  My office does all those engagements of training and 
cooperates with him, but usually, it is his office that puts it together or invites the 
speakers and various things like that. 

 
The dean also noted that the CDO’s office was responsible for monitoring the 

institution’s diversity plan which included climate assessment, numerical assessment, and 

action plans for specific training.  Her office, in turn, was responsible for the execution of 

the plan. 

The Importance of the Relationship with the CDO 

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  The dean of education stated that the 

diversity training that the CDO provided to administrators and faculty members at the 
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college had been very effective and very helpful for creating diversity awareness.  The 

dean noted that it had made a difference in matters as simply as heightening awareness 

about “inappropriate” or “poor” language choices during search committee meetings.   

She explained that it had made administrators and search committees within the college 

more sensitive and aware of diversity issues.  

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.  When asked how important the 

relationship was with the CDO, the dean of arts and sciences at Institution X noted, “I 

think it is very important.”  He added that, so far, his college had made only small strides 

in diversifying its faculty, but that it was not for a lack of effort.  The dean noted that he 

saw the coordination with the CDO’s office as “really critically important” and that he 

appreciated the CDO’s efforts of “continuous consciousness-raising.”  

The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  The dean of architecture noted that the 

relationship with the CDO was important “to help attract the best candidates.”  When 

asked who identified the appropriate candidates, the dean noted that it was the school that 

did that. 

The Senior Associate Dean of the College of Education at Institution Y.  The 

senior associate dean stated that the CDO had partnered with the college “in looking at 

academic areas that could use a strategic hire.”  The respondent added, “In some cases he 

helped us identify faculty from around the country in areas that he knows about.”  The 

associate dean stressed, “We have a very close working relationship, both formal and 

informal with his office.  In fact, he has hired some of our college’s faculty to perform 

certain functions in his office.”  



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

116 

The Associate Provost of Diversity at Institution Z.  The associate provost noted 

the collaborative work in shaping the conversation about diversity on campus as being 

very important.  

The Dean of Faculties at Institution Z.  The dean of faculties noted that her office 

was working on diversity and that diversity assessments had been done through her office 

before the CDOs position existed, but that the CDO’s office, on the other hand, had a 

higher visibility on campus.  The dean explained:  

There is more coordination with what’s going on in the student area and in the 
staff area than we had before.  So, that coordination helps to amplify what’s going 
on specifically toward diversity.  It helps us to be in tune and coordinate with 
some other activities on campus to enhance that.  So I think, it is very much an 
important office.  
 

The Most Positive Experience or Outcome from the Relationship 

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  The dean noted the “Diversity Scholars” 

program as one of the most positive outcomes from the relationship with the CDO, who 

helped fund the program.  The program enabled the college to develop graduate students 

into Ph.D. candidates and, thus, created a pool of future, potential new faculty candidates 

by engaging them in various curricular activities that included classroom teaching 

experiences.  The dean pointed out that a new project in collaboration with the CDO was 

a “Developing Scholars” program that allowed undergraduates from underrepresented 

groups to be paired up with graduate mentors and make presentations at conferences.  

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.  The dean noted that the most 

positive experience or outcome from the collaboration with the CDO was the formation 

of a campus organization called “Beyond Getting Along” which promoted informal get-
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togethers and discussions among the faculty.  He further saw his college’s participation in 

the CDO’s diversity events as very positive.  

The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  Asked about the most positive outcome 

from the collaboration with the CDO, the dean of architecture at Institution Y noted, 

“…the excellence of the young African American scholar,” as well as the Latin-

American Studies program, referring to the successful hiring outcomes of the 

strategic/thematic hiring process that had been instituted by the CDO. 

The Senior Associate Dean of Education at Institution Y.  The senior associate 

dean emphasized the benefit of being able to work with an office “that shares your goals” 

and to be able to count on some financial resources.  She noted, “His [the CDO’s] office 

is able to help us with start-ups in ways that we did not have before.”  The college also 

had been able to leverage support from other centers at the institution, such as the Center 

for American-Mexican Studies, thanks to the help of the CDO.  “We come together as a 

team of people, so he can be the convener of different groups on campus.”   

The Associate Vice Provost for Diversity at Institution Z.  Since this was a 

supervisory relationship that was only a few months old, the particular interview question 

was not addressed.  

The Dean of Faculties at Institution Z.  The dean of faculties emphasized that her 

office had been working on diversity long before the office of the CDO came into 

existence; however, that the creation of the CDO’s office had brought a higher visibility 

and more coordination than in the past.  The dean added that the coordination with 

respect to the diversity work was very important to the campus and that it helped 

“amplify what’s going on specifically toward diversity.”   
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Areas of Improvement 

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  When asked what would make the 

relationship even more effective, the dean of education at Institution X noted that, in 

addition to the face-to-face diversity training, online training programs on diversity 

would be helpful.  Also, more funding support to train more faculty members on various 

issues related to diversity was desirable. 

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.  The dean mentioned that regular 

meetings of administrators to learn and discuss ideas about diversity would be very 

useful.  He said that this was currently not happening.  He explained that meetings would 

enable administrators to share best practices, learn what was going on at other colleges, 

and find out how deans could help each other.   

The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  When asked what would make the 

relationship even more effective, the dean of architecture at Institution Y noted, “I don’t 

know; it is still fairly early.  The office is sort of evolving, so we will have to see.”  

The Senior Associate Dean of Education at Institution Y.   The senior associate 

dean at Institution Y also acknowledged that the office of diversity was still evolving, 

noting that the level of support given by the CDO had been very good so far.  The 

associate dean added, “When he has all the people, all the players in place, then it will be 

even better than it has been this past year.”  

The Associate Vice Provost for Diversity at Institution Z.  The associate vice 

provost commented that it would be good if there was more visibility for the diversity 

office so that people across campus knew better what the office did; more coordination 

and collaboration would be helpful, too, as well as more funding for diversity initiatives.  
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The respondent also voiced concern over the fact that there were “too many different 

groups working on diversity” across campus.  She expressed that it would be important to 

have a more concerted, collaborative effort to address diversity at the institution.  

The Dean of Faculties at Institution Z.  The dean of faculties pointed out that all 

across campus there was work going on in the area of diversity, but that there was not a 

lot of knowledge about the various activities.  She noted that she was hoping that, as a 

consequence of the CDO’s assessment and reporting work,  

everything could be pulled together into a coordinated report and that two things 
will happen: One, that it will be more visible that we and others on campus are 
very active on these efforts, and we have had some positive numerical and climate 
outcomes; secondly, that we see where we have common shortcomings and that 
we try to address those in a more coordinated fashion than having this disparate 
feel.   
 

Additional Comments by the Respondents 

The Dean of Education at Institution X.  The dean described the collaboration 

with the CDO as a “vital and good partnership.”  She then added that her college was not 

only focused on recruiting diverse faculty, but also very focused on retention.  The dean 

explained that her college strove to create welcoming environments for new faculty hires 

by pairing them up with mentors and giving them a chance to participate in research 

collaborations, in hopes that this would have a positive impact on retention.   

The Dean of Arts and Sciences at Institution X.  The dean of arts and sciences also 

noted that retention of faculty was equally important to recruitment and that his college 

was trying hard not to overload new faculty hires, but, instead, to be supportive and 

welcoming.  He added that, in his opinion, the whole campus was committed to diversity 

and that “everybody helped to recruit and retain.” 
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The Dean of Architecture at Institution Y.  The respondent had no additional 

comments.  

The Senior Associate Dean of Education at Institution Y.   The associate dean 

noted the importance of “buy-in” for diversity on campus adding:  

…especially [for] a campus this size; it really has to trickle down through all the 
levels.  [The CDO] provides one level of support, but the reason he has been so 
successful with our college is because the commitment starts at the dean’s level, 
and then going down to the department chairs.  So, there has been really buy-in 
across the college in terms of student recruitment as well as faculty recruitment.   
 
The associate dean also re-emphasized the cross-college collaboration noting, 

“That’s where [the CDO] can help us leverage.”   

The Associate Vice Provost for Diversity at Institution Z.  The respondent noted 

that it would be good for the institution to have a diversity advisory council whose 

members could serve as advocates, allies, and supporters.   

The Dean of Faculties at Institution Z.  The dean stated that, even though there 

was a very open dialogue about diversity at the institution, there probably should be more 

and at a deeper level.  She said: 

It is often very subtle how people are disrespected, made to feel unwelcome.  I 
very much believe that culture is defined in many respects by the kinds of day-to-
day dialogue and, until you have an awareness and a deeper understanding, then 
those dialogues don’t change. 
 

Summary 

The interviews with the chief diversity officers provided valuable insights into 

their work with the academic side of their institutions.  The findings revealed that the 

CDOs proactively assisted academic departments and search committees in faculty search 

processes – from identifying broad, racially and ethnically diverse candidate pools, to 
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screening applicant pools, to enticing candidates to accept employment with the 

institution.  The CDOs also dedicated a significant amount of their time to educating and 

training others on campus on diversity issues, proper faculty search processes, and the 

use of resources.  They further spent a considerable amount of time on organizing special 

events that would increase diversity awareness on campus. Due to their background and 

professional expertise, they served as a resource, consultant, and advisor on diversity 

matters.  However, no particular involvement of the CDOs became obvious beyond the 

faculty recruitment phase.   

The interviews with the secondary respondents, on the other hand, revealed that 

they were committed to the retention of new faculty members once they were hired.  It 

appeared that the academic administrators picked up where the chief diversity officers 

left off in the process.  Their responses to the interview questions indicated concern for 

the appropriate socialization, integration, and support of newly hired faculty members.  In 

addition to providing a more holistic and comprehensive picture of each institution’s 

faculty diversity initiatives, the interviews with the secondary respondents helped clarify 

and verify the work that the CDOs provided on the front end of a new faculty hiring.  

Data, thus, appropriately triangulated the findings from the interviews with the CDOs.  

Each respondent spoke openly about their work with the CDO and stressed their college’s 

successes in faculty diversity.  The academic administrators also conveyed a strong sense 

of ownership and pride in their accomplishments regarding faculty diversity.  They were 

proud to note that they worked actively on faculty retention and made sure that new 

faculty hires felt welcome and supported.  
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Chapter V presents in more detail the conclusions from the interview findings in 

regards to the original research questions.  Conclusions are based upon the recurring 

themes and patterns that emerged from interview data and gave an understanding of the 

CDOs’ role at their institutions with respect to faculty diversity.  
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

Summary  

Inclusion and diversity are among the most critical issues facing higher education 

in the twenty-first century.  In response to the 2003 U.S. Supreme Court rulings in 

Grutter v. Bollinger and Grutter v. Gratz, which reaffirmed the value of diversity in 

higher education, and based on social and political pressures, university presidents across 

the United States have proclaimed diversity as one of their main strategic priorities.  

Many have tried to demonstrate their commitment to diversity by creating a chief 

diversity officer’s position at the top administrative level to lead their institutions’ 

diversity efforts.  While some progress has been made toward increasing diverse student 

populations on college campuses, statistics show that the presence of racially and 

ethnically diverse faculty has remained fairly stagnant (American Council on Education 

Status Report, 2006).  Research, however, has shown that the presence of racially and 

ethnically diverse faculty at universities is of prime importance to the recruitment and 

retention of racial and ethnic minority students (Astin, 1982; Epps, 1989; Hall & Allen, 

1983; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005; Smith, 1986).  The emergence of the chief 

diversity officer in higher education seems to provide a new strategic opportunity for 

predominantly white universities to make strides in increasing faculty diversity. 

The study was designed to examine the role of the chief diversity officer in higher 

education with respect to increasing faculty diversity.  It sought answers to the central 

question: “What is the role of the chief diversity officer in increasing faculty diversity at 
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public universities?”  The research focused on the chief diversity officers of three large, 

public institutions in Texas since these institutions are aiming at meeting the educational 

needs of the state’s growing, but historically underrepresented, numbers of Hispanic and 

African American students.  The study examined the chief diversity officers’ specific 

actions, behaviors, and attitudes that contributed to their institutions’ effectiveness in 

increasing faculty diversity.  It was guided by theories of institutional culture, in 

particular drawing upon Tierney’s key concepts of Organizational Culture in Higher 

Education (1988) and Schein’s theory of Organizational Culture and Leadership (1992).   

The questions that guided the research focused on discovering potential institutional 

cultural barriers to faculty diversity as well as strategies that the chief diversity officers 

employed to achieve positive and sustainable results with respect to faculty diversity:  

1. What are the institutional cultural factors that may be impacting faculty diversity 

at the institution? 

2. How does the chief diversity officer use and incorporate cultural knowledge and 

understanding into the institution’s diversity initiatives and strategies for change? 

3. How will deep-seated and pervasive change with respect to faculty diversity be 

accomplished and sustained?   

The study was conducted in the form of a multi-site case study at three long-

established public universities in Texas during spring 2007:  Texas A&M University in 

Bryan/College Station, The University of Texas at Austin, and the University of North 

Texas in Denton.  The institutions are predominantly white and, like many other 
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institutions in the southern part of the United States, have historically struggled with 

increasing the presence of people of color on their campuses.   

Face-to-face interviews with the institutions’ chief diversity officers (CDOs) 

constituted the primary source of data.  The respondents were identified based on their 

formal administrative position on the organizational chart of their institutions.  Interviews 

were conducted in a semi-structured format, over a period of three months.  The 

interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed to facilitate the analysis of data.  

Interviews with secondary respondents - administrators from the academic side of the 

institutions who had a working relationship with the CDO with respect to faculty 

diversity - served as additional data sources.  The referrals to these respondents were 

obtained directly from the CDOs since they were the most immediate and credible source 

for identifying respondents at their institution with whom they had worked on faculty 

diversity issues.  The respondents, therefore, were able to speak to the CDOs’ role and 

effectiveness in the process.  The group of secondary respondents consisted of two 

individuals per institution - one dean of architecture, one dean of education, one dean of 

arts and sciences, one associate dean of education, one dean of faculties, and one 

associate vice president for diversity.  The study also drew data from documents, in 

particular institutional mission statements, diversity plans, and presidents’ speeches and 

public statements, which were mostly gathered from the respective institutional websites.  

The findings from the archival research served to complement and verify the findings 

from the interviews.  
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Conclusions 

As Locke (1997) notes, qualitative research is designed to discover the processes 

through which individuals achieve their intentions in particular contexts.  This case study 

was designed to discover the processes through which the chief diversity officers at three 

large, public, and predominantly white universities in Texas aimed at achieving their 

intentions – an increase in faculty diversity.  The following section presents the 

conclusions as they addressed the research questions.  

 
Question #1: What Institutional Cultural Factors are Influencing Faculty Diversity at the 

Institution? 

The chief diversity officers (CDOs) in the study appeared to have a good 

understanding of their institutions’ cultural context and associated barriers to faculty 

diversity.  They struggled with similar issues; only their prevalence and extent varied 

across the institutions.  Subtle resistance to advice or change and a lack of effort in 

faculty recruitment by faculty search committees were prevalent issues across all three 

cases.  This became apparent as the CDOs discussed their work, in particular the training 

and development activities for administrators and faculty search committees.  One case 

also pointed towards structural issues that created fairly rigid lines of authority and, thus, 

limited the CDO’s area of purview.  Fragmented approaches to diversity that lead to a 

lack of coordination appeared to be another issue at the same institution.   

While varying degrees of assessment and evaluation of diversity efforts became 

evident at all three institutions – ranging from rigid, quantitative, university-wide 

assessments to fairly loosely structured processes - specific systems of accountability that 
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could instigate corrective action in response to problematic situations, seemed to be 

lacking.  As one CDO openly expressed: 

For every other thing that you don’t do, there are consequences and repercussions.  
There haven’t been any obvious or evident consequences or repercussions of not 
fulfilling your diversity objectives.  And so that [accountability] needs to be in 
place.  
 
Seemingly recognizing this reality, the officer acknowledged that she needed to 

foster a closer relationship to the provost’s office to exert some influence in this area.  

One CDO also acknowledged the perception on his campus that the commitment to 

diversity meant a commitment to lowering standards, noting “that’s probably the biggest 

obstacle to overcome.”   

It became evident from the findings that the CDOs’ understanding of their 

institutional cultural environment was a defining factor in their institutional diversity 

work and that it lead them to strategically focus on two specific, areas that were rooted in 

the institution’s culture: a) the prevailing paradigms, norms, practices, and behaviors of 

academic administrators and search committees with respect to faculty recruitment; and 

b) the prevailing beliefs, values, attitudes, and assumptions among the campus 

community at large with respect to the importance and value of diverse faculty for the 

institution.  The CDOs engaged in specific, intentional activities and behaviors at their 

institutions to achieve positive and sustainable changes in these areas in order to increase 

faculty diversity.   

The findings in this respect, ultimately, highlighted four key roles that the CDOs 

assumed at their institutions to target the prevailing institutional culture and work towards 
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change.  They served as Catalysts, Educators, Facilitators, and Persuaders.  See Figure 

5.1 for an illustration of the CDOs diversity work at their institutions.  

                                   

 

 

    

    

           

       

          
                    
Figure 5.1: The Chief Diversity Officers’ Key Roles in Respect to Institutional Culture 
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provided hands-on training in electronic database searches to show search committees 
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if they made connections with colleagues from comparable institutions.  Another CDO 

introduced a “thematic hiring process” to demonstrate to deans, chairs, and search 

committees how it was possible to tie faculty recruitment to certain curricular areas, such 

as African American Studies, and yield a larger and more diverse pool of candidates.  

The third CDO focused on getting the campus community at large committed to 

diversity.  He promoted “campus conversations” about diversity in hopes of catalyzing 

changes in existing mindsets. 

Catalyzing changes in attitudes, behaviors, and practices were a fundamental 

aspect of the CDOs’ roles.  The CDOs engaged in intentional and sustained efforts to 

prompt new approaches to faculty searches that would lead to greater faculty diversity at 

their institutions.  

Educator 

Another prevalent role that the CDOs across all three institutions assumed was 

that of educator.  Williams, Berger, and McClendon (2005) note that deeply embedded 

values and beliefs as reflected in routine, everyday patterns of behavior and 

organizational processes are especially difficult to change and that organizational 

learning is necessary to address them.  Bergquist (1992) also affirms that changes in 

attitudes usually involve personal growth and development among members of the 

organization.    

Based on the number and range of educational activities that the CDOs engaged 

in, they seemed to place high emphasis on fostering organizational learning on the topic 

of diversity on their campuses.  Activities were designed according to the overall intent 

and the audiences involved.  For instance, to educate the campus community at large 
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about diversity, the CDOs organized large, campus-wide events such as panel 

discussions, forums, and conferences.  In one CDO’s case, the public events often 

featured high-profile, nationally renowned public figures whose presence would provide 

a symbol of the value and societal impact that diverse individuals could have.   

Just as important, though, was the education and training of specific 

administrators’ groups and faculty search committees about more effective ways of 

identifying and recruiting diverse faculty candidates.  The CDOs held workshops and 

seminars to introduce new concepts and ideas for faculty search processes.  One CDO, in 

particular, seemed to place high emphasis on training.  The CDO regularly and 

consistently trained a group of about 45 faculty members, so-called “diversity advisory 

representatives,” who were appointed by their dean to serve in an advisory capacity to 

faculty search committees.  The CDO educated the group on how to effectively guide 

faculty search committees within their colleges or departments.  As the CDO explained: 

We train them and give them information, let them know how to direct the search 
committee and the department to the website that gives the demographic 
information.  We ask them to seek out any organizations or caucus groups within 
their professional discipline that are specific for people of color and to utilize 
those caucus groups, you know, as a pool from which they can solicit candidates.  
 
As Kayes (2006) states, ”If predominantly white colleges and universities are 

serious about their commitment to faculty/staff diversity, if they want to move from 

empty rhetoric to real action and progress that changes statistics and transforms 

institutional culture, they must make a concerted effort to educate everyone who serves 

on their search committees” (p. 69).  All three CDOs in the study were equally concerned 

with educating search committees and administrators at their institutions about new 
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approaches to faculty recruitment, with the ultimate goal to “reshape” the prevailing 

mindsets, practices, and beliefs in this area. 

Persuader 

The role of persuader was another mechanism through which the CDOs sought to 

transform the existing attitudes, beliefs, and practices regarding faculty diversity.  One 

CDO’s comment during the research interview illustrates some of the frustrations over 

search committees’ resistance to new approaches of faculty recruitment and underscores 

the importance of the persuasive role: 

There are so many electronic ways by which to submit your opening.  That does 
not cost anything.  You just need to “simply do it.” We are trying to encourage 
them to….in the same way…and…this is heartbreaking…in the same way you 
utilize the “Good Old Boys’ Network,” the same strategy you can use to recruit 
women and people of color. 
 
The three CDOs equally aimed at persuading administrators and faculty about the 

need for new approaches to faculty recruitment; only their methods varied across the 

three institutions.  Two of the CDOs used success stories from other institutions in their 

persuasive efforts, in an obvious effort to try to convince faculty and administrators that 

the same could be accomplished at their own institutions.  While one CDO in the pair 

talked to his campus community about the successes of another institution in general, the 

other one opted to bring a successful dean from another institution to campus to work one 

on one with the local dean.  In latter case, the CDO clearly tried to appeal to the collegial 

nature of higher education institutions and recognized the credence that the individual 

would bring to the process.  The same CDO also “let the facts speak for themselves,” as 

she used national statistics of recent Ph.D. graduates in certain academic disciplines to 
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persuade search committees that the often-cited “pipeline problem” may only be a 

perceived obstacle to identifying and recruiting more diverse candidates.   

Self-reflection seemed to be the tool of choice for another CDO as he aimed at 

persuading the campus community of the need for new approaches to faculty recruitment.  

The respondent stressed that he wanted to “hold up the mirror to the institution and let it 

see for itself what progress has been made” by conducting regular, institution-wide 

assessments.  The CDO’s persuasive role also became evident when he stated, “If you 

don’t have diversity here, there is no way that you can be an excellent operation.  So my 

job is one of persuasion.  I’ll need to struggle with how to put the story in front of 

people.”  The CDO’s approach, however, was focused on talking about diversity to the 

campus community at large, rather than working with administrators or search 

committees on an individual basis, unlike the approach taken by the other two CDOs in 

the study who, often, met one-on-one with administrators and faculty.  The particular 

CDO further underscored his persuasive function outside of the institution when he 

commented, “I am on the road a lot when I am invited to visit different places to talk 

about our commitment to diversity.”  

One CDO appeared vested in persuading administrators and search committees of 

the benefits associated with “thematic hiring” as he re-emphasized the approach 

throughout the interview.  He noted,”…so that way we can say, it’s really about building 

our academic capacity; and then a number of people who are experts in the area can 

apply.”  This particular CDO appeared to rely extensively on close, one-on-one contact 

with campus administrators and focused on working with one particular college or 

department at a time to convince them of the effectiveness of the suggested approach.  
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 The CDOs in the study worked diligently to effect changes in attitudes and 

beliefs through persuasion.  Although each of the CDOs employed different persuasive 

strategies, their approaches were equally gradual, persistent, and focused across the three 

cases.  The ultimate goal was to change the attitudes and traditional behaviors and beliefs 

of administrators and faculty search committees in a non-threatening, non-intrusive way, 

in hopes that small successes in one area would build trust among the academic 

community and lead to more successes in other areas. 

Facilitator 

The findings revealed a fourth role that the CDOs universally assumed – the role 

of facilitator.  Bergquist (1992) notes that major institutional change efforts require that 

members of the organization be assisted in doing something different.  All three CDOs 

served as facilitators in search and recruitment processes to ensure that administrators or 

faculty members tapped into specific resources, in hopes to increase the odds of 

identifying more diverse candidate pools.  Their facilitative role ranged from physically 

showing faculty members how to retrieve demographic information about recent 

graduates in particular academic disciplines, to personally establishing contacts to caucus 

or alumni groups to obtain referrals on potential candidates, to meeting face-to-face with 

position finalists to “close the deal,” as one CDO noted.  The latter CDO seemed to have 

the most comprehensive and hands-on involvement as process facilitator across the three 

cases as he explained that his work was a three-step approach: 

First, to provide resources where appropriate…both for new faculty positions as 
well as start up money and other kinds of things in recruitment.  Two…I see my 
role as to help colleges and departments actually recruit faculty.  So I am often 
partnering with department chairs, chairs of search committees and helping them 
recruit faculty.  And I am very often on the phone helping the departments “close 
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the deal,” so to speak.  And then, third, making sure that, once they [new faculty 
hires] are here, they have the resources they need in order to be successful as they 
move up to be tenured and promoted. 
 
Another CDO’s work as facilitator was mainly focused on the front end of the 

faculty search process as evidenced by the following statement: 

What we provide each search committee, each department with, is a snapshot of 
the available Ph.D.s conferred in their particular discipline on a national level, and 
we also provide them resources that show from where most institutions graduate 
the most diverse Ph.D. candidates.  

 
Two of the CDOs seemed to be especially strong believers in using professional and 

alumni networks to obtain referrals so as to assist search committees in identifying a 

broader, more diverse candidate pool.   

Through their active, hands-on involvement as process facilitators in new faculty 

recruitment, the CDOs obviously increased the likelihood that search committees would 

implement their suggested changes in faculty search processes which, in turn, would 

increase the chances of reaching a more diverse candidates pool. 

 
Question #2: How Does the Chief Diversity Officer Use and Incorporate Cultural 

Understanding into Institutional Diversity Initiatives and Strategies for Change? 

Several common themes emerged from the interview data that shed light on 

specific engagement mechanisms that the CDOs employed in their daily work to enhance 

the effectiveness in their roles.  The mechanisms appeared to be core elements of 

effective practice, which served as a foundation to the CDOs’ work with the academic 

side of the institution.  These elements were: Communication, Collaborations, 

Relationships, and Resources.  They provided mechanisms that supported the CDOs in 

their roles and assisted them in their efforts to change the existing culture at their 
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institutions in order to achieve greater faculty diversity.  See Figure 5.2 for an illustration 

of the process that the CDOs engaged in to achieve greater faculty diversity at their 

institutions.   
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Figure 5.2:  The Engagement Process of the Chief Diversity Officers at their Institutions   

 
The following section discusses the engagement process of the CDOs at their 
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Communication 
 

Kezar and Eckel (2003) state that persuasive and effective communication is an 

important strategy for effecting intentional change.  Curry (1992) notes that the benefits 

of communication include fostering buy-in, facilitating collaborative leadership, and 

developing relationships.  The CDOs in the study created and maintained specific lines of 

communication about faculty diversity, both vertically and horizontally, within their 

institutions to achieve their intentions.  The receptors were two distinctive groups: a) 

administrators such as vice presidents, deans, and department chairs, as well as faculty; 

and b) the campus community at large.  With the distinction in receptors, also came a 

distinction in the purpose and type of communication.  Communication across the 

administrative layer of the institution was aimed at developing a common language and 

understanding about ways of achieving greater faculty diversity at the institution, while 

communication with the campus community at large was designed to raise general 

awareness about the value of diversity for the institution. 

The CDOs appeared to choose their communication vehicles based on their 

institutional circumstances and constraints.  One CDO gave preference to close and 

direct, face-to-face communication with academic deans.  He met with deans on an 

individual basis, but also participated in regular administrators’ meetings as a member of 

the institution’s administrative leadership team.  Meetings provided a venue for engaging 

in discussions about diversity-related issues.  It appeared that the officer’s standing as a 

tenured faculty member of the institution also contributed to his ability to foster and 

maintain close contacts to the academic side.   
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Another CDO had a similar institutional rank; however, his circumstances 

appeared more convoluted.  Due to the fact that the institution had a dean of faculties, 

who was formally responsible for all faculty affairs, the CDO adhered to, what he called, 

“legitimate lines of authority.”  Instead of engaging in one-on-one communication with 

administrators or faculty members, which seemed very important to the other CDO, this 

particular CDO opted for more neutral, less “imposing” venues, such as campus-wide 

faculty forums and panel discussions held in collaboration with the dean of faculties.  The 

forums, obviously, provided an effective, yet non-threatening, way of voicing his 

diversity interests to deans and faculty members without appearing intrusive into faculty 

affairs.  It also became evident that regular and frequent communication with the dean of 

faculties was important for the CDO so as to have a mutual understanding about faculty 

diversity at the institution and, obviously, also exert a certain degree of influence over 

faculty-related issues.  Moreover, the CDO’s formal assessment responsibilities 

associated with his position at the institution provided him with an opportunity to exert 

indirect influence over faculty recruitment issues as he used institution-wide progress 

reports as a vehicle “to hold up the mirror to the institution and let it see for itself what 

progress had been made.”   

For the third CDO, the network of faculty members from various colleges who 

served in a diversity advisory capacity were the primary means of communicating with 

the academic side of the institution.  The CDO acknowledged, “We mainly work with the 

diversity advisors.” Regular communication ensured that the individuals in the network 

group understood the value of a fair and diligent search process and the importance of 

imparting this understanding onto other members of their academic community.  The 
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faculty network served as liaison to the academic side, which provided the CDO with an 

indirect, non-intrusive, yet seemingly effective way of communicating with 

administrators and search committees.  The group members’ faculty status, obviously, 

added the needed credence to the process since, according to Walvoord et al. (2000), 

faculty tend to listen more readily to other members of the academic community.  The 

group provided a fairly powerful vehicle for the CDO to exert influence over faculty 

search processes and ensure adherence to established search guidelines and fairness in the 

process.  The political realities of academic institutions, however, also came into play for 

the CDO as she stressed that she wanted to get more senior-level faculty appointed to the 

group.  She stated: 

What we have learned over the last few years is that of those faculty members 
who are not tenured, there is sometimes a hesitation on their part to be more vocal 
as the diversity advisory representative because they go up against someone who 
has impact on their tenure.  They fear retaliation, and so that means, for a period 
of time, we may have more persons who are diversity advisory reps who are white 
males, just because of our current demographics, but we need people who are 
tenured to hold that position just because it is less intimidating.  
 
Their position on the institution’s organizational chart provided the CDOs with 

additional, important communication venues.  The direct reporting line to the president of 

the institution enabled them to maintain direct and frequent communication with their 

superior, the institution’s top leader, in an obvious attempt to ensure concurrence and 

support for their activities.  In one of the cases, the dual-reporting line to the provost, the 

chief academic officer of the institution, obviously, was beneficial to the CDO in order 

exert a considerable degree of influence over academic affairs.  It also added the benefit 

of a shared reporting line with the institution’s dean of faculties, which enabled the CDO 

to address faculty related issues through the proper channels.  In the third case, where the 
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reporting line to the provost was not given, the CDO expressed a desire to build closer 

connections to the provost’s office in the future, recognizing the importance of that line 

of communication to her work with the academic side of the institution.   

Williams, Berger, and McClendon (2005) point out that it is important for 

proponents of change to address the political realities in meaningful and strategic ways 

by identifying formal and informal sources of power.  All three CDOs seemed to be 

conscious of this aspect of academic institutions, as they chose specific channels of 

communication in order to exert greater influence over faculty recruitment processes.   

To communicate with the campus community at large, the CDOs held large-scale, 

public campus events such as forums, discussion panels, and conferences.  The activities 

were aimed at raising the level of awareness about the value of diversity across the 

institution while serving as a visible symbol of institutional commitment to diversity, 

which, according to Schein (1992), is a key factor in influencing academic culture.   

Collaborations 

Williams, Berger, and McClendon (2005) remark that institutions must create 

synergies across organizational systems in order to achieve excellence through diversity.  

The CDOs in the study actively collaborated with internal campus constituents on issues 

of faculty diversity.  One CDO, in particular, emphasized his extensive collaboration with 

the academic side of the institution to help recruit faculty of diverse backgrounds as he 

stressed:    

I see my role as to help colleges and departments actually recruit faculty; so I am 
often partnering with department chairs, chairs of search committees and helping 
them recruit faculty, and I am very often on the phone helping the department 
“close the deal.”  
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The CDO seemed to be a firm believer in collaborating in order to increase the 

likelihood of attracting diverse candidates to the institution, and he worked proactively 

and diligently to collaborate where possible.  The “thematic hiring” process that the CDO 

had developed at his institution provided a specific example of the way his collaborations 

with academic departments manifested themselves.   

 In an equally synergistic manner, another CDO worked closely with the dean of 

faculties at his institution since that individual was formally responsible for overseeing 

faculty recruitment, promotion and tenure, as well as other faculty issues.  It seemed an 

important way of exerting influence over processes related to faculty diversity and 

“shaping the conversation” about diversity on campus.  The CDO also collaborated 

closely with key ethnic alumni groups, such as the Black Former Students Network and 

the institution’s Hispanic Network, in an effort to identify pools of candidates for the 

institution.  The external collaborations obviously added value to his synergistic, internal 

institutional relationships, thereby enhancing his position at the institution.  

As previously noted, one CDO collaborated closely with a group of faculty 

diversity advisors, which created a powerful alliance that was able to exert influence over 

faculty search processes at the college or departmental level.  The CDO acknowledged, 

“Those persons that are appointed by the deans in each of their colleges, they help us 

ensure that there is fairness in the process.”  

Collaborations were an important mechanism for all three CDOs in order to enact 

their goal of increasing faculty diversity in light of a complex academic environment.  

Kezar (2003) notes that the collegial orientation of higher education suggests that a 

shared and inclusive process is likely to be successful.  The internal collaborations 
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provided the CDOs with tangible ways of instituting greater faculty diversity at their 

institutions while, at the same time, allowing them to demonstrate regard for the needs 

and desires of their academic partners.  They also provided a visible symbol to the 

academic side of the CDOs’ wholehearted commitment to helping achieve greater faculty 

diversity.   

Relationships  

Each CDO also intentionally sought out key relationships, internal and external to 

the institution that would enhance the effectiveness in their roles.  For each CDO, it 

seemed particularly important to create and maintain close relationships with the 

academic side of the institution in order to develop a shared mindset about faculty 

diversity.  According to Williams, Berger, and McClendon (2005), this approach appeals 

to the collegial dimension of higher education institutions.  Two of the CDOs in the study 

also held faculty appointments at their institutions in addition to their position as chief 

diversity officer.  The individuals’ faculty status appeared to enhance their relationships 

with the academic side of the institution.  In fact, one CDO’s status as a tenured faculty 

member at the institution’s College of Education had helped the particular college make 

great strides in faculty diversity, as the dean of the college confirmed in the interview.  

The dean further highlighted that the CDO also had helped the college create new 

programs that enhanced graduate students’ experiences with individuals of color through 

a so-called “Diversity Scholars Program.”  

The primary relationship for all three CDOs, however, was the one with the 

institution’s president since he/she was their immediate supervisor and supporter.  The 
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following viewpoint from one of the CDOs captures the respondents’ sentiments in this 

respect:  

The most important one is with the president.  He is my immediate supervisor, so 
that’s the first thing.  Two, the next most important one is with the provost to 
build and maintain that relationship.  And then, with my colleagues who are vice 
presidents and deans, and then going down to department chairs.  

 
For each CDO in the study, it seemed particularly important to create and 

maintain close relationships with the academic side of the institution in order to develop a 

shared mindset about faculty diversity.  Since this approach appealed in particular to the 

collegial dimension of higher education institutions, it obviously enhanced the 

effectiveness of the CDOs in their roles by creating goodwill and trust.  

  Relationships with individuals or groups outside of the institution seemed 

equally important to the CDOs.  The CDOs placed particularly high value on their 

relationships with other chief diversity officers across the country.  All three CDOs 

mentioned their affiliation with the newly formed National Association of Diversity 

Officers in Higher Education (NADOHE).  The maintenance of these professional 

support networks seemed vital in order to learn from other officers, share best practices, 

and help each other tap into new resources for reaching diverse faculty candidates.  One 

CDO had also taken specific steps to create a close working relationship with another 

chief diversity officer from a private institution in her service area due to the recruitment 

successes that this particular individual had had at her institution.  The relationship 

provided the CDO with new, innovative ideas for increasing faculty diversity at her own 

institution.  It also afforded her the opportunity to solicit the help of the dean of the 

College of Arts and Sciences at the same private institution and connect him with the 
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dean of arts and sciences at her own institution, so that the two administrators could share 

success strategies.  The CDO explained: 

We are working with the dean of our largest college, and that is the College of 
Arts and Sciences, on creating a way to “upgrade,” as you will, our search process 
and, like I said, “re-ignite” the diversity component.  And so, we have information 
that the dean at Institution X is taking a really accomplished approach and 
encouraging his department heads to hire more diverse faculty.  So I have asked 
that dean to be part of us revamping that process, so that we can put into place 
some of the things that they are doing.  
 
As Birnbaum (1999) notes, faculty at colleges and universities are influenced by 

other faculty who share the same values and beliefs.  Fostering a relationship between the 

two deans on a collegial level provided the CDO with a subtle, non-threatening, yet 

effective way of introducing new ways of thinking to the institution. 

The CDOs in the study also built relationships with groups that could serve as a 

resource for ethnic minority candidate pools, such as Black or Hispanic student alumni 

groups, caucus groups, or professional associations.  These types of relationships seemed 

to create opportunities for broadening the resource base for racially and ethnically diverse 

faculty candidates for the benefit of academic departments, while also creating goodwill 

and trust. 

Resources 

Resources were another important element in the CDOs’ work at their institutions.  

Since not all three CDOs seemed to be on equal footing in terms of available financial 

resources, each CDO developed his or her own resource base to help their institutions be 

successful in diverse faculty recruitment.  For instance, as highlighted earlier, in order 

help departments “land” a candidate that would enhance their research capacity and 

academic excellence through diversity, one CDO provided financial assistance to 
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prospective candidates, from travel funds to graduate assistantships.  Another CDO relied 

to a greater extent on human resources to help his institution become more successful.  

He noted: 

We don’t have those kinds of dollars. So in many respects, if I want to achieve 
something on campus, I need to rely on my ability to persuade people to focus on 
their commitment to diversity and to report on successes.  

 
The third CDO also had only limited financial resources available.  She, however, 

engaged in raising her own funds to boost her financial basis by restructuring a former 

position to that of a fundraiser.  The funds that the position raised helped organize high 

profile campus events that heightened campus awareness about issues of diversity.  The 

CDO also provided advice to academic departments on low-cost alternatives to faculty 

recruitment, such as use of professional networks or caucus groups, in order to counter 

prevailing departmental arguments that they lacked the funding to conduct extensive 

faculty searches.   

Each CDO appeared committed to supporting the academic departments with 

human as well as financial resources.  Resources became a substantial mechanism for the 

CDOs to influence the traditional beliefs and assumptions among academic 

administrators and faculty regarding faculty diversity.  They were designed to encourage 

new and different behaviors, in particular in faculty search processes.  They also served 

as a visible, powerful symbol of the CDOs’ wholehearted commitment and support. 

Question # 3: How Will Deep and Pervasive Change regarding Faculty Diversity Be  

Accomplished and Sustained? 

Schein (1992) notes that deep and enduring change in organizations, so-called 

“second-order change,” can only be accomplished if leaders address the less tangible 
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elements of institutional culture.  The author considers the tacit, basic underlying 

assumptions that define the organization’s reality – how its members perceive, think 

about, and feel about things - as those less tangible elements of institutional culture.  In 

second-order change, “organizational development practitioners” assist members of the 

organization in doing something different (Bergquist, 1992).   

The results from the study affirmed that the CDOs in the study engaged in 

second-order change strategies to help guide the academic departments at their 

institutions towards building a more diverse faculty.  The CDOs aimed at “gently 

infusing” new values and beliefs, without destroying the existing culture.  The CDOs’ 

mechanisms - from communication, to relationship building, to collaboration, and 

resource allocation - clearly appealed to the academic core value of collegiality.  For 

instance, one CDO’s way of teaching faculty diversity advisors about new, inexpensive 

ways of accessing diverse candidates for vacant faculty positions provided a way of 

gently introducing new values and beliefs to deans, chairs, and search committees.  The 

provision of financial assistance to departments for hiring a sought-after candidate by 

another CDO also helped modify existing mindsets, as it demonstrated to the academic 

community that perceived barriers to recruitment are surmountable.  Another CDO’s way 

of “holding up the mirror to the institution so that it can see for itself what progress has 

been made” forced institutional members to reflect on their own behavior and recognize 

the importance of changing their attitudes and adapting new behaviors that could lead to 

more progress in diversity outcomes. All the while, the CDOs seemed to use un-intrusive, 

diplomatic approaches in hopes to, ultimately, create new paradigms and change existing 

assumptions and values in favor of increased faculty diversity.   
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The administrators in the study confirmed that the CDOs were actively involved 

in helping them recruit more diverse faculty.  The interviews also made obvious that the 

respondents themselves were greatly involved in implementing diversity within their 

colleges as they had developed academic programs that, internally, would help raise 

qualified PhD candidates of ethnic and racial minority background, as well as attract 

diverse scholars to the institution.  The administrators, furthermore, seemed to pick up 

where the CDOs left off in faculty recruitment as they focused on the creating welcoming 

work environments to ensure the retention of newly hired faculty candidates. 

The Chief Diversity Officer’s Role 

In conclusion, the findings from the case study provided a greater understanding 

of the role of the chief diversity officer at public universities.  The chief diversity officers 

in the study appeared to act like strategic managers in organizations, engaging in specific 

processes that would help guide their institutions into a specific direction with respect to 

faculty diversity.  To ensure the effective and efficient implementation of diversity at 

their institutions, they served as catalysts, educators, persuaders, and facilitators.  The 

findings also highlighted four core elements of effective practice that the officers 

employed to address existing culture-based obstacles or barriers and pave the way for 

change at their institutions.  These core elements were: communication, collaborations, 

relationships, and resources.  See Figure 5.3 for an illustration of the cultural change 

process that each chief diversity officer engaged in with the goal to increase faculty 

diversity at the institution. 
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THE CULTURAL CHANGE PROCESS 
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Figure 5.3:  The Role of the Chief Diversity Officer in Increasing Faculty Diversity 

 

In spite of a lack of a formal definition for their roles, the chief diversity officers 
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about faculty diversity with new ones among the academic community.  The institutional 

environment that they found themselves in had lead them to a certain degree of self-

efficacy as they revealed a strong sense of ownership and commitment, seemingly 

recognizing that it was up to them to introduce new, innovative approaches to achieving 

faculty diversity to other members of the institution.  All three chief diversity officers 

were dynamic, well-informed, and experienced individuals.  They were innovators who 
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recognized that barriers to their work existed; yet, they appeared confident in their 

abilities to gradually convince the academic community that different ways of 

approaching faculty recruitment would lead to success.  The individuals they had worked 

with on the academic side of the institution seemed equally enthusiastic about the 

positive changes that their colleges and departments had experienced largely due to the 

CDOs’ intervention strategies during faculty search processes.  

The findings from the study supported the notion that the CDOs were in tune with 

their institutions’ cultural environment, and that they focused on ways to gradually shift 

existing, culture-based mindsets, beliefs, and attitudes in order to achieve changes in 

faculty members’ attitudes and behaviors, which would, ultimately, lead to greater faculty 

diversity at their institutions.  The CDOs did so primarily in subtle, non-intrusive, and 

diplomatic ways while working on several fronts.   

It became evident, however, that the chief diversity officers’ work in all three 

cases was primarily focused on faculty recruitment.  Admittedly though, their work at the 

institutions was still in the early stages, as they awaited the arrival of new leaders to fill 

vacancies that existed at the president’s and/or provost’s level of their institutions at the 

time.  They were also still in the process of building the human resources base of their 

offices.  Their roles were, therefore, still evolving. 

The Administrators’ Perspectives 

The interviews with the secondary respondents, the academic administrators, with 

whom the chief diversity officers had established collaborative relationships, revealed 

positive outcomes from the relationships.  The respondents appeared enthusiastic about 

the positive changes that their colleges and departments had experienced in faculty 



                                                                   Texas Tech University, Birgit Green, May 2008                           

149 

diversity thanks to their CDO’s non-traditional approach to faculty recruitment.  In fact, 

in one case the CDO helped bring sixteen new “strategic hires” – individuals of diverse 

backgrounds - to the college.  It appeared that the CDOs had been successful in building 

a certain level of trust with the administrative side of the institution, as they gradually and 

carefully introduced new approaches to faculty recruitment, in a supportive and 

diplomatic manner.   

The administrators seemed equally committed to faculty diversity.  In fact, their 

work complemented the work of the CDOs.  For instance, all of the dean’s level 

respondents highlighted the fact that they focused extensively on faculty retention by 

creating welcoming work environments.  The dean of faculties, who was responsible for 

faculty affairs at one of the institutions, appeared particularly concerned with both – the 

recruitment and retention aspect – as she was instrumental in creating a handbook for 

faculty search committees as well as conducting faculty climate surveys at the institution.   

Overall, it appeared that the respondents from the academic side of the institutions 

were more conscious about the need to take a comprehensive approach to faculty 

diversity – from recruitment, to promotion, to retention.  Two of the deans emphasized 

that they wanted their faculty to be successful in their work once they came to the 

institution.  On the other hand, none of the chief diversity officers spoke about retention 

as being an area of concern.  Their focus, as previously mentioned, was clearly on 

recruitment, at least at this point in time.    

What became further evident from the findings, was the fact that the 

administrators viewed the chief diversity officer more in a coordinative, supportive role.  

In contrast, all of the institutions’ presidents – as evidenced in their public verbal and 
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written statements to the university community – viewed the position in a leadership role.  

The interviews with the chief diversity officers themselves, on the other hand, conveyed 

the notion that the officers saw themselves more or less in the role of a “guide,” who 

would lead institutional members along a new path that they had never taken before.   

Implications for Institutional Practice  

As highlighted by the literature (Birnbaum, 1988; Bergquist, 1992; Tierney, 1988; 

Schein, 1992), large public universities are complicated organizational systems, 

characterized by fragmentation, unclear goals and expectations, divergent interests, 

unclear technologies, fluid participation of institutional members, and complicated value 

and belief systems.  Within this framework, the findings from the study have the 

following implications for institutional practice. 

Build bridges across the institution.  The findings revealed that chief diversity 

officers work closely with their institution’s presidents and provosts.  They thus have the 

knowledge and insight into the institution’s overall strategic goals with respect to 

diversity.  Their position allows them to work across the institution and foster a mutual 

understanding about the need and importance of faculty diversity.  Providing a mutual 

understanding of institutional goals is an important step in fostering buy-in and support 

for institutional diversity efforts.  Chief diversity officers can serve as bridge-builders 

between the institution’s top leader and its members, as well as between member 

departments.   

Educate search committees.  The findings suggest that faculty search and 

recruitment processes are still a relatively weak link in higher education institutions’ 

quest for greater faculty diversity.  They are, however, the most vital component in 
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achieving institutional goals of greater faculty diversity.  Chief diversity officers can play 

an important role in educating search committees about new ways of conducting search 

processes that can yield greater faculty diversity due to their knowledge and expertise in 

this area. 

Network regionally and nationally.  The findings suggest that chief diversity 

officers are relationship builders.  They maintain vital connections to other chief diversity 

officers as well as professional networks whose members represent a diverse pool of 

candidates. Chief diversity officers can, thus, be instrumental in helping academic areas 

reach new candidate pools.  

Provide financial resources.  Financial resources are an important component of 

institutional diversity initiatives, and institutional leaders must consider them an 

investment rather than a liability as they strive for recognition and institutional excellence 

through faculty diversity.  Funds must be made available to a) hire qualified, experienced 

staff to develop and implement institutional diversity initiatives; b) conduct broad-based 

faculty recruitment activities to access diverse candidate pools; and c) offer competitive 

salaries and support systems to attract and retain sought-after candidates.  

Solidify the chief diversity officer’s position in the administrative hierarchy of the 

institution.  The findings highlighted a certain degree of uncertainty and ambiguity across 

the institution about the role of the chief diversity officer.  This could lead to 

misunderstandings, mistrust, and unmet expectations.  Institutional members, therefore, 

need to have a thorough understanding about the position and role of their chief diversity 

officer and the strategic value that the individual brings to the institution. 
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 Promote opportunities for communication and collaboration.  Institutional 

members must understand the value and importance of diverse faculty to the educational 

mission of the institution.  Leaders must, therefore, promote opportunities for 

communication and collaboration on diversity issues among campus constituents in order 

to foster greater personal commitment and vested interest in achieving institutional 

diversity goals among all members of the institution.   

Take a holistic approach to faculty diversity.  It will be important for institutions 

to not only hire faculty of diverse backgrounds, but to also ensure that they remain with 

the institution.  Only the retention of high quality, diverse faculty members will realize 

the long-term potential associated with diverse teaching, learning, and research 

environments.  A constant turnover of new faculty hires would undermine these benefits 

and hurt the overall institutional climate and faculty motivation.  Diverse faculty must 

feel welcome and appreciated, and must be given opportunities for promotion and tenure.  

Assess the effectiveness of diversity efforts.  Institutions must implement processes 

to evaluate the effectiveness of their institutional recruitment and retention efforts in 

order to effectively address problem areas.  Chief diversity officers can serve as valuable 

advisors and consultants to academic areas and assist in formulating strategies for 

addressing areas of concern due to their expertise.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

1. Identify model diversity programs at institutions of higher education.  Knowledge 

gained from researching model diversity programs across the country would not 

only benefit diversity officers and their institutions in benchmarking their own 

diversity efforts, but also help those institutions that do not have a chief diversity 
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officer’s position in their organizational structure, in identifying and 

implementing effective strategies to achieve greater faculty diversity. 

2. Examine the faculty diversity initiatives of private universities and compare them 

to those of public institutions.  Traditionally, public and private institutions have 

differed in their approaches to teaching and research due to differences in 

governance and funding structures.  Public and private institutions could learn 

from each other about effective diversity efforts that could enhance faculty and 

student diversity alike. 

3. Identify attitudes and opinions of faculty in public universities on diversity issues.  

Faculty, through their teaching, research, and service work, exert significant 

influence on institutional policies, practices, and the curriculum; their attitudes, 

values, and opinions shape institutional culture.  It will be important to obtain a 

better understanding of faculty’s core attitudes and opinions about diversity in 

order to develop strategies for overcoming institutional cultural barriers and 

implementing faculty diversity.  

4. Conduct long-term studies on diverse faculty retention.  It will be important to 

obtain an understanding of the effectiveness of faculty diversity efforts beyond 

the initial recruitment stage.  Failure to properly integrate and socialize diverse 

faculty will impact the retention of diverse faculty and ultimately prevent 

institutions from yielding the long-term benefits associated with diverse learning 

environments.   

5. Conduct longitudinal studies on the effectiveness of chief diversity officers’ 

positions in reducing institutional barriers to recruitment, promotion, and tenure 
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of diverse faculty.  In times of reduced state funding and increasing costs, 

institutions are forced to continually evaluate their strategic priorities.  Empirical 

evidence in support of chief diversity officers’ positions will be important to 

institutions as they determine their strategic funding priorities and try to solicit 

buy-in from internal and external stakeholders.  

6. Conduct qualitative studies on presidents’ and administrators’ perceptions with 

respect to faculty diversity.  Incongruent perceptions among institutional leaders 

can hinder progress in institutional diversity efforts, as they lead to differing 

goals, priorities, and strategies.  It will be important to obtain an in-depth 

understanding of administrators’ perceptions with respect to faculty diversity, in 

particular, as they vary among different academic disciplines as well as between 

different levels of administration.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION TO CHIEF DIVERSITY OFFICER 
 
 

Date 
 
 
Dear [Chief Diversity Officer]: 
 
I am a doctoral candidate in higher education at Texas Tech University in Lubbock, 
Texas, and beginning my dissertation work.   My research topic is “The Role of the Chief 
Diversity Officer in Increasing Faculty Diversity.”  I plan to conduct my study in the 
form of a multi-site case study at three public universities in Texas.  My goal is to obtain 
a better understanding of the role and responsibilities of this fairly new position at higher 
education institutions. 
 
Due to your work and achievements in the area of diversity at Institution X, I would like 
to include you in my study.  Your involvement would consist of an initial interview and a 
possible follow-up conversation, during which I would like to explore your role and 
responsibilities at Institution X.  The initial interview would be conducted during the 
month of April 2007.  It would last for approximately 60 minutes.  During that time I 
would ask you about 25 open-ended questions to help me better understand a) your 
institution’s diversity goals with respect to faculty diversity; b) the role of your position 
related to these goals; and c) your strategies, successes, and future goals related to faculty 
diversity at your institution.   
 
I know that your schedule is very busy, but I would be very grateful if I had a chance to 
interview you for my study.  Your participation would greatly contribute to the success of 
this work.  Feel free to contact me by phone at (806)742-7202, ext. 237 or via e-mail at: 
birgit.green@ttu.edu if you have any further questions about this study. 
 
I will contact your administrative assistant, Ms._________, in the next week to schedule 
a formal appointment provided you consent to the interview.   Thank you in advance.  I 
look forward to meeting you in person.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Birgit Green 
Doctoral Candidate in Higher Education  
College of Education 
Texas Tech University 
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APPENDIX B 
 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: CHIEF DIVERSITY OFFICER 
 

 
Interview Date:____________________Start Time:___________ End Time:__________ 
 
Institution:________________________ Interview Location:______________________ 
 
Address:_______________________________ Web URL:________________________ 
 
CDO Name:__________________Gender:______________Race/Ethnicity:___________ 
 
E-Mail:______________ Phone Number:____________Fax Number:________________ 
 

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 
 

Thank you for agreeing to this interview.  As previously explained, this research is 

designed to investigate the role of the chief diversity officer in increasing faculty 

diversity at public universities in Texas.  I would like to ask you three sets of questions to 

explore: 1) your institution’s goals regarding faculty diversity; 2) the role of your office 

and your position with respect to these goals; and 3) your goals and strategies for 

increasing and sustaining faculty diversity at your institution.  The interview will last 

approximately 60 minutes and will be tape-recorded; however, you may withdraw your 

consent to the taping at any time during this interview.   If you don’t object, I will also 

ask you initially a few demographic questions.  Do you have any questions for me before 

we begin? 

 
 

A. Demographic Information 
 
What is your exact professional title?   
 
How long have you been in this position? 
 
When did you come to this institution? 
 
Which prior positions have you held - here and at other institutions?     
 
What experiences do you think have prepared you for this position? 
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Page 2 – Interview Schedule: CDO 
 
 
B. Research Questions 

 
Section 1: Overview of Diversity at the Institution 

 
1. What is your institution’s current status on diversity – faculty and students? 
 
2. How much emphasis is being placed on faculty diversity? 

 
3. How is faculty diversity defined at your institution? 

 
4. What are your institution’s specific goals with respect to faculty diversity? 

 
5. What strategies are currently in place or will be put into place in order to increase 

faculty diversity? 
 

6. What resources have been allocated towards promoting greater faculty diversity at 
the institution? 

 
 
Section 2:  The Office/Position of the Chief Diversity Officer 
 
 

7. How long has this position been in existence at the institution? 
 
8. How has this position evolved?  
 
9. What is the organizational structure of this office and what are the reporting lines 

to other areas? 
 

10. What resources are available to you and your office?  
 

11. How would you describe your specific role related to faculty diversity? 
 

12. What strategies do you use to affirm diversity at the institution? 
 

13. Which key relationships do you maintain within the institution to fulfill your role? 
 

14. Do you have any informal networks or communication channels in place? 
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Page 3 – INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: CDO 
 

Section 3:  Effectiveness and Outcomes 

 
15. How would you describe the effectiveness of your efforts so far? 
 
16. What is your assessment of current progress towards faculty diversity at your 

institution? 
 

17. Are there any formal assessment mechanisms in place at the institution? 
 

18. Who is held accountable for progress with respect to faculty diversity? 
 

19. What barriers or obstacles do you see for achieving the institution’s faculty 
diversity goals? 

 
20. What means are currently available to you for addressing these barriers or 

problem areas?  
 

21. What specific successes have you had in your work?  
 

22. What additional resources would be helpful to you for achieving greater faculty 
diversity at your institution  

 
23. What is your ideal long-term scenario or dream related to faculty diversity at your 

institution?  
 

24. Do you have any other thoughts or comments? 
 
 
END OF SCHEDULE 
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APPENDIX C 
 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE:  ADMINISTRATORS 
 

 
Interview Date:_____________________Start Time:_________End Time:___________ 
 
Institution:_______________________Interview Location:________________________ 
 
Address:_________________________________Web site:________________________ 
 
Name:______________________________Position:_____________________________ 
 
E-Mail:___________ Phone Number:_____________Fax Number:__________________ 
 
 

INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 
 

Thank you for agreeing to this interview.  My research is designed to obtain an 

understanding of the role of the chief diversity officer related to faculty diversity at public 

universities in Texas.  Due to your working relationship with the CDO, your perspectives 

would provide additional, valuable insights into the CDO’s role and the collaborations 

with the colleges.  The interview will last no more than 30 minutes.  I will capture your 

responses in note form.  You may discontinue your participation in this study at any time.  

Do you have any questions for me before we begin?  

 
 
 

A. Demographic Information 
 
What is your position?   
 
How long have you been in this position? 
 
What is your formal role at the college? 
 
What is the size of your college in terms of student enrollments and number of faculty?  

 
What is the racial and ethnic composition of your faculty? 
 
What are your goals with respect to faculty diversity?  
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Page 2 – INTERVIEW SCHEDULE: ADMINISTRATORS 
 
 
B. Research Questions 
 

 
1. In what ways did you work with the Office of Diversity? 
 
2. How important is/was this relationship to your work? 

 
3. What has been the most positive experience or outcome from the relationship? 

 
4. What would make the relationship even more effective the next time?  

 
5. Do you have any other comments? 

 
 
 

 
END OF SCHEDULE 
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APPENDIX D 
 

CONSENT FORM 
 
 

You are invited to participate in a study of Chief Diversity Officers in Higher Education.  
We hope to learn about the role and responsibilities of this position at public universities.  
You were selected as a possible participant in this study because of your position and 
achievements.  The study will not identify you by name.  
 
If you decide to participate, you will be asked to give an individual interview lasting 
approximately 60 minutes.  You may also expect to be contacted after the interview for 
additional information or to schedule a follow-up interview.  The interview will be audio 
taped.  Audiotapes will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 
 
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can be identified 
with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission.  Any 
reporting of anecdotal data will be presented in such a way as to preclude identification 
of individuals. 
 
Your decision whether or not to participate will not prejudice your future relations with 
this university.  If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent and to 
discontinue participation at any time. 
 
For questions about your rights as a subject, contact the Texas Tech University 
Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Office of Research 
Services, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409.  Or you can call (806)742-
3884. 
 
 
 
Date:________________________  Signature:_________________________ 
 
 
 
 

Please return this form to:   
Birgit Green, c/o Texas Tech University, Division of Outreach and Distance Education, 

Box 42191, Lubbock, TX 79409-2191.  Or fax to: (806)742-7220. 
 
For further information about the study, contact Birgit Green at (806)742-7202, ext. 270 
or via e-mail: birgit.green@ttu.edu. 
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APPENDIX E 
 

A.1  SUMMARY TABLE OF CDO DATA 
 

 
 Institution X Institution Y Institution Z 
    
Position Title Associate Vice President 

for Equity and Diversity 
Vice President for Diversity 
and Community Engagement; 
Professor of Law; Endowed 
Professor of Education  

Vice President and Associate 
Provost for Diversity; Professor 
of Education 

Time in 
Position 

Since 1998 Since 2005 Since Fall 2006 

Prior Higher 
Education 
Experience 

1994-1998 - EEO/AA 
Compliance Officer; 1991- 
1994 Affirmative action 
officer. 

2003-2005 Vice Provost for 
Institutional Equity and 
Diversity and Law Professor; 
1999-2003 Vice Provost for 
Academic Affairs and Campus 
Diversity and Law Professor; 
1995 - 1999 Assistant Vice 
Chancellor for Academic 
Affairs 

2001-2006 University President; 
1997-2001 University President; 
1991-1997 Provost and Vice 
President for Academic Affairs; 
1989-1991 Vice President for 
Student Affairs and Professor of 
Education; 1985-1989 Dean of 
Students. 

Education Bachelor's in Marketing. 
Pursuing Ph.D. in library 
information sciences.  

Law Degree; Doctorate in 
Higher Education 

Doctorate in Education  

Other 
Background 

Assistant Manager in retail 
industry. 

Civil Rights Attorney; 
Assistant Attorney General; 
Corporate Attorney  

none other mentioned.  

Reporting 
Line(s) 

Reports directly to the 
President. 

Reports directly to the 
President. 

Dual reporting line to the 
President and to the Provost.  

History of 
Position 

Position created in 1998;  
initially responsible for 
EEO/AA compliance and 
investigation of complaints 
of discrimination; also multi-
cultural affairs.  Now more 
focused on pursuing 
diversity efforts.  (Note: In 
summer 2007 position was 
reclassified to "Vice 
President for Institutional 
Equity and Diversity"). 

In 2005, position was "Vice 
Provost for Inclusion and 
Cross-Cultural Effectiveness." 
Served as in-house consultant 
to department chairs, deans, 
and the campus community 
on issues of diversity. In 2006, 
position restructured to "Vice 
President"  adding operational 
and line responsibilities. In 
January 2007 role further 
expanded. 

Position created in late 2003; 
initially  "Vice President and 
Associate Provost for 
Institutional Assessment and 
Diversity"; position restructured 
in fall 2006 to current position.  

Areas of 
Oversight 

Head of Division of Equity 
and Diversity.  Includes 
three areas: 1) Diversity 
Education; 2) Center for 
Outreach and Community 
Involvement; 3) Fundraising 
(for own programs) 

Head of Division of Diversity 
and Community Engagement.  
Oversight of a total of 10 
departments, several 
institutes, academic and 
research centers, and 
numerous initiatives and 
projects.   

Head of Office of the Vice 
President and Associate Provost 
for Diversity.  
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Financial 
Resources 

Less than $200,000; thus 
fund-raising was instituted 

Seem abundant.  Limited financial resources to 
support events. 

HR Resources 5 full-time staff members, 
including an advancement 
associate.  

Oversight of close to 200 
employees; 8 full-time office 
staff. 

4 full-time staff members. 

Insights/               
Impressions 

Open, informed, factual; 
resourceful; diplomatic; 
responsive; un-intrusive; 
active and reactive; aware; 
knows the 'system' (tenured 
vs. non-tenured diversity 
advisors); demonstrates 
strong sense of ownership 
and commitment "We…"; 
pursues aggressively; high 
initiative; visionary, very 
passionate, high resolve, 
very diligent. 

Very hands-on; extremely 
busy; very engaged; very 
knowledgeable; very pro-
active; "on the ball"; visionary; 
innovative; communicates on 
an ongoing basis; partners; 
ensures success of deans 
and chairs; as well as recruits; 
very committed. 

Supporter and helper; extensive 
experience in higher education; 
is still learning;  diplomatic; un-
intrusive; observes existing lines 
of communication and authority; 
works within the system; sees 
diversity as "everybody's 
responsibility;" considers it a 
'must,' careful to not overstep 
lines of authority; very 
committed.  

Themes with 
Respect to Role 

Evolving; providing 
guidance, autonomous; 
multiple roles; has authority 
and freedom to respond; 
has full support of the 
president; educates, 
teaches, trains, raises 
awareness; partners, tries 
to convince; provides 
resources; builds 
relationships.  

Evolving; very engaged; 
multiple roles; partners; 
supports; autonomous; 
provides resources; 
collaborates; teaches, builds 
relationships; assists.  

Evolving; collaborates; 
counsels, assists, supports; 
structured approach; builds 
relationships; strict lines of 
authority.  

Relationships President; has built faculty 
network of diversity 
representatives in colleges; 
works with deans.   

President; Provost; Other vice 
presidents and deans; 
department chairs.  

Dean of Faculties; President; 
Provost; Alumni Groups; 
Minority Recruitment and 
Retention Leadership Team.  

Activities w/ 
respect to 
faculty 
diversity 

Monitors and guides search 
processes; trains diversity 
advisors on how to direct 
search processes; provides 
demographic information;  
suggests resources,  i.e.  
caucus groups. Organizes 
conferences, workshops.  
Hosts political and cultural 
celebrities.  

Helps recruit; provides 
financial resources; educates 
deans and chairs; hosts 
roundtable discussions; hosts 
events; gives presentations.  

Assesses and reports diversity 
progress; collaborates with dean 
of faculties; gives presentations 
and holds panel discussions; 
counsels and advises on 
matters of diversity when asked; 
builds networks.   

Communication Maintains specific lines of 
communication with the 
diversity advisors; meets 
with the President; little 
contact with the Provost.  

Meets regularly with other 
vice presidents, deans, chairs, 
directors; meets with position 
finalists.  

Meets with the President; keeps 
the Provost informed; meets 
with the dean of faculties 
regularly.  
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Goals Increase accountability. 
Create better relationship 
with the Provost's Office/VP 
of Academic Affairs 

Obtain a critical mass of 
faculty.  Build the division.  

Fulfill president's original 
diversity goals. 

Diversity 
Strategies 

Emphasizes the use of 
informal networks or 
professional connections to 
increase faculty diversity 
(inexpensive methods); 
secures her own financial 
base to put on events;  
hands-on; demonstrates 
and trains;  provides 
resources;  formal program 
"Diversity Advisors" with 
standard procedures; 
solicits help from successful 
programs. 

Formal Program "Thematic 
Hires;" is building a new 
division; has hired four faculty 
members to his administrative 
team; provides financial 
resources to departments; 
very actively helps recruit 
minority faculty; makes sure 
faculty feels comfortable and 
is promoted; provides 
education; communicates with 
provost, deans, chairs, and 
committees; partners with 
department chairs, chairs of 
search committees.   

Works closely with alumni 
groups; solicits commitment to 
diversity. "Get the campus 
thinking about diversity" ; formal 
program "Faculty Reinvestment 
Program" ; co-sponsors 
seminars. 

Additional 
Success 
Strategies 

Provides 'fact/evidence-
based' information; 
monitors and responds to 
'situations', provides 
'counter arguments'; works 
on several fronts; 
recognizes issues and 
responds; works through 
'education/training'; builds 
alliances and 
representation within each 
college.  

Provides help where help is 
needed (financial); helps build 
'academic capacity'; allocates 
necessary resources; stays 
involved from start-to-finish.  

Aims at affecting change in 
subtle ways ("You learn"); tells 
stories; uses leverage points; 
seeks out alliances; works 
closely with existing systems 
(I.e. Dean of Faculties); uses 
existing networks (key ethnic 
groups); tries to get others 
involved in 'diversity' 
(persuader) - "I've been telling 
people here in campus;" aims at 
expanding his "circle of 
influence;"  builds alliances; 
wants to hold up a "mirror to the 
institution" (promoting self-
awareness); stresses the 'need' 
for diversity. 

 


