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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since its founding in 1969, UTSA’s vision to be not just a Hispanic Serving Institution (HIS) but a Hispanicthriving institution is inspiring in every way. In 2019, the university established the office and position of the
Vice President for Inclusive Excellence (VPIE) and has taken several strides towards creating a stronger
diversity, equity, and inclusion agenda. Strategic steps have focused on building a formal DEI training
program, assessing the campus climate for inclusion, developing the inclusive excellence ecosystem,
supporting the university’s broader strategic agenda, and engaging with key stakeholders both on campus
and in the San Antonio community.
To support further development, VPIE Myron Anderson commissioned this study, the twin goals of which
were to (1) Create a comprehensive inventory of existing DEI programs on campus and (2) Establish a
clear sense of where UTSA stands compared to national and Texas peers on key student, faculty, and
leadership demographics as well as on strategic DEI indicators and infrastructure.
Study Methodology: (1) In winter of 2020, UTSA’s 21 schools/colleges and administrative units responded
to a comprehensive diversity, equity, and inclusion survey designed to document the span of each unit’s
DEI strategies and structures and to catalog the initiatives, programs, and other existing efforts aimed at
improving DEI. Phone calls and web searches supplemented this process. (2) Additionally, researchers
engaged in a benchmarking survey of 10 of TCU’s competitive national peer institutions and six of its Texas
peers, using the Integrated Post-Secondary Educational Data System (IPEDS) database.
This report’s insights and recommendations rest on a solid foundation of current DEI research and best
practices as well as insights gained from our experience working with hundreds of institutions of higher
learning and companies across the United States. Amid the uncertain world climate, the findings of this
report and its recommendations take on even more meaning, urgency, and importance.
Section 1: The Strategic Diversity Leadership Framework
To conceptualize this review, we lean on the five-element Strategic Diversity Leadership framework
(Williams, 2013), which champions evaluating DEI efforts in terms of efforts to:
(1) Achieve access and equity (recruitment, retention) for historically underrepresented groups.
(2) Create a multicultural and inclusive campus climate for the entire institutional community.
(3) Enhance domestic and international research and scholarship around issues of diversity.
(4) Prepare all students for a national and global society that is diverse and interconnected.
(5) Create effective strategic diversity leadership infrastructure in the forms of DEI strategic plans,
committees, officers, analysis/tracking scorecards, and other forms of accountability that can
transform the first four elements into more than the sum of their parts.
In this model, Inclusive Excellence becomes the ideal. Far more than a mere set of numbers, IE features
a broader definition of diversity that includes many social dimensions. It affirms the interdependence of
inclusiveness and excellence, where to practice one is to practice the other. It works toward a vibrant
community that embeds, respects and enjoys diverse cultures, identities and lived experiences. And it
distributes responsibility for Inclusive Excellence to every member of the extended campus community.
Section 2: Strategic Benchmarking of Peer Institutions
Across UTSA’s 16 peer institutions, we examined a number of strategic and demographic DEI indicators
of progress and success. We believe that DEI efforts “can’t breathe without AIIR,” and these are the core
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components we looked for in DEI infrastructure: Accountability parameters to shape behavior; dedicated
and general DEI Infrastructures to guide and support change; Incentives to elevate DEI to more than an
unfunded mandate; and investment of Resources to ensure that change happens in both word and deed.
Many institutions today are developing their CDO roles and establishing dedicated DEI committees. The
majority of institutions both nationally and within Texas have a DEI officer (64% and 67%, respectively)
and committee (100% for both). Fewer than expected had a formal DEI strategic plan (36% and 50%,
respectively). None of the national peers offered public accountability, while 67% of Texas peers did.
To improve campus climate, many institutions are expanding DEI professional development and training
programs. While many prioritize “racial equity and social justice,” this was not always evident given the
dearth of comprehensive DEI plans that we saw across both national and Texas peers.
UTSA’s peers are clearly actively prioritizing DEI issues, evident in our findings around campus policing
(building review processes, anti-bias training) and the greater focus on public DEI accountability
(publishing DEI training numbers, and DEI implementation successes and challenges). Both of these areas
stand as promising practices for UTSA.
Section 3: Demographic Benchmarking of Peer Institutions
To glean context for UTSA’s DEI efforts, this strategic DEI benchmarking review provides a 100,000-foot
view of faculty, leadership, and student demographic profiles at the 10 national peer institutions and six in
Texas. Study limitations include the fact that no institutional comparison is perfectly apples-to-apples and
that the latest data from IPEDS was current only through the 2018/19 school year.
Nurturing a diverse learning environment has many benefits, such as allowing all students to establish role
model relationships with diverse faculty and building pathways toward more inclusive and civic-minded
engagement. Compositional diversity of a campus’s three core populations therefore plays an influential role
in defining the campus experience for all groups and establishes a key foundation for understanding campus
climate. Yet this diversity is but one ingredient in the DEI process; it should not be an "end" in itself.
UTSA is one of the most diverse universities in the country. It ranked near the top of both national and
Texas peers in both Hispanic/Latinx and URM diversity in all three communities:
•

Undergraduate students: Hispanic/Latinx 57%, ranking #2 in both groups; URM 66%, ranking #2
in both groups.

•

Tenure-track faculty: Hispanic/Latinx 16%, ranking #1 nationally and #3 among Texas peers; URM
20% also ranking #1 nationally and #3 in Texas.

•

Leadership: Hispanic/Latinx 34%, ranking #2 in both peer groups; URM 40%, also ranking #2 in
both groups.

Also of note, with regard to Asian faculty (19%), UTSA ranks #2 and #3 among national and Texas peer
institutions. The university is also near the top in terms of women in leadership in the state of Texas,
although it falls more towards mid-rankings nationally.
Areas of opportunity: Ironically, the university has one of the largest differentials between the high
percentage of URM students and the percentage of URM faculty, with a gap of 43 percentage points,
ranking second-to-last among national (#10) and Texas peers (#6). Women tenure-track faculty (33%, #11
nationally, #4 Texas) and women studying in the STEM disciplines (a generally low 9%, yet ranking #4
nationally and #2 among Texas peers) are other areas of potential improvement. Finally, UTSA’s six-year
(2013-2018) graduation rate of 42% ranked last (#11) among national institutions and second-lowest in
Texas (#6), offering a prime area for future focus in driving DEI strategy and Inclusive Excellence.
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Section 4: The UTSA Strategic Diversity Leadership Inventory
Senior leadership commitment defines the values of the institution and the general vision for DEI, and
ultimately sets the activation cadence for achieving change. In this inventory of DEI initiatives, we teased
out the elements of AIIR described in Section 2, asking leaders to report their DEI values and commitments
in terms of the five segments below:
(1) Espoused Commitment to DEI: Formal public assertions of what matters provide a meaningful
keystone for behavior at all levels of an institution. Most UTSA respondents (73%) endorsed the
statement “My unit has a strong commitment to DEI.” In our experience, institutions typically come
in over 90%, even 100%, here. It will be important for UTSA to continue to track this number.
(2) DEI Strategy and Accountability: Towards becoming San Antonio’s University of the Future, the
Office of Inclusive Excellence is fortifying the campus-wide Inclusive Excellence Ecosystem. One
national best practice is to have a clear DEI activation plan in each academic and administrative
division. Only 23% of participating UTSA units have such a plan (academic schools/colleges, 33%;
administrative units, 15%) while still of course engaging in DEI programming and work.
Accountability means DEI is implemented organizationally in day-to-day operations and for every
employee. Only about 5% of responding units (8% administrative, 0% academic) produce an annual
DEI report. Only 27% of units reported a DEI component in performance reviews, an average again
carried entirely by 46% of administrative units versus 0% academic units. Organizational and
individual accountability are two sides of the same coin and must both be activated.
(3) DEI Infrastructure: Having a DEI committee and officer in place in each unit is an important
element for UTSA’s decentralized infrastructure. Only 41% of units reported having a DEI
committee to help with strategic thinking around DEI in their school, college, or unit (46%
administrative, 33% academic units). Only 36% of units reported a DEI officer/point person (46%
admin, 22% academic). A well-designed DEI team and local officer is a promising practice. That so
many units reported nether a DEI plan, accountability system, nor point person is an area of
concern and development for the university.
(4) DEI Training and Leadership Development (Incentives): With campuses more diverse than ever,
students, faculty, staff, and leadership should all have the opportunity to participate in regular
structured DEI training and professional development. Only 27% of units reported that they provide
sufficient DEI learning/growth opportunities and trainings for students, about 32% for faculty, and
23% for staff. If not for the recent DEI training efforts of the Office of Inclusive Excellence and
Human Resources over the last 12-18 months, leaders would have even reported an even lower
level of DEI related activity in the accompanying inventory.
(5) DEI Resource Allocation: A key expression of an institution’s priorities is allocation of precious
financial resources. UTSA is clearly investing millions of dollars in scholarships, offices, programs,
research, and multicultural/international areas of study, across a range of diversity dimensions that
include race, ethnicity, economic background, disability, gender, nationality, and faith for students,
faculty, and staff. Yet most units do not feel that they are allocating adequate financial resources
to support diverse student (45% overall), staff (45%), or faculty (32%) success. DEI discretionary
“innovation” funds are critical, yet only a fifth of units reported such resources. The lack of fungible
dollars to drive DEI innovation is consistent with the low level of espoused DEI plans, accountability,
and infrastructure.
Section 5: The UTSA DEI Program Inventory
This section supports UTSA’s strategic diversity leadership efforts by providing an overview and
accompanying database of the DEI activities, programs, and efforts that currently exist across campus.
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Within these programs, DEI intensive initiatives advance an aspect of DEI as an institutional priority, while
integrated DEI efforts directly infuse inclusive excellence into academic and administrative efforts. Both
types of program are needed. Across academic and administrative units, UTSA’s 314 reported programs
were largely noted as evidence-based in design and with impact assessment, both best practices. We
organized them into six interrelated categories for discussion:
(1) DEI General Infrastructure (n=31). The overall campus community was largely the focus of these
efforts (61%), which tended to center around race and ethnicity (42%). Several promising practices
already in place emerged from our review, including establishing the VPIE and office, the Inclusive
Excellence Advisory Board, building the IE Ecosystem, the UTSA Inclusivity Statement, and your
DEI web portal.
(2) Recruitment, Retention, and Outreach (n=113). With more programs than any other category, over
half of these mostly DEI-intensive initiatives focused largely on students and faculty. Research
discusses the importance of scaling up efforts that work—taking successful existing concepts and
models and infusing those principles and activities in other areas to lift all tides and gain breakthrough
results. We suggest examining current programs to discover and scale proven activities to further
improve educational outcomes, recruitment, retention, and campus climate. Notably, UTSA’s faculty
DEI RRO efforts are an impressive and emerging strength. The university should consider a few “big
bets” in this area to drive towards becoming a Hispanic-thriving institution.
(3) Preparing Students for a Diverse and Global World (n=54). These initiatives include courses,
majors and minors, leadership programs, study abroad, and community service learning efforts.
Historically, multicultural programs generally have a more intentional focus on social justice issues
than do international, yet both types of programs could benefit from cross-pollination to ensure a
DEI angle. We recommend considering a common book program and adding intergroup dialogue
methodology to these and other programs to enhance their efficacy while better preparing students
to bridge differences. DGW programs have a direct effect on retention and graduation rates,
especially for first-generation and BIPOC students, both areas of growth for UTSA.
(4) Multicultural and International Research and Scholarship (n=17). Faculty must engage in
scholarship critical to understanding our increasingly diverse and multicultural world. The relatively
few DEI programs identified in the MIRS category represents an area of opportunity for UTSA as
the Presidential Initiative on Research Excellence seeks to become the first university in San
Antonio to achieve Carnegie R1 status. MIRS capabilities are foundational to achieving this goal
and contribute to recruitment and retention of diverse faculty, as can your San Antonio DNA.
(5) Affirming Diverse Identities and Building Community (n=57). At 95% DEI intensive, this type of
initiative affirms diverse identities, building cultural, faith and identity affinity groups, events, and
spaces of belonging that nourish specific groups and build connections among groups. Leaders
can contribute by asking, “How can I incorporate DEI aspects?” into every program on campus.
(6) DEI Training, Campus Climate Research and Policy (n=42). This DEI-intensive (81%) category
focuses on specific DEI training, campus climate research, and policy improvement to enhance
inclusivity and climate. The level of DEI training, research, and policy in the schools and colleges
is an opportunity area for UTSA. A DEI certification program would shift training towards a higher
impact and improve capacity-building.
Section 6: Recommendations
DEI is strongly articulated as a top priority at UTSA, yet more is to be done as UTSA looks to achieve R1
status, become a Hispanic-thriving institution, and build an increasingly strong Inclusive Excellence
Ecosystem and campus. We recommend focusing in six areas:
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(1) Develop a campus-wide Inclusive Excellence activation framework, a strategic plan, 3-5 big bets,
and a focus on accountability. Change is driven by a few powerful core choices. For UTSA, these
big bets should center specifically on becoming Hispanic-thriving, faculty diversification, DEI in the
curriculum, and DEI training and professional development. What major investments can the
university make into these areas to accelerate DEI success? How can you build effective
institutional accountability into the system?
(2) Establish an Inclusive Excellence scorecard. Institutional research should produce an annual
diversity indicator report across various dimensions of the Inclusive Excellence framework. This
effort offers three main benefits: (1) Regular progress tracking, (2) Transparency, and (3) A high
level of engagement with the diversity implementation journey. A regular commitment to gathering
these data will build a robust set of quantitative and qualitative over time. We recommend tracking
no more than five key campus climate indicators, disaggregated across key groups.
(3) Involve senior leaders in owning the DEI plan. No strategic plan will be successful if senior
leadership does not own its implementation campus-wide. Institutional DEI commitment was
inconsistent at UTSA. The president, VPIE, and provost can create spaces for each dean and
divisional leaders to be publicly accountable in moving their agendas forward as well as to learn
from one another as they work together to connect the dots in the campus’s DEI efforts.
(4) Develop local Inclusive Excellence infrastructure and activation plans to deliver the overall campus
strategy. Every unit or divisional area should have a dedicated point leader and a local Inclusive
Excellence committee. Each committee must have strong and varied representation, clear strategic
goals that are aligned to the campus-wide Inclusive Excellence framework (Recommendation 3),
and leaders who can make a difference. Every dean and divisional leader should be required to
develop annual alignment plans and status reports by divisional unit.
(5) Establish a campus-wide DEI training and leadership development certificate program based on a
set of key learning experiences and achievements that you develop: Build scaled training and
professional development on the foundation of required DEI learning experiences already in place.
Create an expectation that every faculty, staff and leader will engage in diversity and inclusion
development as part of what it means to teach and lead at UTSA.
(6) Develop an Inclusive Excellence innovation and partnership fund: This budget can be used to build
DEI entrepreneurial energy on campus, nimbleness, partnership and collaboration, and inspire
greater involvement. This program, involving both small grants and large partnership grants, should
be led by the VPIE and a small committee that reviews proposals and makes shared decisions
about funded projects.
By following these steps, UTSA can move forward into a future with a reinforced, effective DEI platform, a
renewed and clear strategic plan, supportive implementation directives, improved buy-in and participation
rates, and the accountability systems in place to keep the system humming. These efforts in turn will further
and even up-level the mission and vision of the university while building a strong, interconnected community.
Section 7: Final Thoughts and Next Steps
This report provided a detailed roadmap delineating the core steps required to position UTSA as a national
leader around the ever-growing issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion, especially with regard to Hispanic
and BIPOC themes. We encourage you to share this report across campus and use it to engage in further
DEI work. From all of us at the Center for Strategic Diversity Leadership and Social Innovation, thank you
for the opportunity to serve your intentions and efforts to strengthen your Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion
work. We look forward to your next steps and are proud to be a friend to your work.
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INTRODUCTION
UTSA was founded in 1969 to help ensure that the Mexican American community has access to a fouryear education, 1 while also providing a high-impact learning experience in San Antonio for all students.
This historic beginning was affirmed later in 1994 when UTSA was named one of the original Hispanic
Serving Institutions (HSIs) in the state of Texas. Today, the university’s vision to be not just an HSI but a
Hispanic-thriving institution is inspiring in every way. 2
Since the creation of the office and position of the Vice President for Inclusive Excellence (VPIE) in 2019,
the university has taken several strides towards creating a stronger diversity, equity, and inclusion agenda.
Strategic steps have focused on building a formal DEI training program, assessing the campus climate for
inclusion, developing the inclusive excellence ecosystem, supporting the university’s broader strategic
agenda, and engaging with key stakeholders both on campus and in the San Antonio community.
In that vein, in 2020 VPIE Myron Anderson commissioned this study, Building a Strong Foundation: Next
Steps on the Journey to Inclusive Excellence at UTSA. The twin goals of this research were to (1) Create
a comprehensive inventory of existing DEI programs on campus and (2) Establish a clear sense of where
UTSA stands compared to selected national and Texas peers in two key areas: in the demographics of
students, faculty, and leadership and in strategic DEI infrastructure and indicators.
Study Methodology
In winter of 2020, representatives from UTSA’s colleges, academic support offices, and administrative
divisions responded to a comprehensive Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Survey on behalf of their dean or
divisional head (Exhibit I.1). The goal was to document the span of each unit’s DEI strategies and
structures and to catalog the initiatives, programs, and other efforts aimed at improving DEI. The survey
included a mix of closed-ended and open-ended questions.
Exhibit I.1. UTSA academic and administrative units participating in this inventory
Academic Units (n=9)

Administrative Units (n=12)

College of Health, Community, and Policy

Academic Innovation

College of Architecture, Construction,
and Planning

Academic Success

College of Business

External Relations (Development and Alumni)

College of Education and Human Development

Office for Business Affairs, Human Resources

College of Engineering

Office of Internet Management & Technology

College of Liberal and Fine Arts

Office of Research, Economic Development,
and Knowledge Enterprise

College of Sciences

Office of Strategic Enrollment

The Graduate School

Office of the President

The Honors College

Office of University Relations
Student Affairs
Student Success
UTSA Libraries

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020
1 https://hispanicserving.utsa.edu/history-founding/
2 https://hispanicserving.utsa.edu/
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In addition to the above-mentioned comprehensive online inventory, data and insights emerged from
research we performed on UTSA’s websites, analyzing pages for the Inclusive Excellence Office, the
president’s office, university strategic plan, Student Affairs, and others. We also carefully reviewed
supporting documents from each participating unit (Exhibit I.1) in an effort to understand UTSA’s
institutional DEI capabilities. We feel confident we have accrued a complete accounting of the current DEI
strategy, infrastructure, and initiatives at UTSA.
We also conducted a high-level benchmarking review of institutions noted by UTSA to be considered their
national and Texas peers (Exhibit I.2). We used the Integrated Post-Secondary Educational Data System
(IPEDS) in combination with analysis of documents obtained from the public websites of these institutions.
Some of the data indicators that we reviewed nationally, included: (1) Student, faculty, and leadership
demographic diversity by race, ethnicity, and gender, and, for students, by economic status. We also
examined STEM degree completion, graduation rates, and whether or not UTSA’s peer institutions had a
DEI plan, officer, and public accountability systems.
Exhibit I.2. UTSA national and Texas peer institutions
National Peer Institutions (n=10)

Texas Peer Institutions (n=6)

Portland State University

The University of Texas at El Paso

University of Central Florida

Texas State University

Florida International University

The University of Texas

University of California Irvine

University of Houston

University of Maryland Baltimore County

Texas Tech University

George Manson University

University of North Texas

Georgia State University
University of California UC Riverside
The University of California
Arizona State University
Effects of the COVID-19 Pandemic
This report’s insights and recommendations rest on a solid foundation built around current research and
best practices as well as implementation insights garnered from our experience working with hundreds of
institutions of higher learning and companies across the United States. At the same time, this report is not
offered in a vacuum. The COVID-19 pandemic has disrupted every facet of our way of life, both on campus
and beyond. Even as we write this report, society is being gripped by a new set of diversity, equity, and
inclusion issues. Minority communities are dying at disproportionately high rates. Leaders on both sides of
the aisle are continuing to drive divisive politics. Xenophobia and hate are being turbo-charged in the digital
space. Dog-whistle politics target Asian and immigrant communities. And a technology divide, exacerbated
by social lockdowns, has made it even more difficult for the economically vulnerable to pursue education
and the American dream.
Amid this uncertain climate, the findings of this report and our recommendations take on more meaning.
Issues of campus climate, ways of preparing students for a diverse and global world, and solving novel
diversity-themed scientific challenges, such as the need for a COVID-19 vaccine, take on more urgency
and importance. Additionally, 2020 and 2021 have presented challenges that may have slowed or curtailed
ongoing DEI efforts. It is common for institutions to sometimes put DEI in the back burner during times of
emergency like these. Yet, with such a diverse student body, and with identity intersection with COVID-19
in so many ways, it is critical to avoid setting aside diversity issues even temporarily.
9

Overview of this Report
•

Section 1: The Strategic Diversity Leadership Framework and UTSA DEI Inventory will overview
our inventory process and the evidence-based model we use as a basis for our research, one that
exemplifies effective DEI initiatives and structures.

•

Section 2: Strategic DEI Benchmarking of Peer Institutions offers a bird’s-eye review of 16 peer
institutions along a number of strategic DEI dimensions.

•

Section 3: Demographic Benchmarking of Peer Institutions offers a high-level compositional
diversity “bonus” analysis that compares UTSA to 16 peer institutions along a number of diversity
demographic indicators.

•

Section 4: UTSA Strategic Diversity Leadership Inventory presents the data we collected and
analyzed as it examines UTSA’s overall strategy, planning, and implementation picture.

•
•
•

Section 5: UTSA Program Inventory provides a picture of where UTSA stands in terms of all
reported DEI programs on campus across a number of different categories and units.
Section 6: Recommendations presents a few recommended action steps that we feel are critical to
continuing on your DEI journey.
Section 7: Final Thoughts and Next Steps offers a few suggestions for how to leverage this report.
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SECTION 1. THE STRATEGIC DIVERSITY LEADERSHIP FRAMEWORK
AND UTSA DEI INVENTORY
The scholarly model we used to review DEI capabilities at UTSA emerges from the belief that Strategic
Diversity Leadership and its precursor concept, Inclusive Excellence, 3 are about redefining issues of
diversity, equity, and inclusion as fundamentally necessary to the organizational bottom line in terms of
mission fulfillment and institutional excellence (Williams, 2013). As such, the goal of strategic diversity
leadership is to evolve institutional culture to become truly more inclusive, not to merely make tactical
moves that lead to poorly integrated efforts and symbolic changes.
The UTSA DEI Inventory
With this framework in mind, the inventory asked the following research questions about UTSA’s DEI efforts:
(1) How does UTSA compare to both national and Texas peers on key strategic DEI and demographic
dimensions?
(2) What are your DEI strategy and infrastructure capabilities?
(3) What are your DEI programs, courses, and initiatives across multiple dimensions of strategic
diversity leadership?
(4) To what degree are your efforts evidence-based in design and capable of concretely illustrating the
impact and outcomes of your work?
(5) Where are some early wins that could strengthen your impact by building from strengths that
already currently exist?
Diversity, Equity, Inclusion
The UTSA DEI inventory defined diversity broadly to include race, ethnicity, gender, faith, sexual
orientation, disability, economic background, nationality, and other aspects of this constantly evolving
concept (Williams, 2013). To this end, we gathered information about the DEI focus of the university’s
efforts across a broad spectrum of activity, not just race and ethnicity, which is the classic definition of
diversity that emerges for many when they hear the word “diversity” (Williams, 2013). We also kept in mind
UTSA’s position as a Hispanic Serving Institution (HSI).
We defined equity as those efforts that focus on achieving equity of outcomes in terms of driving
graduation rates, producing equivalent pathways to tenure and promotion for all groups, and other efforts
designed to help all students, faculty, and staff to achieve strong outcomes at UTSA.
Inclusion is defined as those efforts that help members of the UTSA community to feel as if they belong
on campus, and not that they are the “other,” on the outside looking into the UTSA experience because of
their race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, or any other aspect of identity.

3 Strategic Diversity Leadership: Activating Change and Transformation in Higher Education builds from my original work on
organizational diversity and capacity building, Towards a Model of Inclusive Excellence and Change, developed with the
Association of American Colleges and universities. As such, we use the concepts of strategic diversity leadership and inclusive
excellence, to generally mean those evidence-based efforts designed to embrace diversity, equity and inclusion efforts broadly,
and in a meaningful way that is meant to comprehensively bring about a shared change agenda across campus. The overall goal
is to create efforts that are more than the sum of their parts.
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Exhibit 1.3. Strategic diversity goals model

Source: Williams, 2013

Evidence-Based Foundation and/or Data-Driven Impact Assessment
Strategic diversity leadership centers on creating systems that enable all students, faculty, and staff to
thrive and achieve their maximum potential (Williams, 2013). It argues for a more robust and integrated
diversity approach that operates in an evidence-based and data-driven manner, where accountability is
paramount. We define evidence-based to mean that the DEI program, course, initiative. or activity was
shaped by research, relevant theory, piloting of precursor initiatives, a dedicated theory of change, a
formative evaluation or some other type of insight drawn from evidence. Such factors must have shaped
the program’s development. Put simply, it must be grounded in evidence, not simply be what one feels is
a helpful program or a good thing to do.
We operationalized the term data-driven as the reporting of any assessment or other ability to document
the impact of the program, course, initiative, or activity. What value was added by its operation? The most
intensive level of such reporting would a be third-party or internally executed formative or summative
evaluation. Other forms of assessment could be less rigorous and involve providing grades or feedback
for a program, which, at some baseline, allows one to understand the extent to which participants learned
or gained something from the program. We also looked for a process of simply documenting participation
numbers and activities as a minimum (though not ideal) threshold of assessment answering the questions
of who participated.
As will be reflected in Section 5 of this report, many respondents noted that their DEI efforts were evidencebased in design and reported that they did assess impact. At the same time, we could not validate all these
assertions in our review of the more than 150 documents shared as part of the study. As a result, it is
important to recognize that all discussion of evidence-based and data-driven efforts are based upon selfreported data.
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DEI Intensive vs. DEI Integrated
Another part of our review asked whether the various initiatives across the dimensions of the inventory
framework are “DEI-intensive” or “integrated DEI” programs (Williams, 2013). Taken together, as well as
in combination with the everyday DEI-supporting actions of individual students, faculty and administrative
leaders, and staff, DEI-intensive and -integrated capabilities define an institution’s ability to drive DEIrelated outcomes.
Any DEI-intensive programs are mission-focused on DEI as the top, or possibly only, strategic priority,
however they may define diversity, equity, and inclusion. Multicultural affairs offices, women’s studies
departments, queer theories courses, unconscious bias trainings, and social-justice-oriented excursions
(domestic and global) can all be considered “DEI intensive” capabilities. They are designated as DEI
intensive because they generally advance some aspect of DEI as their top institutional priority, whether it
is in terms of teaching and learning, recruitment and outreach, research, or improving and transforming
the lived experience of students, faculty, and staff.
Beyond these dedicated DEI capabilities, institutions have also developed “integrated DEI” efforts. These
efforts directly infuse DEI priorities into umbrella campus academic and administrative programs and
efforts. Two examples include prioritizing the inclusion of ethnic and racially diverse students in the
university honors program or integrating DEI priorities into a unit’s strategic plan.
General DEI programs are campus-wide or all-population programs where DEI is part of the effort, but not
its singular focus. Another example is: “We recruit in the city of Houston and visit urban schools as part of
our outreach efforts.” The implication is that this general recruitment program touches African
American/Black and Latinx potential applicants, but there is no dedicated program focus to specifically
recruiting these populations. In contrast, a DEI-intensive program, for example, would be “the Charles H.
Drew Leadership Project 4, a dedicated pipeline program that guarantees tuition, leadership development,
and academic support for every student from the Charles H. Drew High School who is accepted at UTSA.”
It is important to note that integrated DEI efforts can stretch the boundaries of what is or is not a meaningful
contribution to advancing DEI efforts. Too often, infusing DEI efforts into general campus-wide efforts is
used as a smokescreen for inaction, covering a lack of institutional commitment. At the same time, an
institution’s DEI efforts should be comprised of a mixture of both dedicated DEI-intensive efforts and DEIintegrated efforts.
Taken together, as well as in combination with the everyday DEI-supporting actions of individual students,
faculty, administrative leaders, and staff, DEI-intensive and -integrated capabilities define an institution’s
ability to drive DEI-related outcomes.
The majority of UTSA’s DEI programs fall into the DEI-intensive category, a point that we discuss in Section
4 of this report.
The SDL Framework:
An Umbrella Concept for Assessing DEI Capability
Exhibits 1.3 and 1.4 present a five-element strategic diversity leadership framework that we tapped to
conceptualize the UTSA inventory. Specifically, this five-part framework allowed us to gather data about
campus DEI capability in terms of:
(1) Efforts to achieve access and equity (recruitment, retention) for historically underrepresented groups.
(2) Efforts to create a multicultural and inclusive campus climate for the entire institutional community.
4 This is a fictional example created to build clarity in the concept. The Charles H. Drew Leadership project does not exist.
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Exhibit 1.4. Strategic diversity leadership framework
Dimension
Strategic Diversity
Leadership
Capacity

Inventory Description
DEI—Strategy & Infrastructure
Strategic plans, coordinating structures,
and other initiatives designed to create
accountability, infrastructure, incentives,
and resource allocations to drive DEI
efforts on campus.

Access and
Equity

Recruitment, Retention and Outreach
Efforts designed to increase diverse
student, faculty and staff representation
and success
on campus.

• DEI-focused scholarship programs
• DEI-enriched job descriptions and
recruitment efforts
• Faculty of color retreats and receptions
• Disability learning and professional
accommodations
• Efforts to expand women’s participation in
STEM

Multicultural and
Inclusive Campus
Climate

Affirming Identity & Community
Efforts designed to affirm and strengthen
the identity of historically
underrepresented groups by affirming
identity and building community, as well
as by cultivating their culturally relevant
leadership, teaching, and interaction
skills.
DEI Training, Policy & Research
Efforts designed to enhance campus
climate through DEI training, policy,
research, and assessment

•
•
•
•
•

Curricular and co-curricular programs,
courses, and initiatives designed to help
students develop: empathy, cross-cultural
communication abilities, understanding of
diverse groups as well as of current and
historical patterns of societal
discrimination, privilege, and patterns of
bias and inequality.
Programs of research and scholarship
that engage domestic and international
research areas of race, ethnicity, gender,
sexuality, nationality, intersectionality,
disability, and more.

• General education diversity requirements
• Study abroad programs focused on issues
of social justice, inequity and social
disparities
• Community service learning projects
• Diversity focused leadership programs

Preparing
Students for a
Diverse and
Global World

Domestic,
Multicultural &
International
Research and
Scholarship

Examples
•
•
•
•
•
•

DEI strategic plans
DEI committees
DEI officers
DEI commitment
DEI resource allocation
DEI accountability

DEI speaker series
LGBTQIA cultural centers
Gender-neutral restrooms
Prayer and reflection areas
Identity-affirming student organizations,
cultural centers, faculty/staff affinity groups,
etc.

• Bias response committees
• Bias investigation processes
• Infusing inclusion statements into
every syllabus
• Unconscious bias training
• Microaggression training
• Diversity and pedagogy training

•
•
•
•
•

Ethnic Studies
Women’s Studies
LGBTQ Studies
Disability Studies
Social disparity research

(3) Efforts to enhance domestic and international research and scholarship around issues of diversity.
(4) Efforts to prepare all students for a national and global society that is diverse and interconnected.
(5) Efforts to create strategic diversity leadership infrastructure in the forms of DEI plans, committees,
officers, scorecards and other efforts designed to create the kind of accountability that can make
the other four elements of this model be more than the sum of their parts.
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The Five Dimensions Behind the UTSA DEI Inventory
At the base of Exhibit 1.3 is the foundation, “Building Strategic Diversity Capacity,” which we define as the
expression of institutional commitment to DEI, allocations of financial resources to support DEI and the
presence of DEI strategic plans, committees, infrastructures, accountability systems, and officers that help
to drive DEI efforts across campus. We refer to this aspect of the UTSA DEI Inventory as “DEI Strategy
and Infrastructure” and overview the university’s capabilities across campus in great detail in Section 4 of
this report.
Efforts to create access and equity are placed at the top of the pyramid model because every institution’s
diversity efforts should begin with an engagement of the historic and still-incomplete goals of achieving
access and equity for racially and ethnically diverse individuals, for women, and for other historically
disadvantaged groups. This classic dimension of DEI work is referred to as “Recruitment, Retention, and
Outreach” activities in the inventory and is elucidated, along with the other four components, in Exhibit 1.4.
The focus here is to put in place proactive efforts to create a diverse student, faculty, and staff community,
creating a context in which institutions can become multicultural and diverse in a number of different ways.
What holds the model together and sits at its center is the need to build a multicultural and inclusive campus
climate where every student, staff, faculty and administrator can thrive at UTSA. This means not only
mitigating overt acts of discrimination and prejudice but creating and promoting identity-themed
organizations and initiatives designed to create an inclusive experience and sense of belonging for diverse
individuals and group members.
It also means pursuing the ABCs by affirming identity, building a diverse community, and cultivating
leaders in our faculty, staff, and student bodies that can teach, engage, and interact across difference.
Examples might include establishing an affinity organization for women faculty members, creating an
international student center and establishing a dedicated prayer and reflection area for students of different
faiths. This dimension also captures those efforts focused around DEI training and professional
development. We sought to capture all these activities in our review of UTSA DEI campus climate efforts.
Summary
The five-part Strategic Diversity Leadership model informed the way we asked survey questions for the
UTSA DEI inventory, and then how we coded and evaluated those results. We analyzed UTSA’s initiatives
and programs for work that fell into each of our five main categories as well as sought to identify those that
were evidence-based and based in data-driven impact assessment. Finally, we also differentiated between
DEI-intensive and -integrated programs, as will be shown in Section 4.

15

SECTION 2. STRATEGIC DEI BENCHMARKING OF PEER INSTITUTIONS
Across the 16 peer institutions (Exhibit I.2), we examined a number of strategic and demographic DEI
indicators of progress and success (Exhibit 2.1). What follows is a high-level comparison and discussion
of what we learned about national and Texas peer institutions in terms of strategic DEI capability before
discussing in the next section our review of demographic diversity of UTSA peer institutions using data
from the U.S. Department of Education’s IPEDS system.
Strategic DEI Dimensions
In our work, we often say that DEI efforts “can’t breathe without AIIR,” which stands for accountability,
infrastructure, incentives, and resources. That is: accountability parameters to shape behavior; dedicated
and general DEI infrastructures to guide and support change; incentives to elevate DEI to more than an
unfunded mandate; and investment of resources to ensure that change happens in word and deed. We
delve into these concepts in greater detail in Section 4.
We reviewed publicly available websites, reports, and documents to determine the degree to which UTSA’s
strategic peers are prioritizing DEI in ways that are consistent with the AIIR framework, national bestpractices, and also the general direction that UTSA is heading. Specifically, we wanted to know the degree
to which peer institutions have: (1) a DEI plan, (2) a DEI officer at the cabinet level, (3) a campus-wide DEI
committee, and (4) DEI public accountability. While we are confident in our review of documents, it does
stand to reason that some DEI actions may exist that are not codified in public websites and reports. The
limits of this review did not allow for us to do interviews and focus groups, so our research is limited to
what was available through public open-source information.
Key Findings
•

The majority of institutions in our review are clearly developing enhanced DEI infrastructures to
prioritize, coordinate, and elevate DEI issues on campus, similar to UTSA’s efforts.

•

The majority of institutions both nationally and within Texas have a DEI officer (64% and 67%,
respectively) and committee (100% for both).

Exhibit 2.1. Strategic DEI dimensions by national and Texas peers
Strategic
Dimensions
DEI Strategic Plan
DEI Officer
DEI Committee
DEI Public
Accountability

Description
A DEI planning document with some combination of
vision for DEI, goals, definitions, and tactics designed to
advance DEI efforts broadly or narrowly defined.
The presence of a DEI officer at the cabinet level,
providing DEI leadership institutionally.
A campus-wide institutional DEI committee providing
input, guidance and engagement around DEI issues
broadly defined.
The presence of a public website, report, or other
document that transparently discusses DEI actions,
results, and progress. A document that represents a
public statement of DEI accountability.

National
Peers
(n=10)

Texas
Peers
(n=6)

36%

50%

64%

67%

100%

100%

0%

67%

Source: Public website information
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•

Notably, many institutions are creating their first cabinet-level DEI officer roles, much like UTSA.

•

It was somewhat surprising that we did not find a higher number of institutions with high-caliber DEI
plans among UTSA’s national (36%) and Texas peers (50%).

•

One trend noted across a number of institutions in this review was a renewed focus on “racial equity
and social justice” as a high-level priority. A particularly strong effort was found at UC Irvine (UCI).
The UCI Black Thriving Initiative recognizes and responds to anti-Blackness as an existential threat
to their mission as public research university. This initiative connects to the university’s Inclusive
Excellence Plan and has several unique elements focused on educating about the Black
Experience. As we reviewed this set of documents, we wonder if this framing offers a replicable
approach for bringing UTSA’s efforts to become a “Hispanic Thriving” institution to life.

•

Texas institutions (67%) had a much stronger commitment to developing public DEI accountability
statements and websites than national peers (0%). While many peers have websites, Texas
institutions did a much better job discussing their progress publicly.

•

Texas State University did a particularly strong job of illustrating progress against each of the DEI
initiatives included in their action plans.

•

Many institutions put a premium on implementing DEI training and professional development
programs, with a number moving forward with mandatory efforts. It was unclear how widespread
implementation of these efforts were at the institutions under review.

•

Publicly discussing the number of participants in DEI training and the successes and challenges
associated with implementation would be a promising practice for UTSA to adopt, given the
success of your first-phase DEI training efforts.

•

UC Irvine and Texas State both have well documented DEI training certificate programs that seem
to be well designed and offer merits for continuing to scaling and deepening the UTSA DEI training
program across the Inclusive Excellence ecosystem.

•

While their methodology was unclear, UT Arlington has designated an additional $25 million in
scholarships to address student diversity and especially the financial concerns of first-generation
college students.

•

UT Arlington and the University of North Texas (UNT) have specifically prioritized reviewing their
campus police to ensure a strong anti-bias orientation in their efforts campus-wide. UNT has taken
the additional step to appoint a review board, involve faculty in analyzing police data, require annual
unconscious bias training, and more. Given the national attention on discrimination and policing,
this is a promising area for potential attention.

•

While many institutions may have high-caliber DEI curricular initiatives already in place, we were
surprised that more of the DEI plans that we reviewed did not place a specific focus on DEI
curriculum innovation. Again, UTA and UNT seem to be leading the way. They mentioned adding
a DEI-focused first-year experience course to the curriculum and developing a task force to
consider ways to further infuse DEI content in the curriculum.

•

Numerous institutions touted the importance of faculty diversification, but we did not find any new
initiatives that were particularly inspiring.
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Hispanic-Serving Insights from National and Texas Peers
Garcia notes that the most salient question that administrators working at Hispanic Serving Institutions
(HSIs) are asking themselves today is “What does it mean for a college or university to serve Latinx college
students?” While a full review of Hispanic Serving efforts was beyond the scope of this research, we did
pay special attention to this question, examining some of the ways that UTSA’s national and Texas peers
are activating what it means to be a Hispanic Serving Institution. Some key findings include:
•

Several institutions have set up leadership positions directly related to serving their Hispanic
communities, such as the Director of HSI Culture and Partnerships at the University of Central
Florida and an Assistant Provost for Hispanic Student Success at UT Arlington.

•

Providing academic coursework, including majors and minors, founded in Hispanic heritage was
prevalent at several institutions, including the Chicano/Chicana studies program at UTEP and the
Mexican American Studies program at the University of Houston.

•

Retention efforts for Hispanic communities are targeted through programs like the AIMM program
at the University of Houston, which is designed to improve the recruitment and retention of African
American and Hispanic males.

•

Scholarship opportunities for Hispanic community members helps with recruitment efforts, for
example the Latino Partnership Scholars program at Arizona State, to support underrepresented
students and make a collective impact for access to education in the Latino community. Together,
these scholarships have supported students earning 605 degrees from 2011–19 alone, to the tune
of $6.5 million total.

•

Organizations have formed student centers specifically for their Hispanic student population to
promote community. Examples are the Latinx Student Services and Outreach (LASSO) center at
Georgia State, which provides a space for students of all backgrounds to gather throughout the
school day, and the La Casa Latina Student Center at Portland State University, which is a hub on
campus where Latinx students and their allies come together to build and connect with community.

•

Large investments into the Hispanic community are being made, such as UC Riverside’s recent
partnership with the Mellon Foundation, which awarded $2.9 million for “Latinx Futures.” The grant
will support programs within UCR’s new Latino and Latin American Studies Research Center, set
to launch February 2021.

•

Also important is educating faculty and staff to improve the campus experience of Hispanic
students. The University of California is doing this through the UC Chicanx/Latinx Leadership
Summit, which brings together faculty, staff, and administrators for networking; gaining a greater
understanding of the Chicanx/Latinx presence at UC; and developing strategies to engage UC's
next generation of leaders.

•

Recognizing the unique struggles of undocumented students as well as first-generation students
and providing them the support they need is being accomplished through programs like the
Undocumented Student Programs (USP) at UC Riverside and Urban Experience Program (UEP)
at the University of Houston.

•

UCF has provided in-state tuition waivers for students from Puerto Rico to ease the financial
hardships after Hurricane Maria devastated the island in 2017.

Organizational identity is enacted by what we do. From a cultural perspective, organizational identity is
constructed based on each member’s shared perceptions of the organizational elements that set them
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apart from other institutions. Continuing to build your Hispanic serving identity is a big-bet that UTSA can
uniquely own, not only locally, but also nationally.
As you at UTSA develop your campus-wide Inclusive Excellence plan, we recommend elevating similar
Hispanic-Thriving efforts as a major “big bet” aspect of this planning effort, working to operationalize what
it means to drive BIPOC outcomes broadly and Hispanic/Latinx outcomes more specifically. The more you
can bring the Hispanic-thriving idea to life in the history, shared values, programs, data, operations, and
the culture of UTSA, the more you will embody the Hispanic-thriving ideal in word and deed.
Summary
Institutions are developing their CDO roles at a high level today and many have established dedicated DEI
committees as well. As a way of improving campus climate, there is certainly movement towards more DEI
professional development and training, a finding that exists across numerous institutions. While many
institutions are prioritizing “racial equity and social justice,” this was not always evident in the dearth of DEI
plans that we saw across national and Texas peers.
UTSA’s Texas peers have clearly prioritized DEI issues, in ways that seem more meaningful in some
aspects than national peers. This was particularly evident in our findings around campus policing and the
greater focus on public DEI accountability.
With its focus on moving on becoming a Hispanic-thriving institution, UTSA can learn a great deal from its
national and Texas peers. We recommend elevating similar Hispanic-Thriving efforts as a major “big bet”
aspect of your campus-wide Inclusive Excellence plan. From there it is a matter of operationalizing the
Hispanic-thriving idea in the history, shared values, programs, data, operations, and the culture of UTSA.
The more this happens, the more you will embody the Hispanic-thriving ideal in word and deed.
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SECTION 3. DEMOGRAPHIC BENCHMARKING OF PEER INSTITUTIONS
This strategic DEI benchmarking review provides a 100,000-foot view of 10 peer institutions nationally and
six institutions in Texas (Exhibit I.1) to provide insightful context for understanding UTSA’s current DEI
situation. The key selection factor for these institutions was that they are considered peer institutions by
UTSA. For each one, we first examined faculty/staff and student demographic profiles.
Creating Diverse Learning Environments
Compositional diversity refers to the numerical and proportional representation of different groups of
people within the campus environment, including both faculty/staff and student populations. Intentional
recruitment, retention, and outreach efforts are essential to increasing the compositional diversity of the
campus community (Chang, Milem, & Lisling, 2005).
The compositional diversity of UTSA’s student, faculty and staff bodies plays an influential role in defining
the campus experience for all groups. It also establishes an important foundation for understanding the
campus climate (Chang, Milem, & Lisling, 2005). While compositional diversity is an important indicator of
diversity progress, it should not serve as the only dimension of diversity that UTSA is fostering as part of
its efforts to become an institution that is both inclusive and excellent for all. Having diverse student, faculty,
and staff communities is not simply an "end" in itself but plays a role as an important ingredient for building
a high-caliber institutional learning environment (Chang, Milem, & Lisling, 2005).
Diversity in all its forms creates the educational medium, the learning context that can help students to
develop more extensive friendship patterns and relationships with diverse faculty and peers. It also creates
the sort of opportunities that cause students, in particular, to consider their own identity in relationship to
others and to develop new perspectives and ways of interacting with diverse others.
Nurturing a diverse learning environment also allows majority and historically underrepresented students
to establish role model relationships with diverse faculty, for perhaps the first time in their lives. It also sets
up a pathway for engaging in ways that are more inclusive and civically engaged over time (Chang, Milem,
& Lisling, 2005). In a time of increasing polarization, the development of a compositionally diverse learning
environment is foundational to providing the type of educational experience that students will require to be
high-impact leaders in the global world we live in today.
The Benchmarking Comparison
This benchmarking report is intended to be directional. The primary data source for this review is data
gathered from the Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS). We examined 16
institutions in addition to UTSA. In this analysis, we looked for levels of representation of: underrepresented
minority (URM) students and their graduation rates, students by gender, and both URM and women tenuretrack faculty representation.
Limitations
While this comparative context is evidence-informed and theoretically grounded, this review has a few
limitations to keep in mind:
•

First, no comparative assessment of institutions is ever an apples-to-apples comparison. Every
university is nested in a unique fiscal, policy, cultural, and regional context.

•

The second limitation in this analysis is that the most current and accurate IPEDS information is for the
years up to and including 2018/2019 academic year data. The 2019/2020 data was not available at the
time of this analysis, nor was additional data available. As a result, our analysis focused on 2013-2018
six-year trend data, as well as final data for the 2018/2019 academic year.
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National Peer DEI Scorecards: Diversity of Undergraduates, Tenure-Track Faculty, and Management
Exhibits 3.2-3.4 present three DEI demographic “scorecards” ranking UTSA versus national peers in terms of undergraduate student diversity,
tenure track faculty diversity, and management diversity. Following the three DEI scorecards, we present key findings.
Exhibit 3.2 denotes UTSA versus national peers along the dimension of undergraduate diversity. More specifically, UTSA is ranked versus
national peers in terms of specific racial and ethnic groups and underrepresented minority (URM) status, defined here as Black, Hispanic/Latinx,
Native American, and Native Hawaiian. The scorecard also ranks UTSA versus peers in terms of percentage of students who are nonresidents,
women, and women in STEM, as well as the six-year graduation rate (200% time to graduation) and Pell Grant status.
Exhibit 3.2. UTSA National DEI scorecard for undergraduate diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
Institution
The University
of Texas at San
Antonio
Florida Int’l
University
George Mason
University
Georgia State
University
Portland State
University
University of
California-Irvine
U. of CaliforniaRiverside
U. of CaliforniaSanta Cruz
University of
Central Florida
U. of MarylandBaltimore County
Arizona State
University

American
Indian

Asian

Black/
AA

Hispanic
/Latinx

4
(0.18%)

10
(5.86%)

6
(8.85%)

2
8
(56.56%) (22.60%)

7
(0.16%)

11
(1.72%)

11
(0.05%)
7
(0.10%)
8
(0.10%)
2
(1.19%)
9
(0.08%)
6
(0.16%)
10
(0.08%)
5
(0.16%)
3
(0.19%)
1
(1.19%)

11
(2.36%)
5
(20.07%)
6
(14.03%)
7
(9.01%)
1
(35.81%)
2
(34.32%)
3
(22.31%)
9
(6.26%)
4
(21.87%)
8
(6.27%)

3
(12.40%)
4
(11.11%)
1
(41.39%)
9
(3.85%)
10
(2.06%)
8
(3.91%)
11
(1.90%)
5
(11.08%)
2
(18.23%)
7
(5.05%)

1
(67.35%)
9
(14.86%)
10
(11.39%)
8
(15.57%)
6
(26.06%)
3
(41.02%)
4
(27.60%)
5
(27.49%)
11
(7.76%)
7
(22.79%)

10
(0.07%)
5
(0.24%)
11
(0.05%)
1
(0.67%)
3
(0.30%)
2
(0.41%)
8
(0.16%)
6
(0.17%)
9
(0.15%)
4
(0.29%)

3
(6.40%)
4
(6.14%)
9
(2.82%)
6
(5.86%)
1
(16.98%)
8
(3.71%)
2
(7.83%)
10
(2.68%)
7
(4.09%)
5
(6.06%)

White

11
(8.45%)
5
(39.20%)
7
(23.05%)
2
(51.88%)
9
(13.40%)
10
(11.42%)
6
(30.35%)
3
(47.36%)
4
(40.20%)
1
(53.51%)

Native
NonHawaiian resident

Women
STEM

Grad’n
Rate
(200%)

Pell
Grant

8
2
(49.91%) (65.76%)

4
(9.00%)

11
(42%)

5
(46%)

2
(56.53%)
9
(49.64%)
1
(58.86%)
4
(54.33%)
7
(51.39%)
5
(54.02%)
10
(48.40%)
3
(54.44%)
11
(44.46%)
6
(51.74%)

7
(8.29%)
8
(6.73%)
5
(8.79%)
9
(6.68%)
3
(14.57%)
1
(17.49%)
10
(6.58%)
6
(8.49%)
2
(15.44%)
11
(5.05%)

7
(63%)
5
(71%)
9
(55%)
10
(48%)
1
(84%)
2
(76%)
3
(75%)
4
(72%)
6
(70%)
7
(63%)

4
(47%)
10
(27%)
1
(53%)
2
(51%)
6
(34%)
2
(51%)
8
(28%)
7
(30%)
11
(25%)
8
(28%)

Women

URM

1
(79.86%)
10
(26.32%)
3
(52.92%)
11
(21.28%)
8
(28.51%)
4
(45.50%)
6
(29.74%)
5
(38.91%)
9
(26.33%)
7
(29.32%)

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Exhibit 3.3 ranks UTSA versus national peers along the dimension of tenure track faculty diversity. More specifically, UTSA is ranked against
national peers in terms of specific racial and ethnic groups, URM status (again, defined as Black, Hispanic/Latinx, Native American, and Native
Hawaiian), and women faculty. The scorecard also ranks UTSA versus peers in terms of faculty with non-resident status.
Exhibit 3.3. UTSA national DEI scorecard for tenure-track faculty diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
American
Indian

Asian

Black/AA

Hispanic/
Latinx

White

Nonresident

Women

URM

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

5
(0.64%)

2
(19.32%)

6
(3.06%)

1
(15.94%)

10
(50.72%)

5
(5.48%)

11
(32.85%)

1
(19.65%)

Florida International
University

6
(0.42%)

1
(20.65%)

3
(4.78%)

2
(11.66%)

9
(56.46%)

2
(5.90%)

9
(34.69%)

2
(16.99%)

George Mason University

9
(0.22%)

8
(14.16%)

5
(4.01%)

10
(3.34%)

5
(64.99%)

8
(4.24%)

7
(37.24%)

11
(7.58%)

Georgia State University

10
(0.14%)

9
(12.98%)

1
(8.18%)

11
(2.4%)

1
(69.39%)

4
(5.64%)

3
(41.33%)

7
(10.72%)

Portland State University

4
(0.76%)

11
(10.82%)

10
(2.66%)

4
(7.78%)

6
(64.71%)

11
(2.85%)

1
(44.59%)

5
(11.20%)

University of CaliforniaIrvine

8
(0.31%)

4
(18.57%)

7
(3%)

7
(5.62%)

3
(65.56%)

9
(3.85%)

6
(37.52%)

9
(9.09%)

University of CaliforniaRiverside

3
(0.84%)

10
(11.72%)

9
(2.99%)

8
(5.26%)

11
(45.22%)

1
(29.43%)

10
(33.25%)

9
(9.09%)

University of CaliforniaSanta Cruz

1
(1.59%)

6
(15.17%)

8
(3%)

3
(9.7%)

8
(61.9%)

6
(5.47%)

4
(40.21%)

3
(14.29%)

University of Central
Florida

7
(0.40%)

5
(17.88%)

4
(4.2%)

6
(6.79%)

7
(64.24%)

3
(5.89%)

8
(34.87%)

4
(11.39%)

University of MarylandBaltimore County

11
(0%)

3
(18.73%)

2
(6.58%)

9
(3.80%)

2
(66.58%)

10
(3.04%)

2
(43.29%)

8
(10.38%)

Arizona State University

2
(1.08%)

7
(14.64%)

11
(2.48%)

5
(7.53%)

4
(65.11%)

7
(4.30%)

5
(38.26%)

6
(11.09%)

Institution

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Exhibit 3.4 ranks UTSA versus national peers along the dimension of management diversity, where management is defined as leaders at the
director level and above. Again, UTSA is ranked versus national peers in terms of specific racial and ethnic groups and URM status. The
scorecard also ranks UTSA versus peers in terms of leaders with non-resident status and women leaders.
Exhibit 3.4. UTSA national DEI scorecard for management-level diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
American
Indian or
Alaska Native

Asian

Black/
African
American

Hispanic/
Latinx

White

Nonresident

URM

Women

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

8
(0.24%)

11
(3.36%)

8
(6.24%)

2
(33.81%)

10
(51.08%)

8
(0%)

2
(40.29%)

5
(58.03%)

Florida International
University

9
(0.10%)

9
(3.77%)

4
(12.24%)

1
(49.90%)

11
(33.05%)

7
(0.21%)

1
(62.24%)

3
(60.56%)

George Mason University

10
(0%)

4
(5.71%)

6
(8.21%)

11
(2.50%)

2
(77.50%)

8
(0%)

10
(10.71%)

7
(57.5%)

Georgia State University

10
(0%)

5
(4.53%)

1
(33.80%)

10
(2.61%)

8
(55.92%)

4
(0.52%)

3
(36.41%)

8
(57.32%)

Portland State University

1
(2.14%)

7
(4.29%)

7
(7.86%)

8
(5%)

4
(72.14%)

8
(0%)

9
(15.71%)

11
(44.29%)

University of CaliforniaIrvine

5
(0.36%)

1
(19.75%)

9
(6.23%)

6
(10.14%)

7
(59.25%)

2
(0.71%)

7
(16.73%)

4
(58.72%)

University of CaliforniaRiverside

4
(0.40%)

2
(8.70%)

3
(12.25%)

3
(12.65%)

9
(51.38%)

1
(8.30%)

4
(25.30%)

10
(50.59%)

University of CaliforniaSanta Cruz

2
(0.75%)

3
(5.99%)

11
(2.62%)

7
(7.12%)

1
(79.40%)

6
(0.37%)

11
(10.49%)

9
(53.56%)

University of Central
Florida

7
(0.26%)

6
(4.30%)

5
(10.69%)

4
(11.99%)

5
(71.58%)

5
(0.39%)

6
(23.08%)

2
(60.89%)

University of MarylandBaltimore County

6
(0.27%)

10
(3.55%)

2
(21.04%)

9
(3.01%)

6
(71.04%)

8
(0%)

5
(24.59%)

1
(61.48%)

Arizona State UniversityTempe

3
(0.48%)

8
(4.14%)

10
(4.41%)

5
(10.93%)

3
(74.17%)

3
(0.65%)

8
(16.15%)

6
(57.70%)

Institution

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Key Findings: National Undergraduate Diversity
•

UTSA was near the top of national peers in terms of undergraduate student representation of
Hispanic/Latinx students (ranked #2 at 56.56%) and underrepresented minorities or URM (ranked #2
with 65.76%).

•

UTSA does not fare so well in terms of students who are Asian (#10, 5.86%) and non-resident or
international students (#11, 1.72%).

•

UTSA is middle-of-the-road in terms of women in STEM (#4, 9.0%), although the percentage of women
in STEM is low across the board at all of the institutions in these analyses.

•

UTSA is also ranked in the middle in terms of students who are Black (#6, 8.85%) and Pell grant eligible
students (#5, 46%).

•

UTSA has the lowest graduation rate among the institutions in this national review (#11, 42%).
Key Findings: National Tenure-Track Faculty Diversity

•

UTSA is tops among national peers in terms of tenure-track Hispanic/Latinx faculty (#1, 15.94%) and
URM faculty (#1, 19.56%).

•

UTSA is ranked second in terms of Asian faculty (#2, 19.32%).

•

UTSA falls in the middle of the pack in terms of Black faculty (#6, 3.06%).

•

UTSA is ranked last in terms of women faculty (#11, 32.85%).

•

UTSA also has one of the largest differentials between the percentage of URM students on campus,
and the percentage of URM faculty, with a gap of 43%, ranking #10 among national peers (see
Appendix A: URM Faculty vs. URM Undergraduates).
Key Findings: National Management Diversity

•

UTSA is tops among national peers in terms of management diversity with regards to leaders who
identify as Hispanic/Latinx (#2, 33.81%) and as URM (#2, 40.29%).

•

UTSA comes in last in terms of Asian leaders (#11, 3.36%).

•

UTSA is ranked near the bottom in terms of percentage of leaders who are Black (#8, 6.24%).

•

In terms of women in leadership, UTSA falls in the middle of the pack (#5, 58.03%).
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Texas Peer DEI Scorecards: Diversity of Undergraduates, Tenure-Track Faculty, and Management
Now we shift to the group of six Texas peer institutions. Like with the national comparison. Exhibits 3.5-3.7 present three DEI scorecards ranking
UTSA versus these Texas peers in terms of undergraduate student diversity, tenure-track faculty diversity, and management diversity. Following
the presentation of all three DEI scorecards, we will present key findings.
Exhibit 3.5 shows UTSA versus Texas peers along the dimension of undergraduate diversity. More specifically, UTSA is ranked versus peers
in terms of specific racial and ethnic groups and underrepresented minority (URM) status, defined here as Black, Hispanic/Latinx, and Native
American, and Native Hawaiian. The scorecard also ranks UTSA versus peers in terms of non-resident status, women, women in STEM, sixyear graduation rate (200% time to graduation), and Pell Grant status.
Exhibit 3.5. UTSA Texas peer institutions: DEI scorecard for undergraduate diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
Institution

American
Indian

Asian

Black/
AA

Hispanic/
Latinx

Native
Hawaiian

White

Nonresident

Women

URM

Women
STEM

Grad’n
Rate
(200%)

Pell
Grant

The University
of Texas
at San Antonio

5
(0.18%)

4
(5.86%)

5
(8.85%)

2
(56.56%)

1
(0.16%)

6
(22.60%)

6
(1.72%)

5
(49.91%)

2
(65.76%)

2
(9.00%)

6
(42%)

2
(46%)

Texas State
University

3
(0.26%)

6
(2.45%)

4
(9.87%)

3
(38.47%)

2
(0.14%)

2
(44.42%)

7
(0.54%)

2
(57.69%)

3
(48.74%)

7
(5.33%)

4
(54%)

5
(42%)

Texas Tech
University

1
(0.39%)

5
(2.99%)

6
(6.51%)

5
(29.73%)

6
(0.09%)

1
(54.27%)

5
(2.71%)

7
(46.63%)

7
(36.72%)

5
(6.99%)

1
(61%)

7
(25%)

The University
of Texas
at Arlington

4
(0.24%)

2
(11.62%)

1
(14.55%)

6
(28.66%)

4
(0.14%)

4
(34.88%)

3
(4.22%)

1
(61.45%)

5
(43.59%)

6
(6.16%)

5
(51%)

3
(44%)

The University
of Texas
at El Paso

6
(0.12%)

7
(0.86%)

7
(2.35%)

1
(83.33%)

3
(0.14%)

7
(5.86%)

1
(5.93%)

3
(53.40%)

1
(85.94%)

1
(10.92%)

7
(37%)

1
(64%)

University of
Houston

7
(0.10%)

1
(22.26%)

3
(9.91%)

4
(35.38%)

5
(0.12%)

5
(23.02%)

4
(4.01%)

6
(49.91%)

4
(45.51%)

3
(7.94%)

1
(61%)

3
(44%)

University of
North Texas

2
(0.30%)

3
(6.42%)

2
(13.34%)

7
(25.65%)

7
(0.07%)

3
(43.67%)

2
(4.59%)

4
(52.28%)

6
(39.36%)

4
(7.23%)

3
(56%)

6
(40%)

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Exhibit 3.6 ranks UTSA compared to Texas institutional peers along the dimension of tenure track faculty diversity. Specifically, UTSA is ranked
versus peers in terms of several racial and ethnic groups and underrepresented minority (URM) status. The scorecard also ranks UTSA versus
peers in terms of non-resident status and for women faculty.
Exhibit 3.6. UTSA Texas peer institutions: DEI scorecard for tenure track faculty diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
American
Indian

Asian

Black/AA

Hispanic/
Latinx

White

Nonresident

Women

URM

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

1
(0.64%)

3
(19.32%)

4
(3.06%)

3
(15.94%)

6
(50.72%)

2
(5.48%)

6
(32.85%)

3
(19.65%)

Texas State University

6
(0.00%)

7
(1.61%)

7
(1.75%)

2
(20.43%)

2
(71.10%)

4
(4.84%)

1
(45.97%)

2
(22.18%)

Texas Tech University

2
(0.37%)

6
(14.06%)

5
(2.56%)

6
(6.58%)

1
(71.14%)

5
(4.66%)

4
(33.42%)

6
(9.59%)

The University of Texas
at Arlington

3
(0.18%)

1
(28.88%)

3
(3.21%)

7
(4.63%)

5
(55.26%)

6
(2.32%)

7
(32.26%)

7
(8.02%)

The University of Texas
at El Paso

6
(0.00%)

5
(15.38%)

6
(2.17%)

1
(27.42%)

7
(48.32%)

3
(5.33%)

3
(33.73%)

1
(29.59%)

University of Houston

5
(0.10%)

2
(22.20%)

2
(3.99%)

4
(8.47%)

4
(58.81%)

1
(5.65%)

5
(33.30%)

4
(12.56%)

University of
North Texas

4
(0.13%)

4
(17.84%)

1
(4.30%)

5
(6.77%)

3
(64.19%)

7
(2.08%)

2
(37.63%)

5
(11.20%)

Institution

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)
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Exhibit 3.7 ranks UTSA versus Texas peers along the dimension of management diversity, where management is defined as leaders at the
director level and above. Again, UTSA management is compared to six Texas institutional peers in terms of representation of specific racial and
ethnic groups and underrepresented minority (URM) status. The scorecard also ranks UTSA versus peers in terms of leaders with non-resident
status and women in leadership.
Exhibit 3.7. UTSA Texas peer institutions: DEI scorecard for management level diversity 2018/19, ranking and percent
American
Indian

Asian

Black AA

Hispanic
Latinx

White

Nonresident

URM

Women

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

4
(0.24%)

6
(3.36%)

4
(6.24%)

2
(33.81%)

6
(51.08%)

6
(0.00%)

2
(40.29%)

1
(58.03%)

Texas State University

3
(0.34%)

2
(7.72%)

5
(5.37%)

4
(11.74%)

3
(73.83%)

6
(0.00%)

5
(17.45%)

6
(52.35%)

Texas Tech University

5
(0.23%)

7
(1.62%)

6
(4.85%)

5
(11.09%)

1
(80.37%)

4
(0.46%)

6
(16.40%)

5
(53.35%)

The University of Texas
at Arlington

2
(0.44%)

4
(4.16%)

2
(11.82%)

6
(10.72%)

4
(64.11%)

5
(0.22%)

4
(22.98%)

3
(54.70%)

The University of Texas
at El Paso

1
(0.51%)

5
(4.10%)

7
(2.05%)

1
(64.36%)

7
(23.33%)

1
(4.10%)

1
(66.92%)

4
(53.59%)

University of Houston

6
(0.23%)

1
(10.48%)

1
(20.41%)

3
(13.64%)

5
(51.75%)

2
(0.79%)

3
(34.27%)

2
(56.14%)

University of
North Texas

7
(0.21%)

3
(5.03%)

3
(7.34%)

7
(8.18%)

2
(74.00%)

3
(0.63%)

7
(15.72%)

7
(49.90%)

Institution

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS)

Key Findings: Texas Undergraduate Diversity
•

As an HSI, UTSA should be pleased to find itself near the top among its Texas peer institutions in terms of undergraduate student
representation of Hispanic/Latinx students (#2, 56.56%) and for URM students (#2, 65.76%).

•

UTSA falls in the middle in terms of Asian (#4, 5.86%) and in non-resident, or international, students (#6, 1.72%).

•

UTSA ranks in the middle in terms of students who identify as Black (#5, 8.85%).

•

UTSA ranks #2 among Texas peers in terms of women studying in STEM (#2, 9.00%), although the percentage of women in STEM is
low across the board at all institutions in these analyses.
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•

UTSA is ranked #2 in terms of Pell Grant eligible students (#2, 46%).

•

UTSA is in the middle of the rankings in terms of graduation rates among the institutions in this
Texas review (#6, 42%).
Key Findings: Texas Tenure-Track Faculty Diversity

•

UTSA is tops among Texas-based peers in terms of tenure track Hispanic/Latinx faculty
(#3, 15.94%) and URM faculty (#3, 19.65%) compared to Texas peer institutions.

•

UTSA ranks #3 in terms of Asian faculty among Texas peer institutions (19.32%).

•

UTSA ranks in the middle in terms of Black faculty among Texas peer institutions (#4, 3.06%).

•

UTSA falls in the middle in terms of women faculty among Texas peer institutions (#6, 32.85%).

•

An area of concern, UTSA also has one of the largest differentials between the percentage of URM
undergraduate students on campus and the percentage of URM faculty. UTSA’s gap of 43
percentage points, ranking #6 among Texas peers (see Appendix B: URM Faculty versus URM
undergraduates).
Key Findings: Texas Management Diversity

•

UTSA is tops among Texas peers in terms of management diversity of Hispanic/Latinx faculty (#2,
33.81%) and URM management at Texas peer institutions (#2, 40.29%).

•

UTSA is ranked last in terms of Asian leaders at Texas peer institutions (#6, 3.36%).

•

UTSA is ranked near the middle in terms of Black leaders at Texas peer institutions (#4, 6.24%).

•

UTSA is number one in terms of women in leadership compared to Texas peers (#1, 58.03%).
Summary

It is apparent that UTSA is one of the most diverse institutions in the country among peers, particularly as
a Hispanic and Latinx serving institution. UTSA’s levels of diversity in terms of Hispanic/Latinx students,
faculty, and management is strong across the board. Notably, equity gaps continue to exist when looking
at the difference between the percent of Hispanic/Latinx student and Hispanic/Latinx faculty. The university
is also near the top in terms of women in leadership in the state of Texas, although it falls more towards
mid rankings nationally. Some of the greatest challenges revealed by these analyses center on six-year
graduation rate rankings, women tenure-track faculty, and women studying in the STEM disciplines. All
these are important areas for building capacity as UTSA moves forward institutionally to drive inclusive
excellence with its aligned DEI strategy.
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SECTION 4. THE UTSA STRATEGIC DIVERSITY LEADERSHIP INVENTORY
Senior leadership commitment is one of the key dimensions of any successful diversity, equity, and
inclusion initiative. This commitment defines the values of the institution, the general vision for DEI and the
activation cadence of achieving change. Additionally, as mentioned at the top of Section 2, to be successful,
DEI efforts require AIIR: accountability parameters to shape behavior; dedicated and general DEI
infrastructures to guide and support change; incentives to elevate DEI to more than an unfunded mandate;
and investment of resources to ensure that change happens in word and deed.
In this inventory of DEI events, programs, and initiatives, we teased out this information, asking leaders to
report their DEI values and commitments in terms of:
(1) Espoused Commitment to DEI
(2) DEI Accountability
(3) DEI Infrastructure
(4) DEI Incentives
(5) DEI Resources
While there are many ways to assess DEI capability, we have found that the presence of these five
strategic elements creates the backbone necessary to build a meaningful DEI change effort across campus.
1. Espoused Commitment to DEI
Espoused values are public assertions of what matters on campus. When formalized, these espoused
values become a statement of an institution’s guiding principles and beliefs and provide a meaningful
keystone for behavior at all levels of the institution. We first asked respondents about the espoused
commitment to DEI inside their unit (Exhibit 4.1).
Across the university, the majority of respondents (73%) endorsed the statement “My unit has a strong
commitment to DEI.” Among academic units, 67% affirmed their college has a strong commitment to DEI;
among administrative units, 77% of respondents reported in the affirmative. Although a clear majority of
respondents agreed with the statement, the results were lower than results at other schools—which
typically hover over 90%, even reaching 100%. While there is a positive viewpoint that DEI is important, it
is not unanimous. 5
As UTSA continues its growth, it will be important to continue to track this number. Indeed, increased
formalization in the form of policy, strategy, and programming should lead to increased enthusiasm about
divisional response to DEI. It will be important for this shift to manifest at the division level, not just at the
highest levels of organizational planning, as you know—this is an important part of measuring buy-in.
Next, we turn to Accountability and DEI Strategic Planning.
2. DEI Strategy and Accountability
President Taylor Eighmy has named Inclusive Excellence as one of the President’s Initiatives within
UTSA’s strategic plan to become San Antonio’s University of the Future. At the time of this study, the plan
has been in progress for multiple years. It also stands as an important step towards bringing UTSA’s
espoused DEI values into more focus. Indeed, we would call this integration of DEI into UTSA’s overall
5 Note these data are from February 2020, so it is possible these numbers have evolved since our survey’s fielding.
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Exhibit 4.1. Espoused commitment to DEI by university, academic, and administrative unit, percent
100%
90%
80%

73%

70%

77%
67%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

University Wide

Academic Units

Administrative Units

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020

strategic plan as a best practice to be modeled by others and buttressed in the activation of a campuswide DEI plan that is in the planning stages under Dr. Anderson’s office. The changing demographics of
Texas and the nation provide a clear foil for this strategic plan. At the same time, we see powerful
opportunities to shape the educational and learning environment at UTSA to harness diversity’s
educational benefits in the curricular and co-curricular experience of all students.
The Office of Inclusive Excellence is fortifying the campus-wide Inclusive Excellence Ecosystem, an
approach that is both coordinated through central leadership, and evolving by supporting DEI leadership
growth and development. The goal of this effort is to create an aligned campus-wide DEI strategy that
features both accountability, local creativity, and connectivity to a shared reality and future at UTSA. Here
we will review the DEI Strategic Plans and accountability systems that exist within the academic and
administrative units of the University.
DEI Strategic Activation
One of the challenges at UTSA, which we have seen at other universities, is a lack of clarity in how to
translate the DEI values expressed in the overall strategic plan into a clear DEI activation strategy that is
then brought to life in the schools, colleges, and units of the campus. This DEI inventory survey asked
whether each responding unit has its own DEI strategic plan. We have found that having a clear DEI
activation plan in the local academic or administrative context is a national best practice. While this
activation plan can be integrated into the unit’s local strategic plan, the same challenges of DEI diffusion
exist at the local level that exist at the overall level. To diffuse is often to lose sight of DEI as a priority,
unless there is a clear plan for DEI activation and accountability.
Exhibit 4.2 shows the percentage of units at UTSA that reported having a DEI strategic plan within their
specific division. University-wide, only 23% of units have a plan. Division-level DEI strategic plans are more
common in academic schools/colleges (33%) than they are in administrative units (15%). It is important to
note that these modest numbers do not mean that divisions do not engage in DEI programming and work—
simply that they do not have a dedicated DEI plan for their unit.
To reach the deepest levels of change, these campus-wide DEI priorities must live and breathe in the work
of every academic and administrative divisional unit. In pursuit of this goal, a best practice is for each unit
to conduct their own strategic planning process on diversity, equity, and inclusion, with the assistance of
their chief diversity officer team. These plans should ladder up to the big-picture strategic vision for DEI.
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Exhibit 4.2 DEI strategic plans and accountability systems by university, academic, and
administrative units, percent reporting
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
46%

50%
40%
30%
20%

33%
23%

27%
15%

10%
0%

5%

0%
DEI Strategic Plan
University Wide

DEI in Performance
Reviews
Academic Units

0%

8%

DEI in Annual Reports

Administrative Units

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020

The DEI programming database file that accompanies this report will offer you division-level information
about where there is or is not a specific DEI strategic plan. In some cases, such a strategic plan is in
process or a respondent claimed their division uses a university-level plan. While that situation is great,
and their work should absolutely be based in the university-level plan, it would be more helpful to see how
each unit will actualize the broader plan within their particular area of leadership oversight. In several cases,
it looks as though respondents are referring mostly to resources about hiring and recruitment. Faculty and
staff diversity are essential to creating a robust environment for diversity, equity, and inclusion, but hiring
and retention is no substitute for a DEI plan that touches on student success, research, and inclusive
excellence more widely.
Departmental and divisional planning efforts provide the opportunity to look broadly at programs and
services; workforce and student demographics; hiring and advancement practices; professional
development opportunities; and workplace, living and teaching environments—all in relation to the rich
range of identity groups and communities the campus serves. Such a review offers a chance for units to
celebrate and expand on their successes in these areas, as well as to identify ways in which they hope to
grow over the next several years. Given the focus on DEI in the overall strategic plan, UTSA’s academic
and administrative units have a great opportunity to build capability in this regard.
Accountability
It is one thing to uphold diversity, equity, and inclusion as a principle or high ideal, as espoused by 73% of
respondents to this inventory survey. It is quite another to bubble it down to being implemented
organizationally and in the day-to-day operations for every employee in an institution as complex as UTSA.
Only about 5% of responding units produce an annual DEI report of some kind (Exhibit 4.2). Only 27% of
units university-wide reported any type of DEI component in performance reviews, an average that is
carried entirely by the 46% of administrative units that responded positively, compared to zero academic
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units. Similarly while only 5% of units overall reported producing their own annual DEI plan, 8% of
administrative units carried 0% of academic units (Exhibit 4.2).
Organizational accountability and individual accountability are clearly two sides of the same coin and must
both be activated to create success. It follows that producing annual DEI progress reports and making DEI
goals part of the individual performance review process are both best practices for several reasons. First,
these efforts create public accountability with regard to DEI’s importance to the campus community and to
external stakeholders. Second, it makes DEI real, as a strategic priority for every employee. Third, it sends
a clear message to employees about what is expected and what will not be accepted. Fourth, it provides
a process for rewarding those employees who truly do want to get better and actively support making
diversity and inclusion a campus priority. And fifth, it keeps everyone on a pathway to making DEI a
meaningful part of their day-to-day efforts on campus. These actions of accountability are essential to
bringing UTSA’s espoused values of DEI to life.
3. DEI Infrastructure
Having a DEI committee and officer infrastructure in place within each unit is an important element of UTSA’s
campus-wide and decentralized DEI infrastructure. Only 41% of units institutionally reported having a DEI
committee in place to help provide strategic thinking around DEI in their school, college, or unit (Exhibit 4.3).
A greater number of administrative than academic units reported this capability (46% versus 33%).
Only 36% of overall units reported having a DEI officer or point person in their respective area, with 22%
of academic units and 46% of administrative units having such a person in place. The presence of a
diversity officer and, even better, a DEI team to provide integrative leadership to the unit’s DEI efforts is a
promising practice, when the role is designed well. While we did not review DEI roles at UTSA, we often
notice a tremendous amount of variance in portfolio, title, and seniority level from unit to unit. This variance
can have a dramatic effect on how impactful these positions are in the long run.
It is also important to recognize that the presence of a DEI leadership role should not distract from the
importance of having a shared DEI leadership commitment to the initiative. That so many reporting units
Exhibit 4.3. DEI committee and officer infrastructures by all university, academic, and administrative
units, percent reporting
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90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

41%
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46%
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20%
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University Wide

DEI Officer
Academic Units

Administrative Units

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020
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report having nether a DEI plan, accountability system, nor point-person is an area of concern and
development for the university, as it begins developing an even stronger Inclusive Excellence ecosystem
campus-wide.
4. DEI Training and Leadership Development (Incentives)
It is a common finding in the research literature that each of us has unconscious biases and gaps in our
understanding that can lead to microaggressions against our peers. It means we each have the potential
to interact in ways, whether intentional or unintentional, that communicate hostile, derogatory, or negative
prejudicial slights and insults toward members of another group. We all have the potential to microaggress
against someone based upon our privilege, whether that privilege is defined by race, gender, sexual
orientation, ability, campus professional role, or another expression of our myriad social identities. It is for
this reason, and because campuses are so much more diverse than ever before, that students, faculty,
staff, and leadership should have the opportunity to participate in regular structured DEI training and
professional development experiences.
We asked every school, college, and division at UTSA to indicate the degree to which they felt their unit
had developed sufficient trainings and other learning experiences to support their community’s ability to
overcome unconscious bias and microaggressions and to learn strategies to promote a culture of everyday
inclusion and belonging. University-wide, only 27% of units reported that they provide sufficient DEI
learning and growth opportunities and trainings for students (Exhibit 4.4). Roughly 32% responded that
they provided sufficient DEI opportunities for faculty, and 23% for staff (exhibit 3.4). This low level of positive
response is consistent with the number of DEI trainings that showed up in our inventory assessment of
campus climate improvement efforts. It is a strong indicator of how influential the recent DEI training efforts
of the Office of Inclusive Excellence and Human Resources have been. If not for these efforts over the last
12-18 months, leaders would have reported an even lower level of DEI-related activity.
Exhibit 4.4. Sufficient DEI training resources for students, staff, and faculty, percent reporting
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Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020
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5. DEI Resource Allocation
Edgar Schein, the legendary organizational learning scholar, argued that it is an organization’s espoused
values in combination with its underlying assumptions—what it actually believes—that come together with
its rituals, artifacts, and traditions to define an institution’s culture. Whatever an institution’s espoused
values, it is these basic underlying assumptions that shape what they then fund, where they put their time
and energy in difficult moments, and what they elevate as a top priority in a world of competing priorities.
When these aspects are misaligned, the institution may end up expressing a value that is more aspirational
than actually emboldened in its strategy, structure, processes, and systems.
One of the most important expressions of an institution’s priorities is how leaders allocate their very
precious financial resources. Given the many DEI initiatives taking place at UTSA that this inventory
uncovered, it is clear that the university is investing millions of dollars in scholarships, offices, programs,
research, and multicultural/international areas of study, viewed across a range of diversity dimensions that
include race, ethnicity, economic background, disability, gender, nationality, and faith, for students, faculty,
and staff. Despite this reality, the majority of schools, colleges, and units that participated in this review do
not feel that they are allocating adequate financial resources to support diverse student (45% overall), staff
(45%), or faculty (32%) success (Exhibit 4.5).
Complicating this data story were the unit responses to our question regarding the presence of
discretionary resources to drive DEI impact. We have found that having DEI innovation funds is critical to
investing in novel pilot and exploratory efforts designed to drive DEI outcomes. Roughly only a fifth of units
reported having DEI discretionary resources. The lack of fungible dollars to drive DEI innovation is
consistent with the low level of espoused DEI plans, accountability, and infrastructure. In fact, we would
have been very surprised to see a higher number, given the opening phases of strategic DEI leadership
evidenced in other parts of the inventory.
Exhibit 4.5. DEI Resources for students, staff, and faculty by all university, academic, and
administrative units, percent reporting
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Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, February 2020
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Summary
Expressed commitment to DEI is fairly strong at UT San Antonio, indicating a powerful place to begin a
journey towards Inclusive Excellence. While limited in some respects, these findings tell the story of an
institution that is beginning its journey towards developing a robust and aligned campus-wide DEI strategic
agenda. The low response levels for DEI plans, accountability systems, DEI officers, training, and resource
investments indicate a context for UTSA to build and grow over time. In particular, the development of an
aligned DEI strategic plan that connects different aspects of the Inclusive Excellence ecosystem to the
bigger-picture vision for Inclusive Excellence could be especially helpful.
In the next section of this report, we will detail our findings from the UTSA DEI Program Inventory, outlining
what was shared in our review process by campus leaders.
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SECTION 5: THE UTSA DEI PROGRAM INVENTORY
Since the first investment in DEI infrastructure in the 1960s, academic institutions have invested billions of
dollars developing campus diversity programs and offices, committees, academic departments,
scholarship programs, outreach efforts, general education diversity requirements, diverse student
organizations and research centers. As the paradigm of diversity, equity, and inclusion evolved, so too did
the infrastructure, focus, and outreach of these elements.
Early campus DEI capabilities focused nearly exclusively on race and ethnicity. These efforts were
especially defined by issues of access and equity for African Americans, and later expanded to other
historically underrepresented groups. Over time, the DEI capabilities of colleges and universities evolved
to honor a panoply of factors and, most recently, their intersectionality, including
race, ethnicity,
gender, sexuality, nationality, economic background, religion, disability, military service, and more.
UTSA Program Review Focus
This section supports UTSA’s strategic diversity leadership efforts by providing an overview of the key DEI
activities, programs, and efforts that exist across campus today. We assembled a corpus of these initiatives
and analyzed them based on the following questions:
1. What DEI programs and initiatives exist at UTSA? Are they DEI-dedicated or -integrated?
2. Where are these programs on campus?
3. What groups are the focus of these programs in terms of race, ethnicity, gender, LGBTQIA,
economic background, internationalization, veterans, religion, and more?
4. Are these programs grounded in some type of research-based evidence or framework? Can they
measure and tell the story of their impact and value added on campus?
Finally, we highlight several promising programs that offer a clear opportunity for scaling and/or other
considerations that can strengthen their capacity to drive deeper impact across campus.
We begin with an overview of the DEI program inventory. Then we will focus into the six program categories,
giving dimension to the university’s DEI investments in a number of important ways.
The DEI Program Inventory: Overview
The data for this inventory came from three sources: 1) Survey responses collected from the 22 divisions
in February 2020, 2) A review of the university’s websites, completed in October 2020, and 3) A meeting
in November 2020 with the Vice President for Inclusive Excellence, where our goal was to update
university-wide programming that had occurred since the survey.
Our review of the UTSA institutional environment identified 314 programs across the various academic
and administrative units on campus for students, faculty, and staff. These efforts are generally referred to
as “programs” here, even though they may include academic courses, majors, minors, initiatives,
programmatic interventions, research initiatives, partnerships, job roles, committees, and more.
These initiatives fell into the following six categories (Exhibit 5.1): (1) DEI General Infrastructure (DEIGI);
(2) Recruitment, Retention, and Outreach (RRO); (3) Preparing Students for a Diverse and Global World
(DGW); (4) Multicultural and International Research and Scholarship; (5) Affirming Diverse Identities and
Community-Building (ADICB), and (6) DEI Training, Campus Climate Research and Policy (TCCRP).
Exhibit 5.1 shows each of the categories along with a definition and a few examples from UTSA. We will
delve into these categories in greater detail later in this section.
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Exhibit 5.1. DEI program categories and descriptions, with examples from UTSA
Program Type

Description

Examples from UTSA

(1) DEI General
Infrastructure
(DEIGI)

DEI efforts focused on
initiating, coordinating,
and leading DEI efforts.

•
•
•
•

(2) Recruitment,
Retention &
Outreach
(RRO)

Efforts focused on increasing the
representation and success of
diverse groups on campus at the
K-12, undergraduate, graduate,
faculty, and staff levels.

• Westside Community Partnerships
• Dreamer’s Resource Center
• BRAVe (Biomedical Engineering
Research for Active Military and Veterans)
• RISE (Research Initiative for Scientific
Enhancement)
• New hire of a Latinx Culture/Health expert
in the Psychology Department

(3) Preparing
Students for
a Diverse &
Global World
(DGW)

Curricular and co-curricular
programs, classes, service
learning programs, and study
abroad programs designed to
help students develop knowledge,
skills, and abilities to succeed
in a diverse and global world.

•
•
•
•

(4) Multicultural &
International
Research &
Scholarship
(MIRS)

Research and scholarly centers,
institutes, initiatives, awards, and
projects focused on multicultural
and globalization topics and
themes of inquiry.

• IHDR (Institute for Health Disparities Research)
• Center for Global Entrepreneurship
• REGSS (Dept of Race, Ethnicity, Gender,
and Sexuality Studies)
• COEHD Bilingual/Bicultural Studies
• UTSA Policy Studies Center

(5) Affirming Diverse
Identities &
Community Building
(ADICB)

Programs that support
principles of self-acceptance,
identity affirmation, and
community empowerment.

•
•
•
•

SJ4SA Social Justice Tours
Juneteenth Celebration
Cesar Chavez March
ITC (Institute of Texan Cultures)

(6) DEI Training,
Campus Climate
Research & Policy
Development
(TCCRP)

Programs that focus on
specific training, professional
development, and policy work
designed to create a more diverse
and inclusive environment.

•
•
•
•
•

Implicit Curriculum Survey in Social Work
Dreamer Ally Training
Climate survey of UTSA Library staff
M.E.E.T. on Common Ground
LGBTQ Ally Training

VPIE Interactive Web Portal
President’s Student Advisory Council
Land Acknowledgement Statements
Inclusive Excellence Advisory Board

Minor in Civic Engagement
BA/MA in Global Affairs
Engineers without Borders
Global Health Brigades participation by
Kinesiology Department
• Rowdy Corps Program

Coding Across Complex Dynamics
We stand by the coding process that we put into place to organize these data and generate insight. It’s
important to acknowledge, however, that many of these categories will have a high level of interconnectivity
with one another. For example, academic departments both offer courses and engage in research. So to
some extent, coding depends how a respondent provided the program entry in our survey. For example,
we may have coded “REGSS (Dept of Race, Ethnicity, Gender and Sexuality Studies)” in the Multicultural
and International Research and Scholarship (MIRS) category because the respondent emphasized
research, while it just as easily could have been coded into the Preparing Students for a Diverse and
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Global World category. Some programs clearly have more than one benefit or focus, yet we focused on
their primary goal. We chose to create these distinctions because we saw patterns in the data that helped
us to generate a more fine-tuned discussion of campus initiatives and trends.
Another example is that some activities coded into the Affirming Diverse Identities and Communities
(ADICB) category could have been coded as retention efforts within the Recruitment, Retention, and
Outreach (RRO) category. Those efforts that we tagged as focusing on retention placed more emphasis
on academic achievement, grades, STEM completion, and the like. Those programs coded as affirming
identity had more of a socio-cultural focus, for instance creating spaces for diverse groups and potentially
the broader community (e.g., Black History Month and Women’s History Month programs). Their focus was
to gather to celebrate diverse communities and to explore issues of race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality,
veteran status, and other aspects of human diversity. Yes, these efforts benefit retention in the end, yet
we considered them as primarily programmatic initiatives with the potential to transform the campus climate
by establishing immersive experiences that are steeped in the norms, values, and priorities of diverse
communities and groups.
Finally, this approach is consistent with the literature on identity, belonging and community-building
(Trickett, Watts, & Birman, 1994). It is also consistent with the overall literature on strategic diversity
leadership capabilities that guides our work (Williams, 2013; Williams & Wade-Golden, 2013).
General Findings
We catalogued a total of 314 initiatives from 20 responding units. Exhibits 5.2 and 5.3 provide a snapshot
profile of DEI programs at UTSA. Exhibit 5.2 presents key findings across the many DEI indicators
investigated in this inventory. Exhibit 5.3 shows where DEI programs are located on campus by each
responding unit that participated in the DEI inventory.
Exhibits 5.4 and 5.5 bring more of our demographic benchmarking data into the discussion, highlighting
graduation rates across national (Exhibit 5.4) and Texas peers (5.5), disaggregated by race and ethnicity.
These data are included here to provide more context to our discussion of DEI programming at UTSA, and
particularly to the university’s vision to become a Hispanic-thriving institution. Campus-wide DEI
programming will be key to this endeavor. Key findings and related insights include:
Key Findings by Program Profile and Location
•

More DEI programs are found in administrative units (n=184) than in academic units (n=130) (Exhibit
5.2), a trend that we have seen at other institutions which are just beginning the campus-wide DEI
alignment journey. Your vision of creating a campus-wide DEI strategic plan will result in an increased
level of existing DEI programming across campus, but particularly in the schools and colleges, where
we generally tend to find more DEI programming than what was revealed in the UTSA inventory.

•

A full 78% of programs (n=244) are categorized as DEI-intensive, meaning they focus on some aspect
of diversity, equity, and inclusion as a primary intention. By comparison, roughly 22% of programs were
DEI integrated (n=70), performing DEI-related work as part of their day-to-day activities. An important
aspect of having a shared DEI agenda institutionally is the presence of DEI efforts that not only exist
as dedicated programs but also that DEI work is owned by leaders across the board. We would hope
to see a stronger focus on DEI-integrated programs into the future at UTSA.

•

Roughly 42% of DEI programs were submitted by three units: (1) The Office of the Vice President for
Inclusive Excellence was identified as implementing the most programs in the inventory process (n=67,
or 21% of the total), followed by (2) The College of Health, Community, and Policy (n=34, or 11%), and
(3) Student Affairs (n=30, or 10%). The strong level of DEI programming from the Office of the Vice
President for Inclusive Excellence is a powerful indicator of the impact that the CDO unit has had in an
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incredibly short amount of time. Again, the success of the university’s DEI efforts comprehensively will
be defined by the quantity and quality of DEI efforts that emerge institutionally.
Exhibit 5.2. UTSA DEI program inventory summary of key findings
Dimension
Overall
Programs
Institutional
Foci
DEI Intensity

Top 3 Units
for DEI
Programs
Demographic
Foci

Description
Total number of campus
DEI programs identified as
part of the inventory.
Comparison of programs in
terms of academic and
administrative affairs.
Programs focused on DEI
as the top priority, versus
DEI as a priority integrated
within a general program.
Areas of the campus with
the greatest DEI program
activity reported.
Demographic foci of
campus DEI programs.

Program
Type

Six main categories
of DEI programming
across campus.

Diversity
Focus

The diversity foci of campus
DEI programs.

EvidenceBased

Self-reported evidencebased design of campus
DEI programs.
Self-reported ability
to assess impact of the
DEI program.

Impact
Assessment

Key Findings
• 314 DEI programs
• Submitted from 20 responding units
• Administrative affairs: (n=184, 59%)
• Academic affairs: (n=130, 41%)
• DEI-Integrated (n=70, 22%)
• DEI-Intensive (n=244, 78%)
• Office of VP Inclusive Excellence: (n= 67, 21%)
• College of Health, Community, and Policy (n=34,11%)
• Division of Student Affairs: (n=30,10%)
• Pre-college (n=9, 3%)
• Undergraduate (n=98, 31%)
• Graduate students (n=24, 8%)
• All students (n=43,14%)
• Faculty (n=24, 8%)
• Staff (n=13, 4%)
• All employees (n=15, 5%)
• All-community (n=79, 25%)
• San Antonio community (n=9, 3%)
1. DEI General Infrastructure (n=31, 10%)
2. Recruitment, Retention and Outreach (n=113, 36%)
3. Preparing Students for a Diverse & Global World (n=54, 17%)
4. Multicultural & International Research/Scholarship (n=17, 5%)
5. Affirming Diverse Identities and Community Building
(n=57, 18%)
6. DEI-Related Training and Campus Climate Initiatives
(n=42, 13%)
• Race and Ethnicity (n =111, 35%)
• Gender (n=22, 7%)
• LGBTQIA (n=4, 1%)
• Economically vulnerable (first-generation) (n=40, 13%)
• International (n=33, 11%)
• Religion and Faith (n=2, <1%)
• Military and Veterans (n=12, 4%)
• Disability (n=3, 1%)
• Intersectional (n=38, 12%)
• General Program (n=49, 16%)
• Not evidence-based (n=79, 25%)
• Evidence-based (n=235, 75%)
• No impact assessment (n=101, 32%)
• Impact assessment (n =213, 68%)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory 2020
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Exhibit 5.3. Number of DEI programs by UTSA responding unit
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•

The academic units submitting the lowest number of DEI programs were the College of Architecture,
Construction, and Planning (n=2) and the College of Education and Human Development (n=4). On
the administrative side, External Relations (Development and Alumni) and Office of Research,
Economic Development, and Knowledge Enterprise submitted zero DEI programs, the lowest number
of submissions there. These organizations in particular have an opportunity to now build from a clean
baseline in developing a stronger DEI effort institutionally. It will be important in the DEI planning
process to provide all areas with some clear baseline programming that they might consider, but
definitively more so for those areas that have no current infrastructure or initiatives in motion.

•

The greatest number of programs fell into the category of Recruitment, Retention, and Outreach
(n=113, 32%), followed by Affirming Diverse Identities and Community (n=57, 18%), and Preparing
Students for a Diverse and Global World (n=54, 17%). We will delve into each of these six categories
in great detail in the next segment of this section.
Key Findings by Demographic Focus

•

More than half of the campus’s DEI programs are student focused (n=174, 55%). The largest number
of programs focused on undergraduate students (n=98, 31%), followed by all students (n-43, 14%) and
graduate students (n=24, 8%). The majority of DEI initiatives at most institutions focus on students, so
this is not surprising.

Exhibit 5.4. UTSA national peers: Ccomparison of six-year graduation rates by race and ethnicity
Institution

American Indian
or Alaska Native

Black/African
American

Hispanic Latinx

Native Hawaiian
or Other Pacific
Islander

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

11
(25%)

10
(45%)

10
(46%)

8
(38%)

Florida International
University

2
(75%)

8
(56%)

7
(64%)

4
(75%)

George Mason
University

6
(50%)

3
(74%)

5
(69%)

7
(45%)

Georgia State
University

4
(67%)

7
(59%)

8
(58%)

-

Portland State
University

6
(50%)

11
(42%)

10
(46%)

10
(33%)

University of CaliforniaIrvine

2
(75%)

1
(81%)

1
(79%)

2
(85%)

University of CaliforniaRiverside

4
(67%)

2
(75%)

2
(75%)

6
(57%)

University of CaliforniaSanta Cruz

6
(50%)

5
(70%)

3
(72%)

8
(38%)

University of Central
Florida

1
(83%)

6
(68%)

3
(72%)

3
(80%)

University of MarylandBaltimore County

10
(33%)

4
(72%)

6
(67%)

1
(100%)

Arizona State
University-Tempe

9
(41%)

9
(49%)

9
(56%)

5
(63%)

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Data System (IPEDS), 2018/19
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•

A total of 52 programs focused on employees (16% of all programs), but only 13 efforts identified in
this inventory explicitly focused on staff, while 24 explicitly focused on faculty. Fifteen programs focused
on all employees. It is common for staff to receive the least amount of focus in campus DEI efforts, but
in some ways they may also report some of the greatest feelings of marginalization on campus. As you
look towards the future, continuing to prioritize your staff DEI agenda should be a major priority of your
new DEI plan. This is particularly true in terms of creating leadership development opportunities, affinity
programs to support inclusion and belonging, and efforts to hear and acknowledge their voice as
important members of the campus community.
Key Findings by Diversity Focus

•

The majority of programs focused on race and ethnicity (n=111), followed by economic vulnerability
programs (n=40). Notably, 38 programs were intersectional and focused on multiple diverse groups,
33 programs focused on internationality, 22 programs focused on gender, and 12 focused on military
veterans. Considering the historical connection of race and ethnicity as the foundation of most
institutions’ diversity efforts, along with UTSA’s own historic roots and the university’s efforts to become
a Hispanic-thriving institution, this racial focus in DEI programming was unsurprising. Garcia (2019)
discusses the importance for HSIs in not only being 25% Hispanic student enrolled but also in
producing equivalent outcomes for Latinx students while creating a culture that enhances the
educational and cultural experience of these students.

•

While a number of race/ethnicity programs exist at UTSA, the university did not fare well in our
comparison of graduation rates relative to National or Texas peers (Exhibits 5.4 and 5.5). At 46%,
UTSA ranked last in terms of Hispanic graduation rates versus national peers, and 6th out of seven in
terms of its Texas peers. These findings imply a need to strongly consider how retention and academic
achievement efforts are more fundamentally baked into the institutional DNA of UTSA overall, and even
more deeply reflected in both the DEI-intensive and -integrated efforts of the university. This key area
offers another high-level prioritization opportunity in your forthcoming DEI planning and
implementation process.

Exhibit 5.5. UTSA Texas peers: Comparison of six-year graduation rates by race and ethnicity
American Indian
or Alaska Native

Black/African
American

Hispanic Latinx

Native Hawaiian
or Other Pacific
Islander

The University of Texas
at San Antonio

6
(25%)

6
(45%)

6
(46%)

4
(38%)

Texas State University

5
(45%)

1
(52%)

4
(51%)

1
(100%)

Texas Tech University

4
(50%)

4
(50%)

2
(54%)

5
(33%)

The University of Texas
at Arlington

2
(75%)

5
(46%)

4
(51%)

3
(50%)

The University of Texas
at El Paso

7
(17%)

7
(20%)

7
(37%)

7
(0%)

University of Houston

1
(100%)

3
(51%)

1
(55%)

2
(70%)

University of
North Texas

3
(58%)

1
(52%)

3
(53%)

5
(33%)

Institution

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Data System (IPEDS), 2018/19
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•

Only four programs focused on LGBTQIA, three focused on disability, and two focused on religion and
faith. The low number of LGBTQIA-, disability-, and religion-focused programs was surprising as we
are sure that more such programs exist at UTSA. This low submission level may imply a number of
possibilities: (1) An actual lack of programming on campus; (2) A misreading that this program inventory
was not interested in non-racial and -economic focused DEI programs; (3) A lack of priority placed on
completing the inventory with precision; or (4) That most of the programming for these identity groups
is intersectional in nature, given that 38 programs were diversity focused in this way.
Key Findings for Evidence-Based and Impact-Assessed

•

The majority of programs self-reported that they were indeed evidence-based in design (75%). Most
also reported that they measure and report the impact their programs have (68%). While validation of
these self-reported factors was beyond the limits of this inventory, this finding is very positive and
implies that a strong research, theory, and assessment foundation exists in your current DEI
programming. This position is a positive one to build from moving forward.

We return to these general findings in the following sections, where we engage in a tapered discussion
across each of the six major categories of programs, going into more detail in those categories where the
greatest number of programs were identified through the inventory.
Category 1: DEI General Infrastructure (DEIGI)
The overall discussion of UTSA’s DEI infrastructure was presented in Section 3 of this report, where we
outlined the strategic diversity leadership capabilities of the university in terms of DEI plans, officers,
committees, and priorities across administrative and academic units. Because respondents added more
color and detail to these aspects in their program inventories, we included that information here in this
discussion of DEI General Infrastructure (DEIGI). Further, the VPIE has engaged in a large amount of
capacity building, strategizing, and building with regards to the general infrastructure.
At a Glance
The DEI General Infrastructure category included 31 programs (Exhibit 5.6). Of these, 77% are DEIintensive. The main benefactor of these efforts is the full university community (61%), and these programs
tend to focus on race and ethnicity (42%). They self-reported as being evidence-informed in design (97%),
with 97% noting that they can assess impact. Programs in this category are largely defined by the work of
the VPIE to establish a university-wide Inclusive Excellence infrastructure and procedures.
Exhibit 5.6. Summary stats for DEI General Infrastructure (DEIGI)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

77% DEI Intensive

Demographic Foci (Top 3)

61% All University Community
13% Undergraduate Students
10% All Employees

Diversity Foci

42% Race and Ethnicity
29% Intersectional
23% General Program

Evidence-Based Design

97% Evidence-Informed Design (Self Report)

Program Impact Assessment

97% Assess Impact (Self Report)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=31)
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Some UTSA promising practices that emerged in our review include:
•

Establishing VP-level Office of Inclusive Excellence focused on building DEI capacity in terms of
recruitment and retention, campus climate and inclusion, learning and accountability, and more.

•

Developing a centralized DEI coordinating mechanism, the Inclusive Excellence Advisory Board,
to create a high-level capacity for stewarding the campus DEI agenda through the contributing
voices of many leaders across campus.

•

Creating the Inclusive Excellence Ecosystem as a way of identifying the priority units and leaders
that must be involved to create a shared and aligned focus on Inclusive Excellence. This inventory
will turbo-charge that work by providing an even more granular understanding of your campus
DEI infrastructure.

•

Developing the UTSA Inclusivity Statement as a way of creating a strategic vision for the campus
community that is aligned to the campus mission and takes another step toward establishing a
shared covenant of DEI values and priorities for the campus community.

•

Developing a DEI web portal to drive awareness, engagement, and learning opportunities for the
campus community.
Category 2: Recruitment, Retention, and Outreach (RRO)

RRO programs include those initiatives designed to increase the recruitment and retention of both diverse
faculty and students. For students, this effort may include pre-college partnerships with diverse schools
and on-campus pre-college programs. For employees, RRO may include hiring guidelines and goals,
fellowships and scholarships for promising researchers, and broad outreach and support to active military
and veterans living in San Antonio.
At a Glance
Exhibit 5.7 summarizes RRO programs at UTSA. RRO programs were the most common type, clocking in
at 113 of the 314 total programs, or about 1 in 3. Most RRO programs were described as DEI intensive
(73%), rather than DEI integrated. They tended to focus on undergraduate students (34%) or the student
body generally (29%). About 15% focus on faculty. The diversity foci of RRO efforts are mostly on race
and ethnicity (31%) or first-generation students (26%). They tended to be evidence-based (74%) and
respondents said they assess impact in nearly two-thirds of these efforts (65%).
Exhibit 5.7. Summary stats for Recruitment, Retention, and Outreach (RRO)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

73% DEI Intensive

Demographic Foci (Top 3)

34% Undergraduate Students
29% All Students (Undergrad and Grad)
15% Faculty

Diversity Foci

31% Race and Ethnicity
26% Economically Vulnerable/First-Generation Students

Evidence-Based Design

74% Evidence-Informed Design (Self Report)

Program Impact Assessment

65% Assess Impact (Self Report)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=113)

44

What Can We Learn from DEI Grant Funded Programs?
As we noted in our demographic review, UTSA is one of the nation’s most diverse institutions. While some
of the university’s successes are due to the diversity of the San Antonio area, others are no doubt driven
by the efforts of these more than 113 programs that exist to intentionally enhance diversity on campus. As
we reviewed your program inventory data, a couple of points showed through.
First, that you are leveraging grant funds to drive innovation efforts in pockets of your campus environment.
The LSAMP program and the I-FOCUS CS Scholarship program stood out for us in particular. While we
did not evaluate these programs, they did specifically note that they are evidence-based in both design
and outreach. From an innovation stand-point, Dyer, Gregor, and Christenson (2011) discuss the
importance of scaling up those efforts that work. Innovators are constantly looking to take proven concepts
and models and infuse those principles in other areas of the operation in order to lift all tides and gain
breakthrough results. Too often we don’t look to our student-centered DEI grant or institutionally funded
efforts as sites for broader campus innovation. This oversight is a strategic miss for most institutions and
an opportunity for UTSA.
You have such venerable and, in some instances, long-standing projects that we wondered where your
scale-up opportunities would exist across these programs. As with most campuses, we found that the
majority of your DEI efforts are DEI-intensive, meaning that they were built and created to drive DEI
outcomes as their top priority. One effort that may be worth exploring is a review of your top student DEI
retention programs, asking the simple question, “What are we doing in these programs that can be
transferred to other general campus administrative, advising, leadership, and academic success efforts
to infuse DEI more powerfully into all areas of the campus?” Determining what these programs can share
with other areas of the campus will accelerate your goal of becoming a Hispanic-thriving institution. Some
programs to begin this conversation with include: Louis Stokes, I-FOCUS, Biomedical Engineering
Research for Active Military and Veterans (BRAVe), and the Road Runner Grand Challenges
Scholars Program.
Identifying Strategic Big-Bets to Drive Becoming Hispanic-Thriving
From the vantage of becoming a Hispanic-thriving institution, we believe the university would benefit from
identifying 4-5 core activities that define your “big-bets” towards achieving this vision. While we recognize
the necessity of reaching many areas of the campus to get to that higher gear of becoming Hispanicthriving, we also know that great outcomes are often driven by a handful of efforts. Indeed, according to
Pareto’s principle of change, 80% of outcomes are produced by 20% of our efforts (Hardy, 2010).
With that in mind, we recommend that UTSA home in on the two or three things that really define your
Hispanic-thriving capabilities and then identity the two or three additional efforts that must become your
new “big bets” in this area to drive a new, higher gear of change. We offer this insight as you look towards
developing an aligned campus-wide DEI infrastructure and strategic plan for the campus. Put simply, ask
what are your big bets to drive an even greater gear of Hispanic thriving excellence on campus? Until you
name those efforts, it becomes difficult to rally new energy to drive excitement, strategic focus, external
financial support, and engagement in the journey.
Faculty DEI Efforts Are an Emerging Strength for UTSA
For a majority of institutions, progress has been glacial in the ongoing struggle to increase historically
underrepresented minority and women faculty, especially in the STEM fields (Williams and Wade-Golden,
2013)). For this reason, we have argued that higher education leadership generally, and chief diversity
officers specifically, should make increasing faculty diversity one of their central goals.
Twenty four percent of UTSA’s recruitment, retention, and outreach efforts focused on employees, with
the majority of these efforts (n=17) focusing squarely on faculty. While UTSA’s staff diversity efforts are
45

positive, your faculty diversity efforts are inspired. We greatly appreciate how the Accelerated Faculty
Diversity Hiring Program is one part of the university’s Strategic Faculty Hiring Initiative. Your four-prong
university-wide approach is a promising practice since you have not only defined faculty diversity as a key
aspect of quality but, most importantly, you have operationalized this perspective in the Accelerated
Faculty Diversity Hiring Program.
Faculty diversity is one of higher education’s most pernicious diversity, equity, and inclusion challenges.
While the barriers to faculty diversity are complex, our research suggests five primary impediments: 1) the
pipeline challenge; 2) outdated faculty recruitment and retention practices; 3) faculty diversity myths that
abound in higher education; 4) the decentralized administrative culture of the academy; and 5) the view
that faculty diversity is incompatible with academic excellence (Williams and Wade-Golden, 2013). Finally,
to overcome these obstacles, our efforts must focus as much on retention as on recruitment.
We were impressed that so many of your faculty DEI initiatives are squarely focused on overcoming the
systemic challenges to faculty diversity. No doubt this is part of the reason that you have enjoyed such
powerful success in your faculty recruitment efforts 6 compared to peers nationally (Section 3) and recently,
as we learned in our interviews with campus leadership. It was clear that your systematic approach to
faculty diversity has evolved over time, quickened by the guidance of the Office of the Vice President for
Inclusive Excellence, and leadership in the academic units across campus. We were impressed by the
focus on building a strong process and infrastructure to drive faculty diversity.
Several additional programs that stood out for us were:
•

Sociology Focused DEI Faculty Hiring Initiative for Women, with its focus on nine key approaches
to improving faculty diversity.

•

Social Work DEI Faculty Recruitment Effort, with its multi-prong approach to enhance faculty
recruitment.

•

College of Science, with its focus on having search-and-screen committees be comprised of at
least 40% women.

•

Comprehensive search committee trainings on implicit bias by the Office of the VP for Inclusive
Excellence, which have impacted 75 search committee chairs and more than 400 committee
members across recent searches.

•

Participation in the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) DEI Science Recruitment
Conference and database effort by the Office of the VP for Inclusive Excellence.

•

Development of an objective Inclusive Excellence interview question for faculty hiring and the
process of developing one for staff hiring, by the Office of the VP for Inclusive Excellence is both
powerful and scalable. Likewise, your emerging program on systematic exit interviews for diverse
faculty leaving UTSA. Systematically understanding the pathway of voluntary and involuntary
departures is key to building a strong retention effort for faculty, staff, and students.

Your approach to faculty diversity is helping UTSA to build a DEI core competence among faculty. Core
competence is about harmonizing knowledge and capability, organizing work processes, and delivering
value to the institution. It is also about blending different areas of expertise in new ways that amount to
more than their individual parts. This effort requires creating both vertical and lateral structures that can
interrupt traditional ways of doing business on campus and facilitate new alignments that interface with the
6 A 28% Increase in faculty diversity outcomes between 2019 and 2020 is aspirational and a powerful indicator of how strategic
DEI focus can lead to some early gains when implemented in a broad spanning and shared manner. These statistics are detailed
in the document, Vice President for Inclusive Excellence Fiscal Year 2019/2020 report.

46

office and person of the CDO (VPIE). UTSA is doing this work with increasing strategic intent. It is a
promising practice for the university, and we encourage you to continue along this pathway!
Category 3: Preparing Students for a Diverse and Global World Programs (DGW)
Initiatives that prepare students for a diverse and global world (DGW) are comprised of DEI-related courses,
majors and minors, leadership programs, study abroad, and community service learning efforts. These
curricular and co-curricular programs focus on DEI issues broadly defined to include not only multiculturaleducation diversity dimensions, but also international diversity dimensions, all points that we explore in
this discussion.
At a Glance
We identified 54 programs categorized as DGW at UTSA (Exhibit 5.8). About two thirds are DEI intensive
(67%), and they tend to focus on undergraduate students (69%). Of these programs, 39% focused on
international issues; 22% were more general programs, and 19% were race and ethnicity oriented. Over
half were evidence-informed (65%), and about half measured their impact as well (54%).
Exhibit 5.8. Summary stats for Preparing Students for a Diverse and Global World (DGW)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

67% DEI Intensive

Demographic Foci

69% Undergraduate Students

Diversity Foci (Top 3)

39% International
22% General Program
19% Race & Ethnicity

Evidence-Based Design

65% Evidence-Informed Design (Self Report)

Program Impact Assessment

54% Assess Impact (Self Report)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=54)

Multicultural vs. International Approaches
Preparing students for a diverse and global world centers on those academic and co-curricular experiences
that help students to become more aware and savvier with respect to DEI issues and concerns. These
experiences serve to expand their horizons through classroom engagement, study abroad, internship
programs, service learning, and more. They are about helping them to get exposed to different experiences
and developing themselves to lead and follow in diverse teams locally, nationally, and globally.
Traditionally, multicultural education emerged out of social and cultural protests to focus on diversity issues
in the domestic sphere (Williams, 2013). As a result, they often focus on issues of power, privilege, identity,
access, vulnerability, criticality, and empowerment. In contrast, international studies did not emerge out of
this same type of socio-cultural context. Instead, many international programs first began as federally
funded research programs focused on traditions and cultures outside of the United States, integrating an
international, intercultural, or global dimension into the purpose, function or delivery of post-secondary
education (Olsen, Evans, & Shoenberg, 2007).
Historically, internationalization or area studies often do not have the same focus on social justice and
disruption of the dominant paradigms of thinking that have been part of the DNA of multicultural education.
At the same time, some internationalization programs focus on social innovation and change, and some
multicultural education programs may focus on diverse groups in ways that are far more traditional than
the original framers of the multicultural education movement intended. In the end, the existence of
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multicultural and international approaches defines an institution’s ability to intentionally prepare students
for a diverse and global world.
As we reviewed UTSA’s efforts, we noted several programs that caught our attention:
•

The Rowdy Corps Program, implemented by the Academic Success unit offers great promise. It
combines a focus on DGW principles with economic vulnerability. Students on federal work-study,
can work at local nonprofits as a way of fulfilling their work-study requirement. This approach allows
students who might not otherwise be able to manage it to gain valuable professional development
experiences. This program is a promising practice for replication.

•

The Texas Core Curriculum Objectives, with its focus on intercultural competence, knowledge of
civic responsibility, and the ability to engage effectively in regional, national, and global
communities, is a big-picture scalable rubric for the university’s DGW efforts. We found it to be very
strong. At the same time, we were uncertain about the degree to which this statement is informing
the curricular experience broadly defined in terms of required courses, graduation requirements,
and leadership development and scholarship programs. The direct linkage of this rubric with the
majority of campus leadership programs could lead to a more deep and broad preparatory way of
helping students to develop critical intercultural skills and abilities.

•

The College of Education’s Bilingual Counseling Certificate program (BCC) was noteworthy, as it
really speaks to this idea of becoming a Hispanic-thriving institution. The program addresses the
needs of prospective students interested in developing foundational skills in bilingual counseling
with an emphasis on Spanish. Given the university’s Hispanic-thriving vision, more campus
academic preparatory programming of this kind in social work, business, and other areas could be
a place for growth and development.

•

The College of Business noted several DEI-integrated efforts through their programming in the
Business Honors program, Career Action Program, Certificate in Intelligence Studies, and
experiential learning generally. These are efforts where DEI is not necessarily the top priority, but
it is in some ways a part of the experience. As we read the submissions, we wondered how they
might be enhanced by adding a “culturally relevant lens” to their design. Awareness of race, culture,
sexual orientation, gender, and other dimensions of diversity have dramatically increased in recent
years as companies have adopted a more proactive diversity focus in their work. It seems as if the
business school in particular has a prime opportunity to enhance their programming to even further
align to the directions the field is going in today.

•

The College of Engineering’s commitment to Engineering without Borders was impressive, where
they do community-based work in developing nations. The presence of study abroad programs in
Beijing and Shanghai, China; Bogota, Columbia; and Germany was impressive and really stood
out in our review.

•

The College of Health, Community, and Policies - Kinesiology and Public Health: Global Health
Brigades program stood out as another promising program that links the academic learning
experience with the world at large and, in this instance, with service-based learning opportunities
to do community work in other nations.

•

We were surprised to not see more examples of global study abroad work in each of the schools
and colleges. This area represents either a lack of elevation of what is happening in these areas
through the DEI inventory survey or another area for consideration moving forward, as the
university looks to continue developing their DGW capabilities.
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DGW Linkages to Academic Achievement and Retention
While the primary focus of DGW programs is on exposure, leadership, and academic skill development,
the presence of such programs may also have an impact on academic achievement and retention
(Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Huber, 2010; Kuh, 2008). This point may be especially true for BIPOC and firstgeneration students who may struggle to find connectivity, mentorship, and places of belonging on
campus. They may feel as if they have to work harder to be just as successful as their peers. These
students may feel as if they experience discrimination and microaggression at a disproportionately high
rate compared to their White peers.
Indeed, the participation of BIPOC first generation students in these types of experiences is a key equity
metric for the university to track with respect to inclusive excellence (Williams, 2013). When we envision a
Hispanic-thriving institution, a major part of this reality is involvement in high-impact learning experiences
like those found in the category of preparing students for a diverse and global world. In particular, we want
to see no equity gaps in participation in these types of programs.
The Common Book Program as an Amplification Opportunity at UTSA
As we think about UTSA’s DEI vision, we wondered if a common book program might represent a DGW
big bet that could turbo-charge conversations of DEI issues generally and more directly amplify the
conversation about your Hispanic Serving DNA and heritage. A common book program is also referred to
as a common reading program, summer reading program, or a one-book program. The idea is a group of
people all reading the same book is hoped to inspire meaningful cross group interaction, reflecting writing,
and create memorable learning experiences that bind the community together (Dempsey, 2009).
The common book program has great potential to help UTSA students get off to a fast start with exposure
to DEI themes. Sequencing DEI topics into the first-year experience is a clear best practice. Additionally,
common book programs offer a shared approach to developing a common learning experience that can
bring a community together.
In higher education common book programs, first-year students typically read a designated book prior to
the start of the academic year, then participate in common book related events during orientation
(Daugherty & Hayes, 2012; Ferguson, 2006; Grenier, 2007). The book may also be integrated by
professors into classes, with the capstone event of the program often being an institution-wide lecture
given by the author of the book. We have seen successful common book programs implemented in
individual schools and colleges, encouraging even faculty themselves to engage in the broader
conversation around a DEI topic—for example, White fragility, anti-racism, allyship, and more.
Given your DEI flashpoint challenges in recent years, this option may be a good platform to build, as a way
to build readiness and capacity for the next flashpoint moment into the future. Creating a shared learning
experience can help develop sophistication in dealing with these dynamics, not only among students but
also among faculty and staff. Whether done for credit or in other forms, common book programs can make
a difference creating a shared learning experience that binds communities together. We believe these
programs have the most impact when they do incorporate a credit-based component and integrate key
principles of the Intergroup Dialogue Method into their activation, a point that we discuss next as we look
to conclude this discussion of DGW programs at UTSA.
The Power of Intergroup Dialogue
Intergroup dialogue consists of face-to-face, focused, facilitated, and confidential discussions occurring
over time between/among two or more groups of people defined by different social identities (Schoem,
Hurtado, Sevig, Chesler, & Sumida, 2001). Dialogue can focus directly on race, ethnicity, culture, religion,
disability, or other social identities (Schoem, et al., 2001), usually associated with historical or current
intergroup conflict.
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Dialogue, differentiated from discussion or debate, is emphasized in this context. Participants are urged to
listen deeply to others’ experiences to try and understand their meaning, rather than to judge, challenge,
or debate. Participants are more likely to think together when they listen carefully and create shared
meaning (Schoem, et al. 2001). This shared meaning contributes to reduced prejudice and conflict outside
the sessions. To be successful, Intergroup Dialogue facilitators must be familiar with long-standing group
work concepts such as the stages of group development and participant contracting as well as having
high-impact group facilitation skills.
As we reviewed the various DGW programs at UTSA, the Intergroup Dialogue methodology seemed
largely absent or was too deeply embedded in the inventory materials submitted in the survey. Intergroup
Dialogue is one of the most evidence-based DGW programs that exist (Williams, 2013). The few efforts
that we could identify were: (1) Integration by the VPIE into the President’s Inclusive Excellence Learning
Experience, and (2) A College of Liberal and Fine Arts service learning Communication Department course
for students in training/group facilitation process.
Intergroup Dialogue methodology offers much potential for improving DEI-related outcomes at UTSA,
particularly as the College of Health, Community, and Policy comes online, Student Affairs strengthens
their DEI efforts, and the campus community as a whole begins developing aligned DEI strategic plans.
Infusing the Intergroup Dialogue methodology across campus programming can result in nothing but
positive value-adds in terms of building the campus’s DGW capabilities in a more strategic and integrated
way, founded in the evidence-based DEI practices that work.
Category 4: Multicultural and International Research and Scholarship (MIRS)
We now turn our attention to the fourth segment of the inventory, which focuses on multicultural and
international research and scholarship (MIRS). This area is generally defined by departments, laboratories,
centers, scholarly conference activities, DEI research awards, post-doctoral fellowships, and visiting
scholar programs, for example. While many have begun talking about the diverse educational needs of
students as part of an institutional diversity agenda, they have not similarly embraced the need to support
faculty engaged in scholarship that is critical to understanding our increasingly diverse and
multicultural world.
At a Glance
We identified 17 MIRS initiatives at UTSA and, of those, 79% are DEI intensive. They tend to focus on the
entire university community (76%) or all students (18%). The main diversity focus (65%) is race and
ethnicity. By definition, research and scholarship is both informed by evidence and measures and records
outcomes, scoring 100% in evidence-based design and impact assessment.
Exhibit 5.9. Summary stats for Multicultural and International Research and Scholarship (MIRS)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

79% DEI Intensive

Demographic Foci

76% Entire University Community
18% All Students (Undergrad + Grad)

Diversity Focus

65% Race and Ethnicity

Evidence-Based Design

100% Evidence-Informed Design (by definition)

Program Impact Assessment

100% Assess Impact (by definition)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=17)
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Aiming for R1 status
MIRS programs are foundational to advancing DEI scholarship and for creating an outlet for faculty
interested in more critical-studies types of research and scholarship. These types of scholarly discussions
are key to pulling the university into new areas of inquiry and expanding national and international scholarly
engagement. MIRS also opens up new avenues of pursuit for potential resources on behalf of the
university. The presence of these disciplines is a signal to faculty of color in particular that DEI is a top
priority, and, in some ways, this factor can work hand in glove with your DEI faculty recruitment efforts by
providing faculty with a scholarly home to engage their work.
The relatively few DEI programs identified in the MIRS category (n=17) represents an area of opportunity
for the university that fits well with your strategic vision for the future. One of UTSA’s presidential initiatives
is The Presidential Initiative on Research Excellence. The main goal of the initiative is to become the first
university in San Antonio to achieve Carnegie R1 status. MIRS capabilities are foundational to achieving
this goal.
The combinative DNA of the newly-formed College for Health, Community, and Policies offers great
potential to build new DEI-centric grant-funded research activity at the university. By aligning psychology,
social work, kinesiology, public policy, demography, and health disparity research, you have created a
tremendous platform from which to build MIRS capabilities.
One of the major driving forces of diversity in the 21st century is the conversation of intersectionality,
particularly among generation Z and millennial youth communities. The UTSA Department of Race,
Gender, and Sexuality Studies is structurally organized to be a true leader in this conversation. The three
program areas hosted by REGSS—African American Studies; Mexican American Studies; and Women’s,
Gender, and Sexuality Studies could be a towering force for the University’s R1 vision, if they can find the
pathway to deep collaboration around engaging with DEI social challenges.
The same is true for the Institute for Health Disparities Research (IHDR), with its focus on integrating
biomedical and socio-behavioral science research in addressing health disparities in South Texas, the
nation, and Latin America. This type of combinative focus is the answer for UTSA, in terms of achieving
R1 status and establishing a powerful niche where your efforts can win big in competitive resource pursuit.
Leverage your San Antonio History and DNA into a Competitive Advantage
Several inventory respondents mentioned in their open responses that UTSA should recognize the history
and diversity of San Antonio as a way of amplifying the university’s relevance in the community and national
research agenda, as two parts of the same conversation. They discussed the importance of UTSA
supporting more engaged scholarship in the community as a way of not only driving grant-funded revenue
opportunities but creating a distinctive national voice that UTSA is uniquely poised to convey in terms of
understanding the Hispanic/Latinx experience and overcoming educational, health equity, and other social
disparity challenges that in part define San Antonio.
This focus also creates an opportunity to continue defining the University’s Hispanic-thriving DNA.
Establishing a clear institutional priority around building MIRS DEI capability, with a focus on multicultural
populations, is a competitive advantage that would be difficult for other institutions to replicate. UTSA has
the opportunity to engage and empower the Hispanic and, more broadly, BIPOC communities through its
scholarship and outreach.
Category 5: Affirming Diverse Identities and Community-Building (ADICB)
This inventory captured two categories of programs focused specifically on improving the campus climate.
One is centered on programs designed to engage in specific DEI training, campus climate research, and
policy improvement efforts to evolve and enhance everyone’s abilities to create an inclusive campus
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climate. The other type of approach transforms the institutional environment through programs that affirm
diverse identities and it builds cultural spaces where the values, beliefs, challenges, and norms of a
particular group or groups is (are) elevated. These programs are where the stories of diverse communities
are empowered to live at the surface of the institutional culture, however they are brought to life.
In this cut of the data, we identified a total of 57 efforts focused on affirming identity and building community
across academic and administrative affairs units (Exhibit 4.10). These programs range from diversity
retreats to diversity-themed affinity groups, leadership awards, speakers, and cultural events.
These programs go a long way towards shifting the campus environment by creating spaces of belonging
and identity formation and affirmation for students, faculty, and staff members who may feel otherwise
isolated on campus. These programs amplify campus quality by “holding space” for the different interests,
values, goals, and priorities that these groups may have, whether they are defined by race, ethnicity,
gender, sexuality, disability, veteran status, or any of the other dimensions captured in this review. These
programs focus more on an individual or group’s needs and priorities.
At a Glance
We identified 57 programs as ADICB. Of those, 95% were DEI intensive—that is, they are largely specialty
events. They tend to serve the entire university community (49%) or students in general (41%). There were
also a fair number of programs in this category that focus on the San Antonio community. They tend to
focus on race and ethnicity (58%). Just over half are evidence-informed (65%), and 56% assess impact.
Exhibit 4.10. Summary Stats for Affirming Diverse Identities and Community-Building (ADICB)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

95% DEI-Intensive

Demographic Foci (Top 3)

49% University Community
41% Students
9% San Antonio Community

Diversity Focus

58% Race and Ethnicity

Evidence-Based Design

65% Evidence-Informed Design (Self-reported)

Program Impact Assessment

56% Assess Impact (Self-reported)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=57)

A Pillar for Building Community: Affirming Identity Programs
Affirming identity and building community programs are a pillar for creating an inclusive institutional
environment. These types of programs transform the lived experience of DEI by providing daily and regular
opportunities for students, and to a lesser extent faculty and staff, to engage in diverse campus
programming that places racial, ethnic, gender, LGBTQIA, disability, religious, international, and economic
identity at the center of their institutional experiences. In some ways these are some of the first DEI
programs that colleges and universities created when the first large group of black students emerged on
campus six decades ago in the 1960s.
Examples of ADICB offerings include cultural centers, lounges, themed residence halls, heritage month
programs, social events, poetry slams, parties, step shows, the presence of diversity fraternity and
sororities, and other student organizations. Ensuring that these groups have funding and chances for
leadership development as BIPOC and other diverse communities is foundational. Advanced institutions
will have developed a robust infrastructure to support diverse community members with staff and faculty
affiliates working in offices that create strong synergies between the ADIBC programs and retention and
academic suaveness programs. We think some of the biggest bets an institution can make is investment
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into DEI programs that focus on: cohorts, culturally relevant advising, academic skill enhancement,
leadership development, mentorship, and professional exposure to diverse career opportunities.
The development of UTSA signature programs in this area is a positive step that we encourage you to
continue activating. The development of enhanced Black History Month, Hispanic Heritage Month, and
pre-existing MLK and Cesar Chavez march events are important. We also encourage your consideration
of more identity-affirming programming that did not emerge in this review, which focuses on women,
LGBTQIA, religion, staff, and more. The presence of lactation centers, prayer and reflection spaces,
LGBTQIA pride events, gender-neutral restroom facilities, and more are all part of an Inclusive Excellence
21st century programming agenda.
As the conversation of inclusion continues to accelerate moving forward, we believe that the discussion
will turn with greater frequency towards those affinity groups and leadership efforts that center specifically
on the experience of staff. Few of UTSA’s efforts focused specifically on the needs of staff, which offers
itself as a place for consideration and development moving forward.
Category 6: DEI Training, Campus Climate Research and Policy (TCCRP)
The classic way many of us think about campus climate programming is in terms of DEI training, campus
climate research efforts, and policy actions that are designed to investigate bias and discrimination as well
as create protections for individuals who have been aggrieved. Our review identified 42 campus climate
programs in the DEI Training, Campus Climate Research and Policy (TCCRP) category (Exhibit 4.11).
At a Glance
We identified 42 DEI programs in the TCCRP category at UTSA (Exhibit 5.11). They were 81% DEI
intensive. They focused on employees (43%), students (31%), or the university community in full (26%).
The most common diversity foci were race and ethnicity (21%) and Intersectional identities (21%). They
tended to be evidence-informed (76%) and assess impact (74%).
Exhibit 5.11. Summary stats for DEI Training, Campus Climate Research, and Policy (TCCRP)
Variable

Key Findings

DEI Intensive

81% DEI Intensive

Demographic Foci

26% University Community
43% Employees
31% Students

Diversity Foci

21% Race and Ethnicity
21% Intersectional

Evidence-Based Design

76% Evidence-Informed Design (Self Report)

Program Impact Assessment

74% Assess Impact (Self Report)

Source: UTSA DEI Inventory, November 2020 (n=42)

DEI Training and Capacity Building
One of the fastest-growing trends in the nation is the acceleration of DEI training and assessment efforts
at institutions across the country. While no national study of this topic exists currently, our experience at
numerous institutions illustrates a clear explosion of DEI training and professional development efforts, as
a swelling number also focus on unconscious bias in hiring. This latter area is well documented in the
literature, with a clear base illustrating how unconscious bias can play a role in defining what you see and
how you act around DEI issues in search-and-screen committees. It shows that committee members are
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often drawn to those faculty candidates who are similar to themselves in background, training, research
agenda, family characteristics, look and feel, etc.
An additional area for engagement is the importance of prioritizing DEI training and professional
development in the classroom. To elevate how unconscious bias, a general lack of DEI sophistication, and
poorly managed diversity flashpoints combine with diverse student expectations and a still largely
homogenous faculty body to produce explosive and often negative results. The classroom and academic
setting must be the next terrain for widespread growth of DEI training and learning at scale.
It is obvious that UTSA has invested in these efforts as well and has developed an impressive focus on
building DEI capability to interact across difference. The DEI training and capacity-building efforts being
led by the Office of Business Affairs, Student Affairs, and the Office of the VP for Inclusive
Excellence/Provost are especially impressive. Some efforts that stood out for us included:
•

Discrimination and Sexual Harassment Training: This class provides definitions, exercises, case
law, and other pertinent information to supervisors about all components of unlawful discrimination
and sexual harassment.

•

LGBTQ+ Ally Training: Training for faculty and staff to equip them with information and resources
to more effectively provide services to LGBTQ+ students

•

Mandatory DEI Introduction Training: Incorporated two new mandatory online training sessions on
Diversity and Inclusion for faculty and staff. Of 5, 671 active employees, 95% have completed.

•

Faculty DEI pedagogy trainings. Designed and developed presentations and PD workshops with
Provost office; delivered 20 presentations to the faculty. And Academic Innovation’s also
implemented faculty workshops on Inclusive Teaching.

•

Baseline Cultural Assessment: Culture of respect baseline data will be used to create a detailed
action plan for meaningful programmatic and policy changes. This was completed in May 2019.

These programs were identified because they deal with critical issues that really define today’s DEI reality:
(1) Relational dynamics, (2) LGBTQIA dynamics, (3) Principles of allyship, (4) Teaching and learning, (5)
Unconscious bias/microaggressions, and (6) Gathering baseline data to assess change over time.
DEI Efforts in the Schools and Colleges
The level of DEI Training, Research, and Policy in the Schools and Colleges is an opportunity area for
UTSA. Only 10 programs were submitted as part of this inventory from academic participating units.
Notably, we appreciated the following submissions:
•

In the College of Engineering, the Associate Dean of undergraduate programs does yearly faculty
trainings by department. He facilitates at least four trainings per year with focus on race and gender
issues in the classroom, an important practice moving the DEI conversation into the academic
arena of teaching and learning.

•

The College of Business and the College of Health, Community and Policy conducted climate and
inclusion surveys as part of their annual efforts to improve the lived experience. It was unclear how
these data are used to inform understanding, professional development, accountability, teaching,
learning, and educational outcomes. But collecting the data is a positive step!

•

College of Sciences participated in university training session that aim to understand the physical,
psychological, and environmental effects of microaggressions and bullying in the workplace. This
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interactive session defines organizational climate and shares research that looks at cultural identity,
implicit bias, microaggressions, and bullying as they relate to promoting an inclusive culture.
•

Graduate School training and programming focused on Latinas in higher education, queer people,
allyship, and more.
DEI Certificate Programs and Climate and Inclusion Translation Projects

As we noted in the benchmarking section, some of the most promising work that can be put into place are
DEI certificate programs. One-time DEI learning programs are the baseline for institutions showing
commitment in this space. What is more promising is to develop DEI training programs that will scaffold
learning across multiple different courses that can help faculty, staff, and students to develop cultural
competencies at a higher level.
It is also essential that every time campus climate and inclusion data is collected that that data is proactively
used in the service of learning and organizational improvement. Too often campus DEI data collection
efforts become the end, and not the means, of supporting change. Collecting data is foundational. Using
that data in interpretation roundtables, to inform academic policy, to shape professional development, and
other initiatives is central to its purpose. As UTSA invests in gathering data, we recommend focusing
aggressively on how these data will be applied institutionally.
Summary
Our review of the UTSA institutional environment identified 314 programs across academic and
administrative units for students, faculty and staff, including academic courses, majors, minors, initiatives,
programmatic interventions, research initiatives, partnerships, job roles, committees, training, and more.
They fell into six interconnected categories.
Recruitment, Retention and Outreach efforts outnumbered other categories. RRO efforts are essential to
increasing compositional diversity, which affects campus experience and climate and graduation rates.
They also demonstrate to majority groups that the institution is comprised of a family of communities and
is not a monoculture.
In the category of Preparing Students for a Diverse and Global World, most programs fell under Academic
Affairs, unsurprisingly. Many curricular and co-curricular programs include multicultural education and
international diversity dimensions, which can benefit from cross-pollination. While many programs expand
students’ understanding of diverse languages, cultures and socio-political economies of the world, few are
DEI intensive and they tend to avoid difficult questions of power, privilege, identity, access, vulnerability,
unconscious bias and equity.
While multicultural and international research and scholarship may have been underreported, the
opportunity clearly exists to support faculty engaged in scholarship that is critical to understanding our
increasingly diverse and multicultural world and to scale up such programs, which have multiple benefits
for UTSA as you endeavor towards R1 status. You have particular opportunities to amplify your efforts by
leveraging San Antonio as part of not only your heritage, but also your competitive advantage.
Formal DEI training, climate research and policy improvements go a long way towards shifting the campus
environment. Every senior leader and program can help by exploring how to incorporate DEI attributes into
its activities. We recommend developing a DEI certification program with a core training component with
topical options. Campus Climate research is a best practice done every 2-3 years and tracked year over
year. We found little by way of policy efforts and highly recommend development here.
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SECTION 6: RECOMMENDATIONS
That DEI is a top priority at UTSA is already strongly articulated institutionally. Moreover, it is accompanied
by a great deal of DEI programmatic activity and serves one of the most diverse student bodies in the
nation. Yet more must be done to support what is being espoused, not just with words but also through
focused, coordinated, and strategic action. This is especially true as UTSA looks to accelerate its efforts
to achieve R1 status, become a Hispanic-thriving institution, and build an increasingly strong Inclusive
Excellence ecosystem. These priorities were certainly considered in addition to the DEI inventory research
and inventory results (including the action opportunities for UTSA that we have noted throughout those
sections of this report), as we built out this set of six core recommendations to support your further DEI work
at UTSA.
Recommendation 1:
Develop a Campus-Wide Inclusive Excellence Activation Framework,
Plan, Strategic Big Bets, and a Focus on Accountability
We recommend strengthening the Inclusive Excellence ecosystem by developing a campus-wide Inclusive
Excellence activation framework and plan. The UTSA Inclusive Excellence framework should embrace
diversity as it is defined broadly to include race, ethnicity, religion, sexuality, internationalization, disability,
military service, diversity of ideas, and more. The 21st-century paradigm of diversity and inclusion must be
both broad and pointed in the work that you do. What this means is that you must have an expansive
framework for how you plan to tackle diversity, equity, and inclusion that is complemented by a focused
strategic plan and a scorecard that is clear and pointed in its priorities, action steps, and “big bets” to
drive change.
Making Strategic Choices or Big Bets
We believe that change is driven by your core choices—those places where you think you can generate
great value and drive outcomes. Too often, diversity plans are long lists that don’t hang together or make
the biggest impact. Across your framework, it is important to take a few strong stances on those
commitments that will drive change. The key is to be pointed and to make these choices clearly, yet to not
do everything all at once, even though the community may want everything at once.
We believe that, for UTSA, these big bets should center specifically on becoming Hispanic-thriving, faculty
diversification, DEI in the curriculum, and DEI training and professional development. What are major
investments that the university might make into these areas to accelerate DEI success on campus?
Making these choices does not mean that other efforts should not be put into place or are not important.
They are. We are only asserting the strategic importance of identifying a limited, core set of amplifying
initiatives that will drive the most DEI outcomes and effect impact across campus. Again, all the
recommendations offered here are drafted in this context.
Focus on Accountability
An essential aspect of this plan is to build institutional accountability into the system. Accountability should
include requiring annual alignment plans and status reports by school, college and divisional areas, a point
that we return to in recommendations 2, 3, and 4.
Recommendation 2:
Establish an Inclusive Excellence Scorecard
Every dimension of UTSA’s diversity plan will require data to complete a tracking scorecard (Williams,
2013). In the best-case scenario, institutional research will produce an annual diversity indicator report
across various dimensions of the Inclusive Excellence framework with three benefits: (1) Providing a
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regular means of tracking progress, (2) Creating transparency in the effort, and (3) Ensuring a high level
of engagement with the diversity implementation journey.
In addition to these data, other regular survey and interview data may be required to supplement
institutional data that are generally quite strong in terms of issues of recruitment, retention, and success,
but not in terms of campus climate, student engagement, and scholarly productivity. A regular commitment
to gathering these data can contribute to building a robust set of quantitative and qualitative data across
every dimension of the scorecard—one that can be built upon from here.
It will be important that you review the recently fielded UTSA campus climate survey to identify key data
indicators that can be tracked over time. Identifying those indicators, along with indicators from this
inventory, will help set the foundation for tracking and monitoring progress in the future. We recommend
no more than five key campus climate indicators tracked as part of your scorecard. Other data will inform
your overall strategy and understanding, but three to five indicators should allow you to monitor progress,
disaggregated by different groups.
Recommendation 3:
Involve Senior Leaders in Owning the Plan
No DEI strategic plan will be successful if senior leadership does not own its implementation campus-wide.
Institutional DEI commitment was inconsistent across the various schools and colleges that responded to
this inventory. Moving DEI-related outcomes will require tremendous leadership will, particularly as it
relates to faculty diversity and campus climate and inclusion. Our experience implies that this will not
happen automatically. It will require the president, the VPIE, and the provost to create spaces for each
dean and for divisional leaders to be publicly accountable in moving their agendas forward. These leaders
will need to share where they are with their plans and express their challenges and opportunities moving
forward. Most important is creating opportunities for them to learn from one another and work to connect
the dots together in the campus’s DEI efforts.
Setting diversity performance objectives for the entire institutional community, using diverse hiring panels,
and requiring leaders to look at a diverse slate of candidates before making a hiring decision are examples
of systemic changes that can be made. Other examples include establishing diversity affinity groups or
employee associations and mentoring processes, making tenure and promotion processes more
transparent and expanding outreach efforts in recruiting. All these changes are aimed at enhancing the
institution’s ability to recruit and retain top talent and leverage the differences that they bring in the overall
service of institutional excellence.
Recommendation 4:
Develop Local Inclusive Excellence Infrastructure and Activation Plans
to Deliver the Overall Campus Strategy
Every unit or divisional area should have a point leader for campus diversity and inclusion as well as a
local diversity and inclusion committee. While numerous units have DEI roles, they are typically blended
positions. While the pandemic may make immediate changes difficult, we recommend examining your
current DEI positions. Are they full- or part-time? Is the right person leading this unit? Is there any way to
create a full-time role? Is the role focused on DEI as broadly defined or simply on race, students, or precollege programs? Leaders should look to strengthen these positions.
Each local IE committee must also have strong representation, a clear set of strategic goals that are aligned
to the campus-wide Inclusive Excellence Framework (Recommendation 3), and leaders who can make a
difference. Each committee should not be comprised only of persons of color, nor only of diversity and
inclusion champions. It must have balance and leadership voices from many places to achieve success.
This infrastructure should come together in the aforementioned UTSA Inclusive Excellence Leadership
Council, led by the VPIE.
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IE Activation Plans
Every dean and divisional leader should be required to develop annual alignment plans and status reports
by school, college, and divisional areas. Our experience is that these plans must be developed with a
rigorous adherence to a common framework and reporting tools. If leaders are allowed to create their own
structure, the plans will be all over the place, as will be the implementation. Every dean and divisional
leader should be asked to create a unique plan that aligns to a common framework and a process
for implementation.
Some elements that we recommend in these plans include:
•

A rationale statement for why DEI is important to a particular school, college, or unit. Each area
needs to take the time to develop their own local business/academic case for medicine, business,
independent studies, etc. Having this vision and philosophical rationale is important to legitimating
why these plans are important to developing their discipline and not simply a check-the-box
leadership activity required by central administration.

•

A five-year review of available DEI performance data, using intuitional and other data available to
them in real time. These data should at minimum examine student diversity, faculty and leadership
diversity within the unit over the last five years. These data might also include graduation rates and
campus climate data that may exist within the unit. This information can be quantitative or
qualitative in nature.

•

A five-year plan for unit goals and action steps aligned to the overall campus-wide Inclusive
Excellence framework. In other words, an expression of goals and tactical action steps.

•

Timeline for plan implementation across five years, noting milestones, goals, and an articulation of
challenges and assets to drive success.

•

Accountability strategies to ensure that the plan is implemented over time. We recommend such
strategies at the institutional, divisional, and individual levels. You have done everything else at
UTSA—the only thing left is to double down and continue on the pathway of building a high-level
culture of rigor and accountability in execution.
Recommendation 5:
Establish a campus-wide DEI training and leadership development certificate program

Put simply, keep going in your current direction with your DEI training courses. Looking towards the future,
this strategy involves increasing scaled training and professional development that builds on a foundation
of required DEI learning experiences that have already been put into place at UTSA.
How can you build an expectation that every faculty, staff and leader will engage in diversity and inclusion
professional development as a normal course of what it means to teach and lead at UTSA? How do you
create a reality where every faculty and leader are “certified,” as defined by a set of key learning
experiences and achievements that you develop? This question is key for UTSA as well as most institutions
around the country.
Recommendation 6:
Develop an Inclusive Excellence Innovation and Partnership Fund
We recommend that UTSA pull together an inclusive excellence innovation and partnership fund budget
that can be used to create a DEI entrepreneurial energy on campus. These types of funds, applied in a
targeted way, are also essential to amplifying impact and focusing your DEI efforts towards those
challenges that have been persistent and enduring. The method that we recommend will allow your
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program to be nimble, to be defined by partnership and collaboration, and to inspire more persons to
become involved than are currently.
Small Grants
These resources can be used to make grant requests from students, faculty, staff, and administrative
leaders on campus. To achieve maximal impact, the officer might have some of this money allocated
toward one-time small grants (e.g., $200-$1,500) that could cover, for example, a student organization’s
travel to an academic-themed conference, co-sponsorship for a women’s history month event, or a onetime capacity-building grant to help a faculty member interested in revising their curriculum to emphasize
issues of or scholarship relating to diversity, equity, and inclusion.
Large Partnership Grants
A portion of these resources could be used to make one or two large grants at the level of at least
$10-25,000 per year for two to three years in a given grant cycle. These larger Inclusive Excellence
innovation grants are meant to seed new initiatives and should be deployed only as a matching fund that
brings together one or two other partners to engage in a collective impact effort designed to achieve more
because the groups are working together.
Though the money is important, what is more important is creating entrepreneurial energy and aligning
leaders from multiple areas of campus. The goal is to use this fund for venture-capital type efforts that can
disrupt the normal way of doing business by bringing together uncommon partners to drive greater levels
of impact and value. After two years, this project should be evaluated for impact and then either given one
more year for continuation or, possibly, be terminated at that point. If the project is continued for one more
year, the goal then becomes to use this year to determine how to institutionalize the effort with the original
investment of funds going back to the diversity innovation fund to drive new campus-wide priorities. At the
end of the program’s fifth year, we recommend doing a comprehensive impact analysis of the fund’s true
value and the impact that has resulted on campus.
This program should be led by the VPIE and a small committee that reviews proposals and makes shared
decisions about funded projects.
Summary
Throughout this report, as we examined the DEI inventory data and the benchmarking comparisons, we
have noted opportunities for UTSA. Today, UTSA stands at an opportunity point as you are building a
cohesive foundation. Accelerating at UTSA will build from your emerging foundation and empower the
implementation of the strategic recommendations provided here. The COVID-19, Black Lives Matter, and
enhanced national focus on DEI issues generally lends a sense of urgency to these activities. By following
these steps as delineated, UTSA can move forward into a future with a reinforced and effective DEI
platform, a renewed and clear strategic plan, supportive implementation directives, improved buy-in and
participation rates, and the accountability systems in place to keep the system humming, in turn furthering
and even up-leveling the mission and vision of the university.

59

SECTION 7: CONCLUDING THOUGHTS AND NEXT STEPS
We offer this report to Dr. Myron Anderson, the Vice President for Inclusive Excellence and Chief Diversity
Officer, as a way of strengthening the diversity, equity, and inclusion work at UTSA. As we reviewed the
more than 300 DEI programs that already exist at the university, we also knew that many more exist than
were officially reported. At the same time, it became clear that some of areas of the campus community
are doing much more than others. While every school, college, and unit has a different mission, they each
must play a role increasing DEI activation at UTSA. They must play a role in leading system change.
That DEI is a top priority at UTSA is strongly articulated institutionally and accompanied with a great deal
of DEI programmatic activity. Yet more must be done to support what is espoused, not just with words but
also through focused, coordinated and strategic action. This is especially true given the incredibly fast start
that the Vice President for Inclusive Excellence has implemented in collaboration with campus leaders.
Your DEI training program, assessment systems, coordination infrastructure, and faculty diversification
program are coming online very quickly. The next steps are requiring and empowering leaders across
campus to establish aligned strategies in order to continue amplifying outcomes, particularly in areas that
are likely slow to move immediately, such as graduation and retention rates.
This report provided a detailed roadmap delineating the core steps required to position UTSA as a national
leader around the ever-growing issues of diversity, equity, and inclusion, especially with regard to Hispanic
and BIPOC themes. Clearly, UTSA offers tremendous and unique strengths, several outstanding internal
programs already, and a great deal of potential to take major, impactful steps moving forward in this
critical area.
How to Leverage this Report
As you consider these themes and recommendations and weigh your next actions, a few ways to leverage
this report stand out as particularly powerful. We recommend that you:
•

Share this report with the president and schedule a meeting to discuss both its findings and ways
you can collaborate in response to the insights and recommendations presented here.

•

Use this report as an opportunity to engage with your colleagues in the cabinet about how they can
also collaborate in developing a shared path forward.

•

Make this report available to employees institutionally as well as to those who were the point people
who participated in various aspects of the external review. This transparency in sharing the report
will build trust and accountability with those who helped your division to achieve this significant
investigation and milestone.

•

Use the accompanying database to support DEI action planning, alignment, and coordination.

•

Create a public moment to share the key findings of this report by way of a press release and
perhaps even a virtual town hall, to create a new DEI narrative about UTSA and to strengthen the
university’s DEI brand moving forward.

•

Consider further building upon this work during the 2021 National Inclusive Excellence Leadership
Academy (NIXLA) this summer, which will focus on anti-racism, DEI planning, breaking bias and
microaggressions with campus climate and DEI certification programs, and more.

From all of us at the Center for Strategic Diversity Leadership and Social Innovation, thank you for the
opportunity to serve your intentions and efforts to strengthen your diversity, equity, and inclusion work,
connect positively with every corner of your campus community, and further the mission of this field. We
look forward to your next steps and are proud to be a friend to your work.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Exhibit A. UTSA national peers: Differential between URM faculty representation and URM
undergraduate student representation, percent of population

43%

UTSA Difference
between URM
Undergraduates
Versus URM Faculty

63%

FIU Difference between
URM Undergraduates
Versus URM Faculty

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2018/19
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Appendix B
Exhibit B. UTSA Texas peers: Differential between URM faculty representation and URM
undergraduate student representation, percent of population

43%

UTSA Difference
between URM
Undergraduates
Versus URM Faculty

56%

UT El Paso
Difference between
URM Undergraduates
Versus URM Faculty

Source: Integrated Post-Secondary Education Data System (IPEDS), 2018/19
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