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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research was to examine faculty 

perceptions of campus multicultural issues at four public 

research universities in Texas. 

This research attempted to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What are the personal characteristics of the 

faculty members of the Texas public research universities 

who participated in the study? 

2. Was there significant difference in the attitudes 

toward multicultural programs and awareness of campus 

multicultural programs by academic rank? 

3. Was there significant difference in the attitudes 

toward multicultural programs and awareness of campus 

multicultural programs by ethnicity? 

An instrument developed by Standley (1977), and 

modified by the researcher, was used to survey 260 faculty 

members. Data collected then attempted to answer the first 

research question through the use of descriptive 

information, such as frequency distribution and mean scores 

for demographic variables. The two remaining research 

questions were converted to null hypotheses in order to 

determine the effect of ethnicity and academic rank, as well 

as an interactive effect between the two variables, on 

faculty attitudes toward multicultural issues and faculty 

V 



members' level of awareness pertaining to campus 

multicultural programs. 

The findings of the study indicate that faculty 

attitudes pertaining to campus multicultural programs did 

not statistically differ by ethnicity or academic rank. 
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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 

Introduction 

Beginning in the mid 1980s, a resurgence in racial and 

ethnic conflict on college and university campuses sparked 

widespread concern among university faculty, staff and 

students (Stern, 1990; Freedman, 1981; Ehrlich & Pincus, 

1987; Turner, 1985) . These conflicts became so widespread 

that some observers termed them "the new racism" (Sowell, 

1993). The outbreak of these incidents has produced some of 

the most serious campus unrest since the Viet Nam war 

protests of the 1960s and 1970s (Dalton, 1991). According 

to reports compiled by the Maryland based National Institute 

Against Prejudice and Violence (an organization which 

reviews college and community newspapers chronicling 

incidents of bigotry and discrimination), more than 300 of 

the nations colleges and universities have reported acts of 

racial and ethnic conflict since 1986 (Stern, 1990) . The 

Institute further speculates that many more incidents on 

many campuses have probably gone unreported. 

The Civil Rights movement of the early 1960s placed top 

priority on higher education for improving campus race 

relations. The Civil Rights Movement was America's main 

domestic issue during the early 1960s. African-Americans 

and Hispanic/Mexican-Americans, later joined by whites, 

staged peaceful demonstrations and sit-ins in an effort to 



dramatize their demands for rights and equality as stated in 

the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution (14th Amendment 

guaranteed equal protection under the laws to all citizens) 

(Franklin, 1984). 

During the early 1960s, fundamental individual rights, 

such as the right to vote and the right to live in the 

neighborhood of your choice, were denied to ethnic 

minorities in many cities and rural areas across America. 

Also, during this time period many public accommodations and 

public schools were segregated despite the 1954 Supreme 

Court's Brown v. Topeka Board of Education decision. The 

Brown ruling, discussed further in Chapter II, ordered an 

end to segregated school systems nationwide (Tindall, 1988) . 

The massive social demonstrations for equality 

culminated in the passage of several Civil Rights laws. The 

Civil Rights Acts of 1960, 1964, and 1968 were among these 

new laws. The 1964 act, considered the strongest civil 

rights bill in U.S. history, ordered restaurants, hotels, 

and other businesses serving the general public to serve all 

people without regard to race, color, religion, or national 

origin. Additionally, the act barred discrimination by 

employers and unions and established the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission (E.E.O.C.) to oversee and enforce 

fair employment practices. The 1964 act also provided for a 

cutoff of federal funds from any program or activity that 

allowed racial discrimination (Berry & Blassingame, 1982) . 



The 1960 act provided for the appointment of referees to 

assist African-Americans and other ethnic minorities in 

registering to vote, while the 1968 act was aimed primarily 

at ending discrimination in the sale or rental of housing 

(Lincoln, 1969). 

Despite having witnessed the socially turbulent times 

of the early to mid 1960s, higher education, as a whole, did 

not adequately address the issue of improving the campus 

climate for ethnic minorities, because colleges have 

continued to be plagued by racist in^iidents, ethnic minority 

student alienation/isolation, and incidents of racial 

insensitivity (Altbach & Lomotey, 1991). The reasons often 

cited for the occurrence of these incidents fall in the 

following categories: (a) increased competition in the 

college admissions process; (b) a lack of sufficient 

personal experience and knowledge among students about 

racial and cultural diversity (cultural ignorance); a 

societal shift away from concerns about civil rights and 

social justice to interest in issues of individual rights 

and consumerism; (d) changes in students personal values; 

and (e) prejudice (Stern, 1990, p. 4). 

In undertaking this study, the researcher has drawn 

upon the theory of American race relations as put forth by 

Dr. Joel Kovel. According to Kovel, America's system of 

race relations is extremely complex and often contradictory. 

Kovel and others cite studies on racial issues where on one 



hand Americans show strong vocal support for racially 

integrated schools while on the other hand many of America's 

ethnic groups fight to maintain neighborhood schools whose 

make-up ranges from 80 to 99 percent one particular ethnic 

group (Kovel, 1984; Dovidio & Gaertner, 1986) . 

The central theme of Kovel's theory on American race 

relations is what he terms dehumanization. Kovel maintains 

that when individuals dehumanize other individuals that 

allows them to formulate an aversion toward that individual 

(Kovel, 1984, p. xi). This aversion can lead to an 

impersonal coldness which may cause a person from group A to 

think of a person from group B as less than a person, more 

like an inanimate object or thing (Kovel, 1984) . 

Additionally, once an individual has been dehumanized, some 

type of action upon that person to sustain one's dehumanized 

conception of him/her is necessary. Such actions could 

include the devaluation of cultures different from one's 

own. In higher education, these dehumanizing actions could 

lead to opposing institutional Affirmative Action (AA) 

programs, opposing the expansion of academic curriculum, and 

assigning less scholarly value to research topics/areas 

related to ethnic minority issues which is often conducted 

by ethnic minority faculty (Kramer & Weiner, 1994) . 

In the opinion of this researcher, Kovel's theory of 

dehumanization could account for why some non-minority 

faculty members demonstrate very little awareness of their 



institution's multicultural programs. Also, this theory 

could help to explain why only 39% of more than 35,000 

faculty who participated in a 1989-90 national survey, 

listed creating a diverse multicultural environment on 

campus as being of highest priority at their respective 

institution (Chronicle of Higher Education. 1994). It seems 

obvious from Kovel's report that a majority of those faculty 

who participated in the 1989-90 survey may not realize the 

high priority their institution's administration has placed 

on multicultural programs and they may fail to realize the 

importance of these programs to society in general. 

Ethnic/Racial Conflict on Campus 

The first wave of these incidents of ethnic conflict 

surfaced on college campuses in the 1960s as African-

Americans and other ethnic minorities begin matriculating in 

large research-oriented universities in great numbers 

(Bloom, 1987) . Their presence often provoked displays of 

intolerance which lead to campus unrest. Following the 

incidents of campus unrest, colleges moved rather hastily to 

establish various "ethnic centers/offices" on their 

campuses. Students and staff often viewed these centers as 

"safe havens in alien environments" (Young, 1986) . Staffed 

with professionals deemed sensitive to the needs of the 

student constituency they served, these centers flourished 

from the mid-1960s until the late 1970s and early 1980s when 



serious budget shortfalls strapped colleges nationwide. As 

a result, some colleges eliminated these centers and sought 

to provide counseling, advising and other educational 

services to ethnic minority students through traditional 

mainstream channels (Woods, 1987; Stage & Manning, 1992) . 

The scenario described above falls in line with the way 

some ethnic minorities feel about cutbacks in higher 

education. Some feel that when cutbacks in higher education 

are implemented, they disproportionally occur in the most 

vulnerable part of academe where a majority of programs and 

services exist to serve ethnic minorities (Minow, 1990) . 

Students felt these large research institutions were 

abandoning their needs (Astin, 1975) and once again ushered 

in a new era of sit-ins, demonstrations, and take-overs 

(physically occupying) of selected campus buildings 

(Freedman, 1981) . One recent incident highlighting the 

above mentioned scenario is the University of California 

System Board of Regents' vote to end affirmative action 

programs designed to recruit ethnic minority students, 

faculty and staff. The regents' decision to end affirmative 

action programs angered many students and faculty and 

prompted several small campus protests reminiscent of the 

1960s and 1970s (Lively, Lai, Levenson & Rivera, 1995) . 

Many believe the governor of California strongly encouraged 

the regents to end affirmative action. The debate over the 

regents' decision will undoubtedly continue for some time. 



The mid 1980s witnessed the evolution of ethnic centers 

from Black Student Services, Hispanic/Mexican-

American/Chicano Student Services, Native American Student 

Services and the like, to Multicultural Student Service 

Centers/Offices (Drummond & Edghill, 1992). These 

multicultural offices performed a variety of services for 

ethnic minority students in much the same manner as- previous 

ethnic services offices had. However, their role and scope 

were expanded greatly on some campuses to encompass raising 

the university community's awareness of issues important to 

ethnic minorities (Drummond and Edghill, 1992). In this 

process, the college's administration, faculty, staff, and 

student body could be targeted for racial/ethnic sensitivity 

training through seminars, lectures, programs, and other 

proactive forums. 

Universities are implementing various activities in an 

effort to raise the university community's awareness of 

multicultural issues and to illustrate some of the 

experiences of ethnic minority students on predominantly 

white campuses (Lee, 1989). A recent survey conducted by 

U.S. News and World Reports implies that the larger a 

college's headcount enrollment, the more complex and varied 

the multicultural issues confronting the institution are 

likely to be (Review, 1995). The survey further revealed 

that at universities enrolling more than 10,000 students, 64 

percent of student newspaper editors characterized the state 



of multicultural affairs on their campuses as "fair" to 

"poor." Additionally, 85 percent of this same group reported 

that there had been at least one incident on campus that 

they would characterize as racial during the past year 

(Elfin & Burke, 1993). 

Statement of the Problem 

Almost 3 0 years after the Civil Rights movement placed 

top priority for higher education on improving race 

relations, incidents of bias and racial intolerance continue 

to exist on college and university campuses (Abraham, 1988; 

Louis, 1988; Freedman, 1981; Arizona Republic. 1989) . These 

incidents have been identified as serious barriers to the 

academic success of ethnic minority students (Parker, Scott 

& Chambers, 1985) and play a major role in creating an 

institutional climate which some ethnic minority students, 

faculty, and staff have characterized as "unfriendly." 

Additionally, these incidents of bias and racial intolerance 

which interfere with the learning environment are often at 

odds with the multicultural initiatives of the university 

and are serious barriers to the academic success of ethnic 

minority students (Henry, 1991). 

Presently three major components exist on university 

campuses which can serve to improve the climate for ethnic 

minority students and enhance the institution's 

multicultural initiatives. These components are the 
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institution's administration (president, vice presidents, 

provost, deans, directors, etc.), the student body, and the 

faculty (Green, 1989). 

America's college and university leaders are cognizant 

of present and future trends in population growth and other 

demographic changes. These trends and changes reflect that 

ethnic minorities in the United States are the fastest 

growing segments of American society (United States Census 

Bureau, 1991). By the year 2000, African-Americans, Asian-

Americans, Hispanic/Mexican-Americans, and Native-Americans 

will account for more than 30 percent of the population 

(Carter & Wilson, 1993). Despite these dramatic 

population increases, the college entry/participation rates 

for the 18-24-year-old ethnic minority student still lags 

behind the college entry-participation rate for 18-24-year-

old white students (Carter & Wilson, 1993) . According to 

American Council on Education (ACE) data, the college 

entry/participation rate for white students age 18-24 was 

34.1 percent, compared with 23.6 percent for African-

Americans and 18 percent for Hispanic/Mexican-Americans 

respectively (Carter & Wilson, 1993, p. 7). 

In Texas, the combined college entry/participation rate 

for African-Americans and Hispanic/Mexican-Americans aged 

18-24 was 25.5 percent during the fall of 1993. The college 

entry/participation rate for whites aged 18-24 was nearly 60 

percent (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 1995) . 



With ethnic minority students remaining under 

represented in the higher education pipeline (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 1995), it becomes 

increasingly important (some would maintain critical) for 

universities to work to insure a hospitable, inviting and 

friendly "climate" for the minority students who arrive on 

campus (Parker, Scott & Chambers, 1985). The support and 

the cooperation of faculty are important factors in 

contributing to a hospitable institutional climate for 

ethnic minority students. As universities endeavor to 

become increasingly multicultural, it is imperative that 

they begin recruiting faculty members who are generally 

aware of a broad range of multicultural issues/programs and 

that these faculty members will support the university's 

multicultural initiatives (Green, 1989) . 

It thus becomes important to determine whether there 

are experiential and/or demographic characteristics that may 

predict a faculty members level of multicultural awareness. 

Therefore, this study seeks to determine: (1) the level of 

multicultural issues awareness among faculty members at 

public research-oriented universities in the state of Texas; 

and (2) are there any identifiable set of experiences and/or 

demographic characteristics which distinguish those who are 

aware of their institutions multicultural programs/issues 

from those who are not? 
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Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to explore whether 

selected demographic data are related to a faculty member's 

level of awareness regarding campus multicultural programs 

and to their attitudes toward ethnic minorities. One would 

expect to see culturally knowledgeable people in an area as 

ethnically diverse as the American southwest, specifically 

the state of Texas. Texas provides an excellent opportunity 

to observe Anglo, African-American, and Hispanic/Mexican-

American cultures interacting on a daily basis. The 

opportunity is also presented to observe university faculty 

members interacting personally and professionally with 

members of these different ethnic minority groups. Faculty 

members who have not accepted the concept of 

multiculturalism may not be able to contribute to the 

institution's initiatives in this area. When faculty 

members do not seem motivated to learn the components of 

their institution's multicultural mission, how can they make 

informed decisions when it comes time to advise a minority 

student on services and programs available specifically for 

them? The researcher contends that by virtue of their 

positions, faculty members should be able to direct ethnic 

minority students to any and all appropriate referral 

sources. 
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Need for the Study 

Faculty members can have a tremendous impact on the 

conceptual development of their students. The structure of 

America's higher education system permits them to have 

particular opportunities not available to others in our 

society. Additionally, faculty members have been referred 

to as the "core" of an institution (Tierney, 1991). They 

serve as teachers, role models, mentors and advisors. They 

create the curriculum and determine the quality of the 

educational experience in every classroom. Collectively, 

they are able to influence what many students will think and 

value in society (Khistan, 1990). Some educational 

researchers suggest that faculty must be recognized for 

being critically important to the development of student 

interest and success in various disciplines (Milem & Astin, 

1993). Given the prominent role faculty maintain the 

researcher contends that in order for an institution's 

multicultural programs to be successful, they must be 

supported by the faculty. Faculty awareness of the 

institution's multicultural programs can provide invaluable 

insights and may suggest new lines of inquiry that could 

lead to (1) a reduction in campus racial incidents; (2) a 

reduction in racist practices throughout higher education; 

and (3) a more hospitable/receptive climate in which ethnic 

minority students can live and study and ethnic minority 

12 



faculty can work and interact with their colleagues (Pounds, 

1988) . 

The need for this study, therefore, stems from the fact 

that there is very little information on how faculty at 

public research-oriented universities perceive multicultural 

issues to be on their campus. Furthermore, it is not known 

whether selected demographic data (i.e., age, educa-tion 

level, years of teaching experience, etc.) are related to 

attitudes toward multiculturalism. 

Consequently, the focus of this study is on faculty 

members at public research-oriented universities in Texas. 

The study is aimed at determining whether selected 

demographic data and life experiences are related to a 

faculty members level of awareness regarding campus 

multicultural issues, and/or to their attitudes toward 

ethnic minorities. 

Significance of the Study 

The researcher believes that this study will be of 

significant value to higher education administrators, 

faculty, and the general public based on the following 

criteria: (a) it will respond to the public interest in 

race relation issues and their effect on ethnic minority 

participation and success in college; and (b) it will expand 

our understanding of race related issues by obtaining 

perceptions and opinions on these matters from faculty 
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members--a feature not incorporated in any previous studies 

related to this matter. 

The data produced by this study could be used as a 

benchmark by college and university administrators in 

drafting institutional policies and objectives to promote 

multiculturalism. Additionally, it could be used to help 

faculty members evaluate or reevaluate their own attitudes 

about multiculturalism. 

Thus, the significance of this study concerns itself 

with bringing into sharper focus whether or not there is any 

correlation between selected demographic data and attitudes 

toward multiculturalism by faculty members at the public 

research oriented universities in Texas. 

Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations are included as part of this 

study. (1) This study will be limited to include faculty 

members who are currently teaching at Texas Tech University 

(Lubbock), Texas A&M University (College Station), the 

University of Houston (University Park), and the University 

of Texas (Austin). (2) The study will also be limited to 

faculty members, tenured and non-tenured, holding the ranks 

of assistant professor, associate professor, and professor 

at each of the above referenced universities. (3) A low 

response (participation) rate in each respective academic 

rank could potentially be a problem for the researcher. 
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Some members of the target population simply may not be 

interested in participating due to personal time 

constraints, and/or disinterest in the research project's 

topic. The researcher anticipates a minimum response rate 

of 50% (1 in 2). (4) The sensitive and personal nature of 

the questionnaire items may deter some faculty from 

participating. (5) The small number of subjects appearing in 

the minority Assistant Professor cell. Small cell sizes 

have the potential for biasing data. 

Research Ouestions 

The study will examine the following research 

questions: 

1. What are the personal characteristics of the faculty 

of Texas public research universities who participated 

in the study? 

2. Was there significant difference in the attitudes 

toward multicultural programs by academic rank and 

ethnicity? 

3. Was there significant difference in the awareness of 

campus multicultural programs by academic rank and 

ethnicity? 

The research questions listed above will be converted 

into specific research hypotheses and then tested through 

the use of appropriate statistical procedures. 
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Research Hypotheses 

The following research hypotheses will be tested 

through the use of the appropriate statistical procedures. 

1. There is a significant ethnicity effect on 

attitudes towards the campus racial climate 

expressed by minority and non-minority faculty members. 

2. There is a significant rank effect on attitudes 

towards the campus racial climate expressed by faculty 

members holding the academic rank of assistant professor, 

associate professor, and full professor. 

3. There is a significant interaction effect between 

ethnicity and rank on attitudes towards the campus racial 

climate expressed by minority and non minority faculty 

members holding the academic rank of assistant professor, 

associate professor, and full professor. 

4. There is a significant ethnicity effect on the 

awareness of campus multicultural issues expressed by 

minority and non-minority faculty members. 

5. There is a significant rank effect on the 

awareness of campus multicultural issues expressed by 

faculty members holding the academic rank of assistant 

professor, associate professor, and full professor. 

6. There is a significant interaction effect between 

ethnicity and rank effect on the awareness of campus 

multicultural issues expressed by ethnic minority and non-

minority faculty members holding the academic rank of 
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assistant professor, associate professor, and full 

professor. 

The rationale for the selection of these particular 

research hypotheses is based upon the writings of Dr. Arthur 

Combs, a clinical psychologist, concerning perceptions. 

Combs' writing, appearing frequently throughout the mid to 

late 1950s, suggests that the amount of time one is exposed 

to a specific phenomenon affects one's perception of that 

phenomenon (Combs, 1954). Furthermore, Combs believes that 

perception cannot occur unless one has either concretely or 

symbolically experienced a specific phenomenon. Since a 

lack of knowledge indicates a lack of experience, the amount 

of knowledge that faculty members have about campus 

multicultural issues will be a function of the quality and 

range of their experiences in this area. 

These hypotheses are also based on Kovel's (1984) 

theory of dehumanization. Kovel's theory maintains that 

ethnic minorities are systematically excluded from humanity 

based specifically on their ethnic origin and skin color 

(Kovel, 1984). The act of dehumanizing can be so pervasive 

that any normal course of social interaction between races 

of people is diminished. According to Kovel, non-minority 

individuals simply do not feel the need to become aware of 

ethnic minority cultures and the issues facing individual 

member of ethnic minority groups. 
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Basic Assumptions 

In carrying out this study, the researcher makes the 

following assumptions: 

1. The subjects will respond honestly and accurately 

to the survey questionnaire items. 

2. The questionnaire used in this study adequately 

provided data for answering the research questions. 

3. The sample population is adequate to test the 

hypotheses. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are defined according to their use 

in this study. 

Access--for the purpose of this report access is 

defined as the total number of ethnic minority students 

registering each semester (fall, spring or summer) at a 

college or university. 

Affirmative Action (AA)--for the purpose of this report 

AA is defined as a series of positive steps designed to 

eradicate the vestiges of past and current discrimination by 

ensuring that individuals not traditionally associated with 

various educational, social, and political institutions, and 

not found in adequate numbers, are actively sought, 

encouraged, and given opportunities to become affiliated 

with those institutions at every level (Reed, 1983, p. 333). 
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Awareness (level of)--in this study this term will be 

used to refer to the amount of knowledge possessed by 

faculty members on a specific topic. 

Campus Climate--t-hp daily campus environment that is 

shaped by tradition, values, and attitudes, many of which 

are unexpressed (Green, 1987, p. 115). 

Civil Rights Movement--refers to a social movement 

initiated primarily by racial minorities beginning in the 

mid 1940s and ending in the late 1960s. The movement 

focused attention on the social, political, educational, and 

racial inequities in American society during the era. 

Ethnic Minority--for the purpose of this report refers 

specifically to members of African-American (Black), and 

Hispanic/Mexican-American groups. 

Faculty Member--refers to an individual with primary 

responsibilities for instructional duties. 

Historically Black College/University (HBCU)--refers to 

colleges and universities whose enrollment patterns have 

historically exceeded 85% black or African-American. 

Multicultural Issues--are those university issues 

relating to the access, recruitment, and retention of ethnic 

minority students and those university issues impacting the 

access, recruitment, and retention of ethnic minority 

faculty and staff members. 
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Perception--refer.q to direct or intuitive recognition 

through appreciation, insight, and past experiences. 

Synonymous terms include attitudes and opinions. 

Predominantly White Institution--refers to colleges and 

universities whose enrollment patterns have historically 

exceeded 85% Caucasian. 

Public Research University--refers to those doctorate 

degree granting institutions supported by state tax payers 

whose mission involves research, and receive at least $15.5 

million dollars per year in federal support (Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Research 

Universities I or II, Chronicle of Higher Education. 1994) . 

Race Relations-- the atmosphere/climate in which 

individuals from different ethnic and racial groups 

interact. 

Racial and Ethnic Conflict--refers to the conflicts 

based on racial and ethnic bias and intolerance occurring 

among college students. 

Organization of the Study 

The organization of this research study is as follows. 

1. Chapter I - Introduction: 

This chapter contains the introduction to the study, 

purpose of the study, need for the study, statement of the 

problem, significance of the study, limitations of the 

study, research questions, research hypotheses, basic 
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assumptions, definition of terms, and organization of the 

study. 

2. Chapter II - Review of the Literature: 

A review of the literature is presented related to 

faculty perceptions, opinions and attitudes of multicultural 

issues in higher education. 

3. Chapter III - Methodology: 

This chapter provides the methods and procedures used 

to select the sample, to collect the data for the study, the 

development of the survey instrument, and the appropriate 

statistical procedures used to treat the data. 

4. Chapter IV - Data Analysis: 

This chapter presents an analysis of the data through 

the use of appropriate statistical procedures by using the 

methods and techniques included in the Statistical Package 

for Social Sciences. 

5. Chapter V - Summary. Conclusions, and Recommendations: 

This final chapter provides a summary of the study, 

general conclusions based on the significant findings, 

recommendations based on the general conclusions, and 

suggestions for further research. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Database Sources 

This literature review is based on materials available 

in the ERIC database. Dissertation Abstracts (University 

Microfilms, Ann Arbor, Michigan), and scholarly resources 

available at the Texas Tech University library, Willis 

Library (the University of North Texas-Denton), and the 

Moffett Library (Midwestern State University, Texas). 

The purpose of this research study was to investigate 

faculty perceptions of campus multicultural issues at public 

research oriented universities in Texas. This research 

study is significant because it will provide much needed 

data on how faculty members in Texas research institutions 

perceive this issue in light of the rapidly changing 

demographics throughout the region of the American Southwest 

(WICHE Report, 1987; U.S. Census Bureau, 1991). 

An extensive review of the literature revealed that 

faculty perception studies of campus multicultural issues 

are almost non existent. The literature revealed that most 

perception studies have been limited to institutional 

studies and have focused on a comparison of perceptions 

among students, administrators, faculty, and student 

services staff. Nowhere in the literature did the 

researcher find any studies that have investigated faculty 

perceptions of campus multicultural issues on an 

22 



institutional, regional, or national basis. Given the lack 

of existing research data on this topic, the researcher 

proposes to lay the groundwork for further research 

projects. 

Historical Review of Ethnic Minority 
Participation in American Higher 

Education 

Much of the history of the relationship between ethnic 

minorities and American higher education has been an 

adversarial one. In the historical context, the central 

issues surrounding ethnic minority participation in higher 

education may be characterized as issues of access, 

recruitment and retention for students; and access, 

recruitment and retention for faculty. The issue of access 

for students will be addressed first. 

Issue of Minority Student Access 

Ethnic minorities faced numerous obstacles while 

integrating predominantly white colleges and universities. 

The most significant barrier was obtaining access to these 

universities. Prior to the decade of the 1950s, the 

majority of predominantly white institutions did not support 

minority students' efforts to matriculate to their 

respective institutions. The doctrine of "separate but 

equal" which had been established by the United States 

Supreme Court (Plessy v. Ferguson, 1896) provided colleges 
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and universities with the impetus to deny access to students 

of color and to remain segregated (Franklin, 1984). Also, 

sociologist C. Eric Lincoln cites the "dearth and poor 

quality" of public school facilities available to minorities 

as another principal factor in the issue of access to higher 

education (1970, p. 130). These poor facilities were 

central to the philosophy of "separate but equal" enunciated 

in Plessy. According to Lincoln, administrators at 

predominantly white institutions would often use the 

student's "sub par" academic preparation as a means of 

denying them access. The noted historian Carter G. Woodson 

offers support for Lincoln's position by asserting that 

often university administrators argued that a sub-par 

academic preparation would not allow ethnic minority 

students to compete successfully in a quality academic 

environment (Woodson, 1990). Thus ethnic minority students 

whose academic performance fell below administrators' 

expectations would not be permitted to enroll in the 

college/university of their choice. 

Although most northern colleges barred ethnic 

minorities, a few of them began to admit a small quota of 

mostly African-Americans, in the last decade of the 

nineteenth century. From 1826 (when the first African-

Americans graduated from Bowdoin College Maine and Amherst 

of Massachusetts) to 1890, only about 80 African-Americans 

graduated from northern white colleges (Berry & Blassingame, 
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1982). Southern colleges and universities totally excluded 

African-Americans. Not until after World War I were 

African-Americans permitted to attend any public white 

colleges in the South. 

Following their matriculation to predominantly white 

colleges, ethnic minorities often were subjected to various 

forms of racism and humiliation. Prestigious colleges in 

the North, such as Harvard, Columbia, and the University of 

Chicago, severely restricted the campus learning and living 

arrangements of ethnic minorities. For example, African-

Americans were required to attend night classes only at some 

colleges, and day classes only at others. Separate living 

and dining facilities for ethnic minority students were 

assigned by some colleges. African-Americans were excluded 

from living in campus residence halls by universities such 

as Iowa, Arizona, and Michigan (Wright, 1987). In a 

September, 1956 editorial. The Daily Texan (University of 

Texas-Austin student newspaper) noted that "...campus 

dormitories are not integrated, black students are 

restricted from competing in Southwest Conference athletic 

competition, and that campus student organizations are 

segregated and routinely practice racial discrimination..." 

(Aptheker, 1993, p. 427). 

African-Americans were not the only ethnic minority 

group who had their early collegiate experiences restricted. 

During the nineteenth century. Native Americans very rarely 
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enrolled in colleges or universities. Only in recent times 

have predominantly white colleges vigorously sought Native 

American students (Wright, 1987). The collegiate history of 

Hispanics/Mexican-Americans was imperceptible before World 

War II. Though some Hispanics/Mexican-Americans were 

admitted to predominantly white institutions, they often had 

to deny or restrict their own cultural identity in order to 

attend these schools. The "La Raza" civil rights movement 

of 1968 was the point where reliable data on 

Hispanic/Mexican-Americars in higher education began to be 

compiled (Lopez, Madrid-Barela, & Macias, 1976). The La 

Raza movement was the point where Hispanic enrollment in 

higher education became significant. This movement was most 

intense in California, although its impact was felt 

throughout the southwest (Gomez-Quinones, 1978) . This 

movement was part of the youth rebellion that became a 

signicifant political force throughout the 1960s (Acuna, 

1981). The movement and its members challenged the Catholic 

Church as well as economic, political, social and 

educational institutions to become more racially inclusive. 

The movement also took a very strong stand against police 

brutality directed toward Latinos/Latinas and took a strong 

stand in favor of bilingual education. La Raza focused 

attention on access of Hispanic/Mexican-American students to 

four-year colleges and universities, the racial and ethnic 

composition of university faculty, and addressing the 
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educational needs of Hispanic/Mexican-American students 

attending colleges and universities (Aguirre, Jr. & 

Martinez, 1993) . Demographic data reflects that 

Hispanic/Mexican-Americans are still represented in colleges 

and universities disproportionally lower to their numbers in 

the general population (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 1995, p. 2), even in urban southwestern settings 

where slightly more than 80% of the Hispanic/Mexican-

American population reside (Rhor, 1996). 

The early history of Asians in American higher 

education indicates that beginning in the 1840s, they were 

allowed entry into a select few of the most prestigious 

colleges such as Harvard, Yale, Cornell, Princeton, 

Stanford, UC-Berkeley and UCLA. The majority of these early 

matriculants were foreign born representing nations such as 

China, Japan, the Philippines, Korea, and other Southeast 

Asia countries. Once these students received their degrees, 

they usually returned to their homeland electing not to 

compete in the American job market (Altbach & Lomotey, 

1991) . 

The Chinese were the first Asians to arrive in America 

beginning in the mid 1840s. The Japanese (1890s) and the 

Koreans (1903) would later follow. The end of World War II 

brought Asian immigrants from Viet Nam, Cambodia, and the 

Philippines. These immigrants settled primarily in the 

urban areas on America's east and west coasts. Beginning in 
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1980, more and more Asian-Americans have migrated to the 

Midwest and the Southwest, including the state of Texas 

(WICHE Report, 1987; U.S. Census Bureau, 1991). 

In an article appearing in The Chronicle of Higher 

Education. Denise Magner describes one of the challenges 

university administrators face as they attempt to make 

higher education increasingly accessible to Asian-American 

students. According to Magner (1993): 

The demographic diversity of the Asian-
American population has raised some extremely 
complex issues for higher education institutions. 
Colleges find it difficult to deal with the 
varying needs of a population that includes 
refugees, recent immigrants, and native born 
Americans. Also, the Asian-American population 
encompasses more than two dozen ethnic sub groups 
from places as distinct as China, Japan, Viet Nam 
and India, (p. A32) 

Through much of the first half of the twentieth 

century, American colleges either denied ethnic minority 

students access or established admission quotas (Richardson 

& Bender, 1987), which served to restrict the minority 

presence on campus. However, beginning in the 194 0s, ethnic 

minorities initiated court challenges to their lack of 

access to public educational institutions. In Texas, the 

culminating point for public education access was the 1948 

Delgado v. Bastrop Independent School District case. This 

case, which was settled out of court, prohibited Texas 

school districts from segregating "Latin Americans" 

(Montejano, 1987) . On the national level, the culminating 

point came in 1954 when the United States Supreme Court 
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overturned the 1896 Plessy v. Ferguson ruling. In its Brown 

V. Topeka Board of Education decision, the Supreme Court set 

the fundamental standard for ethnic minority access to 

public (tax-supported) educational institutions. The Brown 

decision was aided by two other Supreme Court decisions 

which had a direct impact on minority student access to 

colleges and universities. The Sweat v. Painter (1948) and 

the McLaurin v. University of Oklahoma Regents (1950) 

decisions granted admission to the University of Texas Law 

School and the University of Oklahoma to respective 

plaintiffs (Franklin, 1984). In these decisions, the 

Supreme Court declared that admission to publicly supported 

colleges and universities may not be denied on the basis of 

race (Preer, 1981). These landmark decisions served to 

grant ethnic minorities the legal standing to attend any 

higher education institution receiving tax-payer support. 

Public colleges and universities, as were other public 

accommodations, were ordered by the Supreme Court to end 

segregation "with all deliberate speed" (Tindall, 1988, p. 

1331) . 

Despite being mandated by the U.S. Supreme Court to end 

segregated practices, many public colleges and universities 

continued to carry on "business as usual" and severely 

restrict or exclude minorities from enrolling. The 

burgeoning civil rights movement of the mid 1950s to late 

1960s ushered in a new spirit of resolve to hold America 
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constitutionally accountable for the rights of all of her 

citizens. The civil rights movement furnished the much 

needed impetus to bring resolution to the issue of access to 

higher education for minorities. As a result of the civil 

rights movement, by 1978 more than 50 percent of all 

African-American students enrolled in higher education were 

attending predominantly white colleges. Similarly, the 

numbers for other ethnic minority students on these campuses 

increased (Berry & Blassingame, 1982, p. 287). 

Issue of Minority Student Recruitment 

Caught up in the spirit and energy of the civil rights 

movement of the mid 1950s to late 1960s, predominantly white 

colleges began rapidly recruiting ethnic minority students. 

These institutions often would employ professionals to 

specifically recruit ethnic minority students, particularly 

African-American, Hispanic/Mexican-American and Native 

American students (Taylor, 1989). These recruitment efforts 

were so successful that in the late 1960s the percentage of 

ethnic minority students on many predominantly white 

campuses rose to between 5 and 10 percent (Berry & 

Blassingame, 1982). 

These institutions listed the following justifications 

for increasing ethnic minority student representations: (a) 

to reflect the proportion of ethnic minorities in their 

respective state populations; and (b) to provide cultural 
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enrichment (ethnic minority students bring a broader horizon 

to the campus and more cultural awareness; people can learn 

from each other's cultures). Additionally, the presence of 

ethnic minority faculty is beneficial to non-minority 

students in the sense of providing these students with 

competent professionals who can challenge students' 

assumptions on racial matters (Loo & Rolison, 1986).. Though 

on the surface these justifications appear to be reasonable, 

it is obvious to this researcher that college and university 

administrators were spurred by federal departments, federal 

legislation, and political/social activist groups such as 

the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 

People (NAACP) and the Mexican-American Legal Defense and 

Education Fund (MALDEF) to increase the number of ethnic 

minority students attending their respective institutions 

(Preer, 1981). 

The federal department assigned the responsibility of 

monitoring higher education's compliance with regulations 

governing access and recruitment was the Department of 

Health, Education and Welfare (HEW). In 1967, HEW began 

requiring colleges and universities to develop affirmative 

action (AA) plans (Reed, 1983), which set goals for 

increasing minority student enrollment and for hiring women 

and minority faculty and staff (Cross, 1987). These AA 

plans would outline the institution's special effort to 

recruit, admit, and enroll ethnic minority students. These 
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special efforts often consisted of some combination of the 

following: broadened information dissemination regarding 

the college admission process; assistance in securing and 

completing various forms and applications associated with 

entrance exams, admissions and financial aid packages; a 

pre-college visit; academic counseling and advising; and 

expanded admission criteria. Typically these special 

efforts meant going over and above the efforts used to 

recruit white students (Altbach & Lomotey, 1991). 

If colleges and universities failed to develop AA 

plans, or if they were determined by HEW to be 

discriminatory in their admission and hiring practices, they 

would have all federal funds withheld (Franklin, 1984) . 

However, the reader should note that as of the writing of 

this dissertation, no college or university had lost federal 

funds due to non-compliance with HEW directives. 

Federal legislation in the 1960s and 1970s set the 

framework for efforts to increase minority participation in 

higher education. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 stated that 

federal funds could not be provided to institutions that 

discriminated on the basis of race, including institutions 

of higher education. The Higher Education Act of 1965, not 

only provided institutional support, including Title III 

funds for developing institutions, but also expanded federal 

support of individual students through Basic Educational 

Opportunity Grants (B.E.O.G.) (Preer, 1981). These acts 
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signaled a basic shift on the part of the federal government 

from improving the academic quality of institutions of 

higher education, to increasing the ability of all students 

to participate in the post-secondary experience (Conrad & 

Cosand, 1976). 

The NAACP was the principal organization monitoring 

college and university compliance with the Civil Rights Act 

and the Higher Education Act. The NAACP stood ever alert 

and poised to challenge, in the court system if necessary, 

the recruitment and retention activities of predominantly 

white institutions (Pruitt, 1987). 

As stated previously, each college or university was 

encouraged by HEW to draft an AA plan. These plans varied 

from one institution to the next (Washington & Harvey, 

1989). Some colleges moved swiftly to draft their AA plan. 

In 1958, Preston Valian, an observer for the NAACP, reported 

the following to the NAACP executive board (Valian, 1958) : 

Despite the rather clear mandate of the 
Supreme Court with respect to desegregation of tax 
supported state colleges, there is a wide range of 
variation in compliance among the states. Seven 
states (Arkansas, Delaware, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Missouri, Oklahoma, and West Virginia) and the 
District of Columbia acted quickly to remove all 
racial admission barriers in all of their tax-
supported colleges. Five states (Louisiana, North 
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia) have 
partially desegregated their state-supported 
colleges. And five states (Alabama, Florida, 
Georgia, Mississippi, and South Carolina) are 
acting in total defiance of the Supreme Court's 
mandate and have not desegregated any tax-
supported colleges, (p. 375) 

33 



other colleges drafted their plans as a result of widespread 

urban unrest which expressed the frustration of some ethnic 

minority groups with stifled economic and educational 

opportunities (Altbach & Lomotey, 1991). The twenty-first 

century will be the barometer by which effective AA programs 

are measured. In the next century, the continued growth and 

development of colleges will depend on their success in 

recruiting and graduating ethnic minority students. The 

"thriving" colleges of the next century will be those that 

have responded to the developmental, academic, and social 

needs of ethnic minority students (Wright, 1987). 

Administrators must recognize that in these minority 

students rest America's future leadership. Colleges and 

universities must develop quality programs and services to 

shape these students into skilled, competent and caring 

leaders. 

A major development in higher education affirmative 

action has occurred since this research project was 

initiated. In late March of 1996, the United States Court 

of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit (which has jurisdiction 

over the states of Louisiana, Mississippi and Texas) barred 

the University of Texas-Austin Law School from considering 

race in admitting students (Jaschik & Lederman, 1996) . 

Scholars believe that this ruling, which had an immediate 

impact throughout much of Texas, could eventually lead to 

the elimination of affirmative action programs at public 
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universities. In a state whose minority population is 

anticipated to become the majority population sometime 

around the year 2005 (WICHE, 1987), the Fifth Circuit's 

Hopwood V. Texas decision may end up pushing a lot of 

African-American and Hispanic/Mexican-American students out 

of the top-tier universities (Taylor, 1996). Because of its 

significance to higher education throughout Texas, the 

Hopwood decision is discussed further in Chapter V. 

Issue of Minority Student Retention 

Once the issues of access and recruitment of ethnic 

minorities had received in-depth attention, institutions 

turned their focus toward the variables impacting the 

retention of these students. 

During the past decade, a small body of literature has 

evolved focusing specifically on the variables related to 

the retention of ethnic minority students attending 

predominantly white institutions. Because of their numbers 

in the population and their longer history in higher 

education, the experiences of African-American students 

provide the core of this recent literature (Smith, 1989). 

However, the amount of literature on Hispanic/Mexican-

Americans is growing. And the literature related to Native 

Americans and Asian-Americans experiences in higher 

education is emerging, ever so slowly however (Chacon, Cohen 

& Strover, 1986; Hsia, 1988; Balenger, Hoffman & Sedlacek, 
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1992). Since a significant portion of the existing 

literature relates to the experiences of African-American 

and Hispanic/Mexican-American students, this report will 

focus primarily on these two groups. The designated focus 

should in no way be interpreted as a means of rating one 

ethnic minority group's importance over another minority 

group. It simply means that many of the issues and concerns 

faced by African-American and Hispanic/Mexican-American 

students are different from the issues faced by Asian-

American and Native-American students matriculating in 

higher education (Justiz, Wilson & Bjork, 1994) . 

While a moderately large body of literature exists 

which focuses on the needs of ethnic minority students that 

results from a lack of adequate preparation in specific 

academic areas, financial pressure, or lack of support and 

advising (Astin, 1983; Tinto, 1987), another phenomenon not 

often addressed as directly emerges from the most recent 

literature. Study after study reports the experiences of 

minority students, from all backgrounds, who encounter 

racism and overt or subtle forms of discrimination by other 

students or faculty (Lee, 1989). Poor academic preparation 

and socio-economic status may be a barrier to the 

matriculation of ethnic minority students; however, evidence 

is growing that the poor quality of minority students' life 

on campus (which leads to a sense of isolation, and feelings 

of alienation) are also serious variables in attrition 
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(Allen, 1988; Armstrong-West & de le Teja, 1988; Bennett & 

Bean, 1983; Crosson, 1988; Jones, 1975). These variables 

relate to the "campus climate" which affects all students. 

Fordyce (1991) asserts that colleges and universities 

recognize that underprepared students face enormous 

difficulties and have moved to institute a number of 

developmental programs to aid these students in acquiring 

the academic background necessary for handling university 

level work. However, the social and cultural variables may 

not be so easily addressed. 

As alluded to in Chapter I, universities established 

multicultural centers in an effort to help in the retention 

of ethnic minority students (Taylor, 1989). These centers 

provided a haven of cultural understanding for ethnic 

minority students and served as a forum for showcasing the 

societal contributions of ethnic minorities. Additionally, 

these centers offer part-time employment opportunities to 

ethnic minority students which assist in meeting college 

expenses; seek to get students involved in the wide range of 

programs eminating through the center (choral groups, dance 

troupes, chess clubs, etc.) and serve as a transition point 

from the student's high school culture to the university 

culture (Skola, 1995). The kinds of services and activities 

provided by multicultural centers are important components 

in creating a positive campus climate for ethnic minority 

students (Pedersen, 1988). 
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One of the most significant elements making up the 

campus climate is the issue of race relations. In the 

literature, two major studies address the issue of campus 

race relations. Jacqueline Fleming's (1984) major study of 

African-American and white college students and the 

variables influencing their collegiate success is cited by 

many college administrators as evidence of the need for 

institutional programs focusing on campus racial matters. A 

major finding of Fleming's longitudinal study of more than 

2,900 students at 15 colleges and universities was that a 

student's adjustment to the campus social environment has a 

significant effect on the retention of that student 

(Fleming, 1984) . Green, in her 1989 Handbook for Enhancing 

Diversity, supports Fleming's findings and writes: 

The scarcity of minority students, faculty 
and administrators is perceived as institutional 
indifference to minority issues. The absence of 
minority focus in the curriculum is interpreted as 
a devaluation of diversity. These environmental 
problems may compound any academic difficulty 
experienced by minority students. Thus, minority 
students often find it doubly difficult to feel 
comfortable in the campus majority culture, 
(p.114) 

The more comfortable a student feels in his/her college 

environment, the more likely that student is to remain 

enrolled. 

Among some of Fleming's other findings were the 

following: 

1. Students value the opportunity to make friends 
among peers, faculty, and professionals. Such a process 
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could help students survive the stresses of the college 
years. 

2. Discrimination on the basis of race is an 
important factor in the retention of minority students 
attending predominantly white institutions. (Fleming, 1984, 
p. 82) 

Ansley Abraham's 1988 study of 5,000 African-American 

and white students at 40 colleges and universities revealed 

that campus racial issues are important to students from all 

racial backgrounds (Abraham, 1988). Abraham's study, 

sanctioned by the Atlanta, Georgia based Southern Regional 

Education Board (SREB) was related to an earlier study, 

1978, which revealed the importance of the campus climate, 

the importance of a multicultural faculty, and the active 

involvement of ethnic minority students in campus activities 

(Peterson et al., 1978). 

Other findings by Abraham (1988, p. viii) include: 

1. Students generally express open mindedness toward 

race relations. 

2. Ethnic minority group students lack opportunities 

to express their concerns. Students felt that their college 

or university did not give them enough opportunity to 

express their concerns and to relate their experiences on 

campus. 

3. Many white students oppose special considerations 

for minorities. Although they describe themselves as open-

minded about race relations, many white students do not 

believe African-American students should receive special 

considerations because of their minority status. 
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Ethnic Minority Faculty Access 

As was the case with minority students being denied 

access to predominantly white institutions until the early 

1960s, the same situation existed for ethnic minority 

faculty. For instance, African-American faculty were 

excluded from participating in higher education from the 

1600s to the mid 1800s. The academic community applied a 

rigid barrier to faculty membership that was based solely on 

a person's race (Washington & Harvey, 1989). However, there 

were notable exceptions to these exclusionary policies that 

were reserved for distinguished scholars. Charles L. Reason 

was a faculty member at New York Central College in the 

1850s and W.E.B. DuBois was an assistant instructor at the 

University of Pennsylvania for one year (1896-1897) . 

Additionally, William A. Hinton served Harvard from 1918 to 

1949 achieving the rank of professor one year before he 

retired (Menges & Exum, 1983). 

For African-Americans, the situation at predominantly 

white institutions remained unchanged until about 1961. In 

that year, the total number of African Americans with Ph.Ds. 

employed as full-time faculty at predominantly white 

institutions increased from six to 300, approximately 3.5% 

of all African-American faculty nationwide (Altbach & 

Lomotey, 1991) . The trend upward would continue as 

evidenced by a 1975 study of African-American faculty and 

administrators. The study collected 4,500 names of African-
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American faculty and administrators from 1,600 predominantly 

white colleges and universities across the nation. As a 

result of this study, the researchers created the first ever 

directory of African-American professionals in higher 

education at predominantly white institutions (Andrulis, 

Iscoe, Sikes & Friedman, 1975). 

Before World War II, Hispanic/Mexican-American faculty 

at predominantly white institutions were virtually 

nonexistent (Wilson, 1987). Hispanic/Mexican-American 

faculty were confined to a few Catholic colleges. The first 

reliable data on the number of Hispanic/Mexican-American 

faculty appears in 1972-73 when slightly over 1,500 faculty 

identified themselves as Mexican-American on a national 

survey of faculty (Washington & Harvey, 1989). 

Asian-Americans and Native-Americans among the faculty 

ranks were negligible prior to the 1960s when the Civil 

Rights movement greatly expanded the opportunity for access 

and employment of individuals from these traditionally 

underrepresented groups (Pruitt, 1987). 

The literature on ethnic minority faculty access has 

revealed two divergent points of view. One viewpoint 

supports the notion of supply and demand or available pool 

of candidates. This particular point of view maintains that 

the low numbers of ethnic minority faculty on predominantly 

white campuses is due to a nationwide shortage of minority 

Ph.D. graduates. This point of view further states that 
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those minorities who hold the Ph.D. generally will not 

choose to enter the professorate opting instead for higher 

paying jobs in the private sector (Washington & Harvey, 

1989). 

Additionally, proponents of this view point often refer 

to the small or declining number of minorities in particular 

disciplines such as science and engineering in supporting 

their claims. These proponents cite national figures 

reflecting that the number of ethnic minorities receiving 

graduate degrees in fields such as biology, chemistry, 

mathematics and physics barely reach double digits on an 

annual basis (Chronicle of Higher Education. 1995). 

According to the proponents of supply and demand, the 

scarcity of ethnic minorities receiving graduate degrees in 

the hard sciences must be viewed as a legitimate component 

of their overall point of view in this matter. Why ethnic 

minorities receive more graduate degrees in the field of 

education, while receiving only a small portion of the 

graduate degrees in the hard sciences, is unknown to the 

supply and demand proponents and to the researcher. This is 

certainly an area where research is needed to answer many of 

the questions raised regarding this issue. 

Finally, these proponents talk of the high 

concentrations of ethnic minorities in the fields of 

education, and the humanities and social sciences (Brown, 

1988) . 
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In the 1983 article, "Barriers to the Progress of Women 

and Minority Faculty," Menges and Exum make a compelling 

argument for this particular point of view when they write 

that seemingly at every point, women and ethnic minorities 

are more likely than white males to leave the career path 

which leads to senior academic positions. According to 

Menges and Exum (1983), when women and ethnic minorities 

leave these career paths the pool of available professionals 

shrinks drastically, significantly impacting recruitment 

from the ranks of these two groups. These researchers 

believe that socio-economic and sex role expectations have a 

major influence on the availability of ethnic minority 

faculty. They point out that women generally are expected 

to raise the family and that prolonged programs of graduate 

study exert tremendous economic pressure on all graduate 

students, but particularly ethnic minority graduate 

students. These two factors could cause some potential 

scholars to reject graduate training and academic careers in 

favor of lucrative and more flexible opportunities in 

business and industry (Menges & Exum, 1983, p. 127) . 

The opposing point of view on this issue is that of 

equity or concerns relating to hiring, tenure and promotion 

(Altbach & Lomotey, 1991). Supporters of this philosophy 

point out that ethnic minority faculty comprise 

approximately 13% of all faculty nationwide. Therefore, if 

colleges and universities were serious about employing 
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ethnic minority faculty, the existing 13% would provide a 

readily available and experienced pool of candidates to 

choose from. According to supporters of this philosophy, 

there is no shortage of qualified ethnic minority faculty. 

In support of this particular point of view, Harvey and 

Scott-Jones (1985) contend that some faculty members who 

serve on faculty search committees may effectively screen 

out candidates who do not possess the attributes of the 

majority of the faculty employed in university academic 

divisions. Such an activity can result in a perpetuation of 

very few ethnic minority faculty. The authors maintain that 

gender and race appear to be very strong variables in the 

screening process. 

The absence of ethnic minority faculty results in a 

lack of role models, which was, and continues to be cited by 

a majority of ethnic minority students as one of the major 

reasons higher education institutions may have difficulty 

recruiting and retaining some ethnic minority students 

(Astin, 1983; Chickering, 1981). The importance of having 

an ethnically diverse faculty has been articulated 

effectively in the literature. For example, Blackwell found 

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 (Blackwell, 1981). 
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Why is having an ethnically diverse faculty so 

important? In terms of an institution's relationship with 

students, the literature reveals the following: (a) an 

ethnically diverse faculty is important because it provides 

support for the benefit of students from particular groups; 

(b) it is an important symbol to students from these groups 

about their own futures and about the institution's 

commitment to them; (c) it serves to create a more 

comfortable environment for students. That is, the daily 

strains of being spokespersons for their particular ethnic 

group, while also trying to meet rigorous academic 

standards, may be lessened by students sharing their 

experiences with faculty from their own ethnic background 

(Smith, 1989, p. 56); and (d) it provides role models for 

minority students and tangible examples of minorities 

capabilities to white students, some of whom may not have 

encountered a minority person in a position of authority 

(Harvey & Scott-Jones, 1985, p. 71). 

Given the reasons cited above, it seems crucial that 

colleges and universities continue to move forward in 

removing practices which limit the full participation of 

ethnic minority faculty, staff and students on predominantly 

white campuses. Higher education, in working to meet the 

needs of all of its constituents, must satisfactorily 

resolve this issue. Not just because of its importance to 
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ethnic minorities but because of its importance to the state 

of Texas, the nation, and world as a whole. 

Ethnic Minority Faculty Recruitment 

In terms of recruiting ethnic minority faculty members, 

colleges and universities experienced the same legislative 

and social pressures being brought on institutional 

admissions and recruitment procedures (Sudarkasa, 1987) . 

Because a majority of colleges received federal support in 

some kind (research grants, federal contracts, defense 

department contracts, and student financial aid to name just 

a few) , beginning in 1967 they were required by the 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare (HEW) to develop 

affirmative action (AA) plans setting goals for hiring women 

and ethnic minority faculty and staff (Bennett, 1984) . 

AA for faculty recruitment and hiring dates back to 

Lyndon Johnson's Presidential Executive Order (E.O.) Number 

11246 (1965) . E.O. 11246 affected both public and private 

higher education institutions (Preer, 1981, p. 26). The 

Office of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) was established 

(1966) within the Department of Labor to monitor the 

specifications of President Johnson's executive order 

(Aguirre, Jr. & Martinez, 1993). Despite President 

Johnson's admonition to increase the number of ethnic 

minority faculty recruited and employed, colleges and 

universities often fall short of achieving annual self-
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established institutional standards designed to increase 

faculty and staff diversity (Phillip, 1993). In Texas, for 

example, some research universities have implemented 

aggressive recruiting strategies with the intent to increase 

the number of ethnic minority faculty and staff on their 

respective campuses. As is the case with research 

universities nationwide, the research institutions in Texas 

annually fall short of meeting their desired standard. One 

of the universities in this research study is an example of 

an institution which attempted to aggressively recruit and 

employ ethnic minority faculty and staff. With a 

recruitment strategy that was sanctioned by the chancellor, 

academic divisions at this institution sought to recruit 

ethnic minority faculty as instructors and role models for 

ethnic minority and non-minority students (Woods, 1987) . 

Although this particular institution has made considerable 

progress in employing ethnic minority faculty, it has failed 

to meet its aggressive annual targets since 1987 (Office of 

Institutional Planning, 1995). In the absence of verifiable 

data from the other universities involved in this study, the 

researcher can only speculate that these institutions may 

have had similar experiences in this area. 

Additionally, some research has shown that the 

proportion of minorities in the professorate at prestigious 

research universities remained unchanged during the ten-year 

period 1972 to 1982 (Elmore & Blackburn, 1983). In a study 
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completed during the mid 1980s, Brown (1988) found that the 

percentage of ethnic minority faculty members at 

predominantly white institutions varied according to ethnic 

group throughout the remaining years of the 196 0s and the 

entire decade of the 1970s. For example, during the period 

1974-1983, the number and percentage of African-American 

faculty declined, while Hispanic/Mexican-Americans showed a 

26% increase. Asian-Americans showed the greatest 

percentage increase (38%) over the same period (Wilson, 

1987) . 

Despite the announcements of their AA plans, 

predominantly white institutions routinely face the prospect 

of having their faculty recruitment and hiring practices 

challenged in the courts. At the time this research project 

was initiated, the significant legal case was Adams. The 

Adams case represented an entirely new litigious effort to 

increase the recruitment and retention efforts of colleges 

and universities located primarily in the southern United 

States (Preer, 1981) . The Adams case would develop into the 

single most important case of its era regarding the issue of 

equal opportunity in higher education for ethnic minority 

students, faculty and administrators (Pruitt, 1987) . 

Adams V. Richardson, also known as Adams v. Califano, 

and Adams v. Bell, was first filed in 1969 (Blackwell, 

1981). Adams sought relief for its plaintiffs under Title 

VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which stipulates that 
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public institutions could lose federal funding if these 

institutions were found to be in violation of Title VI. 

Title VI declares, "No person in the United States shall, on 

the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded 

from participation in, or be denied the benefits of, or be 

subjected to discrimination under any program or activity 

receiving Federal financial assistance" (Tindall, 1988, p. 

1371). 

The first decisions in the Adams case were handed down 

in 1973 by U.S. District Court Judge John H. Pratt (Pratt's 

court was located in the District of Columbia). Pratt found 

the defendants to be in violation of Title VI and declared 

in his official memorandum: 

On the basis of the record, it appears that, 
in certain areas about the plaintiff's complain, 
HEW has not properly fulfilled its obligation 
under Title VI...to eliminate the vestiges of past 
policies and practices of segregation in programs 
receiving federal financial assistance. (Willie, 
1981, p. 94) 

In June 1973, Pratt ordered HEW to terminate all federal 

funds to those states which continued to violate Title VI. 

The states of Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, 

Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, 

Pennsylvania and Virginia were promptly notified by HEW 

officials of Pratt's decision. Additionally, these states 

were informed that each respective state was required to 

submit plans, which among other things, showed substantial 

movement toward assuring equality of opportunity in access 
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administrators (Blackwell, 1981) . The state of Texas, along 

with seven other states, came under the jurisdiction of 

Adams and Judge Pratt in the late 1970s and early 1980s. 

All in all, the total number of states required by the Adams 

decision to submit higher education desegregation plans to 

the Department of Education came to 18 (Haynes, 1978) . 

In order to comply with Department of Education 

mandates, the state of Texas submitted its first plan 

(commonly referred to as the Texas Plan) for improving 

minority participation in Texas' higher education system. A 

series of three plans have been submitted since 1977. The 

latest of these Texas Plans is called Access and Equity 

2000. and represents Texas' "continual commitment to 

educational equity" ("Texas Higher Education Coordinating 

Board Report," 1994, p. 2). Section III of the Access and 

Equity 2000 report specifically addresses the recruitment 

and retention of African-American and Hispanic/Mexican-

American faculty, administrators, and professional staff. 

This section urges public colleges and universities to 

increase the presence of faculty, administrators and 

professional staff from underrepresented groups. According 

to the report, the increased presence of these individuals 

not only benefits ethnic minority students by having 

positive role models, the presence also benefits non-

minority students by enhancing their ability to become more 

productive in the multicultural world of the next century 
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productive in the multicultural world of the next century 

(Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 1995). 

Retention of Ethnic Minority Faculty 

The retention of ethnic minority faculty is closely 

related to the variables associated with the retention of 

ethnic minority students. Ethnic minority faculty often 

report feelings of alienation and isolation. Minority 

faculty also report experiencing racism in what they often 

term an inhospitable campus environment (Dill & Dill, 1990) . 

A campus environment in which some ethnic minorities have 

characterized themselves as "third-class citizens feeling 

isolated and underused" (Carter, Pearson & Shavlik, 1988, p. 

98). Because the overall percentage of ethnic minorities 

entering the faculty ranks at predominantly white 

institutions are predicted to rise, ever so slightly over 

the next five years, it becomes critical for these 

institutions to develop strategies designed to aid in 

retaining the existing minority faculty. These strategies 

may include: 

1. Reducing teaching and committee loads in the first 

two years. 

2. Supporting the continual professional development 

of these faculty. 

3. Making sure that the tenure process does not 

disadvantage ethnic minority faculty. (Faculty members who 
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conduct research on ethnic minority issues and who publish 

in minority focused journals may be disadvantaged in the 

tenure review process due to their colleagues lack of 

familiarity with these publications, or by their devaluation 

of different scholarly endeavors [Green, 1987].) 

Another strategy calls for institutions to make 

improving the retention of minority faculty a top priority 

and to commit all aspects of the institution toward 

achieving retention goals (Clewell & Finklen, 1987). 

An examination of the relevant literature on ethnic 

minority faculty revealed that there are large research 

gaps, that if filled, would allow future researchers to 

effectively study this issue. For example, there is a need 

for more precise answers to the question of why ethnic 

minorities, particularly African-American males, are 

electing not to enter graduate training and academic 

careers. Under further study, the reason(s) could possibly 

be identified and strategies implemented to address this 

concern (Brown, 1988). 

There is a compelling need for a research project to 

identify and gauge the effectiveness of institutional 

programs that demonstrate success in retaining ethnic 

minority faculty. Once identified, the successful 

institutions would be encouraged to share their strategies 

with other colleges and universities. 
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Summary 

The literature revealed a great lack of information on 

the concept of faculty members perceptions of campus 

multicultural issues. The literature did reveal the complex 

nature of the variables related to effectively recruiting 

and retaining students, faculty and staff from ethnic 

minority backgrounds. The literature further revealed the 

level of importance that ethnic minority students and 

faculty place on feeling "comfortable" in the collegiate 

environment, and the significant role that affirmative 

action has played in increasing the aggregate numbers of 

ethnic minority students, faculty and administrators. 

Finally, the literature revealed no studies devoted solely 

to faculty perceptions of campus multicultural issues or to 

the retention of ethnic minority faculty. However, one 

major study was identified which concerned students' 

(African-American and white) perceptions of their collegiate 

experience, and one major study was identified which 

concerned how students (African-American and white) 

perceived their campus racial climate to be. It is obvious 

to this researcher that the topics of ethnic minority 

faculty, staff and student recruitment and retention remains 

extremely viable areas for further research. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This research focused on faculty perceptions of campus 

multicultural issues and attitudes toward ethnic minorities 

at public research oriented universities in Texas. This 

chapter is organized in the following manner: Sample 

selection; development of the instrument; data collection; 

treatment of the data; preparation of the data for analysis; 

statistical procedures and summary. 

Selection of the Sample 

The Selected Universities 

The study involved faculty members at the public 

supported, research-oriented universities in the state of 

Texas. These universities are Texas A&M University (College 

Station), Texas Tech University (Lubbock), the University of 

Houston (University Park), and the University of Texas 

(Austin). Each of the selected institutions exhibits the 

following characteristics: (a) total headcount enrollment 

over 24,000 (Statistical Report, 1994); (b) doctorate degree 

granting with significant research budgets; employs at 

least 800 teaching faculty in the ranks of professor, 

associate professor and assistant professor; and (d) public 

(taxpayer) supported. A random sample of 260 faculty from a 

total of 5,597 was selected from these institutions. Each 

of the selected faculty received a cover letter, stamped 
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self-addressed envelope and survey instrument 

(questionnaire) which the researcher mailed to them at their 

institutional address. The researcher used academic rank 

and ethnicity as two stratifying variables in selecting the 

sample. 

Faculty 

The selected faculty were chosen with the aid of a 

numerical table prepared by the researcher's statistical 

advisor with data obtained from the Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board. Data from the Coordinating Board 

revealed the following: a total of 5,597 faculty were 

eligible to participate in the survey; of this total number 

1,305 were assistant professors, 1,641 were associate 

professors and 2,651 were full professors. The ethnic 

minority breakdown is as follows: African-American, 82 

total faculty; Asian-American, 202 total faculty; and 

Hispanic/Mexican-American, 147 total faculty. Ethnic 

minorities represented 7.7 percent (431) of the total 

faculty eligible to participate in the study (see Table 1) . 
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Table 1 
Distribution of Faculty Eligible to Participate 
in Research Study by Academic Rank and Ethnicity* 

ACADEMIC RANK 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Professor 

Total 

ETHNICITY 

White 

1147 

1504 

2515 

5166 

Black 

35 

28 

19 

82 

Hispanic 

63 

48 

36 

147 

Asian 

60 

61 

81 

202 

Total 

1305 

1641 

2651 

5597 

*Source: 1994 Statistical Report of Texas Higher Education 
Coordinating Board 

The goal of the research was to collect data from 260 

faculty in three academic ranks (assistant professor, 

associate professor and professor). In order to achieve 

this goal, the researcher mailed surveys to 87 associate 

professors, 87 assistant professors, and 86 professors (see 

Table 2). 

Table 2 
Distribution of Survey Participants by 

Academic Rank and Ethnicity 
N = 260 

ACADEMIC RANK 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Professor 

Total 

ETHNICITY 

African 
American 

10 

8 

8 

26 

Asian 

10 

8 

8 

26 

Caucasian 

57 

63 

62 

182 

Hispanic 

10 

8 

8 

26 

Total 

87 

87 

86 

260 

In selecting the survey participants, the researcher 

used a counting off procedure which is sometimes referred to 

as systematic sampling. This procedure involves entering a 
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directory or list of names by making the very first 

selection a random one. For instance, the University of 

Texas-Austin has 378 Caucasian assistant professors (215 

male and 163 females), which is about 33% of the Caucasian 

assistant professors in the population (378/1147). 

Therefore, the University of Texas-Austin should have about 

20 Caucasian assistant professors represented in the survey 

population of 260. To arrive at the UT-Austin Caucasian 

assistant professor total, the researcher selected every 

19th faculty name on the list (378/20). The starting point 

for counting was determined by a table of random numbers 

from 1-10 which were chosen by the researcher. In the UT-

Austin assistant professor case, the number three came up 

first and the faculty selection process began with the third 

name on the list. Thereafter, every 19th name was selected. 

A similar selection procedure was used in choosing faculty 

from each of the other two academic ranks (associate 

professor and professor) and from each of the other three 

target universities with these noted exceptions: UT-Austin, 

associate professor, every 22nd faculty member selected; 

professor, every 47th faculty member selected; Texas A&M, 

assistant professor, every 22nd faculty member selected, 

associate professor, every 29th faculty member selected, and 

professor, every 47th faculty member selected; University of 

Houston, assistant professor, every eighth faculty member 

selected, associate professor, every 13th faculty member 
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selected, and professor, every 17th faculty member selected; 

Texas Tech University, assistant professor, every ninth 

faculty member selected, associate professor, every 12th 

faculty member selected, and professor, every 16th faculty 

member selected. This procedure for selecting faculty 

provided the researcher with an appropriate sampling. Table 

2 presents a distribution of the sample population according 

to ethnicity and academic rank. It should be noted that the 

number of potential subjects in each category was 

proportionally divided among institutions according to the 

size of the institution. 

The researcher was concerned with the low numbers of 

ethnic minority faculty appearing in the data provided by 

the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board. This 

specific concern is identified in Chapter I as one of the 

limitations of the study. In choosing the sample of ethnic 

minority faculty, the researcher oversampled the faculty 

identified as African-American, Asian-American and 

Hispanic/Mexican-American. A listing of these faculty was 

provided to the researcher, upon his request, from the 

office of affirmative action at each target institution. 

Once the roster of ethnic minority faculty had been 

received, the researcher then systematically selected these 

faculty according to academic rank. This technique resulted 

in a sample with oversampling of ethnic minority faculty 

members in an effort to achieve equal sized groups and to 
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have sufficient ethnic minority representation to answer one 

of the research questions. As a result of the systematic 

sampling techniques, the researcher was able to include 78 

ethnic minority faculty in the survey population. The 78 

minority participants represent 3 0 percent of the total 

survey population. Based on Coordinating Board data, this 

is roughly 3.9 times the percentage of ethnic minorities 

eligible to participate in the study. 

Development of the Instrument 

The questionnaire used in this study was developed by 

the researcher and designed to measure faculty attitudes and 

awareness of campus multicultural programs/issues. The 

questionnaire was modeled after an instrument constructed by 

Dr. N. V. Standley in 1977. Standley's (1977) original 

instrument was used to measure the perceptions and attitudes 

of white students attending historically black colleges and 

universities and black students attending predominantly 

white colleges. 

The researcher has taken Standley's basic questionnaire 

and modified it slightly (without markedly changing the 

meaning of words and phrases) in order to make the 

instrument applicable to the target group. 

The questionnaire developed for this study consists of 

three sections. The first section. Section I, consisted of 

11 items which focused on the collection of data related to 

59 



the personal background of survey participants. Items 

included in this section were: age, major field of study, 

years of teaching experience, highest degree earned, gender, 

ethnicity, size of undergraduate institution attended, 

academic rank, marital status, employment status, type of 

institution (public or private) and percentage of ethnic 

minority students attending the survey participants 

undergraduate alma mater (at the time of participant's 

graduation). Respondents were instructed to check the 

appropriate response to items 1 (sex), 3 (ethnic 

background), 4 (marital status), 5 (employment status), 6 

(job title), 9 (highest degree earned), 10 (institution 

size), and 11 (member of National Association of Scholars). 

Survey items 2 (age), 7 (years of teaching experience), and 

8 (area of specialization) required the respondents to write 

in their responses. 

Section two of the questionnaire consisted of 17 items 

that focused on the attitudes of survey participants toward 

their campus' multicultural climate. Participants were 

asked to read statements which represented a point of view 

on some aspect of the collegiate experience of ethnic 

minority faculty, staff or students. The items in this 

section seek to determine participant's attitudes in three 

areas (subscales): academic climate of the campus, seven 

items, items 12, 19, 20, 21, 24, 27, and 28. An example of 

an item appearing in this subscale is, "Minority students 
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should meet the same academic standards for admission as 

other students"; social climate of the campus, six items, 

items 13, 14, 17, 18, 23, and 25. An example of an item 

appearing in this subscale is, "My social contacts on campus 

include minorities"; and participant's general attitude and 

opinions on race, four items, items 15, 16, 22 and 26. An 

example of an item appearing in this subscale is, "At this 

time I feel my institution is as ethnically diverse as it 

can be." These items use a Likert scale-type format--a 4-

point scale ranging from P.trongly Agree (SA) to Strongly 

Disagree (SD), with an additional choice of Undecided at the 

middle. Participants were then instructed to circle the 

response they considered most appropriate on each statement. 

Participants' responses in this section were scored so that 

a high score represents a positive attitude and a low score 

represents a negative attitude toward multicultural issues. 

Section three of the questionnaire consisted of seven 

items that focused on the participant's awareness of 

multicultural program areas on their respective campuses. 

These items specifically address such areas as the ethnic 

and racial composition of the institution's governing board 

(regents), department affirmative action programs, ethnic 

minority administrators on campus, the percentage of ethnic 

minority students attending the university, the office 

responsible for investigating allegations of racial 

discrimination raised by students, and an institution's 
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racial sensitivity training program. The response choices 

in this section were Yes, No, and Don't Know for items 29, 

30, 31, 32, 33 and 34. Respondents were directed to read 

each of these six items and respond by placing an X next to 

the most appropriate response. For item number 35, 

participants were asked to place an X by the number which 

best represented the percentage of ethnic minority students 

attending their present institution. 

The questionnaire was validated via the following 

method: A group of three faculty nembers at Texas Tech 

University was asked to review the questionnaire and provide 

comments and suggestions concerning the clarity, content, 

and readability of each item. Each of these faculty members 

were knowledgeable in questionnaire/survey development. 

Additionally, the researcher's dissertation advisor, also 

very knowledgeable in questionnaire/survey development, 

served as the final reviewer offering his assistance in 

determining the specific areas to be covered. Following 

this review process, the instrument was reduced from 56 

items to a final form of 35 items. 

Data Collection 

A packet containing the questionnaire (see Appendix C), 

a cover letter (see Appendix A), and stamped self-addressed 

envelope was mailed to survey participants. The cover 

letter directed participants to complete the questionnaire, 
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place it in the self-addressed envelope, and mail it to the 

researcher. The cover letter also informed participants 

that the purpose of the research was to investigate faculty 

perceptions of campus multicultural issues at public 

research-oriented universities in Texas and that they were 

among 260 faculty members randomly selected to participate. 

The survey participant's anonymity was assured, even though 

the questionnaires were coded numerically so that each one 

could be matched with the appropriate institution once 

returned to the researcher. 

The researcher made a substantial effort, consisting of 

four phases, to gather as many responses from survey 

participants as possible. Two mailings, a telephone follow-

up, and dissemination of surveys through members of the 

researcher's dissertation committee were strategies employed 

in an effort to maximize the number of surveys returned. 

The researcher felt each of the phases was necessary due 

primarily to the low number of ethnic minorities eligible to 

participate in the project. These additional measures, such 

as telephone follow-up of non-respondents and disseminating 

surveys through committee members, aided tremendously in 

collecting responses from survey participants, particularly 

from ethnic minority participants whose responses were 

needed to specifically address two of the research 

questions. 
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The researcher conducted the first mailing of surveys 

during a three-week period in March of 1995 (March 1-22) . 

Two hundred and sixty surveys were mailed and 100 returned 

within the three-week period (38.4 percent return rate). 

Despite the fact that 16 0 surveys were not returned from the 

original 260 mailed, the researcher had exhausted virtually 

all of his financial resources and did not have the funds to 

conduct a follow-up mailout numbering 160. However, a small 

amount of additional funds were secured to mail out 70 

follow-up surveys. This follow-up mailing was conducted 

during the two-week period of March 27-April 10. Of the 70 

surveys mailed out, 33 were returned. The returned surveys 

from the second mailing brought the total cumulative 

returned surveys from both mailings to 133 or 51 percent of 

the 260 target number. Following the second mailout, the 

researcher elected to telephone ten non-respondents from the 

first two mailings. Survey participants selected by the 

researcher to be telephoned were chosen ordinally from the 

listing of non-respondents. The researcher secured the 

funding to conduct ten telephone calls in an effort to 

collect the responses of survey participants by the most 

expeditious manner available, given the need for the 

researcher to complete the project in a timely manner. The 

week of April 17-21 was selected as the target period to 

conduct the telephone follow-up. Two individuals per day 

were contacted for a total of ten telephone follow-ups. The 
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researcher personally talked with each of the ten 

participants, asking them if they had discarded one or both 

of the survey instruments. Five of the ten had discarded 

one or both of the surveys. The remaining five informed the 

researcher they were still in possession of at least one of 

the surveys and that they would complete the instrument and 

return it within the week. The five individuals who had 

discarded their surveys were mailed another one. Of the ten 

telephone follow-ups, seven individuals returned their 

surveys. This seven brought the total number of surveys 

returned to 140 or 53.8 percent of the target population of 

260. The slightly more than 50 percent response rate proved 

acceptable for the researcher. 

One of the purposes of the telephone follow-up was to 

create a non-respondent group for comparison between 

respondents and non-respondents. If no significant 

difference was found, the seven subjects identified as 

telephone participants would be included in the samples 

collected from the two mailings. 

Table 3 below describes the return rate by ethnicity 

and academic rank which is represented as follows. 
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Table 3 
Distribution of All Returned Surveys by 

Academic Rank and Ethnicity 
N = 140 

ACADEMIC 
RANK 

Assi 

Asso 

Full 

Total 

Black 

2 

6 

2 

10 

Asian 

5 

5 

3 

13 

Caucasian 

25 

38 

35 

98 

ETHNICITY 

Hispani 
c 

5 

6 

6 

17 

Native 
America 
n 

0 

1 

0 

1 

Other 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Total 

38 

56 

46 

140 

Research Hypotheses 

The following research hypotheses will be tested 

through the use of the appropriate statistical procedures. 

1. There is significant ethnicity effect on attitudes 

towards the campus racial climate expressed by minority and 

non-minority faculty members. 

2. There is a significant rank effect on attitudes 

towards the campus racial climate expressed by faculty 

members holding the academic rank of assistant professor, 

associate professor, and full professor. 

3. There is a significant interaction effect between 

ethnicity and rank on attitudes towards the campus racial 

climate expressed by minority and non minority faculty 

members holding the academic rank of assistant professor, 

associate professor, and full professor. 
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4. There is a significant ethnicity effect on the 

awareness of campus multicultural issues expressed by 

minority and non-minority faculty members. 

5. There is a significant rank effect on the 

awareness of campus multicultural issues expressed by 

faculty members holding the academic rank of assistant 

professor, associate professor, and full professor. 

6. There is a significant interaction effect between 

ethnicity and rank effect on the awareness of campus 

multicultural issues expressed by minority and non-minority 

faculty members holding the academic rank of assistant 

professor, associate professor, and full professor. 

Treatment of the Data 

After the questionnaires were returned, the data were 

organized to test the research hypotheses listed above. 

Due to the small number of subjects in each respective 

ethnic group (African-American, Asian-American, and 

Hispanic/Mexican-American), the researcher grouped all of 

these faculty into one category labeled ethnic minority. 

Ethnic minority faculty from all academic ranks were 

included in this grouping and the survey responses from the 

ethnic minority group was compared to the survey responses 

from Anglo (non-minority) responses. Table 4 below was used 

in the analysis of the remaining data. 
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Table 4 
Distribution of Survey Participants by 
Academic Rank and Combined Ethnicity 

N = 140 

ACADEMIC RANK 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Professor 

Totals 

ETHNICITY 

Anglo 

25 

38 

35 

98 

Ethnic Minority 
(includes 
African-
American, Asian 
and Hispanic) 

13 

18 

11 

42 

Total 

38 

56 

46 

140 

Preparation of the Data for Analysis 

The data obtained from the returned questionnaires were 

coded numerically and then transcribed into the computer 

system at Texas Tech University for statistical analysis. 

The most recent version of the Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSSX) was used in generating a computer 

program for tabulation, analysis, and interpretation of the 

data. These statistical routines are commonly used in the 

social sciences. 

The dependent variables in this study were created from 

the ratings assigned by the survey participants to the 

individual items of the questionnaire. In Section II, the 

individual items ratings ranged from 1 for a very negative 

attitude to 5 for a very positive attitude. For each of the 

three subscales, the mean ratings assigned to the individual 

items of that subscale were considered to be the attitude of 
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the respondent toward that particular subscale. The highest 

possible score for this section was 5. The lowest possible 

score was 1. Also in Section II, the undecided, can't say 

response category was scored at the midpoint between agree 

and disagree. This scoring reduces the attrition of 

subjects and is theoretically sound. 

In Section III, the individual ratings items were 

scored in the following manner. If the survey participant's 

response reflected the reality of the institution, they 

received one point. Otherwise any other response was scored 

as zero. The researcher elected to use items 29, 30, 34, 

and 35 only from this section. Responses to these items 

were able to be verified by data provided to the researcher 

by each institution's office of institutional research (see 

Appendix D). Items 31, 32, and 3 3 have no value in terms of 

providing information essential to the research outcome of 

this project. The respondent scores in Section III were 

averaged and a mean score indicated. A low score in this 

section indicates a low knowledge of campus multicultural 

programs. A high score indicates a high knowledge of campus 

multicultural programs. Section III dealt specifically with 

survey participants' level of awareness of multicultural 

program areas at their respective campuses. 
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statistical Procedures 

Descriptive analysis of the data was achieved through 

the use of frequency distribution and certain measures of 

central tendency and dispersion (i.e., mean and standard 

deviation of individual rating items). These procedures 

were used to provide answers to the first research question 

by describing the selected personal and background 

characteristics of the survey participants. 

Inferential analysis of the data was accomplished by 

testing the six research hypotheses through the use of the 

two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). 

Summary 

The methods and procedures used to collect and analyze 

the data for this study were described in this chapter. The 

survey participants consisted of 260 faculty members 

systematically selected, and stratified from four taxpayer 

supported research oriented universities in Texas. A total 

of 260 questionnaires were mailed and 140 were returned. 

The next chapter contains an analysis of the data. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA ANALYSIS 

This chapter presents an analysis of the data through 

the use of statistical procedures outlined in Chapter III. 

This chapter is organized into the following parts: (1) a 

descriptive analysis of the data which provides the personal 

characteristics of the survey participants and addresses the 

first research question and (2) inferential analysis of the 

data bv testing the null hypotheses derived from the two 

remaining research questions. Six hypotheses were tested to 

determine the relationship between personal characteristics 

of the survey participants, their attitudes toward campus 

multicultural issues, and the level of awareness of campus 

multicultural programs. In addition, a summary of the 

research findings is presented at the end of the chapter. 

Descriptive Analysis of the Data 

This part of,, the chapter answers the first research 

question through the use of frequency distribution for 

independent variables and mean scores for dependent 

variables. Research question 1: What are the personal 

characteristics of faculty members of Texas public research 

universities who participated in the study? Tables 5 and 6 

present a summary of the selected personal characteristics 

of the faculty who participated in the study. The data 

71 



presented in Table 5 revealed that at least 24.2 percent of 

these faculty were 50 years of age or older, at least five 

percent were 34 years of age or younger, and at least 65.5 

percent of these faculty were between the ages of 3 5 and 5 0 

Of the faculty, 17.1 percent elected not to report their 

age. The average age of the survey respondents was 46.6 

years. The majority of these faculty, 121 (86.4%), hold a 

doctorate degree, 14 (10.0%), have a master's degree and 

only 5 (3.57%) reported having other types of degrees 

(bachelor's, juris doctorate, MD, veterinary medicine, 

etc.). The data also revealed that 25.7 percent (36) of the 

survey participants had less than ten years of teaching 

experience, 33.57 percent (47) had less than 20 years of 

teaching experience but more than ten years, and the 

majority, 40.7 percent (57), had more than 20 years of 

teaching experience. The average number of years of 

teaching experience was 16.5. 
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Table 5 

Number and Percentage of Faculty Members According to 
Age Group, Highest Degree Earned and Years of 

Teaching Experience 

Personal Characteristics of Faculty 
Members 

Age Group 

Highest Degree 
Earned 

Years of Teaching 
Experience 

25-34 Years 
35-50 Years 
Over 50 Years 
Age not reported 
Mean age 4 6.6 
Standard 
Deviation 8.994 

Doctoral Degree 
Master's Degree 
Bachelor's 
Degree 
Other Degrees 

1-9 Years 
10-19 Years 
over 2 0 years 
Mean Number of 
Years teaching 
experience 17.0 
Standard 
Deviation 9.367 

Number 

6 
76 
34 
24 

121 
14 

1 
4 

36 
47 
57 

Percent 

5.2 
54.2 
24.2 
17.-1 

86.4 
10.0 

0.71 
2.85 

23.2 
34.4 
42.4 

Table 6 provides some additional personal 

characteristics of the survey participants. Data in this 

table reveal that a majority of these faculty, 93 (66.4%), 

attended institutions with more than 10,000 students 

enrolled, 26 (18.6%) of the survey participants attended 

institutions with 4,000 to 10,000 students enrolled, and 20 

(14.28%) of these faculty attended institutions enrolling 

less than 4,000 students. Table 6 also reveals that 69.3 

percent (97) of the survey participants attended public 
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universities, while 9.3 percent (13) attended private 

universities. Of the survey participants, 21.4 percent (3 0) 

elected not to respond to this item. In terms of the 

percentage of ethnic minority students attending the 

participant's undergraduate institution at the time of 

participant's graduation, the data revealed that eight of 

these faculty attended institutions enrolling less than 1% 

ethnic minority, 28 faculty (20%) attended institutions 

enrolling 2-5% ethnic minority, 37 faculty (26.42%) attended 

institutions enrolling 6-10% ethnic minority, 30 faculty 

(21.42%) attended institutions enrolling 11-15% ethnic 

minority, and ten faculty (7.14%) attended institutions 

enrolling over 15% ethnic minority. Twenty-seven faculty 

members (19.2%) elected not to respond to this item. 
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Table 6 

Number and Percentage of Faculty Members According to: 
Size of Undergraduate Alma Mater, Undergraduate Institution 

Public or Private, and Percentage of Ethnic Minority 
Students Attending Undergraduate Alma Mater at 

Time of Graduation 

Personal Characteristics 
Members 

Size of Undergraduate 
Institution (Alma 
Mater) 

Undergraduate Alma 
Mater Public or 
Private 

Percentage of Ethnic 
Minority Students 
Attending 
Undergraduate Alma 
Mater at time of 
Graduation 

of Faculty 

Less than 4,000 
4,000 to 10,000 
over 10,000 
Size not 
reported 

Public 
Private 
Not reported 

Less than 1% 
2-5% 
6-10% 
11-15% 
over 15% 
not reported 

Number 

20 
26 
93 

1 

97 
13 
30 

7 
25 
33 
29 
6 

25 

Percent 

14.28 
18.6 
66.4 

0.7 

69.3 
9.3 

21.4 

5.71 
20 
26.42 
21.42 
7.14 
19.2 

Inferential Analysis of the Data 

The two remaining research questions were converted 

into six hypotheses in order to determine the effect 

of ethnicity and academic rank on faculty attitudes toward 

campus multicultural issues and faculty member's level of 

awareness pertaining to campus multicultural programs. 

Research question 2: Was there significant difference in the 

attitudes toward multicultural programs by academic rank and 

ethnicity? This research question was converted to the 

following three hypotheses in order to determine the effect 

of academic rank and ethnicity on faculty attitudes toward 
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multicultural programs and faculty awareness of campus 

multicultural programs. 

Hypothesis 1; There is a significant ethnicity effect 

on attitudes towards the campus racial climate expressed by 

minority and non-minority faculty members. Hypothesis 2 : 

There is a significant rank effect on attitudes towards the 

campus racial climate expressed by faculty members holding 

the academic rank of assistant professor, associate 

professor, and full professor. Hypothesis 3: There is a 

significant interaction effect between ethnicity and rank on 

attitudes towards the campus racial climate expressed by 

minority and non-minority faculty members holding the 

academic rank of assistant professor, associate professor, 

and full professor. The variables of academic, social, 

general, and total attitude were subjected to a two-way 

ANOVA with ethnicity and academic rank (see Tables 7-10) . 

One significant difference was found in the general 

attitudes and opinions on race subscale (see Table 9). 

Faculty members responses to the items in this subscale 

differed by ethnicity with ethnic minority faculty appearing 

clearly less satisfied with the general campus racial 

climate than non-minority faculty. This leads the 

researcher to conclude that ethnic minority faculty have a 

general sense of despair regarding racial issues on campus. 

Ethnic minority faculty may feel their university 

administration is not doing enough to improve the racial 
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climate on campus. Given that bit of speculation, it is 

incumbent upon the administration at universities to 

demonstrate a strong commitment to improving the general 

campus climate for ethnic minority faculty, staff, and 

students. 

Table 7 
Mean Scores Comparison of 
Academic Attitude Variable 

N=132 

Title 

Professor 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assoc. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assist. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Column Total 

Ethnic 
Minority 

2.40001 

2.3725 
17 
.4806 

2.4306 
12 

.6335 

2.3974 
39 

.5575 

Anglo 

2.3978 
31 
.7248 

2.1486 
37 

.6416 

2.3400 
25 

.7615 

2.2832 
93 

.7044 

Row Total 

2.3984 
41 

.6971 

2.2191 
54 

.6003 

2.3694 
37 

.7149 

2.3169 
132 

.6644 
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Table 8 
Mean Scores Comparison of 
Social Attitude Variable 

N=130 

Title 

Professor 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assoc. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assist. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Column Total 

Ethnic 
Minority 

2.38001 

2.3222 
18 

.7199 

2.1273 
11 

.7281 

2.2821 
39 

.7015 

Anglo 

. 2.2424 
33 

.7628 

2.1838 
37 

.6854 

2.2095 
21 

.5847 

2.2110 
91 

.6866 

Row Total 

2.2744 
43 

.7394 

2.2291 
55 

.6933 

2.1813 
32 

.6270 

2.2323 
130 

.6891 
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Table 9 
Mean Scores Comparison of 
General Attitude Variable 

N=138 

Title 

Professor 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assoc. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assist. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Column Total 

Ethnic 
Minority 

2.6500 
10 

.7835 

2.5880 
18 

.6767 

2.1795 
13 

.5323 

2.4736 
41 

.6779 

Anglo 

2.6952 
35 

.7160 

2.7917 
38 

.7543 

2.8715 
24 

.7417 

2.7766 
97 

.7331 

Row Total 

2.6852 
45 

.7225 

2.72 62 
56 

.7304 

2.6284 
37 

.7471 

2.6866 
138 

.7281 
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Table 10 
Mean Scores Comparison of 
Total Attitude Variable 

N=137 

Title 

Professor 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assoc. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assist. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Column Total 

Ethnic 
Minority 

2.48241 

2.5017 
17 

.4039 

2.3988 
12 

.5012 

2.4634 
40 

.4392 

Anglo 

2.5434 
35 

.5366 

2.4312 
38 

.4478 

2.5086 
24 

.4832 

2.4909 
97 

.4875 

Row Total 

2.5298 
45 

.5112 

2.4530 
55 

.4322 

2.4700 
37 

.4855 

2.4828 
137 

.4714 

One interpretation of these findings is that the non-

significance in mean scores on 16 of the 17 items from 

Section II of the survey instrument, indicates that ethnic 

minority and non-minority faculty in the three academic 

ranks have similar attitudes and opinions regarding the 

campus academic climate, and the campus social climate for 

ethnic minority students, faculty, and staff. As mentioned 

previously, faculty opinions on the general racial climate 

subscale differed by race. However, no significant 

differences were found across academic ranks. One possible 

explanation for no difference among faculty of different 

academic rank has more to do with America's educational 

system than any other variables. America's system of 
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education provides the participants with a specific set of 

values. These values include accepting responsibility for 

one's own actions, being responsible citizens, hard work has 

its rewards, cooperation, and a sense of fair play to list a 

few. America's educational system values such personal 

attributes as motivation, desire, intelligence, and 

persistence. In a system where the welfare of the 

individual seems to be more important than group 

achievements, the values which lead to material and 

professional success are more readily accepted than the 

values which lead to conflict regarding societal 

institutions (religion, politics, education, etc.). 

Individuals from across all ethnic groups and all academic 

ranks may simply pick up and carry forward the values which 

allow for the greatest degree of professional congruence 

(Cose, 1993). In the opinion of this writer, its not so 

much a matter of an individual totally assimilating into a 

different culture, it is more of an acculturation process 

whereby the individual adopts certain elements of the 

culture he/she is exposed to on a daily basis. 

Analyzing data from the seven individual items in the 

academic subscale, 64.7 percent of faculty strongly agreed 

or agreed that their university administration was making a 

genuine effort to recruit ethnic minority students. Only 

10.8 percent of faculty strongly disagreed or disagreed with 

the statement in item 12, while 24 percent were undecided. 
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On item 19, 59 percent of faculty agreed that minority 

students should meet the same academic standards for 

admissions as other students. Eleven and one-half (11.5%) 

percent disagreed with this statement, while 29 percent were 

undecided. On item 20, an even 50 percent of faculty agreed 

that ethnic/cultural studies should be a part of a student's 

education. Thirty-two (32%) percent were undecided, while 

17 percent disagreed with the statement. On item 21, 63 

percent of faculty believed that the administration on their 

campus has made a special effort to help minority students 

fit in. Eight (8%) percent were undecided on this issue, 

while 28.8 percent were in disagreement. On item 24, 58.7 

percent of faculty felt that financial aid seemed to be more 

readily available for minority students. Twenty-nine (29%) 

percent disagreed, while 12 percent were undecided. Item 27 

analysis reveals that 23.9 percent of faculty agreed that 

freshmen minority students were generally less prepared for 

college work than non-minority students. Thirty-three (33%) 

percent of faculty were undecided on this issue, while 43 

percent disagreed with the statement. On item 28, 54 

percent of faculty indicated that they refer to the 

contributions of ethnic minorities in their field when 

appropriate. Thirty percent were undecided on this matter, 

while 15 percent were in disagreement. 

Regarding the six items of the social climate subscale 

an analysis reveals that on item 13, 75 percent of the 
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faculty agreed that faculty on their campus have no 

difficulty informally communicating with minority students. 

Eleven percent of faculty were undecided while seven 

percent disagreed with the statement. Item 14 analysis 

revealed that 49.6 percent of faculty felt that interracial 

dating appeared to be socially acceptable on their campus. 

Three percent were undecided, while 47.5 percent of faculty 

were in disagreement with this statement. On item 17, 67.6 

percent of faculty indicated the social climate for minority 

students on their campus was comfortable. Seven percent 

were undecided and 29.5 percent disagreed with this 

statement. Item 18 analysis revealed that 67 percent of 

faculty believed that their institution did not experience 

any significant racial conflict during the last academic 

year. Seven percent were undecided, while 25.7 percent 

disagreed. Item 23 analysis revealed that 59.6 percent of 

faculty reported that their social contacts on campus 

included minorities. Thirty-four percent of faculty were 

undecided on this issue, while five percent disagreed. 

Analysis of the final item in this subscale, item 25, 

revealed that 47.9 percent of faculty agreed that their 

institution has a special obligation to promote and 

encourage positive racial interaction on campus. Forty-six 

percent of faculty were undecided, while five percent 

disagreed with the statement. 
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In analyzing the faculty responses to the four items in 

the general attitudes and opinion subscale, the data reveals 

that on item 15, 48.5 percent of faculty agreed that most 

minorities want a chance to get some of the good things in 

life. Thirty-six percent were undecided on this issue, 

while 13.6 percent disagreed with the statement. On item 

16, 38.8 percent of faculty indicated that a student's 

ethnic background does not affect their ability to learn. 

Fifty-three percent were undecided on this issue, while 

seven percent disagreed. Analysis of item 22 revealed that 

59.7 percent of faculty felt that they should serve as 

campus sponsors for groups outside of their own culture. 

Thirteen percent of faculty were undecided, while 25 percent 

disagreed with the statement. On the final item in this 

subscale, item 26, 38.2 percent of faculty felt that their 

institution was as ethnically diverse as it can be. Four 

percent of faculty were undecided, while 56 percent were in 

disagreement with the statement. 

The researcher examined the mean scores for ethnic 

minority and non-minority faculty in each of the three 

subscales. The mean scores were subjected to a two-way 

ANOVA test for independent samples. The researcher labeled 

the combination of the three subscales as the total attitude 

of survey participants regarding the campus racial climate. 

The ANOVA test revealed no statistically significant 
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difference in the mean scores of ethnic minority and non-

minority faculty (see Table 10). 

Research question 2: Was there significant difference 

in the awareness of campus multicultural programs by 

academic rank and ethnicity? This research question was 

converted to three hypotheses in order to determine the 

effect of ethnicity and academic rank on faculty awareness 

of campus multicultural programs. Hypothesis 4: There is a 

significant ethnicity effect on the awareness of campus 

multicultural issues expressed by minority and non-minority 

faculty members. Hypothesis 5: There is a significant rank 

effect on the awareness of campus multicultural issues 

expressed by faculty members holding the academic rank of 

assistant professor, associate professor and full professor. 

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant interaction effect 

between ethnicity and rank effect on the awareness of campus 

multicultural issues expressed by minority and non-minority 

faculty members holding the academic rank of assistant 

professor, associate professor and full professor. 

The mean scores on the variable aware/awareness were 

subjected to a two way ANOVA. The ANOVA test indicated no 

significant differences in mean scores across the groups 

(see Table 11). The non-significance in mean scores 

indicates that ethnic minority and non-minority faculty in 

the three academic ranks have a similar level of awareness 

of campus multicultural issues. 
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Table 11 
Mean Scores Comparison of 
Aware/Awareness Variable 

N=139 

Title 

Professor 
Mean 
Number 
Std. DEV. 

Assoc. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Assist. Prof. 
Mean 
Number 
Std. Dev. 

Column Total 

Ethnic 
Minority 

1.9000 
10 
1.1005 

2.0556 
18 

.9376 

2.2308 
13 

.7250 

2.0732 
41 

.9053 

Anglo 

2.4857 
35 

.8869 

2.2632 
38 

.8909 

1.8000 
.':5 
1.0000 

2.2245 
98 

.9474 

Row Total 

2.3556 
45 

.9572 

2.16964 
56 

.9029 

1.9474 
38 

.9285 

2.1799 
139 

.9345 

An analysis of the data concerning the variable 

aware/awareness, specifically item 29 in Section III of the 

survey instrument, leads the researcher to conclude that (a) 

institutions are doing a highly effective job in 

communicating the existence of an affirmative action (AA) 

plan (86% of faculty indicated an awareness of their 

institution's AA plan), or (b) faculty have taken the 

initiative themselves to learn of their institution's AA 

plan, or(c) faculty made a logical and educational 

assumption concerning this important matter. 

Regarding item 30, again either a, b or c applies. 

Nearly 60% of faculty indicated that their institution had 

at least one ethnic minority board member, while 3 0% 
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indicated they did not know if an ethnic minority was a 

member of their governing board. 

On item 34, 37.9% of faculty indicated they did not 

know whether their institution sponsored an ongoing racial 

sensitivity program. Almost 36% of faculty responded yes to 

this item. Institutions clearly must do a better job of 

communicating the existence of such programs. 

Regarding item 35, when faculty responses are compared 

to the data provided by each target institution, it is clear 

that faculty have a very high knowledge of what percentage 

ethnic minorities make up of their institution's total 

enrollment. Ninety-two percent of faculty were within one 

percentage point of the actual percentage of minority 

students reported by their institution. 

The researcher had some concern regarding the 

reliability of the survey instrument. As mentioned 

previously, the researcher modified an instrument developed 

by Dr. N.V. Standley which had been administered to more 

than 30,000 students from different ethnic backgrounds to 

assess their perception of their respective institution's 

campus racial climate. One explanation for the low 

reliability relates to the manner in which university 

students perceive their campus as compared to the manner in 

which faculty, who are usually chronologically older and 

have a more vested interest in the campus, perceive the 

climate to be. As a result of the concern regarding the low 
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reliability, the researcher elected to perform a two-way 

ANOVA on each of the 17 individual items (items 12-28) in 

Section II (opinions, perceptions, and attitudes) of the 

survey instrument. The two-way ANOVA would permit the 

researcher to determine any degree of significance between 

variables that the two-way ANOVA of the three subscales may 

not have picked up. Due to the additional effort to 

determine a significant finding through the use of an 

additional statistical step, the reliability of the 

instrument becomes less of a concern. 

Summary of Research Findings 

Based on the criterion established for the acceptance 

or rejection of individual subscales and for the acceptance 

or rejection of the hypotheses (0.05), there was no 

statistical support for Hypotheses 1, or 2, therefore each 

was rejected. There was highly statistically significant 

support for Hypothesis 3 (p=.024). There was no statistical 

support for Hypotheses 4, 5 or 6, therefore each was 

rejected. 

Data analysis did reveal that faculty expressed a 

generally negative attitude toward multicultural programs 

and a low awareness of multicultural events, regardless of 

their ethnicity and academic rank. This generally negative 

attitude was present in each of the subscales subjected to 

the two-way ANOVA (academic climate, social climate, general 

opinions on race, and aware/awareness). The mid-point score 
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in each of these subscales was 3.0; however, the scores in 

the subscales ranged from a low of 1.80 to a high of 2.87. 

All of the scores were considerably below the mid-point 

score established for that specific subscale. The generally 

negative attitude is significant to note because it could 

indicate the institutional priority for addressing 

multicultural issues and programs, as perceived by the 

faculty. 

This chapter presented an analysis of the results of 

the study concerning the opinions, perceptions and attitudes 

of faculty members at four public research oriented 

universities in Texas. Conclusions and recommendations for 

further research follow in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter summarizes the study findings, presents 

conclusions based on the research findings, and provides 

recommendations for further study. 

Introduction 

The present study explored faculty members' perceptions 

of campus multicultural issues at four public research 

oriented universities in Texas. The survey population 

included full-time faculty members in three academic ranks: 

assistant professsor, associate professor and professor. 

The survey instrument consisted of three parts: Section 

I, data related to the personal and professional background 

of participants; Section II, the opinions, perceptions and 

attitudes of survey participants concerning campus 

multicultural issues; and Section III, campus multicultural 

program awareness of survey participants. 

Personal characteristics examined by the researcher 

were years of teaching experience, age, ethnic background, 

educational background, and faculty rank. The ethnic 

background and faculty rank variables were correlated with 

the attitudes of faculty toward multicultural issues as 

reflected on a survey instrument designed by Dr. N.V. 

Standley and modified by the researcher. The data collected 
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for the study was analyzed through the use of statistical 

procedures with hypotheses tested at the .05 level of 

significance. 

Conclusions 

This study has been the initial attempt to add to our 

knowledge base about multicultural issues on public 

research-oriented university campuses in Texas and what 

characteristics of faculty seem to promote an increased 

awareness of these issues. 

Given the data presented in this research project, it 

seems crucial that public research-oriented universities, 

specifically public research universities in Texas, continue 

to move forward in removing practices which limit the full 

participation of ethnic minority faculty, staff and students 

on predominantly white campuses. Public research-oriented 

universities, in working to meet the needs of all of its 

constituents, must satisfactorily resolve this issue not 

just because of the importance to ethnic minorities but 

because of the importance to the state of Texas, the nation 

and the world. 

The following conclusions are presented. Based on the 

literature review conducted for this study, the need for 

Texas' public research-oriented universities to welcome, 

support and provide a hospitable learning and working 

environment for ethnic minority students, faculty, and staff 
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appears to be as critical now as it was a decade ago. The 

literature review revealed that generally ethnic minority 

students, faculty and administrators have experienced 

sustained levels of feeling isolated and alienated at 

predominantly white institutions. The literature describes 

some of the experiences of ethnic minorities who have 

attended predominantly white colleges and universities as 

students and the experiences of those who have been employed 

as faculty members at these institutions. The literature 

further revealed that universities have a much clearer 

understanding of the issues affecting the access, 

recruitment and retention of ethnic minority students, but 

seem to have very little understanding of these same issues 

as they relate to the recruitment and retention of ethnic 

minority faculty and administrators. To critically thinking 

individuals, it would appear that many of the issues and 

concerns confronting minority students attending 

predominantly white institutions may be some of the same 

issues and concerns facing ethnic minority faculty and 

administrators. The body of data suggests that recruitment 

and retention issues relating to ethnic minority faculty 

needs a significant amount of further study. The literature 

was terribly inadequate in differentiating the issues 

confronting ethnic minority students from those confronting 

ethnic minority faculty and staff. 
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The recent Hopwood v. Texas court ruling has enhanced 

the significance of this research project. Since the 

Hopwood case, admissions policies at many universities in 

Texas have come under review while some institutions have 

halted their admissions program entirely. The moratorium on 

university admissions programs remained in effect until 

early July, 1996, when the United States Supreme Court 

refused to review the Fifth Circuit Court's Hopwood decision 

thereby effectively making it the law in Louisiana, 

Mississippi and Texas. However, some university presidents 

in Texas have vowed to develop admissions policies which 

continue to allow for the greatest degree of racial 

diversity on their campuses, congruent with the law 

according to Hopgood. It thus becomes essential for faculty 

members at Texas research-oriented universities to have a 

heightened level of awareness regarding campus racial 

issues. Faculty members with a heightened awareness of 

campus racial issues may be able to offer input on how 

universities may fulfill any multicultural initiatives 

brought forward through the appropriate administrative 

channels. 

Finally, the researcher proposes that institutions seek 

to capitalize on the apparent "latent support" of its 

faculty regarding campus multicultural issues. Since many 

of the survey responses fell into the undecided area, 

individuals simply may not know what to do to support their 
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university's multicultural initiatives. The appropriate 

level of guidance by university officials may serve to 

provide faculty with the encouragement to assist the 

institution in meeting whatever goals and objectives are 

established in the multicultural area. 

Recommendat ions 

The most significant findings in any research may be 

the new ideas generated as a result of the research 

activity. The recommendations of this research are the 

result of examination and analysis of the data and the 

conclusions derived from them. 

1. Institutions should be encouraged to continue their 

multicultural initiatives. A retreat from these initiatives 

may result in enrollment declines for ethnic minority 

students. Enhancing these efforts reflects an ongoing 

commitment to the recruitment, retention and graduation of 

ethnic minority students. Further, institutions should 

communicate that diversity must be reflected in the 

composition of the faculty and staff. 

2. Institutions should develop a means by which the 

campus racial climate is annually assessed to determine what 

effect, if any, the climate is having on the retention of 

ethnic minority students, faculty and staff. The literature 

revealed that the campus racial climate is a major 
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contributing factor to retaining ethnic minority students, 

faculty and staff. 

3. Institutions should inform faculty members of their 

specific multicultural initiatives during new faculty 

orientation sessions and through an on-going cultural/racial 

issues program sanctioned by the institution's 

administration. Faculty should be included in the design 

and development of the institution's cultural/racial issues 

program. 

4. Develop an action plan to address campus 

multicultural issues through the creation of a multicultural 

task force or committee. Faculty and students should be 

involved in the design of this committee. 

5. Provide financial support, within reason, for 

campus multicultural initiatives. Education and training 

through workshops, institutes and seminars focusing on 

multicultural issues should be coordinated through one 

office. 

6. Institutions should be aware of the challenges 

facing ethnic minority students as they matriculate to 

campus, such as, feelings of isolation and alienation, and a 

sense of not being connected to the institution. Formal and 

informal mentoring programs are important components in 

addressing these issues. 

7. Recognize the value of educating a multicultural 

campus. An ethnically diverse campus has the potential to 
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enrich each individual's life. University employees need 

the opportunity to enhance their knowledge and refine their 

skill in interacting with a diverse student body. This may 

be especially critical for faculty who interact directly 

with students in the learning environment. 

8. Institutions should take reasonable steps to ensure 

that faculty, staff and students are aware of institutional 

policies and procedures concerning issues of bias and racial 

discrimination. Institutions must encourage the reporting of 

violations of these policies. 

9. The administrative responsibility for the operation 

of campus multicultural programs must be sufficiently high 

on the organizational structure to ensure university wide 

commitment to the goals and objectives of the program. A top 

down approach is ideal. 

10. Institutions should seek to identify potential 

faculty members and administrators from its ethnic minority 

undergraduate and graduate populations and encourage these 

individuals to prepare for administrative and instructional 

careers in academe. 

11. Universities should provide ethnic minority 

students wishing to pursue a doctorate the necessary 

financial assistance through financial aid, research 

assistantships, and/or teaching assistantships. 

12. Institutions should support faculty and 

administrators' scholarly research efforts in the area of 
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race relations in higher education. Such a process could 

lead to the development of an expanded research database in 

this area. 

13. Institutions should provide current ethnic 

minority or other interested administrators and faculty with 

flex-time to establish and/or maintain contact with 

respective ethnic minority communities. 

14. Institutions must find ways to pay attention to 

the social as well as the academic integration of their 

ethnic minority students, faculty and staff. This activity 

could address the issues of alienation and isolation often 

raised by ethnic minority students, faculty and staff. 

Over the last 20 years, much of the higher education 

community has been running extremely hard to achieve AA 

goals. The existing literature on ethnic minorities in 

higher education indicates that most of the attempts at 

equity have fallen short of the desired administrative 

expectations (Washington & Harvey, 1989). It is imperative 

that knowledgeable and committed higher education officials 

recognize the need to establish successful equity programs. 

The number of ethnic minorities who enter college and remain 

to degree completion must be increased. The potential 

consequences of the current state of affairs are ominous if 

one takes into account that ethnic minorities, who have 

always been underrepresented in higher education in the 

United States and in Texas as faculty, staff and students, 
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are a rapidly growing population. By working to increase 

these numbers, we work to increase the production of future 

generations of ethnic minority scholars and professionals. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

As the issue of multicultural awareness is a very 

important component of an increasingly world community, this 

issue should be further studied in the following ways. 

1. Further studies regarding faculty rank and their 

attitudes concerning multicultural issues should be 

performed on a state, regional and national basis. This 

would allow for the creation of a database on this issue. 

2. Since this study focused on the attitudes, 

perceptions and opinions of research university faculty 

members, a similar study should be replicated at two-year 

and four-year regional colleges and universities. 

3. This study examined the effect that race and 

academic rank had on faculty attitudes and perceptions 

regarding campus multicultural issues. Future research may 

wish to examine a wider range of variables including age, 

gender and academic discipline. 

4. Further studies regarding faculty rank and faculty 

attitudes concerning multicultural issues should be 

performed using a larger sample size. 
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March 1, 1995 

Dear Colleague: 

A research project is being conducted through the Midwestern 
State University Dean of Students Office, Room 116, Clark 
Student Center, to investigate faculty perceptions of campus 
multicultural issues at your university. The research 
project is under the supervision of Mr. Phillip Birdine. 
The ̂  study is concerned with the level of faculty awareness 
on issues relating to the access, recruitment and retention 
of ethnic minority faculty, staff and students at public 
research oriented universities in Texas. 

Your frank responses will contribute significantly to the 
project. Your name was selected by means of random sampling 
of faculty at your institution. Your name will not be used 
in the treatment of data you provide. The number assigned 
to the survey instrument is to be used only for the follow-
up of non-respondents. 

Will you please take a few minutes to complete the survey 
instrument? The length of the survey (35 items) has been 
designed to accommodate the busy schedule faculty members 
maintain. A set of directions accompany each of the three 
sections of the survey. When you complete the survey, 
return it in the self-addressed envelope to the address 
provided by March 22, 1995. 

Since very little information exists regarding faculty 
member's perception of campus multicultural issues, it is 
anticipated that this study will contribute significantly to 
knowledge in this area. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip Birdine 
Dean of Students 
Midwestern State University 
Wichita Falls, Texas 
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March 27, 1995 

Dear Colleague: 

Recently I mailed you a survey questionnaire requesting your 
assistance in a research project. This questionnaire is 
part of my dissertation in higher education administration 
for which the data is vital. 

At this point I have not received your response so I am 
sending you another questionnaire. It will be greatly 
appreciated if you can find the time ^o complete the 
instrument and return it to me. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip Birdine 
Midwestern State University 
Wichita Falls, Texas 
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 
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SURVEY OF FACULTY OPINIONS, PERCEPTIONS, AND ATTITUDES 

This is a survey to obtain your opinions, perceptions, and 
your attitudes on matters pertaining to multicultural 
programs at your institution. Your CANDID and CONFIDENTIAL 
responses will be most appreciated. The responses will be 
reported only as group data. The number at the top of the 
questionnaire is for a second mailing to non-respondents and 
will be discarded once the data are recorded. 

This survey is divided into the following sections: (1) 
General information; (2) Opinions, perceptions, and 
attitudes; and (3) Level of campus multicultural awareness. 
Please read carefully the brief instructions above each 
section and respond to all items. For the purpose of this 
report Minority Students are defined as African-
American/Black; Asian-American; Hispanic-American and 
Native-American. Your ANONYMITY IS ASSURED REGARDING ALL 
RESPONSES TO THE ITEMS OF THIS SURVEY. 

SECTION I: GENERAL INFORMATION 

Survey items 1 through 11 ask for information that will be 
useful in establishing the demographic characteristics of 
doctorate and research university faculty members. Please 
complete all items by placing an (x) on the one most 
appropriate line of each item. 

1. Sex: Male Female 2. Age: 

Ethnic/Racial Background: African-American 
Asian-American 
Caucasian 
Hispanic/Mexican-American 
Native-American 
Other (please specify) 

4. Marital Status: Single Never Married 
Married Separated Divorced _ 

Employment Status: Full-Time Part-Time 

6. Job Title: Professor Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor Lecturer 
Instructor 

7. Years of Teaching Experience in Higher Education 

8. Area of Specialization (Discipline): 
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9. Highest degree earned: Bachelor's Master's 
Ed.D. Ph.D. 
Other (specify) 

10. The institution I received my Bachelor's Degree was 
(check those that apply) Small (less than 4,000 
enrolled) , Medium sized (4,000 to 10,000 

11, 

SEC 

enrolled) 
public 
minority £ 
Less than 
16% or mo: 

Are you a 
Scholars? 

:TI0N II: 01 

Items 12 throuc 

/ 

; pr: 
students 
1% 
re 

member 
Yes 

PINIONS, 

Large 
Lvate 
3 : 

1-5 

(10,001 
; wl: 

% 

+ enrolled) 
lat percentage 

6-10% 

of the National Association 
No 

. PERCEPTIONS. AND ATTITUDES 

:fh 28 are a series of 

/ 

of 

11-15% 

of 

statements. Each 
statement represents a point of view on some aspect of the 
collegiate experience of faculty or students. Please read 
each statement carefully and show the extent to which you 
AGREE or DISAGREE by circling the appropriate response: 

Strongly Strongly Undecided 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Can't Say 
(SD) (A) (D) (SD) (UD) 

12. Overall the 
administration 
on this campus 
makes a genuine 
effort to recruit 
minority students. SA A D SD UD 

Strongly Strongly Undecided 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Can't Say 
(SD) (A) (D) (SD) (UD) 

13. On this campus, 
faculty have no 
difficulty infor
mally communi
cating with 
students of a 
different race or 
ethnic background. SA A D SD UD 

14. Interracial dating 
appears to be an 
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acceptable social 
relationship on 
this campus. SA A D SD UD 

15. The thing most 
minorities want is 
the same as what 
every other American 
wants - a chance to 
get some of the 
"good things of 
life." SA A D SD UD 

16. A student's race or 
ethnic background 
does not affect 
his/her ability to 
learn. SA A D SD UD 

17. The social climate 
for minority students 
on this campus is 
comfortable. SA A D SD UD 

Strongly Strongly Undecided 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Can't Say 
(SD) (A) (D) (SD) (UD) 

18. The institution did 
not experience any 
significant racial/ 
ethnic conflicts 
during the last 
academic year. SA A D SD UD 

19. Minority students 
should meet the same 
academic standards 
for admissions as 
other students. SA A D SD UD 

20. The education of 
students should 
include ethnic/ 
cultural studies. SA A D SD UD 
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21. The administration 
has made a special 
effort to help 
minority students 
"fit in." SA D SD UD 

22. Faculty members 
should serve as 
"campus sponsors" 
for groups outside 
of their own cul
ture . SA A D SD UD 

Strongly 
Agree 
(SD) 

Agree Disagree 
(A) (D) 

Strongly 
Disagree 
(SD) 

Undecided 
Can't Say 

(UD) 

23. My social contacts 
on campus include 
minorities. SA A D SD UD 

24. Financial assistance 
seems to be more 
readily available 
here for minority 
students. SA D SD UD 

25. The institution has 
an obligation to 
promote and en
courage positive 
ethnic/racial 
interaction in all 
aspects of campus 
life. SA D SD UD 

26. At this time I 
feel my in
stitution is as 
ethnically diverse 
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as it can be SA D SD UD 

27. Freshman minority 
students are 
generally less 
academically pre
pared than non-
minority students. SA D SD UD 

Strongly 
Agree 
(SD) 

Strongly 
Agree Disagree Disagree 
(A) (D) (SD) 

Undecided 
Can't Say 

(UD) 

28. When appropriate, I 
refer to the 
contributions made 
by minorities in my 
field of study. SA D SD UD 

SECTION III; CAMPUS MULTICULTURAL PROGRAM AWARENESS 

Please respond to survey items 2 9 through 3 5 by placing an 
(x) on the appropriate line. 

29. Does your insti
tution have an 
Affirmative 
Action plan? Yes No Don't Know 

30. Does your 
governing board 
(Regents) have 
at least one 
ethnic minority 
member? Yes 

31. Does your depart
ment have specific 
programs designed 
to recruit and 
admit ethnic 
minority students? 

No Don't Know 

Yes No Don't Know 
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32. There is a visible 
number of ethnic 
minority admini
strators on the 
campus (includes 
department chair
persons, deans, 
division heads, 
directors, etc.)? Yes No Don't Know 

33. Does your insti-
tutition have a 
department or 
office respon
sible for in
vestigating 
student allega
tions of racial/ 
ethnic discrimina
tion? Yes No Don't Know 

34. Does your insti
tution sponsor an 
on going racial 
sensitivity program 
designed to in
crease faculty and 
staff awareness of 
multicultural 
issues? Yes No Don't Know 

35. Approximately what 
percentage of your 
institutions total 
enrollment is 
minority students? <1% 

11-15 
1-5! 6-10' 

16! or more 

Please share any suggestions you may have regarding what 
your institution's multicultural efforts are. 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. Please return the survey 
in the enclosed postage-paid envelope to: 

Phillip Birdine 
Dean of Students 

Midwestern State University 
3410 Taft Blvd. 

Wichita Falls, Texas 76308-2099 
(817) 689-4219 

If you wish to receive a copy of the final report please 
signify by checking the box below (available during the 
spring of 1996). 

Yes, I wish to receive a report of the 
findings, and it should be sent to the 
following address: 
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March 6, 1995 

Director of Institutional Research 
Texas A&M University 
College Station, Texas 77843-1121 

Dear Director of Institutional Research: 

I am requesting your assistance in completing a research 
project. The project is being directed by Mr. Phillip 
Birdine, Dean of Students at Midwestern State University, 
Wichita Falls, Texas. The project focuses on the attitudes 
and perceptions of research university faculty members 
regarding campus multicultural issues. Would you please 
time five minutes and respond to the following items? 

1. Does the governing board (regents) at your 
institution have at least one ethnic minoirty 
member (African-American/Black, Asian-American, 
Hispanic/Mexican American or Native American)? 
Yes No 

2. Does your institution have an affirmative action 
plan? Yes No 

3. Does your institution sponsor an on going racial 
sensitivity program designed to increase faculty 
and staff awareness of multicultural issues? 
Yes No 

4. Approximately what percentage of your 
institution's total enrollment is ethnic minority 
students? 

<1% 1-5% 6-10% 11-15% >15% 

Thank you for your assistance with this project. I have 
enclosed a self-addressed return envelope for your 
convenience. If you have questions regarding this project, 
please call me at (817) 689-4291. 

Sincerely, 

Phillip Birdine 
Dean of Students 
Midwestern State University 
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