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SFSU Human Relations Surveys of f 1996

Report 1: Exploring Controversial Topics

Executive Summary
Report 1: Exploring Controversial Topics

Executive Summary

Chapter 1. Introduction and Methodology

1) Purpose

To assess change in human relations on campus since 1989 0 To identify problems in human relations

To assess the contributions of the University's curriculum and curricular requirements to the alleviation of intergroup tension

To assess student self-image and student perceptions of the campus

To assess experience and opinion on the value of affirmative action programs

2) Samples and sampling

Questionnaires were mailed in mid-October 1996 to 1,000 students and to lists of faculty and of staff and administrators provided by administration sources. 0 Response rates were

- students
17%

- faculty
19%

- staff and administrators
29%

The surveys encountered considerable resistance and nonparticipation for many reasons.

In spite of low response rate, the samples of surveys returned are quite representative of the corresponding populations on many characteristics.

Chapter 2. Self-Reports of Mistreatment, Abuse, Prejudice and Discrimination

1) Perceived mistreatment on the basis of gender and on the basis of race or ethnicity

People perceived mistreatment on the basis of gender and race/ethnicity at SFSU equally frequently.

Perceived mistreatment on the basis of gender and race/ethnicity was much more common than mistreatment on the basis of national origin, sexual orientation, religious beliefs, or disability.

Many respondents reported mistreatment sometimes or often based on gender or on race/ethnicity, or both:

- One half of staff and administrators

- One third of faculty

- One third of students

The proportions who reported mistreatment sometimes or often on the basis of four characteristics-gender, race/ethnicity, national origin (correlated with race/ethnicity), and sexual orientation-suggest that tension related to these issues is fairly widespread on the SFSU campus.
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2) Staff and administrators more likely than others to report several kinds of problems:

sexual harassment

mistreatment or abuse on the basis of gender, race or ethnicity, national origin, sexual orientation, religious belief, or disability

discrimination or prejudice on the basis of these attributes

3) Staff and administrators more likely than faculty to report prejudice or discrimination in personnel decisions:

Rates of reported adverse decisions on the basis of prejudice or discrimination sometimes or often in hiring, retention, or advancement:

-
one half of staff and administrators

-
18% of faculty

Chapter 3. Gender

1) Adverse treatment on the basis of gender

Substantial minorities of all three samples reported adverse treatment on the basis of gender at least sometimes or often.

Women were much more likely than men to report adverse treatment on the basis of gender.

Among staff and administrators, more than one fourth of male respondents and nearly one half of female respondents reported mistreatment based on gender, and male staff and administrators were much more likely than male students or faculty to report that men are treated worse, and women better, than the average person at SFSU.

2) Sexual harassment

In all three samples, women were much more likely to report sexual harassment than men.

Eight percent of student women reported sexual harassment; 23% of faculty and staff women.

A significant fraction of male staff and administrators reported sexual harassment-12% compared to 1.6% male students and 2.5% male faculty.

The rate of reported sexual harassment ever on this campus is lower among student respondents than among faculty and staff, but the rate per year is probably about the same.

The number of students who would report they have been sexually harassed is probably in the hundreds and might be over 1,000, about 90 percent of them women.
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Chapter 4. Race/Ethnicity and Experience at SFSU

1) Racial and ethnic identification

The surveys employed a method that allowed respondents to identify more than one racial or ethnic affiliation.

- Nearly half of the student respondents indicated more than one racial or ethnic affiliation.

- One in five staff and administrators indicated more than one racial or ethnic affiliation.

- One in eight faculty indicated more than one racial or ethnic affiliation.

2) Mistreatment based on race or ethnicity

People of color were three times as likely as whites to report mistreatment based on race or ethnicity-50% compared to 16%.

Large numbers of respondents of color felt that they are mistreated at least sometimes, and among faculty and staff/administrators of color, sizable minorities report that they are often mistreated based on race or ethnicity.

The proportions of white respondents who reported that they had been treated badly based on race or ethnicity were smaller, but not negligible.

Faculty and staff and administrators of color reported that they felt mistreatment or abuse on the basis of race or ethnicity about twice as often as students of color; the rate per year is probably about the same.

Respondents who reported that they had often experienced mistreatment or abuse based on race or ethnicity at SFSU were much more likely to say they had often felt depressed, lonely, bitter and angry, and disadvantaged during the past year, raising the possibility that the frequency of these negative feeling states may be a function of experience with mistreatment at the University.

People of color both more frequently reported mistreatment based on race or ethnicity and more frequently described themselves as having felt depressed, lonely, and disadvantaged, and as slightly more often bitter and angry about campus life.

Chapter 5. Affirmative Action Issues

1) Proposition 209, the "California Civil Rights Initiative"

Prop. 209 was on the ballot in November 1996. Its central provision was:

The state shall not discriminate against, or grant preferential treatment to, any individual or group on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin in the operation of public employment, public education, or public contracting.

Students, faculty, and staff respondents who had made up their minds on Prop. 209 were similar in their vote inclinations: 77-88% said they would vote against it.

2) Sex as a qualification for hiring

Majorities of all three samples opposed permitting the state to use sex as a qualification for hiring when "reasonably necessary," in the language of Prop. 209, and women and men were not significantly different in this respect.
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3) Affirmative action in employment at SFSU

Majorities of white faculty and white staff judged they had not benefited nor were they harmed by affirmative action in employment at SFSU. Majorities of people of color judged that they had probably or definitely benefited.

Chapter 6. Viewpoints On Human Relations Issues At SFSU

1) Perspectives on equity of treatment for groups on campus

The proportions of respondents who believed that people associated with any group receive worse treatment than the average person on campus were typically below 20%.

Groups judged to receive worse treatment than the average person by at least 20% of respondents in at least two of the three samples were foreigners and immigrants, people with disabilities, fundamentalist Christians, women, and African Americans.

Faculty and staff/administrators were more likely than students to rate groups as receiving worse treatment than the average person on campus.

2) Discrimination and prejudice

More than half of the respondents-often more than two thirds-agreed that:

- discrimination and prejudice are limited to a very few people at SFSU;

- the SFSU experience helps us interact more comfortably with people of other groups; - students overemphasize differences between groups on campus; and

- in comparison to off-campus life, human relations at SFSU are relatively good.

3) Offensive speech

Majorities or near-majorities of all three samples disagreed with the statement, The University should not restrict my right to say publicly anything I want about members of other groups, even if what I say might be regarded as offensive or insulting.

About one third of each sample agreed with this statement.

Chapter 7. Norms of Acceptable Behavior

Respondents were asked to rate the offensiveness of fourteen scenarios that might occur on campus. Example: "A student describes homosexual behavior as `unnatural.'"

Responses to the scenarios were very diverse. People on this campus see the same events in very different ways-some are deeply offended, others are not at all offended.

A community faces the potential for strain when the same event can outrage some individuals while others see it as entirely proper and acceptable. If such opposing views are concentrated in recognizable groups that are internally cohesive and highly aware of their distinctiveness relative to other groups or to the community at large, there is potential for intergroup tension and conflict.

People who belong to the group identified as the target or victim of a scenario were typically much more likely than non-victims to be offended by it.

Still, in most cases significant fractions of non-victim respondents were also offended. For instance, more than half of heterosexual respondents judged the example scenario to be at least moderately offensive. The victims have allies among the non-victims.
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Chapter 8. Personal Identity: Importance of Group-Related Attributes

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of fourteen attributes in defining their personal identity, from not at all important to very important. Members of mobilized or mobilizing groups-women, people of color, homosexuals, and people with disabilities-were much more likely than others to rate the attribute that defines their group as important or very important to their identity.

Respondents for whom race was very important in defining personal identity more frequently reported mistreatment based on their race/ethnicity, and voting intentions on the race-relevant Proposition 209 were associated with ratings of the importance of race in defining personal identity.

Chapter 9. Human Relations Over Time: From 1989 to 1996

In all three groups-faculty, students, and staff/administrators-respondents in 1996 were somewhat more likely to report that they had been mistreated or abused on the basis of gender and on the basis of race/ethnicity.

Nevertheless, opinions about human relations at S.F. State were slightly more favorable in 1996 than in 1989.

Student assessments of the educational experience at SFSU with respect to other groups appear not to have changed from 1989 to 1996.

Faculty and staff/administrator respondents in 1996 were more likely to indicate they had no basis for judgment about affirmative action programs, and they were less likely to describe the University's affirmative action programs as improved. Staff and administrators in 1996 more frequently indicated they had gotten worse.

No change is evident in faculty views on the relationship between affirmative action and quality of faculty or on the possibility that "too much concern" about minority sensitivities might have a "chilling effect" on legitimate academic discussion about social, cultural, religious, and political differences.

Faculty in 1996 were somewhat less supportive than in 1989 of the proposition that the University should not restrict free speech to prevent offensive or insulting speech.

Comparisons of staff/administrator opinions about affirmative action at SFSU suggest that they have not changed. However, the opinions of this group were very diverse in both years, suggesting substantial and continuing disagreement on these issues within the group.
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SFSU Human Relations Surveys of 1996
Report 1: Exploring Controversial Topics

Chapter 1. Introduction and Methodology

Chapter 1. Introduction and Methodology

Soon after assuming the presidency of San Francisco State University, Robert Corrigan recognized the prominence of diversity issues at this major urban institution of higher education by establishing a University Commission on Human Relations. The Commission's mandate was to investigate racism and other forms of discrimination at the University. To this end, the Commission asked the Public Research Institute (PRI) to conduct anonymous surveys of students, faculty, and staff/administrators with the aim of obtaining candid reports of both direct experience and perceptions of the campus human relations climate from representative samples of all three major sectors of the University's population. PRI's findings were published as Volumes V, VI, and VII of the Final Report of the University Commission on Human Relations (1990).

In the mid-1990s, human relations issues were again increasingly prominent on the SFSU campus, as they were throughout California and in the nation at large. Voter approval of Proposition 187, promoted as a means to stem the tide of illegal immigration, was viewed by many as evidence of a surge of racist sentiment in the body politic. The 1996 ballot was to include Proposition 209, a constitutional amendment entitled The California Civil Rights Initiative, which was described by its advocates as a legal curb on "preferential treatment" based on group affiliation. Opponents, in contrast, saw Proposition 209 as a thinly disguised attempt to ban affirmative action programs and thus reverse such progress as had been made toward equity in access to public education, employment, and contracting. Observers of intergroup relations wondered if a new era of conflict among groups defined by race/ethnicity was emerging.

In this context, in 1995 the Public Research Institute proposed that SFSU seek resources to support research initiatives on human relations issues. One of these initiatives was to replicate and extend the surveys of students, faculty, and staff/administrators which PRI had conducted in 1989. In the language of the proposal,

Replication will provide a longitudinal assessment of changes and continuities over a seven-year period. Extension will introduce limited new areas of inquiry appropriate to the University's present condition and to issues of current interest. The findings are expected to offer an exceptionally rich, detailed view of the collective experiences and perspectives of the members of this very diverse University community.
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These broad goals were proposed for the surveys:

•
To assess change in human relations on campus since 1989, as revealed through self-reports of attitudes, beliefs, and experiences of students and faculty.

•
To identify problems: areas and relationships of greatest tension, and the severity of those problems.

•
To assess the contributions of the University's curriculum and curricular requirements to student attitudes toward other groups.

•
To assess student self-image and student perceptions of the campus with a focus on the contributions of course content (inclusion of multicultural knowledge and perspectives), faculty diversity, faculty cultural sensitivity, and student sensitivity and inclusiveness.

•
To assess experience and opinion on the value of affirmative action programs.

The recently appointed University Dean for Human Relations, who had independently recognized the need for a current assessment of the campus human relations climate, responded with enthusiasm to the PRI proposal. By the spring of 1996 a plan had been drafted and funds had been approved. Unfortunately, funding limitations required substantial cost-reducing modifications to the scope and implementation procedures originally proposed. It was recognized that these modifications would inevitably result in a lower response rate, and that reporting would be limited to basic findings unless and until additional support could be found for more detailed analysis and interpretation. The importance of the project and its potential to inform University policy makers on issues of great concern to the entire University community encouraged the Dean for Human Relations and PRI's research team to proceed despite these restrictions.

The Scope of This First Report

This first report is limited to basic analyses of data on selected topics associated with a subset of the project's goals. Our decisions on coverage have been guided by considerations of urgency, timeliness, and practicality. We have chosen:

•
to emphasize exploration of potential problem areas where the data may suggest that conditions on campus are conducive to intergroup tension and conflict that may be mitigated by policy decisions and administrative actions;

•
to report the prevalence of perceived prejudice, discrimination, and abusive treatment;

• to highlight gender and race/ethnicity as attributes that may mediate the quality of life for members of this academic community; and

•
to investigate perspectives on affirmative action and related issues.

We hope that the findings presented here will demonstrate the richness of the database these surveys yielded, and that readers will be convinced, as we are convinced, that significant benefits can be anticipated from more detailed and extensive inquiries which can be carried out at modest cost now that data have been collected and prepared for statistical analysis.
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Questionnaire Development

Preparation of the 1996 questionnaires began with a systematic review of the three questionnaires used in the 1989 Human Relations surveys. The PRI research team recommended revisions to the Dean of Human Relations, and the Dean, with input from his panel of advisors, suggested additions to gain information relevant to current campus issues. Revised drafts of the questionnaires were field tested with a large undergraduate class of students and a small sampling of faculty and staff/administrators. Extensive pretesting was not considered necessary, since the great majority of items were retained from the 1989 surveys, although special attention was given to assessment of our innovative approach to determination of race/ethnicity (see Chapter 4) and to refinement of response forms for data entry by optical scanning. The objectives of the three mail questionnaires are summarized below. These questionnaires are reproduced in full, with their accompanying cover letters, consent forms, and response forms, in Appendices A, B, and C. A fourth questionnaire was administered to 684 students in classes that were randomly selected from the colleges. This questionnaire was necessarily very much shorter than the student mail questionnaire, because the research team had agreed with the academic deans that the entire procedure for the in-class survey would take no more than 15 minutes. The results of this in-class survey, with a comparatively large sample but a limited item set, will be reported separately. The specific objectives of the three mail surveys are summarized below.
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Objectives of the Student Mail Questionnaire Questions) Objective

1A-P 
Evaluation of treatment of SFSU students as relatively better, the same, or worse than "the average student" on the basis of group attributes (race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status)

2A-F 
Frequency of personal experience of mistreatment or disadvantage based on each of six group attributes

3A-C 
Frequency of mistreatment or disadvantage, if any, by faculty, staff/administrators, students

4A-N 
Importance of each of 14 attributes in defining personal identity

5A-P 
Ratings of favorability of feelings toward groups on campus defined by race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status

6A-N 
Perceptions of offensiveness of 14 potentially controversial comments relevant to human relations issues on campus

7A-G 
Levels of agreement and disagreement with seven statements about student life at SFSU

8 
Report of having experienced sexual harassment by a professor or staff/administrator

9 
Report of knowing a student victim of sexual harassment by a professor or staff/administrator

10-13 
Regarding Proposition 209: how well informed, voting intention now, opinion on main provisions of the proposition, and voting intention if convinced that the proposition would abolish affirmative action in California

14A-D 
Perceptions of having been personally benefited or harmed by affirmative action in four situations of employment and access to education

15, 15A-P 
Estimated number of personal friends in specified groups at SFSU

16A-L 
Frequency of experience during the past year of specified emotional states and stressors

17A-J 
Importance ratings of hypothetical programs to benefit students, including those related to human relations issues

17 B1,B2 
Priority choices for hypothetical programs to benefit students

18-33 
Respondent's attributes (demographic variables)

34,34A 
Statement of disability

35-37J 
Racial/ethnic identification

38 
Religious preference

39A 
Sex

39B 
Sexual orientation

Comments 
Expression of respondent's views in his or her own words
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Objectives of the Faculty Questionnaire Question(s) Objective

1 A-P 
Evaluation of treatment of people at SFSU as relatively better, the same, or worse than "the average person" on the basis of group attributes (race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status)

2A-F 
Frequency of personal experience of offense or abuse based on each of six group attributes

3A-H 
Frequency of personal experience of discrimination based on a group attribute

4A-O 
Importance of each of 15 attributes in defining personal identity

5A-P 
Acknowledgment of anger (yes or no) during past year toward people at SFSU for reasons related to their group identification

6A-P 
Evaluation of relationships and interactions with faculty at SFSU as relatively better, the same, or worse than "the average faculty member" on the basis of group attributes (race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status)

7A-P 
Evaluation of how well the respondent's departmental curriculum reflects the concerns, interests, and contributions of groups defined by race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status

8A-N 
Perceptions of offensiveness of 14 potentially controversial comments relevant to human relations issues on campus

9A-L 
Levels of agreement and disagreement with twelve statements about life at SFSU

10 
Report of having experienced sexual harassment by a professor, staff/administrator, or student

11 
Report of knowing a faculty victim of sexual harassment by a professor, staff/administrator, or student

12-15 
Regarding Proposition 209: how well informed, voting intention now, opinion on main provisions of the proposition, and voting intention if convinced that the proposition would abolish affirmative action in California

16A-D  Perceptions of having been personally benefited or harmed by affirmative action in four situations of employment and access to education

17 Opinion on change in SFSU's affirmative action programs over the past five years

18A-I 
Frequency of experience during the past year of specified emotional states and stressors

19A-J 
Judgment of whether each of 10 factors limits recruitment of new faculty in the respondent's field from people of color, women, and people with disabilities

19B1, B2 Identification of two factors that most seriously limit of new faculty from people of color, women, and people with disabilities

20A-J 
Importance ratings of hypothetical programs to benefit students, including those related to human relations issues

20B1, B2 Priority choices for hypothetical programs to benefit students

21-29 
Respondent's attributes (demographic variables

30, 30A Statement of disability

31-33J 
Racial/ethnic identification

34 Religious preference

35A Sex

35B Sexual orientation
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Objectives of the Staff/Administrator Questionnaire Question(s) Objective

1A-P 
Evaluation of treatment of people at SFSU as relatively better, the same, or worse than "the average person" on the basis of group attributes (race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status)

2A-F 
Frequency of personal experience of offense or abuse based on each of six group attributes

3A-J 
Frequency of personal experience of discrimination based on a group attribute

4A-O 
Importance of each of 15 attributes in defining personal identity

5A-P 
Acknowledgment of anger (yes or no) during past year toward people at SFSU for reasons related to their group identification

6A-L 
Levels of agreement and disagreement with twelve statements about life at SFSU

7 
Report of having experienced sexual harassment by a professor, staff/administrator, or student

8 
Report of knowing a faculty victim of sexual harassment by a professor, staff/administrator, or student

9A-P 
Appraisal of advantage or disadvantage in hiring decisions of groups defined by

race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability, foreign/immigrant status

1 OA-P 
Appraisal of advantage or disadvantage in appointments to management positions of groups defined by race/ethnicity, sex, sexual orientation, religion, disability,

foreign/immigrant status

11-14 
Regarding Proposition 209: how well informed, voting intention now, opinion on main provisions of the proposition, and voting intention if convinced that the proposition would abolish affirmative action in California

15A-D 
Perceptions of having been personally benefited or harmed by affirmative action in four situations of employment and access to education

16 
Opinion on change in SFSU's affirmative action programs over the past five years

17A-I 
Frequency of experience during the past year of specified emotional states and stressors

18A-I 
Judgment of whether each of 10 factors limits recruitment of new staff or managers in the respondent's department from people of color, women, and people with disabilities 
18B1, B2 

Identification of two factors that most seriously limit recruitment of new staff or managers in the respondent's department from people of color, women, and people with disabilities

19-27 Respondent's attributes (demographic variables

28, 28A  Statement of disability

29-31J 
Racial/ethnic identification

32  Religious preference

33A Sex

33B 
Sexual orientation

Comments 
Expression of respondent's views in his or her own words
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Sampling and Survey Procedures

Mailing lists were obtained from administration sources in September, 1996. The student list consisted of 1,000 individuals drawn by simple random sampling from the University's master database of 27,420 students who were enrolled as of the fourth week census in the fall 1996 semester. One case had no address listed, and five packets were returned due to invalid addresses, leaving 994 eligible student respondents. PRI requested mailing lists of all faculty and staff/administrators employed by the University in mid-September, 1996, when the lists were drawn. We received a list of 1344 faculty, of whom 1319 remained after duplicates were removed, and 1111 staff and administrators, of whom 1106 remained after duplicates were removed.

When the research team subsequently examined frequency distributions of the fall 1996 faculty population on variables that could be used to assess representativeness, we discovered that the numbers of faculty on which these distributions were based ranged from 1558 to 1756. Inquiry into this discrepancy revealed that the list we received in September was not complete, because transfer of paperwork for many newly hired employees from departments to Human Resources staff typically occurs late enough in the fall semester so that a final database is seldom ready before October 31 of each year, when the federal government requires a report. Similarly, frequency distributions of the fall 1996 population of staff and administrators on variables that could be used to assess representativeness showed numbers of staff and administrators that ranged from 1400 to 1673. We discovered that the definition of "staff' varies among University units, so that some lists contain records for individuals who are excluded from other lists (e.g., student employees). There was no evidence that the list of staff/administrators we received in September lacked whole categories of employees we intended to include in the survey-student employees could more appropriately be included in the student survey if their names were drawn-but individual records were missing from the list due to factors we are still attempting to determine at the time of preparation of this report. This has implications for our evaluation of the representativeness of respondents (below). Differences between survey respondents and the populations from which they were drawn may have resulted in part from mailing list omissions.

Survey packets containing a questionnaire and response form with a cover letter and informed consent form were sent in mid-October to students through the postal service and to faculty and staff-administrators through campus mail. Reminder cards were sent to students one week after the packets were mailed, and to faculty about ten days after the packets were mailed. Faculty with electronic mail and voice mail capability also received broadcast reminders through those media. Replacement packets were sent to eligible respondents who contacted PRI to indicate that they had not received a packet, or that they had mislaid their packet and wanted a replacement. Responses were accepted until early December.
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Response Rate

Table 1-1 reports for each sample the number of potential respondents after lists were culled to remove duplicates (and, in the case of students, to remove those with invalid addresses), the number of respondents who returned usable response forms, and the response rate.

Table 1-1. By sample: mailing list totals, respondents, and response rates

	Sample

	List N
	Respondents
	Response rate

	Students (mail)
	994
	169
	17%

	Faculty
	1319
	251
	19%

	Staff and Administrators
	1106
	319
	29%




END OF TABLE
Although the sizes of our obtained samples are sufficient for data analysis appropriate to most of the goals of the project, these response rates are low enough to warrant a careful evaluation of reasons for nonresponse and of the representativeness of the samples. To provide a frame of reference, we note that the 1989 Human Relations surveys had response rates of 37% for students (after a second complete survey packet had been mailed to all nonrespondents) and 29% for faculty. PRI's 1995 survey on General Education brought responses from 41% of upper-class students and recent graduates, and 29% of faculty.

First we consider reasons for nonresponse, then the representativeness of the samples. Reasons for Nonresponse

Because these surveys were anonymous-the researchers had no way to distinguish respondents from nonrespondents-it was not possible to contact nonrespondents in order to investigate reasons for declining to participate. We therefore have no systematically collected data on why people did not respond to the Human Relations Surveys, but through informal channels we heard many reasons from diverse faculty and staff sources.

• Some people thought that the survey was too demanding, took too long, or was not well designed. This group included people who were opposed to affirmative action and in favor of Prop. 209 as well as people who supported affirmative action and opposed Prop. 209.

• Some people were upset that the survey included questions about respondents' views on Proposition 209 and affirmative action. A typical remark: "This is none of the [University] President's business." Some of these were also concerned and angry that their responses might be used for political purposes-that is, as part of an agenda of the President or the Dean for Human Relations in favor of affirmative action and to influence the vote on Prop. , 209. The research team inadvertently contributed to these apprehensions by using broadcast email and voice mail reminders to encourage participation, noting in these messages that we hoped to produce a report on views relevant to Proposition 209 before the November 1996 elections. We had assumed that people associated with the University would be interested in
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a summary of viewpoints on these issues, and we did not anticipate that some would interpret this statement as evidence of an intent to influence votes on Prop. 209.

•
Some people thought the University did not have serious problems in this area and that it was a waste of time and resources or insulting that they were asked to fill out a lengthy questionnaire. An academic department (Mathematics) wrote a letter to the chair of the Academic Senate protesting and announcing their boycott of the survey on this and other grounds.

•
Some people were concerned that they could be identified through the demographic information requested in the survey and that their responses might not be kept confidential.

•
To this point, we might speculate that nonresponse was located primarily among faculty and staff who are opposed to affirmative action and are in favor of Prop. 209. However, one faculty member of color told a member of the survey team that his department had real human-relations problems but that he was afraid his identification of the department and its problems might get back to his department chair-so he did not complete the survey. It is possible that significant nonresponse occurred among people of color and women for this reason.

•
Another possible reason for nonresponse arose during survey distribution. The Golden Gater ran a front-page article that contained remarks by faculty of color that were critical of the way race and ethnicity were measured in the survey; the tone of the remarks and of the article implied that the survey did not take into account key interests of people of color. This might have reduced participation by persons of color who read the article or who heard this criticism in other contexts.

The Human Relations Surveys dealt openly with issues of human relations. For some potential respondents, an implication of asking many questions about possible discriminatory treatment was that some significant victimization might be found; this implication was itself controversial and upsetting to some. In the heightened anger and awareness about and opposition to affirmative action in the campaign preceding the vote on Prop. 209, some potential respondents were especially angered by the inclusion of questions about attitude toward affirmative action and vote intention on Prop. 209. In addition, people who would previously have responded to such surveys might have felt more resistance at this historical point. Fear of loss of confidentiality and possible retaliation was apparent among some potential respondents. In sum, the surveys encountered considerable resistance and nonparticipation.

Representativeness of the Samples

Confidence in the representativeness of a sample allows researchers to make inferences about the population from the sample data. Representativeness-similarity of the respondent group to its population-can be threatened in a number of ways. Poor sampling procedures or an unlikely but possible outcome of true random selection can yield a sample that is unrepresentative, and self-selection bias can result when some eligible respondents are motivated to respond and others are motivated to decline. Where the initial list contains variables on which respondents can usefully be compared to nonrespondents and a survey is not anonymous, evaluation of representativeness
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usually consists of analysis of similarities between the respondent and nonrespondent profiles. Anonymity prevents such an analysis regardless of the information available in the initial list, since the researchers have no way to identify which people on the list responded. The 1996 Human Relations surveys were anonymous. In this situation, representativeness is evaluated by comparing respondent distributions to their population distributions, using self-report data from respondents and data already available on comparable variables from another source. For students registered in Fall 1996, detailed frequency distributions on a number of variables were available from the office of Public Affairs and Communications. The PRI research team therefore asked University database managers for fall 1996 population data on an appropriate set of variables for faculty and for staff/administrators.

Students

Table 1-2 compares the 169 obtained respondents to the entire student population on four variables for which frequencies are reported by the University and for which we obtained self-reports from our respondents: level (undergraduate or graduate), ethnicity, sex, and age group.
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Table 1-2. Comparison of student respondents to the student population profile

	
	Respondents Population

	Level
	
	

	Undergraduate
	74.1%
	76.8%

	Graduate
	25.9%
	23.2%

	n
	166
	27420

	Ethnicity

	African-American
	3.0%
	7.6%

	American Indian
	0.0%
	0.9%

	Asian-American
	19.9%
	25.0%

	Chicano, Mexican-American
	5.4%
	6.2%

	Filipino
	6.6%
	8.3%

	Other Latino
	9.0%
	6.7%

	Pacific Islanders
	0.0%
	0.6%

	White Non-Latino
	47.0%
	40.3%

	Other
	9.0%
	4.3%

	n
	166
	22847

	Sex

	Male
	37.5%
	40.5%

	Female
	62.5%
	59.5%

	n
	168
	27420

	Age Group

	Under 21
	17.0%
	19.0%

	21-24
	37.0%
	33.7%

	25-29
	25.5%
	25.5%

	30-34
	15.2%
	9.9%

	35-59
	4.8%
	11.2%

	60 and over
	0.6%
	0.7%

	n
	165
	27420


The comparison is reassuring. The sample and the population are very similarly distributed on level, sex, and age (although students 35 years old and older are somewhat underrepresented in the sample). On ethnicity, too, the distributions are very similar, but the sample has noticeably lower percentages of African-Americans and Asian-Americans. This is very likely a consequence of the self-reporting procedure we employed in the survey, which allowed respondents to classify themselves as multiracial if their ancestry made that category more appropriate than identification with any single racial or ethnic group. For purposes of this comparison, the survey's multiracial category is contained within Other.
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Faculty

The population distributions displayed in Table 1-3 and Table 1-4 are based on a list of 1577 faculty that was current as of October 31, 1996. Table 1-3 shows that permanent and temporary faculty were distributed very similarly in the sample and the population. Tenured and tenure-track faculty were substantially more prevalent in the sample than in the population, however, and faculty appointed before 1981 were more common in the sample (39%) than in the population (28%). We speculate that these differences may reflect both a self-selection effect and a consequence of the incompleteness of our mailing list. That is, tenured and tenure-track faculty and more senior faculty are typically more involved in campus life and feel better informed on campus issues than lecturers and very recently hired faculty, and these differences motivate greater responsiveness to surveys on the part of the tenured/tenure-track and more senior people. The incompleteness of our list may also be a factor, since new hires were probably predominant among the employees omitted from the database in September when our list was generated.

Table 1-3. Comparison of faculty respondents to the faculty population profile on employment variables

	
	Respondents 
	Population

	Tenured/Tenure Track
	61.5%
	46.8%

	Lecturer
	38.5%
	53.2%

	n
	244
	1546

	Employment Status

Permanent
	61.8%
	61.2%

	Temporary
	38.2%
	38.8%

	n
	246
	1454

	Year First Appointed at SFSU

Before 1961
	5.7%
	1.7%

	1961-70
	14.2%
	10.2%

	1971-80
	19.0%
	15.7%

	1981-90
	27.5%
	30.5%

	After 1990
	33.6%
	42.0%

	n
	247
	1572


As Table 1-4 shows, the distributions of respondents and the population were very similar with respect to age and sex. Modest differences in the race/ethnicity distributions are probably best explained by the multiracial classification in our sample of some people who would be classified into a "nonwhite" category under the coding scheme used in the University's database. (It should be noted here that the University's database contains some rather simple race/ethnicity codes from an older application form, and a much more refined set of codes from the new form that superseded the older one. For comparison, it was necessary to condense the newer codes and our own more specific categories into the older form's classification scheme.)
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Table 1-4. Comparison of faculty respondents to the faculty population profile on individual attributes

	
	Respondents
	Population

	Age Group
	
	

	Under 30
	1.2%
	1.7%

	30-39
	17.4%
	15.9%

	40-49
	34.3%
	33.7%

	50-59
	33.5%
	33.0%

	60-69
	12.0%
	14.2%

	Over 69
	1.7%
	1.5%

	n
	242
	1576

	Sex

Male
	50.2%
	53.8%

	Female
	49.8%
	46.2%

	n
	249
	1577

	Ethnicity

African-American/Black
	4.0%
	5.9%

	American Indian
	1.2%
	1.0%

	Asian-American
	8.4%
	10.8%

	Chicano, Mexican-American, Hispanic
	3.6%
	5.8%

	Filipino
	0.8%
	0.6%

	Pacific Islander
	0.4%
	0.3%

	White
	73.6%
	73.9%

	Other Nonwhite and Not Listed
	8.0%
	1.8%

	n
	250
	1577

	Person With Disability?

Disability
	10.5%
	0.5%

	No Disability
	89.5%
	99.5%

	n
	248
	1577


Our sample has a much higher percentage of people with disabilities. This difference, like those reported above for tenure/tenure-track versus lecturer status and for the date of first employment, may be due both to self-selection (motivation by people with disabilities to express themselves on a human relations survey) and to the fact that employees claiming a disability officially must provide proof before that claim is included in University records. In contrast, our self-report measure allowed respondents with any condition they considered a disability to report it as such. In sum, our faculty sample appears somewhat skewed toward tenured/tenure track and senior faculty, and perhaps toward people with a disability. These differences are small to moderate in magnitude. On the other comparison variables, notably two that are central to human relations
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concerns (sex and race/ethnicity), the sample distributions were very close to those of the population.

Staff/Administrators

The population distributions displayed in Table 1-5 and Table 1-6 are based on a list of 1480 staff and administrators that was current as of October 31, 1996. Table 1-5 shows close correspondence between sample and population proportions in general, but the sample "other and don't know" category of employment classification (collective bargaining unit) is much larger, and in the sample custodians/laborers and analysts/technicians are underrepresented. It seems plausible that some employees in these two categories may not have known their classification and may therefore have been categorized as "other and don't know." Alternatively, employees in these classifications may have been disproportionately omitted from our incomplete mailing list. Temporary employees and those most recently hired are also underrepresented. These discrepancies, too, may reflect both self-selection (greater involvement in campus life by permanent and more senior employees) and a higher rate of omissions of temporary and more recently hired staff from the mailing list provided to us in September.
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Table 1-5. Comparison of staff and administrator respondents to the population profile on employment variables

	
	Respondents
	Population

	Collective Bargaining Unit

Physician (R01)
	1.0%
	1.1%

	Medical Staff (R02)
	2.6%
	3.2%

	Faculty (R03)
	1.3%
	0.0%

	Evaluator/Advisor (R04)
	13.6%
	8.6%

	Custodian/Laborer (R05)
	1.0%
	7.4%

	Crafts/Trades (R06)
	2.6%
	3.1%

	Clerical/Secretarial (R07)
	33.8%
	31.9%

	Police (R08)
	1.3%
	1.4%

	Analyst/Tech/I.S. (R09)
	19.2%
	34.0%

	Management (M80, M98)
	12.7%
	9.3%

	Other and "Don't Know"
	11.0%
	0.1%

	n
	308
	1399

	Employment Status

Permanent
	80.8%
	52.0%

	Temporary
	19.2%
	48.0%

	n
	313
	1249

	Year First Appointed at SFSU

Before 1961
	0.0%
	0.1%

	1961-70
	5.6%
	4.8%

	1971-80
	18.0%
	18.9%

	1981-90
	39.7%
	31.2%

	After 1990
	36.7%
	45.0%

	n
	305
	1421


Comparison of the sample to the population on individual attributes (Table 1-6) shows a high degree of similarity on age and race/ethnicity (with the proviso that among respondents our multiracial category, included in "other nonwhite and not listed" here, probably includes people who would have been coded otherwise in University records). As with faculty, women are somewhat overrepresented in the sample and people with disabilities are substantially overrepresented. Both discrepancies may indicate greater participation by people who wanted to be heard on human relations issues through the survey, and the greater prevalence of people with disabilities may also represent self-reporting with respect to conditions that would not be coded as disabilities in the University's records.
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Table 1-6. Comparison of staff and administrator respondents to the population profile on individual attributes

	
	Respondents Population

	Age Group
	
	

	Under 30
	15.0%
	17.3%

	30-39
	24.3%
	26.5%

	40-49
	36.2%
	32.7%

	50-59
	21.3%
	19.0%

	60-69
	3.3%
	4.1%

	Over 69
	0.0%
	0.4%

	n
	301
	1480

	Sex

Male
	35.5%
	43.4%

	Female
	64.5%
	56.6%

	n
	313
	1480

	Ethnicity

African-American/Black
	10.0%
	9.3%

	American Indian
	1.6%
	0.5%

	Asian-American
	13.8%
	15.1%

	Chicano, Mexican-American, Hispanic
	4.7%
	9.1%

	Filipino
	7.8%
	7.4%

	Pacific Islander
	1.3%
	0.9%

	White
	52.7%
	56.3%

	Other Nonwhite and Not Listed
	8.2%
	1.4%

	n
	319
	1479

	Person With Disability?

Disability
	12.1%
	0.6%

	No Disability
	87.9%
	99.4%

	n
	313
	1480
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Representativeness-Conclusions

Our review of sample frequencies in comparison to population proportions shows much more similarity than difference on most of the variables for which comparisons were possible. Similar profiles on a range of attributes cannot confirm that the respondents hold similar perceptions and attitudes and have had experiences similar to those of nonrespondents and people who were not included in our mailing lists, but these similarities do justify increased confidence in the representativeness of the sample. Among faculty and staff/administrators more senior people and, to a lesser extent, women and people with disabilities are represented in the sample in greater proportions than in the corresponding populations.

Women and people with disabilities are more likely than men and people without disabilities to see themselves as disadvantaged by pervasive attitudes, relationships, and practices in the human relations sphere. The greater participation of women and people with disabilities in this survey suggests to us that other groups who see themselves as disadvantaged by established presumptions or discriminatory attitudes and practices might also have been more likely to participate.
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Chapter 2. Self-Reports of Mistreatment, Abuse, Prejudice, and Discrimination

Mistreatment and Abuse in Day-to-Day Activities

Students, faculty, and staff/administrators were asked how often, if at all, they had been treated in disadvantageous or offensive ways on the basis of their gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious beliefs, disability, and national origin. For students, the question was phrased this way:

As a student at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been mistreated or disadvantaged in the usual day-to-day activities (such as class discussion and handling of assignments, registration, use of the student union or other University facilities, etc.) by other students, faculty, or staff or administrators on the basis of your

For faculty and staff/administrators, the question was phrased differently:

As a faculty member at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your...

Table 2-1 shows the percentages of students, faculty, and staff/administrators who responded never, rarely, sometimes, or often to each item. Several conclusions can be drawn from these results.

•
Comparatively few respondents reported that they had often been treated unfairly or abusively on the basis of any of these attributes-always fewer than 10%, and most often fewer than 5%.

•
For all three samples on all six attributes, the most frequent response was never. The combined never and rarely responses ranged from 61% to 97%.

•
Gender and race/ethnicity are the attributes with respect to which respondents in all samples most frequently reported that offensive or inequitable treatment occurred sometimes or often. The sum of these two responses came to almost one fifth where they were lowest (students mistreated due to gender), and reached approximately two fifths at their maximum (staff/administrators mistreated due to either gender or race/ethnicity). These proportions tell us that substantial minorities regard their experience here as blighted by bias directed against them consistently enough to make it a personal concern. Moreover, these perceptions are more prevalent among employees than among students.

•
Gender and race/ethnicity are the attributes for which the largest numbers of students, faculty, and staff/administrators are members of groups likely to be at risk of victimization related to social division-women, and people of color. We anticipate that more detailed analyses will reveal much higher percentages of sometimes and often responses in the at-risk groups for all six attributes than we see when all respondents are included in the analysis (see Chapters 3 and 4).
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Table 2-1. Frequency of mistreatment or abuse on the basis of six attributes

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Students
	59%
	22%
	17%
	2%

	Faculty
	44%
	29%
	26%
	1%

	Staff/Admin
	34%
	27%
	33%
	7%

	Race/Ethnicity

Students
	57%
	20%
	18%
	5%

	Faculty
	53%
	26%
	18%
	4%

	Staff/Admin
	37%
	25%
	28%
	9%

	Sexual orientation

Students
	85%
	10%
	4%
	1%

	Faculty
	83%
	9%
	8%
	0%

	Staff/Admin
	67%
	20%
	10%
	3%

	Religious beliefs

Students
	86%
	11 %
	2%
	1 %

	Faculty
	81%
	13%
	5%
	0%

	Staff/Admin
	74%
	18%
	7%
	2%

	Disability

Students
	92%
	4%
	4%
	1 %

	Faculty
	92%
	5%
	3%
	1%

	Staff/Admin
	87%
	8%
	4%
	1%

	National origin

Students
	76%
	11%
	11%
	2%

	Faculty
	85%
	6%
	8%
	1%

	Staff/Admin
	64%
	17%
	15%
	4%


END OF TABLE

Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

Students 165-167

Faculty 210-247

Staff/admin 301-311

Examination of the wording used in the questions put to all three samples will confirm that this was language strong enough to discourage respondents from basing their answers on episodes that were merely irritating. Figure 2-1 helps us to appreciate the magnitude of the combined proportions of sometimes and often responses. It is evident that at least a few respondents in all samples reported more than "rare" experience with mistreatment based on each of the attributes about which we inquired. The proportions who experienced mistreatment sometimes or often on the basis of four of these-gender, race/ethnicity, national origin (correlated with race/ethnicity),
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and sexual orientation-are high enough to suggest that tension related to these issues is fairly widespread on our campus.

Figure 2-1. By sample, percentages who reported that they were mistreated sometimes or often on the basis of each of six attributes

[graph]

Sexual Harassment

How prevalent is sexual harassment at San Francisco State University? We asked our respondents this question:

One definition of sexual harassment is "a person's use of University authority, rank, or position to make sexual advances or engage in other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature." By this definition, have you, yourself, ever been sexually harassed by a professor or a staff member or administrator on this campus?

A second question asked if the respondent knew anyone on campus who had been sexually harassed. This question pertained to members of the respondent's own sample group-i.e., students were asked if they knew any student who had been sexually harassed, faculty were asked if they knew any faculty member who had been sexually harassed, and staff and administrators were asked if they knew a staff member or administrator who had been sexually harassed.

Although students are not considered superior to faculty or to staff and administrators in terms of authority, rank, or position, proximity, students' needs for grades and other considerations, and informal forms of pressure make sexual harassment of University personnel by students
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plausible, as well as sexual harassment of University personnel by students. For both faculty and staff/administrators, therefore, the two questions included an opportunity to tell us whether they (or an acquaintance) had been sexually harassed by a student.

Four percent of the student respondents reported sexual harassment by professors; 2% reported harassment by staff or administrators. These percentages increase when the analysis is restricted to female students (see Chapter 3).

Reports of "ever sexually harassed" are more frequent among faculty and staff or administrators than among students. Among faculty, 13% reported harassment by other faculty, and 8% reported harassment by staff or administrators. Among staff and administrators, the figures were 4% and 17%, respectively. Surprisingly, ten percent of both the faculty and staff/administrator samples reported that they had been sexually harassed by students. Figure 2-2 displays these results.

The percentages of respondents who reported knowing a fellow student, faculty member, or staff/administrator who had been sexually harassed showed a pattern similar to that of self-reported sexual harassment, except that these percentages were two to three times higher than the self-report percentages (Figure 2-3). A logical explanation is that the percentages for knowledge of harassment of acquaintances are higher than for self-reports because one victim may confide in several friends.

Figure 2-2. By sample, frequency of self-reported sexual harassment by professors, staff/administrators, and students

(Only faculty and staff/administrators were asked about harassment by students.)

[graph]
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Figure 2-3. By sample, frequency of sexual harassment of acquaintances by professors, staff/administrators, and students (Only faculty and staff/administrators were asked about harassment by students.)

[graph]

Prejudice and Discrimination on the Job Faculty and staff/administrators were asked:

How often, if at all, have you personally experienced each of the following forms of discrimination based on a group characteristic (i.e., race or ethnicity, gender, sexual identity, disability, religion)?

The specific items referred to interpersonal behaviors and organizational processes appropriate to the roles and practices of faculty and staff/administrators, respectively. Results will therefore be presented for the two samples separately, with combined analysis limited to items that were similar enough to be comparable. Faculty responded to these items:

A. Negative remarks by faculty or administrators

B. Social behavior by colleagues that tends to exclude

C. Behavior by students that expresses negative attitudes

D. Behavior by staff or colleagues that expresses negative attitudes

E. Departmental patterns of interaction and influence, including committee assignments, that tend to exclude or disadvantage a person

F. Less desirable teaching assignments

G. Inequitable approaches to retention, tenure, or promotion

H. Adverse decisions on retention, tenure, or promotion
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For staff/administrators, two additional items were included in the set, and phrasing was appropriate to the staff/administrator context:

A. Negative remarks by co-workers

B. Negative remarks by faculty

C. Negative remarks by managers

D. Social behavior by co-workers that tends to exclude

E. Behavior by students that expresses negative attitudes

F. Behavior by staff or co-workers that expresses negative attitudes

G. Departmental patterns of interaction and influence, including work assignments, that tend to exclude or disadvantage

H. Less desirable work assignments

I. Inequitable approaches to hiring, retention, or advancement

J. Adverse decisions on hiring, retention, or advancement

On all items, majorities of both faculty and staff/administrators responded that they had personally experienced that form of discrimination never or rarely (Table 2-2). Nevertheless, the frequencies of both sometimes and often responses were high enough on all items to warrant the disturbing conclusion that significant minorities of both faculty and staff/administrators have encountered each of these discriminatory behaviors at least sometimes-and the proportions of respondents who report this experience typically range from one third to nearly half of all respondents.
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Table 2-2. Frequency of discrimination based on a group characteristic

	FACULTY
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	Negative remarks by faculty or administrators
	50%
	27%
	20%
	3%

	Exclusion by colleagues
	42%
	25%
	24%
	10%

	Students - negative attitudes
	30%
	40%
	27%
	2%

	Staff or colleagues - negative attitudes
	44%
	31%
	21%
	4%

	Biased departmental interaction
	56%
	18%
	17%
	10%

	Less desirable teaching
	62%
	19%
	11%
	7%

	Inequity in RTP
	59%
	16%
	16%
	10%

	Adverse decisions on RTP
	68%
	14%
	13%
	5%

	STAFF/ADMINISTRATORS

	Negative remarks by co-workers
	41%
	27%
	27%
	6%

	Negative remarks by faculty
	48%
	30%
	19%
	3%

	Negative remarks by managers
	45%
	26%
	23%
	7%

	Exclusion by co-workers
	41%
	25%
	25%
	8%

	Students - negative attitudes
	31%
	27%
	29%
	12%

	Staff or co-workers - negative attitudes
	33%
	29%
	28%
	11%

	Biased departmental interaction
	42%
	21%
	22%
	15%

	Less desirable work assignments
	46%
	20%
	24%
	10%

	Inequity in hiring, retention, advancement
	38%
	17%
	24%
	21%

	Adverse decisions on hiring, retention,

advancement
	40%
	17%
	24%
	19%


END OF TABLE

Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

Faculty

241-247

Staff/admin
308-311

More faculty reported that they had sometimes or often experienced forms of discrimination that were informal (negative remarks and behaviors that express negative attitudes), compared to discrimination expressed through institutional practices (teaching assignments and personnel decisions). In contrast, higher proportions of staff/administrators reported institutional practices of discrimination. Figure 2-4 displays this comparison, with comparable items sequenced in order of decreasing frequency as reported by faculty. Even a cursory review of this graph makes it clear that perceived instances of both informal and organizational discrimination are alarmingly prominent features of the social landscape at this University.
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Figure 2-4 
Percentages of faculty and staff/administrators who reported experiencing each form of discrimination sometimes or often.

Negative Feeling States

All three surveys included a set of broadly phrased items that were intended to reveal feeling states, several of which referred to distinctly negative feelings. Respondents were asked, "During the past year at S.F. State, how often did you feel..."

•
depressed?

•
lonely?

•
bitter and angry about campus life at S.F. State?

•
that most other [students; faculty; staff/administrators] had more advantages than you?

As Table 2-3 shows, large numbers of respondents reported that they sometimes or often felt depressed or lonely-from nearly one third (faculty who felt lonely) to nearly two thirds (students who felt depressed). The proportions of respondents who reported feeling bitter and angry about campus life and feeling that most others had more advantages than they did were smaller, but still notable. The response distributions were similar on these two items, with sometimes or often responses being given by about one fifth of students, one third of faculty, and two fifths of staff/administrators.
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Table 2-3. Frequency of negative states of being in the past year

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	Depressed

Students
	11%
	28%
	47%
	14%

	Faculty
	20%
	36%
	32%
	12%

	Staff/Admin
	15%
	32%
	34%
	20%

	Lonely

Students
	15%
	28%
	42%
	15%

	Faculty
	39%
	32%
	22%
	7%

	Staff/Admin
	31 %
	35%
	27%
	8%

	Bitter and angry

Students
	53%
	26%
	14%
	7%

	Faculty
	37%
	31%
	23%
	9%

	Staff/Admin
	32%
	27%
	28%
	13%

	Others more advantaged

Students
	53%
	26%
	13%
	7%

	Faculty
	41%
	29%
	20%
	10%

	Staff/Admin
	24%
	31%
	29%
	16%


END OF TABLE

Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

Students 161-163

Faculty
  243-245

Staff/admin 305-309

Students reported more often than faculty and staff/administrators that they were depressed and lonely. Faculty, and staff/administrators to an even greater extent, reported that they were sometimes or often bitter and angry about campus life, and thought others had more advantages than they did.

Figure 2-5 shows combined sometimes and often responses to all four items, by sample. Students show a distinctly different pattern of feeling responses, as compared to faculty and staff/administrators. A majority of students reported that they had sometimes or often felt lonely and depressed. Bitterness and anger were reported by nearly one third of faculty and more than two fifths of staff and administrators.
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Figure 2-5. Percentages who experienced each feeling state sometimes or often in the past year

[graph]
Students, on the one hand, and faculty, staff, and administrators, on the other, are typically in different stages of life and stand in very different relationships to the University. For example, faculty and staff/administrators are much more likely than students to be married or in a committed monogamous relationship, and these relationships are associated with lower levels of depression and loneliness. Thus, married students do not report feeling lonely more frequently than married faculty or staff/administrators.

Students are at the University a relatively short time, they are constantly being evaluated, and they typically see their futures outside the University. Faculty and staff/administrators are typically at the University a much longer time and typically see their futures inside.

Staff and administrators report higher incidence than faculty for all of these negative feelings. They are somewhat more likely than faculty to report depression and loneliness, and considerably more likely to feel bitter and angry about campus life and to feel that others are more advantaged. These differences might be related to the higher status, income, and power of faculty in a university, relative to most staff, and perhaps also to greater intrinsic satisfaction of faculty in their work.
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Chapter 3. 
Gender

Perceptions of Mistreatment

At the core of the gender issue is treatment: Are people treated differently based on their gender? In particular, are people systematically mistreated, disadvantaged, offended, put down, or abused on the basis of their gender?

Reported Mistreatment

Survey questions were slightly different for different samples. For faculty and staff/administrators, the question was:

As a [faculty member] [staff member or administrator] at S.F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your gender?

For students, the question was:

As a student at S.F. State, how often, if at all, have you been mistreated or disadvantaged in the usual day-to-day activities (such as class discussion and handling of assignments, registration, use of the student union or other University facilities, etc.) by other students, faculty, or staff or administrators on the basis of your gender?

Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1 report the experience of male and female students, faculty and staff. Table 3-1. Perceptions of adverse treatment on the basis of gender, by sample and sex

	
	Students
	Faculty
	Staff & Administrators

	
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female
	Male
	Female

	Never 
	71.4
	50.5
	60.6
	28.6
	51.4
	25.0

	Rarely 
	22.2
	22.3
	24.0
	33.3
	20.6
	29.1

	Sometimes
	4.8
	25.2
	15.4
	36.2
	25.2
	37.2

	 Often 
	1.6
	1.9
	0.0
	1.9
	2.8
	8.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	(N)
	(63)
	(103)
	(104)
	(105)
	(107)
	(196)


END OF TABLE
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Figure 3-1. Perceptions of adverse treatment on the basis of gender, by sample and sex

[graph]

In all three samples, females were substantially more likely than males to indicate that they had been mistreated on the basis of gender. In addition, there is a steady increase from students to faculty to staff and administrators in the extent to which both males and females indicate mistreatment: perception of mistreatment on the basis of gender is more frequent among faculty than among students, and more frequent among staff and administrators than among faculty. More than one-fourth of female students reported mistreatment "sometimes" or "often"; 38% of female faculty members; and nearly half of female staff and administrators.

The increase from sample to sample is great enough that male staff and administrators reported mistreatment on the basis of gender as frequently as female students did. Part of the difference between the student sample and the others may be the result of question wording: the student question was differently worded (see the wordings of the questions on the previous page), and it is possible that student respondents would have indicated more frequent mistreatment had their question included being "offended, put down, or...emotionally abused" on the basis of gender.

The difference between faculty and staff/administrators, who answered identical questions, is substantial. In all, 28% of staff/administrator males and 46% of females indicated they were sometimes or often mistreated on the basis of gender.

Perceptions of Unequal Treatment

How do members of the SFSU community see the treatment of men and women on campus? All three samples answered the question:

In general, would you say that members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State by other members of the campus community?
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Respondents' views of the treatment of men and of women relative to the average person at S. F. State are displayed in figures 3-2 and 3-3 respectively.

Figure 3-2. Men treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State, by sample and sex

[graph]

Figure 3-3. Women treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State, by sample and sex

[graph]
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Half or more of every group thought men were treated about the same as the average person (Figure 3-2), but in all three samples, females were less likely to say this and much more likely than men to say that men are treated better. The responses of men across the samples and women across the samples were very similar, except that the percentage of males who said men are treated worse than the average person increases steadily from students to faculty to staff and administrators.

As we see in Figure 3-3, women are viewed differently. The typical male-female difference in perceived treatment is there-women were generally more likely than men to perceive that women are treated worse than the average person. About one-fifth of student and faculty men and a surprising 28% of staff/administrator men indicated they thought women are treated better than men. Of the three samples, faculty men and women expressed the smallest gap in perceptions of unequal treatment based on gender; staff/administrator men and women, the greatest gap.

Reports of Sexual Harassment

Sexual harassment was defined in the surveys, following the University's definition, as

"a person's use of University authority, rank, or position to make sexual advances or engage in other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature." By this definition, have you, yourself, ever been sexually harassed by a professor, a staff member or administrator, or a student on this campus?

In all three samples combined, 5.6% of men and 19.0% of women reported that they had been sexually harassed by faculty, by staff or administrators, or by both.

Women overall reported about the same rate of sexual harassment from faculty and from staff or administrators: 12.5 and 11.5% respectively. Men reported different rates of harassment from faculty-2.8%-and from staff or administrators-5.5%.

Students were least likely of the three samples to report sexual harassment, both from faculty (4.2%, Table 3-2) and from staff or administrators (2.4%, Table 3-3). About one out of eight faculty reported ever being sexually harassed by faculty (12.6%). About one out of six staff/administrators reported ever being sexually harassed by staff or administrators (16.5%).

Table 3-2. Have you ever been sexually harassed by a professor on this campus?

	
	Students
	Faculty
	Staff or

administrators
	Total

	Yes
	4.2
	12.6
	7.7
	8.6

	No
	95.8
	87.4
	92.3
	91.4

	(N)
	(166)
	(246)
	(300)
	(712)


END OF TABLE
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Table 3-3. Have you ever been sexually harassed by a staff member or administrator on this campus?

	
	Students
	Faculty
	Staff or

administrators
	Total

	Yes
	2.4
	4.2
	16.5
	9.1

	No
	97.6
	95.8
	83.5
	90.9

	(N)
	(166)
	(239)
	(309)
	(714)


END OF TABLE

Figure 3-4 displays the full breakdown of reported sexual harassment "ever on this campus by faculty or staff/administrators." The highest rates were reported by faculty women, for sexual harassment by faculty (22%), and by staff/administrator women, for sexual harassment by staff or administrators (19%). Nine percent of women in the staff/administrator sample reported sexual harassment by faculty. Eleven percent of men in the staff/administrator sample reported sexual harassment by staff or administrators, nearly three times the rate for any other group of men and the third highest rate in the twelve subgroups in Figure 3-4.

Figure 3-4. Percent who report they have been sexually harassed on this campus, by sample, reported classification of harasser, and gender

[graph]

Estimated Numbers of Persons Ever Sexually Harassed on Campus

The height of the bars in Figure 3-4 is determined by the percentage of each group who said they had ever been sexually harassed on campus. However, the samples represent populations of very different sizes; obviously there are many more students than faculty or staff. In addition to the rate of reported harassment, it is of interest to estimate the total numbers of persons who would have reported harassment in each population.
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Because we do not know whether these three samples accurately reflect the actual rates of sexual harassment in their respective populations, any estimates based on the sample data must be regarded with caution. Table 3-4 presents such estimates. In Table 3-4, the rate of reported sexual harassment in each sample-harassment by faculty and by staff or administrators combined, column 2-is weighted by (multiplied times) the actual numbers of men and women in each population (column 1) to produce estimated numbers of each group ever sexually harassed (column 3).

If the survey samples are biased toward people who believe they have experienced sexual harassment, the estimates in column 3 are too high. But even if the survey respondents are, say, twice as likely as the population of students, faculty, and staff to report they have experienced sexual harassment, we would still find in the campus population hundreds who would indicate they had experienced sexual harassment.

Column 4 of Table 3-4 shows percentages corresponding to the numbers in column 3. For each group, column 4 gives the percentage each number in column 3 is of the total campus population at the time of the survey whom we estimate to have been ever sexually harassed (1,911). These percentages show, for example, that female students comprise about two thirds (66.9%) of the estimated 1,911 people ever sexually harassed on campus.

Table 3-4. Estimated numbers of each group ever sexually harassed on this campus

	
	(1) Number

on campus,

fall 1996
	(2) Sample rate

of reported sexual

harassment*
	(3) Estimated number of group ever sexually harassed
	(4) Percent of

estimated total ever sexually harassed

	Students
	27,420
	
	
	

	Men
	11,105
	0.0161
	179
	9.4%

	Women
	16,315
	0.0784
	1,279
	66.9

	Faculty
	1,577
	
	
	

	Men
	848
	0.0252
	21
	1.1

	Women
	729
	0.2287
	167
	8.7

	Staff/administrators
	1,480
	
	
	

	Men
	642
	0.1165
	75
	3.9

	Women
	838
	0.2264
	190
	9.9

	TOTAL
	30,477
	0.0627
	1,911
	100.0


* Total rate of reported harassment by faculty, by staff or administrators, or by both, from the 1996 Human Relations Surveys.

Rate of Sexual Harassment Per Year

Time is an issue in the interpretation of the estimates in Table 3-4. The question asked, "Have you ever been sexually harassed at SFSU?" "Ever...at SFSU" is likely to be a longer period of time for faculty and staff than for students.
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We surmise that students are typically on campus 3-4 years. Data on faculty and staff/ administrator populations presented in tables 1-3 and 1-5 indicate that median years on campus for both groups is between 8 and 9. It follows that the typical faculty, staff, or administrator has been on campus about 2-3 times as long as the typical student. The sample rates of sexual harassment for female faculty and for female staff and administrators in column 2 of Table 3-4 are slightly less than three times the rate reported by the female student sample-very close to the ratio of time on campus for faculty and for staff and administrators compared to students. This suggests that the rate of sexual harassment experienced per year is about the same for female students as for female faculty and female staff and administrators.

To summarize the data and estimates reported in Table 3-4:

•
If the population of students, faculty, and staff at SFSU had completed the survey, hundreds of people would have reported that they had been sexually harassed at SFSU.

•
The number of incidents of sexual harassment directed at female students is much greater than the number of incidents directed at any other group, and a person on campus who would report sexual harassment in response to this survey question is much more likely to be a female student than any other group (about 2 out of 3).

•
The rate of self-reported sexual harassment per year is roughly the same for female students, faculty, and staff and administrators. It is much less for males in general, but much greater for male staff and administrators than for male faculty and students.
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Chapter 4
Race/Ethnicity and Experience at SFSU

Classification Into Race/Ethnicity Categories

Surveys routinely ask respondents to classify themselves on race/ethnicity by selecting the one descriptor in a set which comes closest to representing their own racial/ethnic identification. That was the procedure used in the Human Relations Surveys of 1989. In 1996, however, we recognized that racial or ethnic diversity may characterize individuals as well as populations. Many members of this academic community are of mixed ancestry, and cannot select a single descriptor without thereby neglecting what they may see as a very important part of their heritage. Our desire to enable respondents to express their racial/ethnic identification fully and accurately led us to devise the following series of questions:

If you were to describe your race or ethnicity to a friend, what words would you use? (Print in blank on the form.)

When strangers or new acquaintances describe your race or ethnicity, what words do you think they usually use? (Print in blank on the form.)

Some people identify themselves as a member of just one racial or ethnic group, and others feel that they belong in more than one group. Please tell us how strongly you identify yourself as a member of each group listed below, if at all. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Not at all
	Slightly
	Moderately
	Very

	A. American Indian 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Black, African-American 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Chicano, Mexican 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Chinese 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Filipino
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. Latino, Other Hispanic
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G. Other Asian
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H. Pacific Islander
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I. White
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J. Other (Fill in blank on form)
	1
	2
	3
	4


END OF TABLE

The first of these questions was designed to allow the respondent full freedom of individual expression, so that he or she could use the descriptive phrases that were most familiar, comfortable, and correct. The second question was expected to tell us what the respondent thought his or her appearance conveyed to strangers, and by extension, the degree of discrepancy the individual perceived between his or her self-concept and the way in which unfamiliar people might infer a label. Finally, our series of traditional racial/ethnic terms invited the respondent to state the strength of identification that he or she felt with each one. Any level of identification could be chosen for as many terms as the respondent thought appropriate. This measure allows us
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to determine the proportions of respondents who feel a connection with not just one, but two, three, or even more groups.

The very refinement of our measurement technique introduced a dilemma for data analysis and for comparison of current findings to the 1989 survey results. How would we classify individuals who identified with more than one group? We developed a procedure that involved first differentiating respondents who had just one strong identification from those with more than one, then utilizing the self-description provided in our first question to assign as many of the multiethnic people as possible to a single primary identification, and finally collapsing categories to form a very broad dichotomous measure that permits comparison of people of color to whites.

The initial distribution of respondents in the three samples is given in Table 4-1. It is apparent from examination of this table that most groups in the three samples are too small for meaningful statistical analysis.

Table 4-1. Initial distribution of respondents into racial/ethnic groups

	
	Faculty
 
	Staff/Admin 
	Students
	Totals

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	American Indian
	2
	1%
	4
	1%
	0
	0%
	6
	1%

	Black, African
	9
	4%
	26
	8%
	3
	2%
	38
	5%

	American

Chicano, Mexican
	2
	1%
	3
	1%
	2
	1%
	7
	1%

	Chinese
	6
	2%
	30
	9%
	11
	7%
	47
	6%

	Filipino
	2
	1 %
	13
	4%
	2
	1 %
	17
	2%

	Latino, Other
	2
	1 %
	7
	2%
	4
	2%
	13
	2%

	Hispanic

Other Asian
	10
	4%
	8
	3%
	10
	6%
	28
	4%

	Pacific Islander
	1
	0%
	2
	1%
	0
	0%
	3
	0%

	White
	172
	69%
	150
	47%
	56
	33%
	378
	51%

	Other
	3
	1%
	5
	2%
	3
	2%
	11
	1%

	Middle Eastern
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	1%
	3
	0%

	Multiethnic
	33
	13%
	61
	19%
	75
	44%
	169
	23%

	No Response
	7
	3%
	9
	3%
	2
	1%
	18
	2%

	Totals
	250
	100%
	319
	100%
	169
	100%
	738
	100%


END OF TABLE
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Analysis of respondents who were initially classified as multiethnic revealed that most of them did indicate a greater sense of identification with one group than with the others. Reclassification to include these people with their group of primary identification resulted in the distribution shown in Table 4-2. This classification approximates the typical self-classification used in surveys of this kind, except that those whose multiethnic origins did not include a primary identification were not arbitrarily assigned to one or another of the groups the individual might have selected if required to make a forced choice.

Table 4-2. Distribution of respondents into racial/ethnic groups after assignment of most multiethnic respondents into their groups of primary identification

	
	Faculty
	Staff/Admin
	Students
	Totals

	
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent
	N
	Percent

	American Indian
	3
	1%
	5
	2%
	0
	0%
	8
	1%

	Black, African

American
	10
	4%
	32
	10%
	5
	3%
	47
	7%

	Chicano, Mexican
	6
	2%
	6
	2%
	9
	5%
	21
	3%

	Chinese
	6
	2%
	32
	10%
	19
	11 %
	57
	8%

	Filipino
	2
	1%
	25
	8%
	11
	7%
	38
	5%

	Latino, Other

Hispanic
	3
	1%
	9
	3%
	15
	9%
	27
	4%

	Middle Eastern
	1
	0%
	1
	0%
	1
	1%
	3
	0%

	Multiethnic
	9
	4%
	11
	4%
	12
	7%
	32
	4%

	Other
	3
	1 %
	5
	2%
	3
	2%
	11
	2%

	Other Asian
	15
	6%
	12
	4%
	14
	8%
	41
	6%

	Pacific Islanders
	1
	0%
	4
	1%
	0
	0%
	5
	1%

	Whites
	184
	76%
	168
	54%
	78
	47%
	430
	60%

	Totals
	243
	100%
	310
	100%
	167
	100%
	720
	100%


END OF TABLE

Finally, because many groups still had such small numbers that statistical analysis would have been dubious or infeasible, and because a preliminary examination of comparisons across these groups showed that people of color often responded similarly and in ways that differed noticeably from the responses of white respondents, the distribution shown in Table 4-2 was collapsed to form a three-way classification: people of color, white, and multiethnic. This distribution is shown in Table 4-3. Successful reclassification of most people who were
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originally listed as "multiethnic" resulted in so small a remaining group of multiethnic respondents that most of the analyses reported here utilize the two major groups only: people of color and whites.

Table 4-3. Distribution of respondents in three racial/ethnic categories: people of color, white, multiethnic

	
	Students
	Faculty
	Staff/administrators

	People of color
	45%
	20%
	41%

	White
	48%
	77%
	55%

	Multiethnic
	7%
	4%
	4%

	Sample n
	164
	240
	305


END OF TABLE

Self-Reports of Mistreatment and Abuse Based on Race/Ethnicity

We asked our respondents how often, if at all, they had been treated in disadvantageous or offensive ways on the basis of their race/ethnicity. The questions were phrased in ways that reflected the different roles of students and University personnel. For students, the question was:

As a student at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been mistreated or disadvantaged in the usual day-to-day activities (such as class discussion and handling of assignments, registration, use of the student union or other University facilities, etc.) by other students, faculty, or staff or administrators on the basis of your

Faculty and staff/administrators answered this question:

As a faculty member at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your...

Table 4-4 presents responses to these questions at the most general level, with the three samples combined and non-white race/ethnicity categories merged as people of color. It is apparent that the perception of discrimination based on race/ethnicity is widespread on this campus among people of color, with nearly one in six reporting that it occurred often and more than one third reporting that it sometimes occurred. Only 27% of people of color said that they had never been mistreated or abused on the basis of their race/ethnicity. In sharp contrast, three fifths of white respondents reported that they had never felt mistreated or abused. Nevertheless, it is of interest that discrimination based on race/ethnicity is seen as a process with personal impact by some whites as well as by many people of color at SFSU. Approximately one in six white respondents said they had been mistreated or abused on the basis of their race/ethnicity sometimes or often, and 25% reported that they had suffered such mistreatment rarely.
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Table 4-4. Frequency of mistreatment or abuse on the basis of race/ethnicity

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	People of color (n = 240)

	27%
	23%
	35%
	15%

	Whites (n = 425)
	59%
	25%
	14%
	2%


END OF TABLE

Is the frequency of perceived mistreatment based on race/ethnicity uniform across roles within the University, or does it differ among students, faculty, and staff/administrators? Figure 4-1 shows that among our respondents faculty and staff/administrators of color reported that they had felt such discrimination about twice as often as had students of color (about 60% compared to 30%, respectively). Of the 30% of students of color who said they had been mistreated on the basis of race/ethnicity sometimes or often, only one in four reported that they were often mistreated. For faculty and staff/administrators of color, on the other hand, about 60% of whom reported offensive treatment based on race/ethnicity sometimes or often, one in three (about 18% of the sample) reported that this had occurred often.

As we noted in Chapter 3, the typical faculty, staff member, or administrator has been on campus about 2-3 times as long as the typical student. Similarly, in Figure 4-1 about twice as many faculty and staff/administrators as students report sometimes or often having been mistreated on the basis of race/ethnicity. The rate per year of events that lead to this perception may therefore be about the same for students as for University employees.

Among white respondents, percentages who reported mistreatment based on race/ethnicity sometimes or often varied less among students, faculty, and staff/administrators than among respondents of color (Figure 4-1). The totals for whites ranged from 12% (faculty) to 19% (staff/ administrators), with 3% or fewer reporting that they had often experienced such mistreatment.

A conservative inference from these data is that our very diverse academic community is far from "color blind" where issues of equity and respect are concerned. Large numbers of respondents of color feel that they are mistreated at least sometimes, and among faculty and staff/administrators of color sizable minorities report that they are often mistreated. The proportions of white respondents who reported that they had been treated badly based on race/ethnicity were smaller, but by no means negligible.

People of color (n = 240) Whites (n = 425)
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Figure 4-1. By sample, people of color and whites who reported that they were sometimes or often mistreated or abused on the basis of their race/ethnicity

[graph]

Perceptions of Equity in Treatment of Members of Racial/Ethnic Groups at SFSU

Individuals may consider their own experience either typical or atypical of the general experience of members of groups with which they identify, and there may be either consensus or diversity of opinions on the treatment accorded to members of the groupings that make up our overall campus population. We therefore asked this question:

Our first priority is to find out whether you think people at San Francisco State University are treated differently based on their race, ethnicity, religion, national origins, gender, sexual identity, or disabilities. In general, would you say that members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State by other members of the campus community?

Student respondents were asked about "students who are members of the following groups," but otherwise the questions were worded similarly for the three samples. Here, we report responses to the question for each of eight racial/ethnic groups (see Figure 4-2). For all groups but Arabs and whites, people of color were twice to three times as likely as white people to evaluate the treatment of members of the group as generally worse. The exception to the pattern for Arabs was due to a higher than usual frequency of worse responses from whites, rather than a lower than usual frequency from people of color. The exception for whites, however, reveals a distinct contrast between the views of white respondents and people of color. Whites asserted that worse treatment is given to whites than to the average person nearly as often as they gave this response
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for Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos and Native Americans, and almost twice as often as for Asians, Pacific Islanders, and Filipinos. Hardly any people of color (about 2%) said that whites receive worse treatment than the average person. To the extent that people of color and whites can be said to constitute "in-groups," these results show a clear in-group/out-group bias on the part of both people of color and whites.

Figure 4-2. Percentages of people of color compared to whites who responded that members of each racial/ethnic group are treated worse than the average person at SFSU.

Importance of Race and Ethnicity in Defining Personal Identity

The impact of treatment that either over-benefits or disadvantages members of a social group will be enhanced or diminished according to the importance to the individual's identity of the attribute which is the basis of the group's distinctiveness. Race and ethnicity were two of fifteen attributes we investigated with the following question:

How important would you say each of the following attributes is in defining your personal identity (who you are, your self-image, what you stand for, etc.)--not at all important, slightly important, moderately important, or very important?
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As Table 4-5 shows, patterns of responses to these two items were very similar, except that the proportions of moderately and very responses tended to be somewhat higher for race than for ethnicity among both people of color and whites in all three samples. Although additional analysis is needed to explore the relationship between these two constructs, it would appear that race and ethnicity are closely linked for these respondents. Because response patterns are so similar, our interpretation here will focus on the importance of race to personal identity.

Table 4-5. By sample, people of color compared to whites on the importance of race and ethnicity in defining personal identity

	Importance of RACE
	Not at all
	Slightly
	Moderately
	Very
	Sample n

	People of color
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	5%
	16%
	23%
	55%
	74

	Faculty
	9%
	13%
	20%
	59%
	46

	Staff/admin
	13%
	11%
	17%
	59%
	121

	Whites
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	16%
	39%
	26%
	20%
	77

	Faculty
	22%
	33%
	28%
	17%
	184

	Staff/admin
	32%
	26%
	23%
	19%
	163

	Importance of ETHNICITY
	Not at all
	Slightly
	Moderately
	Very
	Sample n

	People of color
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	8%
	22%
	26%
	45%
	74

	Faculty
	4%
	9%
	36%
	51%
	45

	Staff/admin
	15%
	14%
	19%
	53%
	118

	Whites
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	33%
	30%
	27%
	10%
	77

	Faculty
	29%
	45%
	15%
	11%
	184

	Staff/admin
	36%
	33%
	15%
	17%
	163


END OF TABLE
It is striking that in all three samples people of color were almost twice as likely as white respondents to evaluate their race as moderately important or very important to their personal identity (Figure 4-3). It is equally striking that a majority of people of color in all three samples
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rated their race as very important to their personal identity (55% to 59%), whereas among whites one fifth or fewer rated their race as very important.

Figure 4-3. By sample, people of color compared to whites on the importance of race in defining personal identity

[graph]

Quality of Life Issues: Potential Consequences of Perceived Mistreatment

Thus far, we have reviewed data which demonstrate that in comparison to white respondents people of color much more frequently report that they have been mistreated or abused on the basis of their race/ethnicity, that they more frequently evaluate the treatment received by members of most racial/ethnic groups as worse than that received by the average person, and that their own race and ethnicity are far more important to their personal identity than these attributes are to white respondents. Can we demonstrate any effect on the quality of life at SFSU that may reasonably be considered a consequence of the frequency of perceived mistreatment based on an attribute that is very important to personal identity?

We asked our respondents a simple question‑

During the past year at S. F. State, how often did you feel...
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that was followed by a series of items including depressed, lonely, bitter and angry about campus life at S. F. State, and that most other students [faculty; staff/administrators) at SFSU had more advantages than you:

People of color more frequently described themselves as having felt depressed, lonely, and disadvantaged, compared to whites, and as slightly more often bitter and angry (Figure 4-4). That association does not necessarily imply that these feeling states are consequences of their experience at SFSU. However, an indication of the potential impact of race-related experiences at the University may be sought by looking at responses to our question on the frequency of mistreatment or abuse based on race/ethnicity (reported earlier in this chapter) as predictors of self-reported depression, loneliness, bitterness/anger, and perceived disadvantage. The results are displayed in Figure 4-5. Clearly, respondents who described themselves as having often experienced mistreatment or abuse based on race/ethnicity at SFSU were much more likely to say they had often felt depressed, lonely, bitter and angry, and disadvantaged during the past year. These patterns remain visible when the respondents included in the analysis are restricted to people of color. Additional analysis is needed to explore the correlates of these feeling states in detail, but these data suggest that the frequency of negative feeling states may well be a function of experience at the University.

Figure 4-4. By sample, people of color and whites who reported that they sometimes or
often felt depressed, lonely, bitter and angry, or disadvantaged

[graph]
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Figure 4-5. By response to mistreatment or abuse based on race/ethnicity, percentages of respondents who said they were often depressed, lonely, bitter and angry, and disadvantaged

Women of Color: Double Jeopardy?

We reported in Chapter 2 that substantial minorities of students, faculty, and staff/administrators said they had been mistreated or abused on the basis of their gender and their race/ethnicity. In Chapter 3, we confirmed a gender effect most readers will have anticipated: in all three samples, female respondents indicated that they had experienced aversive treatment on the basis of gender far more frequently than did male respondents. In this chapter, we have reported that people of color cited mistreatment or abuse on the basis of race/ethnicity approximately three times as frequently as did whites. We are grateful to Nina Jo Smith, Coordinator of the S.A.F.E. Place at SFSU and a reviewer of a draft of this report, for directing our attention to the possibility that the experience of women of color may differ from that of other respondents where gender and race/ethnicity are concerned.
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Figure 4-6 shows a striking contrast: females of color were twice as likely as white females to say they had been mistreated or abused on the basis of gender, and about three times as likely as males to respond in this way. This pattern, which is shown for all samples combined in Figure 4-6, holds within the samples of students, faculty, and staff/administrators, although the specific percentages vary across samples.

Figure 4-6. Mistreatment or abuse on the basis of gender, by gender for people of color and whites separately.
[graph]

Figure 4-7 tells a similar story with respect to the experience females of color have at SFSU with respect to race/ethnicity. As with gender, the contrast is dramatic. Females of color were almost twice as likely as males of color to say they had been mistreated or abused on the basis of race/ethnicity, and they were about four times as likely as whites of both sexes to respond in this way. This pattern, too, was stable across the three samples.
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Figure 4-7. Mistreatment or abuse on the basis of race/ethnicity, by gender for people of color and whites separately

[graph]

We have just seen that women of color are much more likely than white women and men regardless of race/ethnicity to report aversive treatment based on gender, and that women of color are much more likely than men of color and whites of both sexes to report aversive treatment based on race/ethnicity. Next, it is logical to wonder whether mistreatment based on gender covaries with mistreatment based on race/ethnicity. In other words, is a respondent who says she has been mistreated sometimes or often on the basis of gender more likely to report a similar frequency of mistreatment based on race/ethnicity than a respondent who says she has been mistreated on the basis of gender never or rarely? Of specific relevance to the possibility of "double jeopardy," do women of color report that they have experienced mistreatment sometimes or often on the basis of both gender and race/ethnicity more frequently than males and white women?

Both of these questions must be answered affirmatively. There is a statistically significant positive relationship between the self-reported frequencies of mistreatment based on race/ethnicity and gender (Figure 4-8), and this general pattern is found within each of the four groups defined by gender and race/ethnicity (people of color, and white people) when the three samples are combined and within each sample analyzed separately.
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Figure 4-8. Frequency of self-reported mistreatment based on gender for respondents classified by frequency of self-reported mistreatment based on race/ethnicity

[graph]

Figure 4-9 shows the "double jeopardy" effect dramatically. With respondents from all three samples included, 44% of women of color said they had experienced mistreatment based on both gender and race/ethnicity sometimes or often, as compared to 12% of men of color, 11% of white men, and 8% of white women. Analysis of responses to these two items by sample revealed that the "double jeopardy" effect is much more pronounced among University employees than among students. Within both the faculty and staff/administrator samples, 53% of women of color said they had experienced mistreatment based on both gender and race/ethnicity sometimes or often (compared to 22% of female students of color). The prevalence of these responses among female University employees is especially worrisome when we recall that the phrasing of the question for faculty and staff/administrators was more extreme than for students, including a reference to physical and emotional abuse.
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Figure 4-9. Percentage of respondents who reported mistreatment based on both gender and race/ethnicity sometimes or often, by gender for people of color and whites separately

Consistent with the self-reports of their experience discussed above is evidence that in comparison to whites and males of color, females of color more often believe that discrimination and prejudice are widespread at SFSU. In response to this statement -- Incidents of discrimination and prejudice at S. F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect the beliefs and attitudes of the majority -- women of color disagreed more frequently than did men of color, with whites following (Figure 4-10).
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Figure 4-10. Disagreement that discrimination and prejudice at SFSU are caused by few people, by gender for people of color and whites separately

[graph]

Sexual harassment--the most pernicious form of abuse associated with gender, many would assert--was not reported more frequently by women of color than by others. With all samples combined, sexual harassment by professors was reported by about 11% of women of color and by about 13% of white women; sexual harassment by staff/administrators was reported by about 12% of women of color and by about 11% of white women. It would appear that the mistreatment reported so much more frequently by women of color is most commonly not sexual harassment, but detrimental behavior of other kinds directed at recipients who are targeted because of their gender and their race/ethnicity.

The measures we have treated here are among those most directly related to issues involving differential experience at SFSU on the basis of gender and race/ethnicity, yet many other potentially revealing areas of analysis remain that may help to shed light on what it means to be a woman of color at this university. We hope it will be possible to pursue this inquiry well beyond the limited scope of this preliminary report.
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Chapter 5

Affirmative Action Issues

The California Civil Rights Initiative

Proposition 209, the so-called "California Civil Rights Initiative," appeared on the California ballot in November 1996 and passed, amending Article I of the California Constitution. The policy-setting paragraphs of Prop. 209 were:

(a) The state shall not discriminate against, or grant preferential treatment to, any individual or group on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin in the operation of public employment, public education, or public contracting.

(c) Nothing in this section shall be interpreted as prohibiting bona fide qualifications based on sex which are reasonably necessary to the normal operation of public employment, public education, or public contracting.

All three samples were asked questions about Prop. 209. They were also asked about their perceptions of benefit or harm to themselves from affirmative action.

How Well Informed About Proposition 209

Almost half of the student respondents indicated that they were moderately or very well informed about Proposition 209; 78 percent of staff and administrators and 83 percent of faculty indicated they were moderately or very well informed (Figure 5-1).

Figure 5-1. How well informed about Proposition 209, by sample "How well informed do you feel about the California Civil Rights Initiative, which will be on the November ballot as Proposition 209?"

[graph]
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Vote Inclination on Prop. 209

These differences in self-ascribed levels of information about Prop. 209 are reflected in the distributions of responses to a question about vote intention (Figure 5-2). In every sample, large groups indicated an inclination to vote "No," but students were much more likely than staff and administrators to be unsure, and faculty were least likely to be unsure of their votes.

Figure 5-2. Vote inclination on Prop. 209, by sample

[graph]

The proportion of respondents unsure about their votes falls very rapidly with self-described knowledge about Prop. 209 (Table 5-1); few people who were at least moderately well informed had not made up their minds at the time of the survey.

Table 5-1. Vote inclination on Prop. 209 by how well informed

	Prop. 209 vote

inclination
	How well informed on Prop. 209?

	
	Not at all
	Slightly
	Moderately
	Very
	Total

	Yes
	3%
	7%
	16%
	18%
	14%

	No
	10
	50
	68
	77
	61

	Unsure
	87
	43
	15
	4
	26

	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	N
	(91)
	(133)
	(243)
	(246)
	(713)
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Students, faculty, and staff who had made up their minds on Prop. 209 were quite similar in their vote inclinations (Figure 5-3). Staff and administrators were slightly more supportive than students, and students were slightly more supportive than faculty. The differences are statistically significant but not great.

Figure 5-3. Vote inclination on Prop. 209, by sample, for respondents who had made up their minds

[graph]

Support for Prop. 209's Main Provision

Prop. 209 would prohibit the state from discriminating against or granting preferential treatment to anyone on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin. This was its main provision. Because large majorities of respondents in all three samples who had made up their minds on Prop. 209 were opposed to it, we would expect to find a similar pattern of opposition to this central tenet of Prop. 209. However, when asked whether they favored or opposed this provision, respondents were much more divided than their vote inclinations suggest (Figure 5-4). Among both students and staff/administrators, the largest group strongly favored the provision, and about twice as many strongly favored as strongly opposed it. Even among faculty, only 13 percent of whom favored Prop. 209 (of those who had made up their minds), 33 percent strongly or moderately favored the actual provision of Prop. 209. About half of the staff and administrators who had made up their minds on Prop. 209 indicated they favored the provision, even though only 23 percent of them favored the proposition itself. Clearly, the language of prohibition against discrimination is powerful, at least in the abstract.
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Report 1: Exploring Controversial Topics

Figure 5-4. Support for Prop. 209's central provision, prohibiting the state from discriminating against or granting preferential treatment on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin (respondents who had made up their minds on Prop. 209)

[graph]

Also noteworthy in Figure 5-4 is the polarization of views: most people strongly favored or strongly opposed the provision.

Support for Use of Sex as a Qualification for Employment

A secondary provision of Prop. 209 was its permission to the state to use sex as a qualification for hiring when the state considers it "reasonably necessary." In all three samples, more respondents opposed this provision than supported it. Staff and administrators were most frequently opposed--55% moderately or strongly opposed, compared to 52% of students and 43% of faculty (Figure 5-5). Levels of support ranged from students and

staff/administrators(both 29%) to faculty (39%). Although faculty were somewhat more strongly opposed to Prop. 209 overall, they were also somewhat more favorable than students and staff toward the possible use of sex as a qualification for employment when "reasonably necessary."
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Figure 5-5. Favor/oppose permitting state to use sex as a qualification for hiring when "reasonably necessary," by sample

[graph]

Surprisingly, men and women were not appreciably different with respect to permitting the state to use sex as qualification for hiring when "reasonably necessary" (Figure 5-6). The differences are small and not statistically significant.

Figure 5-6. Permit sex to be used as a qualification for hiring when state considers it "reasonably necessary," by sex+
[graph]
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Abolition of Affirmative Action Programs

A principal criticism of Prop. 209 was that it would abolish affirmative action programs intended to help women and minorities gain equal opportunities in education, employment, and contracts. Majorities of all three samples were strongly opposed to this proposal (Figure 5-7); faculty were most strongly opposed.

Figure 5-7. Favor/oppose abolishing affirmative action programs, by sample 

[graph]

If Prop. 209 Abolishes Affirmative Action Programs

Whether Prop. 209 would actually abolish all affirmative action programs was a matter of dispute. Some supporters argued that simply affirmative efforts would still be permitted, and that only programs that clearly granted preference, such as quotas, would be abolished. Opponents voiced their claim that it would abolish all affirmative action programs.

The surveys attempted to gauge the effect of the claim about abolition of affirmative action on respondents' vote intentions. Respondents were asked:

If you were sure that Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative) would abolish affirmative action programs in California, and if the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209?

The presumption of abolition of affirmative action programs generated a substantial shift in the vote intentions of students and of staff and administrators (Figure 5-8). In both these groups, percent "unsure" was reduced to less than half of what it was in response to the first, unqualified question about vote intention. A few of the formerly "unsure" moved to "yes", which increased slightly for these two groups: for students, from 10 to 12%; for staff, from 17 to 21%. Opposition (percent "no") increased substantially in all three groups.
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Vote inclination on Prop. 209

(1) First response
(2) Response if abolish affirmative action

Figure 5-8. Vote inclination on Prop. 209, originally and if sure Prop. 209 would abolish affirmative action programs, by sample

[graph]

Perceptions of Benefit or Harm from Affirmative Action

Here we examine two aspects of perceptions of benefit or harm from affirmative action: for faculty and staff and administrators, perceptions regarding affirmative action in employment at SFSU; for students, perceptions regarding affirmative action in admission to SFSU.

Employment at SFSU

Faculty and staff and administrators had very much the same views of benefit or harm to themselves from affirmative action programs in employment decisions at SFSU (Figure 5-9); the small difference is not statistically significant. In both groups, more than half of the respondents judged that affirmative action had neither harmed nor benefited them personally; also in both groups, the percentage who thought they had benefited (28%) was greater than the percentage who thought they had been harmed (10% of faculty, 15% of staff and administrators).
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Figure 5-9. Views of benefit or harm from affirmative action programs in employment at SFSU

[graph]

When we examine whites as a group, we find first that more than 60% of both faculty and staff judged they were neither benefited nor harmed by affirmative action in employment at SFSU. We also find that white faculty were somewhat more likely than white staff to see themselves as having benefited from affirmative action, while white staff were more likely to see themselves as having been probably or definitely harmed by affirmative action (Figure 5-10). More than 80% of whites who perceive benefit are women. Most whites who perceive harm from affirmative action are male.

Figure 5-10. Views of benefit or harm from affirmative action programs in employment at SFSU (white faculty and staff and administrators)
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People of color on faculty and staff have quite different perceptions of affirmative action. A majority of people of color in both groups believe that affirmative action programs probably or definitely benefited them with respect to employment at SFSU (Figure 5-11). Faculty of color were more likely than staff and administrators to perceive benefit: almost 30% of faculty of color believe affirmative action definitely benefited them, vs. 19% of staff and administrators of color.

Figure 5-11. Views of benefit or harm from affirmative action programs in employment at SFSU (faculty and staff and administrators of color)

[graph]

Overall, among 243 faculty respondents,

•
66 (28%) indicated they had benefited by affirmative action;

•
23 (10%) thought they had been harmed. Among 310 staff and administrators,

•
86 (28%) indicated they had benefited;

•
46 (15%) thought they had been harmed.
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Admission to SFSU

Students were queried with respect to admission to SFSU. More than half of both white students and students of color either believe that affirmative action neither benefited nor harmed them with respect to admission, or they are unsure (Table 5-2).

Table 5-2. Student views of benefit or harm from affirmative action programs in admission to SFSU

	
	People of color
	Whites
	Total

	Definitely benefited
	16%
	1%
	9%

	Probably benefited
	23
	8
	16

	Neither
	41
	71
	57

	Probably harmed
	3
	4
	3

	Definitely harmed
	0
	1
	1

	Unsure
	16
	14
	15

	Total
	100
	100
	100

	(N)
	(73)
	(77)
	(150)


END OF TABLE

Note: "People of color" includes students who indicated multiple ethnic identities and identified more strongly with one group. There were too few students with multiple equal identities to analyze.

Very few students in either group thought affirmative action programs had harmed them with respect to admission to SFSU, but 40% of students of color thought that affirmative action programs had benefited them in admission. While we aware of several affirmative action programs at SFSU, this seems a high proportion, perhaps due in part to a mistaken generalized attribution along the lines, "I believe affirmative action is generally likely to benefit me, therefore it probably benefited me in admission to SFSU." The 9% of white students who thought affirmative action had benefited them in admission were almost entirely women.
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Chapter 6. Viewpoints on Human Relations Issues at SFSU

Perspectives on Equity of Treatment

Do students, faculty, staff, and administrators at SFSU believe that members of this academic community are treated similarly, regardless of their group identifications, or do we think experience at the University is systematically biased by our race/ethnicity, gender, sexual preference/orientation, religious identification, disability, or national origin? The first question our respondents received was:

Our first priority is to find out whether you think students at San Francisco State University are treated differently based on their race, ethnicity, religion, national origins, gender, sexual identity, or disabilities. In general, would you say that students who are members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average student at S. F. State by other members of the campus community?

[NOTE: For faculty and staff/administrators, the question referred to "people" rather than "students".]

The question was followed by a list of eight race/ethnicity descriptors, and items for men and women, gays/lesbians/bisexuals, three religious groups, people with disabilities, and foreigners and immigrants-sixteen items in all. It should be noted that this list was not intended to be inclusive. It would hardly be feasible to ask for an opinion on every group with which a person might identify. The items were derived from the list the 1989 Human Relations Commission developed of groups for which claims of prejudice and discrimination had been made. For each item, the respondent was asked to select better, about the same, worse, or don 't know.

The greatest risk to the campus "climate" from perceptions related to equity can be expected to come from perceptions that people identified with some groups receive worse treatment than others do at the University. It was for this reason that the Human Relations Commission mandated inquiry into perceptions of equity/inequity in the treatment of groups that were thought to be at risk of discrimination. Table 6-1 displays the percentages of each sample who expressed their judgment that members of each group are treated worse than the average person at SFSU. These percentages are based on the total responses to each item, including those who responded don 't know, omitting only those who declined to answer in any way. Future analyses will investigate patterns among those who expressed a firm opinion-that is, excluding those who answered don 't know-but a first assessment is best focused on the proportions of all who responded, since restricting analysis to those who took a position (other than don 't know) would tend to give a misimpression of the prevalence of firm views.

Overall, in all three samples, the proportions of respondents who believe people associated with any group receive worse treatment than the average person are typically low. Most were below 20%. Whether these results are encouraging or sobering depends on one's opinion of what constitutes an acceptable level of perception of inequity in an academic environment. The highest levels of worse judgments are in the range of 20-25%. Is San Francisco State University content to have one fifth to one fourth of its population hold the belief that negatively biased treatment is received by members of several groups based on race/ethnicity, by women, by Fundamentalist
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Table 6-2. By sample, agreement or disagreement with five statements of opinion about human relations at SFSU

	
	Strongly

agree
	Moderately Neither

agree
	Moderately

disagree
	Strongly

disagree
	n

	Discrimination caused

by few
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students
	24%
	36%
	20%
	14%
	6%
	167

	Faculty
	28%
	39%
	11%
	16%
	5%
	245

	Staff/administrators
	30%
	34%
	13%
	16%
	6%
	313

	SFSU improved

diversity skills
'

Students
	28%
	30%
	30%
	9%
	4%
	166

	Faculty
	45%
	34%
	13%
	6%
	3%
	245

	Staff/administrators
	38%
	27%
	20%
	8%
	7%
	310

	Differences are

overemphasized

Students
	27%
	27%
	26%
	14%
	6%
	164

	Faculty
	21%
	35%
	21%
	13%
	10%
	244

	Staff/administrators
	36%
	30%
	15%
	11%
	8%
	311

	Human relations on

campus good

Students
	15%
	37%
	37%
	8%
	3%
	164

	Faculty
	21%
	48%
	19%
	9%
	3%
	244

	Staff/administrators
	18%
	37%
	25%
	15%
	5%
	311

	SFSU should not

restrict speech

Students
	14%
	20%
	19%
	27%
	20%
	167

	Faculty
	16%
	17%
	10%
	25%
	32%
	243

	Staff/administrators
	18%
	11%
	17%
	23%
	32%
	309


END OF TABLE
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Chapter 7. Norms of Acceptable Behavior

Ratings of Offensiveness of Fictional Scenarios

Students and faculty (not staff/administrators) were asked to rate fourteen fictional campus scenarios on a seven-point scale of offensiveness that ranged from 0 = not at all offensive to 6 = extremely offensive. These items were intended to assess the norms of acceptable campus behavior relevant to human relations issues, and to explore the possibility that members of campus groupings may differ systematically in their reactions to potentially divisive events-an antecedent condition for intergroup tension and conflict. The question set appears below:

Not at all Offensive

A. A male professor compliments a female student on how attractive she is
B. A professor argues that the Bible is great human literature but that no educated person could believe it is divine revelation
C. A student describes homosexual behavior as "unnatural." 
D. A professor comments that black students have more difficulty learning than other students at S. F. State

E. A professor comments that teaching disabled students is "difficult." 
F. An administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at S. F. State

G. A female student says that "men usually try to take advantage of women." 
H. A student says that "Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion." 
I. A professor says that "white people benefit from racism." 
J. A student comments on another group of students who are speaking to each other in their native language: "They are in America now - they should speak English."
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K. A professor wishes aloud that "all of my students would study as hard as Asian students in completing their class assignments."

L. A student says that fewer immigrants should be allowed into this country because "they are taking jobs away from real Americans."

M. A professor compares the treatment of the Palestinians by Israel to the treatment of Jews by the Nazis

N. A professor comments that "many Latin Americans think it's a good thing to be macho."

The survey respondents (faculty and students combined) found three of these scenarios especially offensive (Table 7-1):

•
A professor comments that black students have more difficulty learning than other students at S.F. State.

•
A student says that fewer immigrants should be allowed into this country because "they are taking jobs away from real Americans."

•
An administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at S.F. State.

These scenarios all express negative attitudes based on race and ethnicity. More than forty percent of the combined faculty-student sample rated these scenarios extremely offensive.

The only scenario which was rated as not at all offensive by more than 20 percent of the sample was: "A professor says that `white people benefit from racism'."

All of the fourteen scenarios were seen as at least somewhat offensive (ratings of 2 or more on the offensiveness scale) by the majority of the combined faculty/student respondents. The situations that were judged highly offensive by the largest proportions of respondents typically involved a behavior or a comment directed at a racial or ethnic minority. Events that could be construed as mistreatment of or disparaging toward women, members of various religions, persons with disabilities, men, and whites were all rated as extremely offensive by small to moderate percentages of respondents (in the range of 10%-30%).

When examined separately, the ratings of offensiveness given by students and faculty were similar for ten of the fourteen scenarios. Faculty were more likely than students to feel offended by situations where homosexuality is described as unnatural and where Muslims are described as fanatical. Students, on the other hand, were more likely to take offense at the scenarios where white people are said to benefit from racism and where a professor states that she/he wishes all students would study as hard as Asians. Table 7-1 displays the frequency distributions of ratings of each scenario for students and faculty separately.
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Table 7-1 shows the diversity of reactions all of these items elicited from our respondents. Even where consensus was strongest, the distributions reveal substantial disagreement with majority views. For example, although 47% of students and 41% of faculty considered a student remark advocating restriction of immigration because immigrants "are taking jobs away from real Americans" extremely offensive, 21% of students and 19% of faculty rated this event at or below the midpoint (3) on the offensiveness scale.

Some of this diversity of views can no doubt be attributed to differences in respondents' interpretations of the brief scenarios the questionnaire provided. Disagreement that is not based merely on different interpretations of events, but on actual differences in values and attitudes, is not necessarily to be deplored. Diversity of opinion is generally considered desirable, even essential, in an academic setting, and diversity of opinion is a basic ingredient in social evolution. Nevertheless, a community faces the potential for strain when the same event can outrage some individuals while others see it as entirely proper and acceptable. If such opposing views are concentrated in recognizable groups that are internally cohesive and highly aware of their distinctiveness relative to other groups or to the community at large, there is potential for intergroup tension and conflict.

Table 7-1. Offensiveness ratings for campus scenarios by sample

	
	
	Not at all

Offensive
	
	
	
	
	
	Extremely

Offensive
	Don't Know
	N

	
	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	
	

	A. A male professor compliments a female student on how attractive she is.
	Students
	8%
	10%
	10%
	16%
	13%
	25%
	13%
	5%
	167

	
	Faculty
	9%
	8%
	7%
	14%
	16%
	21%
	20%
	4%
	249

	B. Professor says that the Bible is not divine revelation.
	Students
	19%
	10%
	6%
	14%
	13%
	14%
	20%
	5%
	168

	
	Faculty
	16%
	11%
	12%
	12%
	14%
	13%
	18%
	4%
	248

	C. Student describes homosexual behavior as "unnatural."
	Students
	14%
	7%
	4%
	10%
	10%
	21%
	30%
	4%
	168

	
	Faculty
	3%
	5%
	4%
	9%
	16%
	22%
	38%
	3%
	249

	D. A professor comments that black students have more difficulty learning than others.
	Students
	4%
	4%
	4%
	11%
	11%
	20%
	43%
	4%
	168

	
	Faculty
	3%
	3%
	6%
	9%
	8%
	19%
	49%
	3%
	248

	E. A professor comments that teaching disabled students is difficult.
	Students
	7%
	7%
	7%
	14%
	17%
	19%
	23%
	6%
	168

	
	Faculty
	10%
	7%
	11%
	16%
	15%
	17%
	22%
	4%
	247

	F. An administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at SFSU.
	Students
	5%
	3%
	7%
	11%
	13%
	22%
	37%
	2%
	168

	
	Faculty
	4%
	3%
	4%
	7%
	14%
	21%
	46%
	2%
	248

	G. A female student says that "men usually 
try to take advantage of women."
	Students
	10%
	9%
	14%
	18%
	19%
	17%
	10%
	4%
	168

	
	Faculty
	9%
	12%
	10%
	20%
	22%
	17%
	8%
	2%
	247

	H. A student says that "Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion."
	Students
	8%
	10%
	7%
	22%
	12%
	10%
	14%
	17%
	167

	
	Faculty
	2%
	5%
	6%
	15%
	22%
	25%
	21%
	5%
	248

	I. A professor says that "white people benefit from racism."
	Students
	19%
	7%
	8%
	14%
	7%
	14%
	26%
	7%
	167

	
	Faculty
	26%
	11%
	5%
	13%
	13%
	12%
	14%
	5%
	247

	J. A student comments..."They are in America now-they should speak English."
	Students
	7%
	5%
	6%
	16%
	11%
	23%
	32%
	0%
	167

	
	Faculty
	4%
	4%
	6%
	15%
	18%
	20%
	33%
	1%
	249

	K. A professor wishes aloud that "all of my students would study as hard as Asians...."
	Students
	2%
	4%
	4%
	9%
	12%
	24%
	42%
	2%
	168

	
	Faculty
	4%
	6%
	6%
	13%
	15%
	22%
	32%
	2%
	247

	L. A student says that immigrants "are taking jobs away from real Americans."
	Students
	4%
	2%
	5%
	10%
	11%
	21%
	47%
	0%
	168

	
	Faculty
	4%
	5%
	3%
	7%
	15%
	23%
	41%
	1%
	247

	M. A professor compares treatment of Palestinians by Israel to the treatment of Jews by Nazis.
	Students
	17%
	5%
	4%
	17%
	8%
	8%
	8%
	33%
	168

	
	Faculty
	10%
	8%
	6%
	12%
	15%
	18%
	23%
	9%
	246

	N. A professor comments that "many Latin

Americans think it's a good thing to be macho."
	Students
	10%
	10%
	12%
	18%
	12%
	10%
	19%
	l

11%
	168

	
	Faculty
	10%
	7%
	9%
	16%
	20%
	16%
	18%
	5%
	246


END OF TABLE
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Comparisons of Implied Targets and Perpetrators of Scenarios

The remainder of this chapter emphasizes comparisons among groups of respondents for whom the scenarios were of special relevance: comparisons of implied targets and implied perpetrators of the scenarios, and comparisons of student and faculty of the target group. For example, a female student is the implied target of the scenario in which a male professor compliments a female student on her attractiveness, the first scenario below. Women are compared to men with respect to how offensive they found the scenario on the left-hand side of Figure 7-1 (students and faculty combined); on the right-hand side, student women are compared to faculty women.

To facilitate clarity in these comparisons, the seven-point scale was collapsed into three categories:

•
Not at all or a little offensive (ratings of 0-1)

•
Somewhat offensive (ratings of 2-4)

•
Very or extremely offensive (ratings of 5-6)

A Male Professor Compliments a Female Student on Her Attractiveness

Women were more almost twice as likely as men to feel that it is moderately to extremely offensive for a male professor to compliment a female student on her attractiveness.

Additionally, faculty women were slightly more offended than student women by this event. (See Figure 7-1.)

Figure 7-1. Offensiveness ratings, by gender: Professor compliments a female student on her attractiveness (Student and faculty women are subsets of all women respondents in this figure.)

[graph]
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Table 7-2. Offensiveness ratings, by disability status: Professor comments that teaching disabled students is "difficult"

	Offensiveness Rating
	Disabled
	Not Disabled

	Not at all Offensive - 0
	8%
	9%

	1
	5%
	7%

	2
	15%
	8%

	3
	5%
	16%

	4
	10%
	16%

	5
	26%
	17%

	Extremely Offensive - 6
	26%
	22%


END OF TABLE

An Administrator Comments That There Are Too Many Foreign Students

Over half of the students and faculty surveyed stated that they would be either moderately or extreme offended if an administrator commented that there are too many foreign students at S.F. State. Fewer than 10 percent thought that this was "not at all offensive". Similar proportions of whites and people of color rated this as moderately to extremely offensive, but people of color were more likely than whites to assign this scenario a rating of "extremely offensive" (Table 7-3).

Table 7-3. Offensiveness ratings, people of color compared to whites: Administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at SFSU

	Offensiveness Rating
	People of Color
	Whites

	Not at all Offensive - 0
	5%
	3%

	1
	1%
	4%

	2
	7%
	5%

	3
	10%
	8%

	4
	8%
	17%

	5
	17%
	23%

	Extremely Offensive - 6
	51%
	38%


END OF TABLE
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A Female Student Says Men Usually Try to Take Advantage of Women

Only about one third of male and one quarter of female respondents chose the highest two levels of offensiveness ratings in reaction to a female student's comment that "men usually try to take advantage of women" (Table 7-4). A slightly higher proportion of men than women found the event extremely offensive, but these response distributions are most notable for their similarity.

Table 7-4. Offensiveness ratings, by gender: Female student says men try to take advantage of women

	Offensiveness Rating
	Men
	Women

	Not at all Offensive - 0
	7%
	11%

	1
	10%
	11%

	2
	9%
	13%

	3
	17%
	21%

	4
	21%
	21%

	5
	19%
	23%

	Extremely Offensive - 6
	13%
	5%


END OF TABLE

A Student Says Muslims Tend to Be Fanatical About Their Religion

Majorities of those surveyed felt either moderately or extremely offended by the scenario in which a student states that "Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion." Faculty seem to interpret this event as more offensive than do students; fewer than 10 percent of faculty gave ratings of little or no offense, while 18 percent of students responded in this way. White respondents appear to interpret this item as more offensive than do people of color. The proportions of whites and people of color who rate this event as "extremely offensive" are almost the same. However, whites were more likely to assign ratings of 4-5 than were people of color (Figure 7-4).
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Figure 7-4. Offensiveness ratings, people of color compared to whites: A student says Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion

[graph]

A Professor Says White People Benefit from Racism

Most respondents did not consider a situation in which a professor states that "white people benefit from racism" to be highly offensive. People of color and white respondents gave similar ratings to this item, with fewer than half indicating that it was moderately or extremely offensive. Student respondents, however, differed from faculty respondents at the extremes of the rating continuum (see Figure 7-5). More faculty evaluated the statement as not at all offensive, and more students evaluated it as extremely offensive.

Figure 7-5. Offensiveness ratings, students compared to faculty: Professor says white people benefit from racism

[graph]
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A Student Comments That Students Speaking Another Language Should Speak English

Faculty and students gave similar offensiveness ratings to a scenario in which a student comments about others who are speaking to each other in their native language: "They are in America now-- they should speak English". Over half of student and faculty respondents rated this as a 5 or 6 on the 0-6 scale, indicating that they interpreted this event as very or extremely offensive (Table 7-1). Additionally, whites and people of color rated this item similarly, as highly offensive.

A Professor Wishes All Students Would Study as Hard as Asian Students

When presented with a scenario in which a professor wishes aloud that "all students would study as hard as Asians in completing class assignments," students were somewhat more offended than faculty (Figure 7-6). Majorities of both students and faculty assigned ratings at the highest two levels on the scale, however. There were no appreciable differences between the ratings distributions of people of color and white respondents on this item.

Figure 7-6. Offensiveness ratings, students compared to faculty: Professor wishes all students would study as hard as Asian students

[graph]

Immigrants Are Taking Jobs Away from Real Americans

In general, students and faculty gave similar, and high, ratings of offensiveness to an item describing a student stating that fewer immigrants should be allowed into this county because "they are taking jobs away from real Americans." Over 60 percent of survey respondents rated this event at the highest two levels on the seven-point scale, indicating that they interpreted the behavior as either moderately or extremely offensive. People of color rated this statement at the highest offensiveness levels more frequently than whites, with students of color choosing the highest levels more often than faculty of color. (See Figure 7-7).
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Summary

•
All of the fourteen scenarios employed in the Human Relations Surveys were see as at least somewhat offensive by the majority of the combined faculty/student respondents.

•
Student and faculty ratings of scenarios for offensiveness indicate great diversity of views. The same scenario typically elicited many responses of not at all or a little offensive as well as many very or extremely offensive responses.

0 A community faces the potential for strain when the same event can outrage some individuals while others see it as entirely proper and acceptable. If such opposing views are concentrated in recognizable groups that are internally cohesive and highly aware of their distinctiveness relative to other groups or to the community at large, there is potential for intergroup tension and conflict.

•
The scenarios judged most offensive expressed negative attitudes based on race or ethnicity: "black students have more difficulty learning," "fewer immigrants should be allowed into this country," and "there are too many foreign students at S.F. State."

•
The scenario rated least offensive was: "A professor says that `white people benefit from racism'"

•
Ratings of scenarios were similar for students and faculty on most items.

•
The scenarios imply targets or victims. For almost all scenarios, respondents who were in the target group or who identified with it were more likely than respondents not in the target group to regard the scenario as offensive. Thus women were more likely than men to regard "A male professor compliments a female student on her attractiveness" as very or extremely offensive; however, a majority of men also regarded the scenario as at least somewhat offensive.-The victims have allies among the non-victims.
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Chapter 8. Personal Identity: Importance of Group-Related Attributes

All three samples were asked to rate the importance of fourteen attributes in defining their personal identity, from not at all important to very important. The attributes were adjectives that describe group membership and individual characteristics. Seven of these attributes (gender, race, sexual orientation, national origin, religion, ethnicity, and disability) are directly related to issues of human relations, while others (such as intelligence, sense of humor, and moral values) were included for comparative purposes. Personal identity was defined for the respondents as "who you are, your self-image, what you stand for, etc."

What is Important to Personal Identity?

Frequency distributions for responses to all fourteen attributes are presented for the three samples separately in Table 8-1. The individual attributes that were most often rated as very important for all three samples collectively were intelligence (64%), moral values (63%), work habits (50%), gender (45%), and sense of humor (44%). Only one of these, gender, was of special relevance to human relations issues. Disability was least frequently rated as very important, with 7 percent of respondents. However, this is a reflection of the comparative scarcity of disabilities among the respondents, since almost half of the respondents who indicated that they had a disability rated it as either moderately important or very important to their personal identity.

The seven "human relations attributes" are listed below in order of the frequency with which respondents in the three samples combined rated them as moderately important or very important to their personal identity:

Gender: 69%

Race: 56% 

Ethnicity 46% 

Sexual orientation 43%

National origin 40%

Religion 33%

Disability 15%

These attributes are designed to be used as moderator variables in future analyses--i.e., variables that may influence the effects of other factors. The potential impact of a problematic situation related to one of these group attributes can logically be expected to be greater for individuals for whom the attribute is a more prominent aspect of their personal identity. In the lexicon of social cognition, such individuals may be "schematic" with respect to the attribute, and therefore more alert to events and information that pertain to that attribute, as well as more responsive to such input. The present report is limited to consideration of importance ratings given to these attributes by members of the groups to which they are directly relevant and by comparison groups, followed by a set of analyses that illustrate both the explanatory potential and the complexity of these variables.
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Table 8-1. Importance of Attributes to Personal Identity, by Sample

	
	
	Not At All

Important
	Slightly

Important
	Moderately

Important
	Very

Important
	N

	A. Gender
	Students
	9%
	18%
	20%
	56%
	168

	
	Faculty
	8%
	21%
	30%
	42%
	250

	
	Staff/Admin.
	17%
	18%
	22%
	44%
	311

	B. Race
	Students
	11%
	27%
	24%
	38%
	168

	
	Faculty
	19%
	29%
	27%
	25%
	249

	
	Staff/Admin.
	25%
	20%
	21%
	34%
	307

	C. Income
	Students
	27%
	34%
	29%
	11%
	167

	
	Faculty
	19%
	42%
	29%
	9%
	249

	
	Staff/Admin.
	22%
	27%
	33%
	18%
	304

	D. Sexual Orientation
	Students
	32%
	23%
	20%
	25%
	167

	
	Faculty
	29%
	31%
	24%
	16%
	248

	
	Staff/Admin.
	35%
	22%
	22%
	22%
	306

	E. Intelligence
	Students
	4%
	10%
	22%
	65%
	167

	
	Faculty
	3%
	6%
	27%
	65%
	249

	
	Staff/Admin.
	5%
	6%
	27%
	62%
	308

	F. National Origin
	Students
	25%
	28%
	20%
	27%
	166

	
	Faculty
	31%
	36%
	18%
	15%
	249

	
	Staff/Admin.
	30%
	28%
	20%
	22%
	305

	G. Religion
	Students
	35%
	31%
	14%
	20%
	168

	
	Faculty
	48%
	20%
	17%
	16%
	248

	
	Staff/Admin.
	48%
	21%
	16%
	16%
	307

	H. Sense of Humor
	Students
	8%
	16%
	33%
	43%
	167

	
	Faculty
	8%
	20%
	30%
	42%
	247

	
	Staff/Admin.
	8%
	17%
	29%
	47%
	306

	L Ethnicity
	Students
	20%
	26%
	27%
	27%
	168

	
	Faculty
	24%
	37%
	20%
	20%
	248

	
	Staff/Admin.
	27%
	25%
	18%
	30%
	304

	J. Work Habits
	Students
	7%
	19%
	34%
	40%
	166

	
	Faculty
	3%
	15%
	31%
	51%
	247

	
	Staff/Admin.
	5%
	12%
	28%
	56%
	304

	K. Disability
	Students
	69%
	17%
	7%
	7%
	161

	
	Faculty
	79%
	10%
	6%
	4%
	225

	
	Staff/Admin.
	65%
	16%
	10%
	9%
	287

	L. Political Convictions
	Students
	26%
	29%
	23%
	22%
	168

	
	Faculty
	15%
	26%
	29%
	30%
	247

	
	Staff/Admin.
	31%
	25%
	27%
	17%
	308

	M. Consumer Tastes
	Students
	31%
	43%
	18%
	8%
	167

	
	Faculty
	39%
	39%
	15%
	7%
	246

	
	Staff/Admin.
	37%
	32%
	21%
	10%
	303

	N. Moral Values
	Students
	2%
	11%
	18%
	69%
	168

	
	Faculty
	3%
	10%
	27%
	60%
	248

	
	Staff/Admin.
	6%
	10%
	21%
	63%
	307


END OF TABLE
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Gender

Students rated gender as very important to their personal identity more often than faculty or staff and administrators (Table 8-1). In all three samples, women were much more likely than men to say that gender was very important to their personal identity (Figure 1).

Figure 8-1. By gender: Importance of gender in defining personal identity Race and Ethnicity

[graph]
In all samples, people of color rated both race and ethnicity as more important to their personal identity than did mixed ethnicity or white respondents (Figure 8-2 and Figure 8-3). Race and ethnicity were seen as less important to personal identity by faculty than by students or staff and administrators, but this is because fewer faculty respondents are people of color. When we look at whites and people of color separately, faculty are equally likely to see race and ethnicity as important to their personal identity.

Figure 8-2. By broad race/ethnicity groups: Importance of race in defining personal identity

[graph]
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The patterns of importance ratings of ethnicity by people of color, multiethnics, and whites, were similar to the patterns of ratings for race, except that race was generally seen as of somewhat greater importance (Figure 8-2; Figure 8-3).

Figure 8-3. By broad race/ethnicity groups: Importance of ethnicity in defining personal identity

[graph]

Sexual Orientation

Sexual orientation was far more important to the personal identities of lesbians and gay men than it was to either bisexual or heterosexual respondents (Figure 8-4).

Figure 8-4. By sexual orientation: Importance of sexual orientation in defining identity

Public Research Institute

[graph]
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National Origin

For people of color, national origin was evaluated as very important to personal identity three times as often as by white people, and the frequency of moderately important and very important ratings combined was twice that of white people (Figure 8-5). Still, the fact that nearly 30% of white respondents considered their national origin a moderately important or very important part of personal identity attests to the continuing links to their immigrant origins felt by people of diverse characteristics.

Figure 8-5. By broad race/ethnicity groups: Importance of national origin in defining personal identity

[graph]

Religion

Religion was rated very important by about one fifth of students, and about one sixth of faculty and staff/administrators. The samples were more similar than different in responses to this item, except that religion was deemed not at all important by nearly half of the faculty and staff/administrators in our samples, compared to just over one third of students (see Table 8-1).

Disability

More than two thirds of our respondents (71%) rated disability as not at all important, and only 7% rated disability as very important in defining their personal identity. People with disabilities responded very differently to this item, however, in comparison to people without disabilities. For the 11% of our sample with disabilities, disability was much more likely to be rated moderately important (22%) or very important (20%). Not at all important was chosen by 30%.
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of people with disabilities, compared to 76% of people without disabilities. It is interesting to note that fewer than half of the respondents with disabilities considered them at least moderately important, despite the difference in ratings compared to people without disabilities. Of equal interest, about one fourth of respondents who said that they had no disability rated disability as at least slightly important on this item. (The distributions are illustrated by Figure 8-5.) These patterns of ratings may indicate that for some people, a condition may be labeled a disability in some situations and not in others, and also that for some people with a disability that condition is not experienced as important--either as a result of the person's attitude toward the condition, or because the disability does not, in fact, have a significant impact on the individual's activities or self-concept.

Figure 8-6. By disability status: Importance of disability in defining personal identity

Public Research Institute

[graph]
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Does the Importance of an Attribute in Defining Personal Identity Predict Attribute-Relevant Experiences and Opinions?

Mistreatment Based on Race/Ethnicity

Attributes acquire importance through socially mediated experience, and a given attribute may be much more prominent in a person's self-concept in some social contexts than in others. Members of groups with a history of deprivation or oppression may define themselves extensively with reference to the attribute(s) by which their status is designated (e.g., racial characteristics or religious and cultural affiliations). An attribute may be especially salient when an individual is in the minority--for example, as a "token" representative of her group in institutional settings that are dominated by members of the majority group--but fade from awareness when the person is in the company of others who share that attribute. We asked respondents to tell us how important each of a series of attributes was in defining their personal identity because we hoped to discover whether these responses would help us understand self-reported experiences and points of view to which an attribute is logically relevant.

Ratings of the importance of race in defining personal identity were significantly associated with the frequency with which respondents said they had been mistreated on the basis of their race/ethnicity (Figure 8-7). Respondents to whom race was very important were much more likely than others to report that they had been mistreated sometimes or often on the basis of race/ethnicity. A similar pattern was found in each of the three samples when analyzed separately, although it was not statistically significant in the student sample.

Figure 8-7. Frequency of mistreatment on the basis of race/ethnicity, by rating of the importance of race in defining personal identity

[graph]
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We have seen previously (Chapter 4) that much higher proportions of people of color than whites reported mistreatment based on race/ethnicity sometimes or often. Analysis of the importance of race in defining personal identity shows that among both people of color and white people, those to whom race was very important were the most likely to report mistreatment based on race/ethnicity sometimes or often (Figure 8-8).

Figure 8-8. Frequency of mistreatment on the basis of race/ethnicity, by the importance of race in defining personal identity (people of color compared to whites)

[graph]

Among both males and females of color, those who rate race as very important in defining their personal identity most frequently say that they have been mistreated sometimes or often on the basis of race/ethnicity (Figure 8-9). We reported in Chapter 4 that females of color cited mistreatment sometimes or often on the basis of race/ethnicity far more frequently than males of color or whites of either sex. Figure 8-9 shows that females of color who rate race as very important in defining their personal identity state that they have been mistreated sometimes or often on the basis of race/ethnicity more frequently than any other subgroup resulting from this series of increasingly specific classifications.
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Importance of Race in Personal Identity

Figure 8-9. Frequency of mistreatment on the basis of race/ethnicity, by the importance of race in defining personal identity (males of color compared to females of color)

[graph]

These findings suggest that the importance of race in personal identity mediates the experience of mistreatment, but the data do not specify the processes that underlie that relationship. It is important to recognize that causality cannot be established with survey data, because survey methods are inherently correlational. The observed relationship between these two variables may be explained by one or more of the following hypothetical processes, among others.

•
People for whom race is central to personal identity may respond with greater intensity to race-relevant events or more readily construe aversive treatment as racially motivated.

•
Aversive treatment that was, in fact, racially motivated may result in race becoming more central to the self-concept of the recipients of such treatment.

•
People for whom race is central to personal identity may behave in ways that elicit racially motivated mistreatment from others (for example, by claiming equal rights insistently when others who are less race-conscious are inclined to acquiesce in their disadvantaged status in order to avoid trouble).

The relationships we have just described are not smoothly linear in nature (Figure 8-8 and Figure 8-9). Rather than a regularly increasing percentage of sometimes or often responses to the mistreatment item, we see irregular rises and drops in the frequencies of those responses as ratings of the importance of race in defining personal identity move from not at all to very important. This implies that factors yet to be discovered are also influential in respondents
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assessments of mistreatment. We hope that future opportunities for analysis and reporting will permit a more detailed inquiry into these issues.

Voting Intention on Proposition 209 (the "California Civil Rights Initiative")

Respondents were asked whether they would be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209 if the election were being held on the day when they completed the questionnaire. Those who rated race moderately or very important in defining personal identity were somewhat more inclined to vote against the proposition and less inclined to vote for it, with the "unsure" proportion fairly constant (Figure 8-10).

Figure 8-10. Voting intention on Proposition 209, by importance of race in defining personal identity

[graph]

Examination of the relationships between these two variables for people of color in comparison to white people reveals very different patterns for the two groups (Figure 8-11), which were obscured when their responses were not analyzed separately. For people of color, "no" votes increase steadily while "yes" votes and "unsure" responses decrease as race becomes more important to personal identity--except that "no" votes are about as frequent for those to whom race was not at all important (54%) as for those to whom race was moderately important (52%). For white people, the pattern is more difficult to interpret, with the "no" vote strongest among those to whom race was moderately important and lowest among those who said race was not at all important (54%) and very important (55%). For whites, in sharp contrast to people of color, the "yes" vote was about the same for those to whom race was very important in personal
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identity as for those to whom race was not at all or slightly important, and lowest for those to whom race was moderately important. It is tempting to conclude that the importance of race in defining personal identity was a significant factor in voting intentions on this issue for people of color but not for white people, but that conclusion is probably overly general. We are inclined to state, rather cautiously, that the importance of race in defining personal identity has a more systematic relationship to voting intentions on this issue among people of color than among whites, but that deviations from linearity suggest that this factor may have influenced voting intentions on the issue jointly with other factors, even among people of color. For one thing, Proposition 209 had implications for gender equity as well as racial equity. Elaboration analysis (exploration of complex interactions among predictors) is needed to explore these potential relationships.
Importance of Race in Personal Identity

Figure 8-11. Voting intention on Proposition 209, by importance of race in defining personal identity (people of color compared to whites)

[graph]
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Chapter 9. Human Relations Over Time: From 1989 to 1996

An important goal of the 1996 Human Relations Surveys was to assess changes and continuities in the experiences and viewpoints of members of this increasingly diverse academic community by comparing 1996 results to those obtained in 1989 from surveys conducted by the Public Research Institute for the President's Commission on Human Relations. Most items from the 1989 questionnaires were retained verbatim. Some were revised in order to enhance the prospects of detailed interpretation of findings, or to take advantage of insights gleaned from the 1989 results. A few were eliminated in favor of new items appropriate to current issues. Despite revisions to the questionnaires for the 1996 surveys, there is ample scope for informative comparisons between the 1989 and 1996 responses on all major topics.

This chapter offers comparisons between 1989 and 1996 on four issues: mistreatment on the basis of group-related attributes, opinions on campus climate, student opinions on interaction with and learning about other groups at SFSU, and faculty and staff/administrator views of affirmative action programs at SFSU.

Both survey projects sampled students, faculty, and staff/administrators. Methodological summaries are provided in this report for the 1996 surveys (Chapter 1), and in Chapters V, VI, and VII of the report of the Commission on Human Relations in 1990 for the 1989 surveys.

Self-Reports of Mistreatment and Abuse on the Basis of Group-Related Attributes

In both the 1989 and the 1996 surveys, students, faculty, and staff/administrators were asked how often, if at all, they had been treated in disadvantageous or offensive ways on the basis of their gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, religious beliefs, disability, and national origin. The questions for which responses are compared below were somewhat different for students than for University employees. For students, the question was phrased this way:

As a student at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been mistreated or disadvantaged in the usual day-to-day activities (such as class discussion and handling of assignments, registration, use of the student union or other University facilities, etc.) by other students, faculty, or staff or administrators on the basis of your...

For faculty and staff/administrators, the question was:

As a faculty member at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your...

There are differences among students, faculty, and staff/administrators on these issues; see Chapter 2 of this report. Our focus now is on comparison of 1989 to 1996 responses within each of these groups.

Table 9-1 shows how students, faculty, and staff/administrators responded to each item in 1989 and 1996. On three of the six items-sexual orientation, religious beliefs, and disability-the 1989 and 1996 response distributions are very similar for all three groups.

On the basis of gender, by contrast, in all three groups 1996 respondents were somewhat more likely than 1989 respondents to say they had been mistreated rarely or sometimes, and less likely
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than 1989 respondents to say they had never been mistreated.' A similar pattern is apparent in responses to the question about mistreatment on the basis of race/ethnicity. It appears that the rate at which respondents say they have been mistreated has increased somewhat with respect to these attributes, though not, for the most part, in the important often category. However, staff and administrators in 1996 were more likely to say they had often been mistreated on the basis of race/ethnicity than in 1989.

With respect to national origin, the responses of staff and administrators also show an increase in frequency of reported mistreatment from 1989 to 1996.

Table 9-1. Frequency of mistreatment or abuse on the basis of six attributes, 1989 compared to 1996

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	Gender
	
	
	
	

	Students - 1989
	71 %
	19%
	8%
	2%

	Students - 1996
	59%
	22%
	17%
	2%

	Faculty - 1989
	53%
	20%
	21%
	6%

	Faculty - 1996
	44%
	29%
	26%
	1 %

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	47%
	20%
	26%
	7%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	34%
	27%
	33%
	6%

	Race/Ethnicity

Students - 1989
	70%
	15%
	11%
	4%

	Students - 1996
	57%
	20%
	18%
	5%

	Faculty - 1989
	64%
	19%
	12%
	5%

	Faculty - 1996
	53%
	26%
	17%
	4%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	49%
	22%
	25%
	4%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	37%
	25%
	28%
	9%

	Sexual orientation

Students - 1989
	84%
	10%
	5%
	1%

	Students - 1996
	85%
	10%
	4%
	1%

	Faculty - 1989
	79%
	12%
	6%
	3%

	Faculty - 1996
	83%
	9%
	8%
	0%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	70%
	15%
	1 I %
	4%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	67%
	20%
	10%
	3%

	Religious beliefs

Students - 1989
	89%
	7%
	2%
	1%

	Students - 1996
	86%
	11%
	2%
	1%

	Faculty - 1989
	85%
	10%
	3%
	2%

	Faculty - 1996
	81%
	13%
	5%
	0%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	78%
	16%
	4%
	1%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	74%
	18%
	7%
	2%


1 If we were comparing two independent random samples, these differences would be statistically significant at the .05 level.

Page 9-3
Table 9-1, continued...

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	Disability

Students
1989
	91%
	5%
	2%
	3%

	Students - 1996
	92%
	4%
	4%
	1%

	Faculty - 1989
	94%
	4%
	0%
	2%

	Faculty - 1996
	92%
	5%
	3%
	1%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	88%
	8%
	3%
	1%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	87%
	8%
	4%
	1%

	National origin

Students - 1989
	84%
	7%
	7%
	2%

	Students - 1996
	76%
	11%
	11%
	2%

	Faculty - 1989
	79%
	9%
	8%
	4%

	Faculty - 1996
	85%
	6%
	8%
	1%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	71%
	14%
	13%
	2%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	64%
	17%
	15%
	4%


Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

	Students, 1989 389-393

	Students, 1996 165-167

	Faculty, 1989 113-122

	Faculty, 1996 210-247

	Staff/Admin, 1989 378-393

	Staff/Admin, 1996 301-311


END OF TABLE

The patterns we have identified in the comparisons based on gender and on race/ethnicity are made easier to recognize in Figures 9-1 and 9-2. Never responses were most frequent among students, next among faculty, and least frequent among staff in 1989 and in 1996 for both of these items. (We noted earlier in this report that differences between students, on the one hand, and faculty and staff/administrators, on the other, may derive from similar experience within a more limited timeframe. That is, students typically remain at SFSU for shorter periods of time than do faculty and staff, so a similar frequency of occurrence across the three groups would be less frequently reported by students.) As the figures show, the frequency of never responses declined in all three pairs of samples on both items between 1989 and 1996. Increases were distributed mainly between the rarely and sometimes categories.
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Figure 9-1. Frequency of mistreatment or abuse on the basis of gender, 1989 compared to 1996

[graph]

Figure 9-2. Frequency of mistreatment or abuse on the basis of race/ethnicity, 1989 compared to 1996

[graph]
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Interpretation of these findings requires analysis of subgroup response patterns, still to be done.

A decline in the frequency of never responses may mean that the incidence of mistreatment based on gender has actually increased, so that more people at SFSU felt that they were rarely or sometimes mistreated in 1996 than in 1989. Alternatively, the incidence of mistreatment may not have increased, but the SFSU community may include more people in at-risk groups with respect to such behavior on the part of others (i.e., people of color and women), or a cultural shift may have occurred so that notable events are more frequently labeled "mistreatment."

Opinions on Campus Climate

Respondents in all three samples in 1989 and in 1996 were asked to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with each of a series of opinion statements about campus life. Tables 9-2 and 9-3 report responses to two items which assess "campus climate" with special directness:

Incidents of discrimination and prejudice at S. F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect the beliefs and attitudes of the majority.

Compared to what I see and hear off-campus, human relations among different groups on-campus at S.F. State are relatively good.

Responses to these questions in 1996 were similar to responses in 1989. In both tables, slightly fewer respondents in all three groups disagreed moderately or strongly with the statements, indicating slightly less negative views in 1996. In both the earlier and the later study, majorities of respondents in all groups agreed with these statements, reflecting favorable majority perspectives on campus climate.

Table 9-2. Agreement that discrimination and prejudice at S.F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect beliefs and attitudes of the majority, 1989 compared to 1996

	
	Strongly

agree
	Moderately

agree
	Neither agree

nor disagree
	Moderately

disagree
	Strongly

disagree

	Students - 1989
	27%
	37%
	13%
	16%
	7%

	Students - 1996
	24%
	36%
	20%
	14%
	6%

	Faculty - 1989
	33%
	33%
	11%
	15%
	8%

	Faculty - 1996
	28%
	39%
	11%
	16%
	5%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	24%
	30%
	15%
	20%
	11%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	30%
	34%
	13%
	16%
	6%


Note. Numbers of respondents were:

	Students, 1989
	395

	Students, 1996
	167

	Faculty, 1989
	123

	Faculty, 1996
	245

	Staff/Admin, 1989
	394

	Staff/Admin, 1996
	313


END OF TABLE
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Table 9-3. Agreement that compared to off-campus, human relations at S.F. State are relatively good, 1989 compared to 1996

	
	Strongly agree
	Moderately agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Moderately
	Strongly disagree

	Students - 1989
	16%
	40%
	29%
	12%
	4%

	Students - 1996
	15%
	37%
	37%
	8%

	3%

	Faculty - 1989
	27%
	38%
	22%
	13%
	1%

	Faculty - 1996
	21%
	48%
	19%
	9%
	3%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	17%
	38%
	23%
	16%
	7%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	18%
	37%
	25%
	15%
	5%


Note. Numbers of respondents were:

	Students, 1989
	395

	Students, 1996
	164

	Faculty, 1989
	120

	Faculty, 1996
	244

	Staff/Admin, 1989
	393

	Staff/Admin, 1996
	311


END OF TABLE

Student Opinions on Benefits of SFSU Experience, and SFSU Opportunities to Learn About Other Groups

Two opinion statements asked students to evaluate the benefits of SFSU experience with respect to interaction with people of other groups, and the adequacy of opportunities at SFSU to learn about other groups:

My experience at S. F. State has improved my ability to interact comfortably with people of other racial/ethnic and cultural groups.

S.F. State University offers students adequate opportunities to learn about other groups and cultures.

Table 9-4 compares students responses to these items in 1989 vs. 1996. There is little evidence of change; in 1996, as in 1989, substantial majorities of students agreed with these statements, and more than one fourth of the students in both samples agreed strongly.

Table 9-4. Improving ability to interact with other groups and opportunities to learn about other groups at SFSU, 1989 compared to 1996

	Experience improved ability

to interact with other groups
	Strongly

agree
	Moderately

agree
	Neither agree

nor disagree
	Moderately

disagree
	Strongly

disagree

	Students - 1989

Students - 1996
	31 %

28%
	32%

30%
	24%

30%
	6%

9%
	6%

4%

	SFSU offers adequate

opportunities to learn about

other groups
	
	
	
	
	

	Students - 1989

Students - 1996
	33%

28%
	38%

43%
	14%

16%
	10%

9%
	4%

4%


Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

Students, 1989

357-394

Students, 1996

166-168
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Faculty and Staff/Administrator Views of Affirmative Action Programs at SFSU Faculty and staff/administrators were asked this question:

Over the past five years, do you think SFSU 's affirmative action programs have...?

Table 9-5 displays the proportions of respondents who answered that affirmative action programs have improved, stayed the same, gotten worse, or that they had no basis for judgment. The proportions of both faculty and staff/administrator respondents who answered that affirmative action programs had improved declined from 1989 to 1996. However, closer inspection of the table shows little change in the proportions who answered stayed the same and gotten worse. This is explained by increases in the proportions who felt they had no basis for judgment.

We do not know why fewer people felt they had no basis for judgment about change in affirmative action programs. It may be that the major period of change in affirmative action programs at SFSU, and awareness of those changes and their consequences, occurred before 1989. It may be also that widespread retirements of senior faculty and reductions in staff positions since the 1989 survey, with consequent hiring of new employees and part-time faculty, has reduced the sector of the employee population with enough experience to assess changes over a period of five years. A third possibility is that with affirmative action under increasing attack, people are less certain about what improvement would mean.

Table 9-6 compares respondents who felt sufficiently informed to express an opinion (i.e., omitting respondents who answered no basis for judgment). Among both faculty and staff/ administrators, 1996 respondents less frequently described the University's affirmative action programs as improved and more frequently indicated they stayed the same. Staff and administrators more frequently indicated they had gotten worse.' The faculty assessment was more favorable than the staff/administrator assessment in both 1989 and 1996. What gotten worse means in this context is not entirely clear. Probably some respondents see stronger affirmative action programs as worse; others would regard stronger programs as improved.

Table 9-5. Assessment of change in affirmative action programs at SFSU over the past five years, by faculty and staff/administrators, 1989 vs. 1996

	
	Improved
	Stayed the same
	Gotten worse
	No basis for judgment

	Faculty
1989
	46%
	23%
	10%
	21%

	Faculty - 1996
	28%
	19%
	7%
	46%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	28%
	24%
	12%
	36%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	18%
	25%
	13%
	44%


END OF TABLE

Note. Numbers of respondents were:

	Faculty, 1989
	105

	Faculty, 1996
	248

	Staff/Admin, 1989
	395

	Staff/Admin, 1996
	307


2 If we were comparing two independent random samples, the difference between years would be statistically significant at the .05 level for staff and administrators but not for faculty, for whom samples and inter-year differences are smaller.
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Table 9-6. Assessment of change in affirmative action programs at SFSU over the past five years, by faculty and staff/administrators who were able to express an opinion, 1989 vs. 1996

	
	Improved
	Stayed the same
	Gotten worse

	Faculty
1989
	58%
	29%
	13%

	Faculty - 1996
	51%
	36%
	13%

	Staff/Admin - 1989
	43%
	37%
	19%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	31%
	45%
	24%


Note. Numbers of respondents were:

Faculty, 1989
83

Faculty, 1996
135

Staff/Admin, 1989
254

Staff/Admin, 1996
173

Faculty Opinions on Selected Human Relations Issues

Debate on institutional policies to promote faculty diversity and foster a climate of respect and congeniality within the University often focuses on conflicts that may arise when conscientious people differ in their views of what constitutes an appropriate balance between generally accepted values with potentially contradictory implications for policy. Here we report the 1989 vs. 1996 comparison of faculty responses to three items intended to elicit opinions on such contentious issues (Table 9-7):

The University should not restrict my right to say publicly anything I want about members of other groups, even if what I say might be regarded as offensive or insulting.

Too much emphasis on affirmative action in hiring and retention carries a risk of lowering the quality of faculty at SFSU.

There is real danger that too much concern about the sensitivities and perceptions of minorities may have a chilling effect on legitimate academic discussion about important social, cultural, religious, and political differences.

Table 9-7 shows little indication of change in the distributions of faculty responses from 1989 to 1996 on the second and third of these items. In both surveys, majorities of faculty disagreed with the statement expressing apprehension about a decrease in faculty quality due to affirmative action programs but agreed that too much concern about minority sensitivities could adversely affect academic discussion. Change did, however, occur in the distribution of responses to the item advocating no restrictions on speech in public. Faculty were less likely to agree with no restrictions on speech in 1996 than in 1989. Elaboration analysis is needed to determine whether this change is best understood as a shift in views or a consequence of changes in the composition of the faculty due to retirement of senior faculty and some hiring of new full-time and part-time faculty.
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Table 9-7. Faculty opinion about restrictions on speech, effects of emphasis on affirmative action on faculty quality, and effects of concern about minority sensitivities on academic discussion, 1989 vs. 1996

	
	Strongly

agree
	Moderately

agree
	Neither agree

nor disagree
	Moderately

disagree
	Strongly

disagree

	University should not restrict

speech at all

Faculty - 1989
	28%
	16%
	10%
	21%
	25%

	Faculty - 1996
	16%
	17%
	9%
	25%
	33%

	Too much emphasis on

affirmative action can lower

faculty quality

Faculty - 1989
	1 I%
	21%
	8%
	16%
	43%

	Faculty - 1996
	8%
	21%
	10%
	21%
	40%

	Too much concern about

minorities may have a

chilling effect

Faculty - 1989
	16%
	36%
	16%
	8%
	24%

	Faculty - 1996
	18%
	39%
	13%
	13%
	17%


END OF TABLE

Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows:

Faculty, 1989
119-123

Faculty, 1996
234-235

Staff/Administrator Opinions on Selected Human Relations Issues

Staff and administrators are directly affected by the views and behavior of management. Table 9-8 compares the 1989 and 1996 response distributions on three of the opinion items designed to assess staff/administrator opinions on the positions and behavior of top management, and on the potential impact of affirmative action:

The top administration (President, Vice Presidents, Deans) is genuinely committed to promoting multiracial understanding and cooperation at SFSU.

Too much emphasis on affirmative action in hiring and retention carries a risk of lowering the quality of staff/administrators at SFSU.

Managers on campus are generally sensitive to the needs of multicultural groups on campus.

Table 9-8 shows that opinions in 1996 were distributed very much as they had been in 1989. Staff and administrators were divided on these issues. A scant majority agreed that the top administration is committed to promoting multiracial understanding and cooperation. Roughly one third agreed, one third disagreed, and one third had no opinion on the sensitivity of managers to the needs of multicultural groups on campus. About half agreed that too much emphasis on affirmative action can lower the quality of staff/administrators, and about two fifths disagreed. Elaboration analysis is needed to determine whether these differences in views are consistent across subgroups among staff and administrators, or whether specific subgroups share a consensus on these issues that distinguishes them from others-a situation that could be conducive to intergroup tensions.
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Table 9-8. Staff/administrator opinion about commitment by top administrators to multiracial understanding, effects of affirmative action on quality, and sensitivity of managers to the needs of multicultural groups, 1989 vs. 1996

	
	Strongly

agree
	Moderately

agree
	Neither agree

nor disagree
	Moderately

disagree
	Strongly

disagree

	Top administration is

committed to multiracial

understanding & cooperation

Staff/Admin - 1989
	20%
	31%
	19%
	17%
	13%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	19%
	33%
	16%
	19%
	13%

	Too much affirmative action

can lower quality

Staff/Admin - 1989
	20%
	20%
	13%
	15%
	33%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	19%
	18%
	10%
	15%
	38%

	Managers are sensitive to

needs of multicultural groups

Staff/Admin - 1989
	11%
	29%
	27%
	22%
	12%

	Staff/Admin - 1996
	6%
	26%
	32%
	23%
	13%


END OF TABLE

Note. Numbers of respondents ranged as follows: Staff/Administrators, 1989387-388 Staff/Administrators, 1996307-312

Additional Areas of Inquiry

This chapter examines only a few of the comparisons between the 1989 and 1996 survey results that can be carried out. The following are examples of additional comparisons between 1989 and 1996 that should also be addressed with these data. We are preparing proposals for these and other studies.

•
Topical subgroup analyses. Many questions involve aspects of experience, perception, or opinion that are directly related to group attributes. There is much to be gained by comparing responses by members of racial and ethnic groups to questions involving race or ethnicity, equity in hiring and retention, and affirmative action. Issues specific to people with disabilities, members of religious groups, and gays/lesbians/bisexuals cannot be well understood without special attention to the responses given by members of those groups in 1989 and 1996.

•
Hiring, retention, promotion, and task assignments. Detailed question sets for faculty and for staff/administrators, designed to tap viewpoints on equity and bias in work-related deci​sions and in social interaction, should be carefully explored for change from 1989 to 1996.

•
Norms of acceptable behavior. When systematic, group-related differences in expectations and values lead people to react divergently to salient events, the potential for conflict is strong. Comparisons of responses to the items that asked respondents to rate the offensive​ness of hypothetical events on campus can help us to understand whether the cultural foundations of cooperation and intergroup tensions are changing.

Who is most at risk? Comparisons between the 1989 and 1996 surveys can reveal groups that may be at special risk of mistreatment. We have identified women of color as one such group. There may be others. Cross-time comparisons can indicate whether circumstances are improving or worsening for at-risk groups, and can therefore guide policy considerations.

Appendix

APPENDIX
QUESTIONNAIRES

Student Questionnaire
Faculty Questionnaire
Staff/Administrator Questionnaire

Human Relations at San Francisco State University: The Student Perspective

Fall 1996

A survey conducted for the University Office of Human Relations by the Public Research Institute

If found, please return to the Public Research Institute by campus mail, or at C9 - Diag Center, North State Drive.
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The community of students, faculty, and staff at San Francisco State University is a living tapestry woven of many different yarns, colors, and textures. What has your experience been in this multiethnic, multicultural setting? Have you been treated fairly by faculty, staff, and other students? How do you think others are treated - others who are like you, and others who are different in some way? Please accept this invitation from the University Office of Human Relations to describe your experience and express your views.

As you think about these questions, please remember that your answers will be entirely anonymous. There is no way that your answers can be linked to you as an individual. It is very important that we learn what students actually think and feel about these issues. Please do your best to give frank answers that express your true thoughts and feelings.

A special response form accompanies this questionnaire. Please answer all items on the response form, and make no marks or comments on this questionnaire itself. Thank you!

Q1. Our first priority is to find out whether you think students at San Francisco State University are treated differently based on their race, ethnicity, religion, national origins, gender, sexual identity, or disabilities. In general, would you say that students who are members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average student at S. F. State by other members of the campus community? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	Better
	About the same
	Worse
	Don't Know

	A.
	Arabs
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
	Asians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
	Pacific Islanders
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
	Blacks/African-Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
	Filipinos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
	Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
	Native Americans
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
	Whites
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
	Men 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
	Women 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
	Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
	Fundamentalist Christians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M.
	Jews 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
	Muslims 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	O.
	People with disabilities 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	P.
	Foreigners and immigrants 
	1
	2
	3
	4


END OF TABLE
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Q2. As a student at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been mistreated or disadvantaged in the usual day-to-day activities (such as class discussion and handling of assignments, registration, use of the student union or other University facilities, etc.) by other students, faculty, or staff or administrators on the basis of your ... (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	A. Gender? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Race/Ethnicity? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Sexual orientation? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Religious beliefs? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Disability? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. National origin? 
	1
	2
	3
	4


If all of your answers to Question 2 were "never," please skip to Question 4.

Q3. If you do feel you have been mistreated or disadvantaged in any way as a student at S. F. State, how often was that caused by ... (Darken one bubble in each row.)

Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often

A. Faculty? 
1
2
3
4

B. Staff or administrators? 
1
2
3
4

C. Students? 
1
2
3
4

Q4. How important would you say each of the following attributes is in defining your personal identity (who you are, your self-image, what you stand for, etc.) -- not at all important, slightly important, moderately important, or very important? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Not at all

Important
	Slightly

Important
	Moderately

Important
	Very

Important

	A.
Your gender 
1
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
Your race 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
Your income 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
Your sexual identity/orientation
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Your intelligence 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. Your national origin
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G. Your religion 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	H. Your sense of humor 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I. Your ethnicity 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	J. Your work habits 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	K. Your disability
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L. Your political convictions
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M. Your consumer tastes
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N. Your moral values 
	1
	2
	3
	4


END OF TABLE
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Q5. We'd like to get your feelings about some groups on the S. F State campus. For each of the groups listed below, please rate it using what we call a feeling thermometer. Ratings above 50 degrees mean that you feel favorably toward the group; ratings below 50 degrees mean that you feel unfavorably toward the group. If you feel neither favorably nor unfavorably toward a group, you would rate it at exactly 50 degrees. If the group is one you don't know much about, just choose "DK" ("don't know") for that group. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	
	FEELING THERMOMETER
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Unfavorable
	Neutral
	Favorable
	

	A. Arabs 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	B. Asians 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	C. Pacific Islanders
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	D. Blacks\African-Americans
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	E. Filipinos
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	G. Native Americans 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	H. Whites 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	I. Men 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	J. Women
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 

	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	L. Fundamentalist Christians 

	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	M. Jews
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	N. Muslims 
	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	O. People with disabilities 

	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK

	P. Foreigners and immigrants

	0
	10
	20
	30
	40
	50
	60
	70
	80
	90
	100
	DK


END OF TABLE
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Q6. What follows are descriptions of events that could happen on campus. Based only on the facts presented in each statement, indicate how offensive you personally think the described behavior is on a scale ranging from 0 (not at all offensive) to 6 (extremely offensive). If you have no opinion, choose "DK" for "Don't Know". (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Not at all

Offensive
	Extremely

Offensive
	

	A male professor compliments a female student on how attractive she is

	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor argues that the Bible is great human literature but that no educated person could believe it is divine revelation
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A classmate describes homosexual behavior as "unnatural." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor comments that black students have more difficulty learning than other students at S. F. State
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor comments that teaching disabled students is "difficult." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	An administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at S. F. State
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A female student says that "men usually try to take advantage of women." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	
	DK

	A classmate says that "Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion."
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor says that "white people benefit from racism." 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A classmate comments on another group of students who are speaking to each other in their native language: "They are in America now -- they should speak English." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor wishes aloud that "all of my students would study as hard as Asian students in completing their class assignments." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A classmate says that fewer immigrants should be allowed into this country because "they are taking jobs away from real Americans." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor compares the treatment of the Palestinians by Israel to the treatment of Jews by the Nazis
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK

	A professor comments that "many Latin Americans think it's a good thing to be macho." 
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	DK
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Q7. Below are statements of opinion about student life at San Francisco State University. Some students agree with these opinions, others disagree. We want to know what you think. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Agree

Moderately Agree

Neither Agree nor Disagree

Moderately Disagree

Strongly Disagree


A. "Incidents of discrimination and prejudice at S. F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect the beliefs and attitudes of the majority." 
B. "My experience at S. F. State has improved my ability to interact comfortably with people of other racial/ethnic and cultural groups." 
C. "Students on this campus spend too much time emphasizing their differences with students of other groups (that is, of other races, religions, etc.) rather than exploring values and goals they have in common."
D. "Compared to what I see and hear off-campus, human relations among different groups on-campus at S. F. State are relatively good." 

E. "The University should not restrict my right to say publicly anything I want about members of other groups, even if what I say might be regarded as offensive or insulting."
F. "Most faculty at S. F. State are not really interested in the problems of students like me." 
G. "S. F. State University offers students adequate opportunities to learn about other groups and cultures."

Q8. One definition of sexual harassment is "a person's use of University authority, rank, or position to make sexual advances or engage in other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature." By this definition, have you, yourself, ever been sexually harassed by a professor or a staff member or administrator on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Professor
1 YES
2 NO
Staff or administrator 

1 YES

2 NO

Q9.
Do you know any student on campus who has been sexually harassed by a professor or a staff member or administrator on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Professor

1 YES

2 NO

Staff or administrator 

1 YES

2 NO

Q10.
How well informed do you feel about the California Civil Rights Initiative, which will be on the November ballot as Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 2 3 4
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Q11. If the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative)? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES 1

NO 2

UNSURE 3
Q12. Various supporters and opponents of the California Civil Rights Initiative (Proposition 209) have claimed that it would amend the California Constitution in the three ways described below. Please tell us whether you favor or oppose each of these legal changes. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Favor 1
Moderately Favor 2

Neither Favor nor Oppose 3

Moderately Oppose 4

Strongly Oppose 5
A. Prohibit the state from discriminating against or granting preferential treatment to anyone on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin 

B. Permit sex to be used as a qualification for hiring when the state considers it "reasonably necessary"

C. Abolish affirmative action programs that are intended to help women and minorities gain equal opportunities in education, employment, and contracts 
If you were sure that Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative) would abolish affirmative action programs in California, and if the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES 1

NO 2

UNSURE 3
Q14 Certain population groups - women, people with disabilities, and certain people of color - are specifically covered under federal and University affirmative action programs with respect to employment, and with respect to admission of students. To the best of your knowledge, has affirmative action benefited or harmed you, personally, in each of the following situations? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Definitely Benefited 1

Probably Benefited 2

Neither Benefited Nor Harmed 3

Probably Harmed 4

Definitely Harmed 5

Unsure 0
A. Employment off campus

B. Employment at SFSU
C. Admission to SFSU 
D. Admission to some other college 
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Q15. Apart from people you just see in class, do you have any personal acquaintances or friends at S. F. State? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

 1 YES

2 NO
(If NO, skip to Q16.)

Q15 A. If YES, about how many are...? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

	A. Arabs
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	B. Asians
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	C. Pacific Islanders 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	D. Blacks\African-Americans
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	E. Filipinos, or Filipino origin
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	G. Native Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	H. Whites
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	I. Men 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	J. Women 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	L. Fundamentalist Christians 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	M. Jews
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	N. Muslims 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	O. People with disabilities 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK

	P. Foreigners and immigrants
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5+
	DK


Q16.
During the past year at S. F. State, how often did you feel... 
(Darken one bubble on the form for each.) 
Never 1

Rarely 2

Sometimes 3

Often 4

A. depressed? 
B. lonely?
C. unable to set limits and pace yourself?
D. that you had to be the best at everything? 
E. dissatisfied with your academic performance at S. F. State?

F. unable to meet S. F. State's academic standards? 
G. that you wanted to quit college? 
H. bitter and angry about campus life at S. F. State? 
I. that most other students at S. F. State had more advantages than you? 
J. that personal fmancial problems (e.g., paying your bills) distracted you from your studies?
K. that personal family problems distracted you from your studies? 
L. that drug use distracted you from your studies?
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Q17. If the University had a special fund to pay for new programs to assist students and improve life on campus, how would you advise that the money be used? Please rate each of the programs below on a scale of importance ranging from 0 (lowest importance) to 10 (highest importance). You'll notice that spaces are provided for "other" programs which you think are important but which aren't on the list. If you wish to add "other" programs to the list, please write them in and rate them on the scale. Remember, 0 is the lowest importance rating on the scale, 10 is the highest. If you think two programs have the same importance, give them the same rating on the scale. (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

A. New sources of financial aid, career counseling, and job opportunities
B. Services and assistance to disadvantaged students 
C. Health care services and health education, including AIDS prevention 
D. Programs and activities to deal with bias and discrimination on campus
E. Sports facilities, equipment, and activities
F. Child care and related services to students who are parents
G. New study areas and library improvements
H. New campus facilities for recreation, shopping, and eating 
I. Other (print in blank on form)
J. Other (print in blank on form) 
Q17 B. If you had to choose, which one of these programs would you give the highest priority, and which would you give the next highest priority? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Q17 B 1. Highest priority A B C D E F G H I J

Q17 B2. Next highest priority  A B C D E F G H I J

So that we can see how your opinions compare with those of other students at S. F. State, we'd like a few facts about you. Again, please remember that all of your answers are strictly anonymous, so that you cannot be identified individually.

Q18 A. How many semesters have you attended S. F. State, including this one? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 1-2 semesters

2 3-4 semesters

3 5-6 semesters

4 7-8 semesters

5 9 or more semesters

Q 18B. Are you a transfer student? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 Yes

2 No

Q19. How many units are you taking this semester? (Fill in number of units in the blank on the form.)
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Q20. What is your class standing? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Freshman

2
Sophomore

3
Junior

4
Senior

5
Graduate student

6
Other

Q21.
What is your major field of study? (Please write your major in the blank on the form. If your major is Undeclared, darken the "Undeclared" bubble on the form.)

Q22.
Have you taken any course(s) at S. F. State to satisfy the American Ethnic and Racial Minorities (AERM) requirement? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Yes

2
No

3
Don't know

Q23.
Have you taken any course(s) at S. F. State to satisfy the Cultural, Ethnic, or Social Diversity (CESD) requirement? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Yes

2
No

3
Don't know

Q24.
Are you classified by the University as an international student? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Yes

2
No

Q25.
Are you a citizen of the United States? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Yes

2
No

Q26.
What is your age? (Please write your age in years in the blank on the form.)

Q27.
What is your relationship status? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Single, never married

2
Married

3
Committed monogamous relationship

4
Divorced

5
Widowed

6
Other (Describe in the blank on the form.)

Q28.
Do you have children under the age of 18 living at home? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 Yes

2 No

Q29.
What is your work status? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Work full time

2
Work part time

3
Currently seeking full-time employment

4
Currently seeking part-time employment

5
Retired

6
Homemaker

7
Other
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Q30.
Please choose the category that best describes your total annual income before taxes in 1995. (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Less than $5,000

2
$5,000 - $9,999

3
$10,000 $19,999

4
$20,000 - $29,999

5
$30,000 - $39,999

6
$40,000 - $49,999

7
$50,000 or more

9
Don't know, not sure

Q31.
Do you receive student financial assistance? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Yes

2
No

Q32.
Do you receive any financial support from your family? (Darken one bubble on the form)

1
Yes

2
No

People who are conservative in their political views are referred to as being right of the center and people who are
liberal or radical in their political views are referred to as being left of the center. Which of the following categories best describes your own political position? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Far left

2
Moderately left

3
Slightly left

4
Middle of road

5
Slightly right

6
Moderately right

7
Far right

8
No opinion

Q34. Do you have any disability? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

Q35. f you were to describe your race or ethnicity to a friend, what words would you use? (Write in blank on the form.)

Q36. When strangers or new acquaintances describe your race or ethnicity, what words do you think they usually use? (Write in blank on the form.)

Q34 A. If yes, please write a description of your disability in the blank on the form.

1
Yes

2
No
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Q37. Some people identify themselves as a member of just one racial or ethnic group, and others feel that they belong in more than one group. Please tell us how strongly you identify yourself as a member of each group listed below, if at all. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Not at all 1

Slightly 2

Moderately 3

Very 4

A. American Indian 


B. Black, African-American 


C. Chicano, Mexican 

D. Chinese 

E. Filipino

F. Latino, Other Hispanic

G. Other Asian 
H. Pacific Islander

I. White 
J. Other (Fill in blank on form) 

Q38. What is your religious preference, if any? Is it Buddhist, Christian, Islamic, Jewish, some other religion, or no religion? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
Buddhist

2
Christian

3
Islamic

4
Jewish

5
None

6
Other (Please describe in the blank on the form.)

Q39. Are you... ? (Darken one bubble on the form for each column.)

Sex

1 Male

2 Female

Sexual orientation

1
Heterosexual

2
Lesbian or Gay

3
Bisexual

No questionnaire can provide questions to bring out all of the insights a person may be able to contribute. Would you like to share additional thoughts or comments with the Human Relations Office of San Francisco State University? If so, please write your remarks clearly on a separate sheet of paper and enclose it with your response form. We'll be glad to hear from you. Remember, don't put your name or other identifying information with your remarks. It's important to preserve the anonymity of your responses.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE!

Human Relations at San Francisco State University: The Faculty Perspective

Fall 1996

A survey conducted for the University Office of Human Relations by the Public Research Institute

Please return promptly to PRI by campus mail, or at C9 - Diag Center, North State Drive.

Human Relations Survey of Faculty, 1996
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The community of students, faculty, and staff at San Francisco State University is a living tapestry woven of many different yarns, colors, and textures. What has your experience been in this multiethnic, multicultural setting? Have you been treated fairly? How do you think others are treated - others who are like you, and others who are different in some way? Please accept this invitation from the University Office of Human Relations to describe your experience and express your views.

As you think about these questions, please remember that your answers will be entirely anonymous. There is no way that your answers can be linked to you as an individual. It is very important that we learn what people actually think and feel about these issues. Please do your best to give frank answers that express your true thoughts and feelings.

A special response form accompanies this questionnaire. Please answer all items on the response form, and make no marks or comments on this questionnaire itself. Please return your completed response form promptly to PRI. Thank you!

Q1. Our first priority is to find out whether you think people at San Francisco State University are treated differently based on their race, ethnicity, religion, national origins, gender, sexual identity, or disabilities. In general, would you say that members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State by other members of the campus community? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Better
	About the same
	Worse
	Don't Know

	A. Arabs
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Asians
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Pacific Islanders
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Blacks/African-Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Filipinos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G. Native Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H. Whites
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I. Men 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J. Women
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L. Fundamentalist Christians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M. Jews
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N. Muslims
	1
	2
	3
	4

	O. People with disabilities
	1
	2
	3
	4

	P. Foreigners and immigrants 
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Q2. As a faculty member at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your... (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Never 1

Rarely
2

Sometimes 3

Often 4
A. Gender? 
B. Race/Ethnicity? 

C. Sexual orientation? 

D. Religious beliefs?

E. Disability?
F. National origin?

Q3. How often, if at all, have you personally experienced each of the following forms of discrimination based on a group characteristic (i.e., race or ethnicity, gender, sexual identity, disability, religion)? (Darken one bubble for each row.)

Never 1

Rarely
2

Sometimes 3

Often 4

A. Negative remarks by faculty or administrators 

B. Social behavior by colleagues that tends to exclude

C. Behavior by students that expresses negative attitudes 

D. Behavior by staff or colleagues that expresses negative attitudes

E. Departmental patterns of interaction and influence, including committee assignments, that tend to exclude or disadvantage a person

F. Less desirable teaching assignments 

G. Inequitable approaches to retention, tenure, or promotion 

H. Adverse decisions on retention, tenure, or promotion 

Q4. How important would you say each of the following attributes is in defining your personal identity (who you are, your self-image, what you stand for, etc.) -- not at all important, slightly important, moderately important, or very important? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	Not at all Important
	Slightly Important
	Moderately Important
	Very Important

	A.
	Your gender
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
	Your race 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
	Your income 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
	Your sexual identity/orientation
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
	Your intelligence
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
	Your national origin 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
	Your religion 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
	Your sense of humor 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
	Your ethnicity 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
	Your work habits 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
	Your disability 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
	Your political convictions 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M.
	Your consumer tastes 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
	Your moral values 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	0.
	Your position/title at SFSU 
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Q5.
During the past year, have you felt angry at people at SFSU for reasons that were related to their group identifications in some way -- to their race, ethnicity, religion, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, or disabilities? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Yes 1
No 2

A. Arabs 
B. Asians 
C. Pacific Islanders 
D. Blacks/African-Americans 
E. Filipinos 
F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
G. Native Americans 

H. Whites 
I. Men 
J. Women 
K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals
L. Fundamentalist Christians 
M. Jews 
N. Muslims 
O. People with disabilities 
P. Foreigners and immigrants
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Q6. Do you consider your relationships and interactions with faculty who are members of the following groups better, about the same, or worse than with the average faculty member? Please check No Basis for Judgment if you have no contact with a faculty member from a given group. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Better 1
About the same 2
Worse
3
No basis for Judgment 4
Arabs

Asians
Pacific Islanders 

Blacks/African-Americans 

Filipinos
Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
Native Americans
Whites
Men 
Women 
Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 
Fundamentalist Christians
Jews
Muslims
People with disabilities
Foreigners and immigrants
Q7. In your judgment, how well does your Department's curriculum reflect the concerns, interests, and contributions of each of the following groups? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Very Well 1

Moderately 2

Slightly 3

Not at all 4

Not relevant in my discipline 

A. Arabs 

B. Asians
C. Pacific Islanders 
  
D. Blacks/African-Americans 
  
E. Filipinos 
  
F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
  
G. Native Americans 
  
H. Whites 
  
1. Men 
  
J. Women 


K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 
  
L. Fundamentalist Christians 
  
M. Jews 
  
N. Muslims 
  
O. People with disabilities 
  
P. Foreigners and immigrants 
  
Page 5

Q8. What follows are descriptions of events that could happen on campus. Based only on the facts presented in each statement, indicate how offensive you personally think the described behavior is on a scale ranging from 0 (not at all offensive) to 6 (extremely offensive). If you have no opinion, choose "DK" for "Don't Know". (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Not at all offensive -> Extremely Offensive

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 DK

A.  A male professor compliments a female student on how attractive she is
B. A professor argues that the Bible is great human literature but that no educated person could believe it is divine revelation
C. A student describes homosexual behavior as "unnatural."

D. A professor comments that black students have more difficulty learning than other students at S. F. State

E. A professor comments that teaching disabled students is "difficult."
F. An administrator comments that there are too many foreign students at S. F. State
G. A female student says that "men usually try to take advantage of women."
H. A student says that "Muslims tend to be fanatical about their religion." 


I. A professor says that "white people benefit from racism." 


J. A student comments on another group of students who are speaking to each other in their native language: "They are in America now -- they should speak English." 
 
K. A professor wishes aloud that "all of my students would study as hard as Asian students in completing their class assignments."
L. A student says that fewer immigrants should be allowed into this country because "they are taking jobs away from real Americans."

M. A professor compares the treatment of the Palestinians by Israel to the treatment of Jews by the Nazis
N. A professor comments that "many Latin Americans think it's a good thing to be macho."
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Below are statements of opinion about life at San Francisco State University. Some faculty agree with these opinions, others disagree. We want to know what you think. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Agree 1

Moderately Agree 2

Neither Agree nor Disagree 3

Moderately Disagree 4

Strongly Disagree 5

A. "The top administration (President, Vice Presidents, Deans) is genuinely committed to promoting multiracial understanding and cooperation at SFSU." 
B. "Incidents of discrimination and prejudice at S. F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect the beliefs and attitudes of the majority" 
C. "My experience at S. F. State has improved my ability to interact comfortably with people of other racial/ethnic and cultural groups." 
D. "People on this campus spend too much time emphasizing their differences with people of other groups (that is, of other races, religions, etc.) rather than exploring values and goals they have in common." 
E. "Compared to what I see and hear off-campus, human relations among different groups on-campus at S. F. State are relatively good." 
F. "The University should not restrict my right to say publicly anything I want about members of other groups, even if what I say might be regarded as offensive or insulting." 

G. "Too much emphasis on affirmative action in hiring and retention carries a risk of lowering the quality of faculty at SFSU."
H. "Politically conservative students and faculty at SFSU face at least as much prejudice and intolerance as any other group."

L. "S.F. State University offers students adequate opportunities to learn about other groups and cultures." 
J. "There is real danger that too much concern about the sensitivies and perceptions of minorities may have a chilling effect on legitimate academic discussion about important social, cultural, religious, and political differences."

K. "Adequate procedures are in place at SFSU to deal with complaints about prejudice or discrimination against faculty."

L. "White male students and faculty at SFSU face at least as much prejudice and intolerance as any other group" 
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Q10. The University defines sexual harassment as "a person's use of University authority, rank, or position to make sexual advances or engage in other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature." By this definition, have you, yourself, ever been sexually harassed by a professor, a staff member or administrator, or a student on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Professor

1 YES

2 NO

Staff or administrator
1 YES


2 NO

Student

1 YES


2 NO

Q11.
Do you know any faculty member on campus, other than yourself, who has been sexually harassed by a professor, a staff member or administrator, or a student on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Professor

1 YES


2 NO

Staff or administrator

1 YES


2 NO

Student

1 YES


2 NO

The questions that follow inquire about your opinions on Proposition 209, also called the California Civil Rights Initiative, and on affirmative action programs.

Q12.
How well informed do you feel about the California Civil Rights Initiative, which will be on the November ballot as Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

Not at all Informed

Slightly Informed

Moderately Informed

Very Informed
Q13. If the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative)? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES
NO
UNSURE

Q14.
Various supporters and opponents of the California Civil Rights Initiative (Proposition 209) have claimed that it would amend the California Constitution in the three ways described below. Please tell us whether you favor or oppose each of these legal changes. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Favor 1

Moderately Favor 2

Neither Favor nor Oppose 3

Moderately Oppose 4

Strongly Oppose 5

A. Prohibit the state from discriminating against or granting preferential treatment to anyone on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin 

B. Permit sex to be used as a qualification for hiring when the state considers it "reasonably necessary" 
C. Abolish affirmative action programs that are intended to help women and minorities gain equal opportunities in education, employment, and contracts 
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Q15. If you were sure that Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative) would abolish affirmative action programs in California, and if the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES
NO
UNSURE

Q 16. Certain population groups - women, people with disabilities, and certain people of color - are specifically covered under federal and University affirmative action programs with respect to employment, and with respect to admission of students. To the best of your knowledge, has affirmative action benefited or harmed you, personally, in each of the following situations? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Definitely Benefited 1

Probably Benefited 2

Neither Benefited Nor Harmed 3

Probably Harmed 4

Definitely Harmed 5

Unsure 0

A. Employment off campus

B. Employment at SFSU

C. Admission to SFSU

D. Admission to some other college 

Q17.
Over the past five years, do you think SFSU's affirmative action programs have.... (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
IMPROVED

2
STAYED THE SAME

3
GOTTEN WORSE

4
NO BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

Q18.
During the past year at S. F. State, how often did you feel... 
(Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

A. depressed? 

B. lonely?

C. unable to set limits and pace yourself?

D. that you had to be the best at everything? 

H. bitter and angry about campus life at S. F. State? 

I. that most other students at S. F. State had more advantages than you? 
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Q19. Please consider whether each factor listed below limits recruitment of new faculty in your field from people of color, women, and people with disabilities. If you think a listed factor does limit recruitment from one or more of the specified groups, darken the bubble(s) for that factor in the appropriate column(s).

Example: If you think a factor that is not listed below (A-G) limits recruitment of people with disabilities but does not limit recruitment of women or people of color, you could darken the bubble for column 3 on row I on the form, and print a brief description of this factor in the blank for row I on the form.

Does the listed factor limit recruitment of

People of Color 1

Women 2

People with disabilities 3

Factors that may limit recruitment

A. Members of this group with skills in my field are scarce 

B. Members of this group lack specialties needed in my department 

C. Members of this group tend to be less qualified than white males in my field

D. Low motivation among faculty in my department to hire members of this group

E. Finding qualified people in this group takes more time and effort than finding qualified white males

F. Lack of sufficient staff and resources for an adequate search

G. Overt prejudice and discrimination by people involved in recruiting or hiring

H. Implicit and/or institutional discrimination

I. Other (Please print in the blank on the form.) 

J. Other (Please print in the blank on the form.) 

Q 19B. In your judgment, which of the factors listed above (Q18), if any, most seriously limits recruitment of new faculty from people of color, women, and people with disabilities? Which next most seriously limits recruitment of new faculty from these groups? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Lowest Importance ( Highest importance

A B C D E F G H I J K

Q19B1. Most seriously limits A B C D E F G H I J K (none)

Q 19B2. Next most seriously limits A B C D E F G H I J K (none)
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Q20. If the University had a special fund to pay for new programs to assist students and improve life on campus, how would you advise that the money be used? Please rate each of the programs below on a scale of importance ranging from 0 (lowest importance) to 10 (highest importance). You'll notice that spaces are provided for "other" programs which you think are important but which aren't on the list. If you wish to add "other" programs to the list, please print them in and rate them on the scale. Remember, 0 is the lowest importance rating on the scale, 10 is the highest. If you think two programs have the same importance, give them the same rating on the scale. (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Lowest importance ( Highest importance

A. New sources of financial aid, care counseling, and job opportunities

B. Services and assistance to disadvantaged students

C. Health care services and health education, such as AIDS prevention & drug counseling 

D. Programs and activities to deal with bias and discrimination on campus 

E. Sports facilities, equipment, and activities

F. Child care and related services to students who are parents

G. New study areas and library improvements

H. New campus facilities for recreation, shopping, and eating 

I. Other (print in blank on form)

J. Other (print in blank on form) 

Q20B. If you had to choose, which one of these programs would you give the highest priority, and which would you give the next highest priority? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Q20B 1.

Highest priority A B C D E F G H I J 

Q20B2.

Next highest priority 
A B C D E F G H I J

So that we can see how your opinions compare with those of other faculty at SFSU, we'd like a few facts about you. Again, please remember that all of your answers are strictly anonymous, so that you cannot be identified individually.

Q21 Are you a citizen of the United States? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES 
NO

Q22 What is your age? (Please print your age in years in the blank on the form.) 
Q23 What is your academic rank? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 LECTURER

2 INSTRUCTOR

3 ASSISTANT PROFESSOR

4 ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR

5 PROFESSOR

6 ADJUNCT PROFESSOR
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5 OTHER (Please print in the blank on the form.)

Q24.
Are you...? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 PART-TIME TEMPORARY 
2 FULL-TIME TEMPORARY

3 TENURE TRACK, BUT NOT TENURED

4 TENURED

5 OTHER (Please print in the blank on the form.)

Q25.
When were you first appointed at San Francisco State University? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
BEFORE 1961

2
1961-1970

3
1971-1980

4
1981-1990

5
AFTER 1990

Q26.
In which college is your principal appointment? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCES

2
BUSINESS

3
CREATIVE ARTS

4
EDUCATION

5
ETHNIC STUDIES

6
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

7
HUMANITIES

8
SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING

9
OTHER (Please print in the blank on the form.)

Q27.
Please indicate each diploma and degree that you hold. (Darken one bubble on the form for each that you hold.)

1
BACCALAUREATE

2
MASTER'S

3
DOCTORATE

4
OTHER (Print in the blank on the form.)

Q28.
What is your relationship status? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED

2
MARRIED

3
COMMITTED MONOGAMOUS RELATIONSHIP

4
DIVORCED

5
WIDOWED

6
OTHER (describe in the blank on the form.)

Q29.
People who are conservative in their political views are referred to as being right of the center and people who are
liberal or radical in their political views are referred to as being left of the center. Which of the following categories best describes your own political position? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
FAR LEFT

2
MODERATELY LEFT

3
SLIGHTLY LEFT

4
MIDDLE OF ROAD

5
SLIGHTLY RIGHT

6
MODERATELY RIGHT

7
FAR RIGHT

8
NO OPINION
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Q30. Do you have any disability? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
YES


2
NO

Q30 A. If yes, please print a description of your disability in the blank on the form.

Q31. If you were to describe your race or ethnicity to a friend, what words would you use? (Print in blank on the form.)

Q32. When strangers or new acquaintances describe your race or ethnicity, what words do you think they usually use? (Print in blank on the form.)

Q33. Some people identify themselves as a member of just one racial or ethnic group, and others feel that they belong in more than one group. Please tell us how strongly you identify yourself as a member of each group listed below, if at all. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

1 Not at all

2 Slightly
3 Moderately 
4 Very

A. American Indian 
B. Black, African-American

C. Chicano, Mexican 

D. Chinese
E. Filipino
F. Latino, Other Hispanic

G. Other Asian
H. Pacific Islander

I. White 
J. Other (Fill in blank on form)
Q34.
What is your religious preference, if any? Is it Buddhist, Christian, Islamic, Jewish, some other religion, or no religion? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
BUDDHIST

2
CHRISTIAN

3
ISLAMIC

4
JEWISH

5
NONE

6
OTHER (Please describe in the blank on the form.)

Q35.
Are you... ? (Darken one bubble on the form for each column.)

Sex
1
MALE

2
FEMALE

Sexual Orientation

1 HETEROSEXUAL

2 LESBIAN OR GAY

3 BISEXUAL
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Would you like to share additional thoughts or comments with the Human Relations Office of San Francisco State University? If so, please write your remarks clearly on a separate sheet of paper and enclose it with your response form. We'll be glad to hear from you. Remember, don't put your name or other identifying information with your remarks. It's important to preserve the anonymity of your responses.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE!

Please return your response form promptly to PRI in the envelope provided.

Human Relations at San Francisco State University:

The Staff and Administrator Perspective

Fall 1996

A survey conducted for the
University Office of Human Relations

by the

Public Research Institute

Please return promptly to PRI by campus mail, or at C9 - Diag Center, North State Drive.

Human Relations at SFSU, Fall 1996: THE STAFF/ADMINISTRATOR PERSPECTIVE
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The community of students, faculty, and staff at San Francisco State University is a living tapestry woven of many different yams, colors, and textures. What has your experience been in this multiethnic, multicultural setting? Have you been treated fairly? How do you think others are treated - others who are like you, and others who are different in some way? Please accept this invitation from the University Office of Human Relations to describe your experience and express your views.

As you think about these questions, please remember that your answers will be entirely anonymous. There is no way that your answers can be linked to you as an individual. It is very important that we learn what people actually think and feel about these issues. Please do your best to give frank answers that express your true thoughts and feelings.

A special response form accompanies this questionnaire. Please answer all items on the response form, and make no marks or comments on this questionnaire itself. Please return your completed response form promptly to PRI. Thank you!

Q1.
Our first priority is to find out whether you think people at San Francisco State University are treated differently based on their race, ethnicity, religion, national origins, gender, sexual identity, or disabilities. In general, would you say that members of the following groups are treated better, about the same, or worse than the average person at S. F. State by other members of the campus community? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	Better
	About the same
	Worse
	Don't Know

	A.
	Arabs
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
	Asians
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
	Pacific Islanders
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
	Blacks/African-Americans
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
	Filipinos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
	Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
	Native Americans
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
	Whites
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
	Men
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
	Women
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
	Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
	Fundamentalist Christians
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M.
	Jews 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
	Muslims 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	0.
	People with disabilities 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	P.
	Foreigners and immigrants 
	1
	2
	3
	4
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Q2. As a staff/administrator at S. F. State, how often, if at all, have you been offended, put down, or physically or emotionally abused on the basis of your ... (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Never
	Rarely
	Sometimes
	Often

	A. Gender? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Race/Ethnicity? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Sexual orientation? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Religious beliefs'? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Disability'? 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. National origin'? 
	1
	2
	3
	4


Q3. How often, if at all, have you personally experienced each of the following forms of discrimination based on a group characteristic (i.e., race or ethnicity, gender, sexual identity, disability, religion)? (Darken one bubble for each row.)

	
	Never
	
Rarely
	
Sometimes
	Often

	A. Negative remarks by co-workers 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Negative remarks by faculty 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Negative remarks by managers 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Social behavior by co-workers that tends to exclude 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Behavior by students that expresses negative attitudes 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. Behavior by staff or co-workers that expresses negative attitudes
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G. Departmental patterns of interaction work assignments, that tend to exclude and influence, including or disadvantage 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H. Less desirable work assignments
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I. Inequitable approaches to hiring, retention, or advancement 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J. Adverse decisions on hiring, retention, or advancement
	1
	2
	3
	4


Q4. How important would you say each of the following attributes is in defining your personal identity (who you are, your self-image, what you stand for, etc.) -- not at all important, slightly important, moderately important, or very important? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Not at all Important 
	Slightly

Important
	Moderately

Important
	Very

Important

	A.
Your gender 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
Your race 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
Your income 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Your sexual identity/orientation 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
Your intelligence 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
Your national origin 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
Your religion 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
Your sense of humor 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
Your ethnicity 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
Your work habits 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
Your disability 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
Your political convictions 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	M. 
Your consumer tastes 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
Your moral values 

	1
	2
	3
	4

	0.
Your position/title at SFSU 

	1
	2
	3
	4
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Q5.
During the past year, have you felt angry at people at SFSU for reasons that were related to their group identifications in some way -- to their race, ethnicity, religion, national origin, gender, sexual orientation, or disabilities? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

1 Yes

2 No

A. Arabs 

B. Asians

C. Pacific Islanders 

D. Blacks/African-Americans 

E. Filipinos 

F. Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 

G. Native Americans

H. Whites 

I. Men 


J. Women

K. Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 

L. Fundamentalist Christians

M. Jews

N. Muslims

O. People with disabilities

P. Foreigners and immigrants
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Q6.

Below are statements of opinion about life at San Francisco State University. Some staff/administrators agree with these opinions, others disagree. We want to know what you think. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Agree 1

Moderately Agree 2

Neither Agree nor Disagree 3

Moderately Disagree 4

Strongly Disagree 5

A. "The top administration (President, Vice Presidents, Deans) is genuinely committed to promoting multiracial understanding and cooperation at SFSU." 
B. "Incidents of discrimination and prejudice at S. F. State are caused by a very small number of people and do not reflect the beliefs and attitudes of the majority." 
C. "My experience at S. F. State has improved my ability to interact comfortably with people of other racial/ethnic and cultural groups." 

D. "People on this campus spend too much time emphasizing their differences with people of other groups (that is, of other races, religions, etc.) rather than exploring values and goals they have in common." 
E. "Compared to what I see and hear off-campus, human relations among different groups on-campus at S. F. State are relatively good."
F. "The University should not restrict my right to say publicly anything I want about members of other groups, even if what I say might be regarded as offensive or insulting." 

G. "Too much emphasis on affirmative action in hiring and retention carries a risk of lowering the quality of staff/administrators at SFSU."
H. "White male staff/administrators at SFSU face at least as much prejudice and intolerance as any other group."
I. "Managers on campus are generally sensitive to the needs of multicultural groups on campus." 

J. "Managers should take a more active role than they do now in furthering the recruitment, hiring, and retention of minority staff and management." 
K. "Managers should take a more active role than they do now in reducing intolerance and discrimination among staff."

L. "Adequate procedures are in place at SFSU to deal with complaints about prejudice or discrimination against staff/administrators." 
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Q7. The University defines sexual harassment as "a person's use of University authority, rank, or position to make sexual advances or engage in other verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature." By this definition, have you, yourself, ever been sexually harassed by a professor, a staff member or administrator, or a student on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Professor
1 YES

2 NO 

Staff or administrator
1 YES

2 NO 

Student

1 YES

2 NO

Q8. Do you know any staff/administrator on campus, other than yourself, who has been sexually harassed by a professor, a staff member or administrator, or a student on this campus? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Processor
1 YES

2 NO 

Staff or administrator

1 YES

2 NO 

Student 1

1 YES

2 NO 

Q9. In your opinion, are persons in each of the following groups advantaged or disadvantaged in hiring decisions by your department? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	Advantaged
	No difference
	Disadvantaged
	Don't Know

	A.
	Arabs 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
	Asians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
	Pacific Islanders
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
	Blacks/African-Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
	Filipinos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
	Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
	Native Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
	Whites 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
	Men 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
	Women 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
	Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
	Fundamentalist Christians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M.
	Jews 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
	Muslims 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	O.
	People with disabilities 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	P.
	Foreigners and immigrants 
	1
	2
	3
	


Page 6

Q10.
In your opinion, are persons in each of the following groups advantaged or disadvantaged in appointments to management positions in the University? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	
	Advantaged
	No difference
	Disadvantaged
	Don't Know

	A.
	Arabs 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B.
	Asians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C.
	Pacific Islanders
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D.
	Blacks/African-Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E.
	Filipinos
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F.
	Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G.
	Native Americans 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H.
	Whites 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I.
	Men 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J.
	Women 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	K.
	Gays/Lesbians/Bisexuals 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	L.
	Fundamentalist Christians 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	M.
	Jews 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	N.
	Muslims 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	O.
	People with disabilities 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	P.
	Foreigners and immigrants 
	1
	2
	3
	


The questions that follow inquire about your opinions on Proposition 209, also called the California Civil Rights Initiative, and on affirmative action programs.

Q11.
How well informed do you feel about the California Civil Rights Initiative, which will be on the November ballot as Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

Not at all Informed

Slightly Informed

Moderately Informed

Very Informed
Q12. If the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative)? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES

NO

UNSURE
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Q13.
Various supporters and opponents of the California Civil Rights Initiative (Proposition 209) have claimed that it would amend the California Constitution in the three ways described below. Please tell us whether you favor or oppose each of these legal changes. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

Strongly Favor 1

Moderately Favor 2

Neither Favor nor Oppose 3

Moderately Oppose 4

Strongly Oppose 5

A. Prohibit the state from discriminating against or granting preferential treatment to anyone on the basis of race, sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin

B. Permit sex to be used as a qualification for hiring when the state considers it "reasonably necessary"
C. Abolish affirmative action programs that are intended to help women and minorities gain equal opportunities in education, employment, and contracts

Q14.
If you were sure that Proposition 209 (the California Civil Rights Initiative) would abolish affirmative action programs m California, and if the election were being held today, would you be inclined to vote YES or NO on Proposition 209? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

YES


NO


UNSURE

Q15. Certain population groups - women, people with disabilities, and certain people of color - are specifically covered under federal and University affirmative action programs with respect to employment, and with respect to admission of students. To the best of your knowledge, has affirmative action benefited or harmed you, personally, in each of the following situations? (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Definitely

Benefited
	Probably

Benefited
	Neither

Benefited

Nor Harmed
	Probably

Harmed

	A. Employment off campus 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	B. Employment at SFSU
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Admission to SFSU
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Admission to some other college
	1
	2
	3
	4


Q16.
Over the past five years, do you think SFSU's affirmative action programs have.... (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
IMPROVED

2
STAYED THE SAME

3
GOTTEN WORSE

4
NO BASIS FOR JUDGMENT

Page 8

Q17.
During the past year at S. F. State, how often did you feel... (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Never 1

Rarely 2

Sometimes 3

Often 4

A. depressed? 
B. lonely?
C. unable to set limits and pace yourself?

D. that you had to be the best at everything?
H. bitter and angry about campus life at S. F. State? 
I. that most other staff or administrators at S. F. State had more advantages than you?

Q18. Please consider whether each factor listed below limits recruitment of new staff or managers in your department. If you think a listed factor does limit recruitment from one or more of the specified groups, darken the bubble(s) for that factor in the appropriate column(s).

Example: If you think a factor that is not listed below (A-G) limits recruitment of people with disabilities but does not limit recruitment of women or people of color, you could darken the bubble for column 3 on row Hon the form, and print a brief description of this factor in the blank for row H on the form.

Factors that may limit recruitment

Does the listed factor limit recruitment of...?

People of color 1

Women 2

People with disabilities 3

A. Members of this group with skills in my classification are scarce
B. Members of this group lack specialties needed in my classification
C. Members of this group tend to be less qualified than white males in my classification

D. Insufficient interest in my department to hire members of this group
E. Finding qualified people in this group takes more time and effort than finding qualified white males
F. Overt prejudice and discrimination by people involved in recruiting or hiring

G. Implicit and/or institutional discrimination
H. Other (Please print in the blank on the form.) 

I. Other (Please print in the blank on the form.) 

Q18B. In your judgment, which of the factors listed above (Q18), if any, most seriously limits recruitment of new staff/administrators from people of color, women, and people with disabilities? Which next most seriously limits recruitment of new staff/administrators from these groups? (Darken one bubble on the form for each.)

Q18B1. Most seriously limits  A B C D E F G H I J (none)

Q18B2. Next most seriously limits A B C D E F G H I J (none)
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So that we can see how your opinions compare with those of other staff and administrators at SFSU, we'd like a few facts about you. Again, please remember that all of your answers are strictly anonymous, so that you cannot be identified individually.

Q19. Are you a citizen of the United States? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
YES

2
NO

Q20. What is your age? (Please print your age in years in the blank on the form.)

Q21. What is your collective bargaining unit? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1

UNIT 1

- PHYSICIANS

2

UNIT 2

- HEALTH CARE SUPPORT

3

UNIT 3

- FACULTY, COUNSELORS, AND COACHES

4

UNIT 4

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT

5

UNIT 5

- OPERATIONS SUPPORT

6

UNIT 6

- SKILLED CRAFTS

7

UNIT 7

- CLERICAL/ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

8

UNIT 8

- PUBLIC SAFETY

9

UNIT 9

- TECHNICAL SUPPORT SERVICES

10

MANAGEMENT

11

DON'T KNOW
Q22.
Do you have permanent status as a staff member or administrator at SFSU? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
YES

2
NO

Q23.
How many years have you worked as a staff/administrator at SFSU? (Print in the blank on the form.)

Q24.
Please indicate each diploma and degree that you hold, if any. (Darken one bubble on the form for each that you hold.)

1
HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA

2
BACCALAUREATE

3
MASTER'S

4
DOCTORATE

5
OTHER (Print in the blank on the form.)

Q25.
What is your relationship status? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
SINGLE, NEVER MARRIED

2
MARRIED

3
COMMITTED MONOGAMOUS RELATIONSHIP

4
DIVORCED

5
WIDOWED

6
OTHER (Describe in the blank on the form.)

Q26.
Do you have children under the age of 18 living at home? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1 YES 
2 NO
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Q. 27 People who are conservative in their political views are referred to as being right of the center and people who are
liberal or radical in their political views are referred to as being left of the center. Which of the following categories best describes your own political position? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
FAR LEFT

2
MODERATELY LEFT

3
SLIGHTLY LEFT

4
MIDDLE OF ROAD

5
SLIGHTLY RIGHT

6
MODERATELY RIGHT

7
FAR RIGHT

8
NO OPINION

Q.28 Do you have any disability? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

Q28A. If yes, please print a description of your disability in the blank on the form.

Q29. If you were to describe your race or ethnicity to a friend, what words would you use? (Print in blank on the form.)

Q30. When strangers or new acquaintances describe your race or ethnicity, what words do you think they usually use? (Print in blank on the form.)

Q31. Some people identify themselves as a member of just one racial or ethnic group, and others feel that they belong in more than one group. Please tell us how strongly you identify yourself as a member of each group listed below, if at all. (Darken one bubble on the form for each row.)

	
	Not at all
	Slightly
	Moderately
	Very

	A. American Indian 

	l
	2
	3
	4

	B. Black, African-American 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	C. Chicano, Mexican
	1
	2
	3
	4

	D. Chinese 
	1
	2
	3
	4

	E. Filipino
	1
	2
	3
	4

	F. Latino, Other Hispanic
	1
	2
	3
	4

	G. Other Asian
	1
	2
	3
	4

	H. Pacific Islander
	1
	2
	3
	4

	I. White
	1
	2
	3
	4

	J. Other (Fill in blank on form)
	1
	2
	3
	4


Q32.
What is your religious preference, if any? Is it Buddhist, Christian, Islamic, Jewish, some other religion, or no religion? (Darken one bubble on the form.)

1
BUDDHIST

2
CHRISTIAN

3
ISLAMIC

4
JEWISH

5
NONE

6
OTHER (Please describe in the blank on the form.)

2
NO
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Q33.
Are you... ? (Darken one bubble on the form for each column.)

Sex

1 MALE


2 FEMALE

Sexual Orientation

1 HETEROSEXUAL

2 LESBIAN OR GAY

3 BISEXUAL

Would you like to share additional thoughts or comments with the Human Relations Office of San Francisco State University? If so, please write your remarks clearly on a separate sheet of paper and enclose it with your response form. We'll be glad to hear from you. Remember, don't put your name or other identifying information with your remarks. It's important to preserve the anonymity of your responses.

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE!

Please return your response form promptly to PRI in the envelope provided.

END OF DOCUMENT

