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The Campus Diversity Initiative and CDI Evaluation Project 
 
The James Irvine Foundation established the Campus Diversity Initiative (CDI), a $29 million 

effort, to assist twenty-eight independent colleges and universities in California with 

strategically improving campus diversity. The six-year initiative (2000-2005) supported a 

range of activities and institutional changes with the aim of increasing access and success of 

low-income and underrepresented minority students in higher education.  

 The CDI included a strong evaluation component to help each institution focus its 

strategies and track institutional goals. A team of researchers from Claremont Graduate 

University (CGU) and the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) 

designed and led the CDI Evaluation Project to assist the CDI campuses in developing their 

own evaluation expertise and mechanisms. A larger Evaluation Resource Team (ERT) 

worked with participating campuses to measure success, make mid-course corrections, and 

ultimately broaden and sustain diversity efforts beyond the scope and phase of the grant-

funded projects. 

 Another purpose of the CDI Evaluation Project was to contribute new knowledge 

about effective diversity practices to the higher education field. In addition to the final report, 

the project is issuing three research briefs, a monograph, and a resource kit. More information 

can be found at www.aacu.org/irvinediveval or 

www.irvine.org/publications/by_topic/education.shtml. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

No matter where one turns—internationally, nationally, and in specific locales throughout 

California—issues of diversity are increasingly coming to the forefront in higher education. The 

increasing racial/ethnic diversity of the college-going population—and the relative levels of 

success of various groups—is one important piece of a broad set of activities for many campuses. 

For many, too, there is a growing awareness that the success of people from underrepresented 

minority (URM)1 and low-income groups is critical not only for the individuals impacted, but 

also for the economic and social well-being of the society in which we live. This means that 

equity efforts can no longer just address individual needs. These efforts must also address the 

kinds of systemic changes needed to build and sustain educational environments where all 

students—and higher education institutions themselves—are prepared for effective participation 

in an increasingly pluralistic society.  

In an effort to assist campuses in addressing the individual and institutional needs that 

greater diversity engenders, The James Irvine Foundation launched the Campus Diversity 

Initiative (CDI) in 2000 to enhance college access and success for URM and low-income 

students and to increase institutional capacity to engage diversity. As part of the CDI, the 

Foundation launched a CDI Evaluation Project, designed to: (1) help the twenty-eight campuses 

chosen to participate in the CDI increase their capacity to conduct meaningful evaluation of their 

diversity initiatives and (2) assess the overall impact of the CDI. The evaluation approach taken 

by Irvine was to help the CDI campuses develop their own capacity to evaluate their diversity 

initiatives through an organizational learning process. The Foundation believed that “helping the 

campuses to help themselves” would magnify the impact of grant funds directed toward the 

CDI’s goal of URM and low-income student success. The shift to this process from more 

traditional evaluation models—which often consist of campus self-reports on progress and, at 

times, external evaluators assessing impact in isolation from the people doing the work—proved 

to be an important factor influencing the whole CDI. 

The Evaluation Project developed as a collaborative effort between Claremont Graduate 

University (CGU) and the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). Early 

in the CDI, the two organizations established an Evaluation Resource Team (ERT) to fulfill the 

                                                 
1 In this report, the term “underrepresented minority” (URM) refers to African American, Latino/a, and American Indian/Alaska 
Native populations. When we include other minority groups in our discussion, we use the terms “people of color” and “students 
of color.”  
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goals of the Project. For the next several years, the ERT would provide technical assistance to 

the twenty-eight campuses in implementing and evaluating their diversity initiatives and also 

collect information on progress and on “lessons learned” in the process.  

This report, prepared by the ERT, describes the organizational learning processes and 

outcomes of the various diversity initiatives at the twenty-eight independent California colleges 

and universities that received CDI grants and highlights lessons learned about building capacity 

for diversity as well as for evaluating diversity efforts. The Impact Study from which this report 

is derived was organized around six key questions and a diversity framework that readers will 

see reflected in these pages. The six questions relate to progress, impact, and the learning that 

took place over the course of the CDI. Embedded within them is the framework, which consists 

of four dimensions: (1) Access and Success of URM and low-income students, (2) Campus 

Climate and Intergroup Relations, (3) Education and Scholarship, and (4) Institutional Viability 

and Vitality.2 This framework also served as a direct resource to the CDI campuses for 

organizing and evaluating their efforts. In particular, it was helpful in providing an orientation to 

diversity that was both inclusive and differentiated—it allowed campuses to focus on increasing 

access and success for URM and low-income students under the banner of the CDI, yet also 

engage other aspects of diversity that were salient in their particular contexts, such as gender, 

religion, sexual orientation, and national origin. 

Question One asks: What goals and strategies made up the Irvine-funded campus 

efforts? Here, analyses showed that the specific context in which each campus approached its 

diversity work was a crucial factor in the kinds and levels of success an institution experienced. 

Among the twenty-eight schools, there was broad variation in mission, size, selectivity, 

resources, and geographic location within California. Nonetheless, there was considerable 

overlap in the kinds of strategies used to enhance college access and success for URM and low-

income students, and these strategies spanned the four dimensions of the diversity framework. 

Specifically: 

• Twenty-two campuses used CDI funds to increase student access, and eighteen campuses 

used funds to increase student success.  

• Nineteen campuses allocated funds to support faculty development in curriculum, 

pedagogy, and research.  

                                                 
2 See Smith 1995.  
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• All twenty-eight schools engaged in some sort of institutional capacity building for 

diversity efforts, with twenty-two allocating funds to monitoring progress through 

enhanced institutional research (IR) functions or evaluation efforts, and sixteen allocating 

funds to help increase the racial/ethnic diversity of the faculty. Nearly one-half of the 

total grant awards supported institutional capacity-building efforts, of which faculty 

hiring totaled just over one-third.  

Question Two asks: What was the status of access and success of URM and low-income 

populations at the CDI campuses? With regard to access, at the most general level, there was 

increased presence of URM undergraduate students at the twenty-seven schools with 

undergraduate programs, although there was sizeable variation in the amount of change among 

the campuses. Analyses of low-income undergraduate student access yielded less positive 

findings, while URM graduate student enrollments increased but lagged behind the changes at 

the undergraduate level. Specifically: 

• There was a consistent increase in the racial/ethnic diversity of first-year students from 

2000 to 2004 for most schools, and first-year African American and Latino/a students 

grew by an average of 29% each across the twenty-seven schools over this period.  

• URM undergraduate students overall grew both in number and as a percentage of the 

average total population, although the latter shift was only 3%. Twenty campuses 

increased in both number and percentage of Latino/a students, eighteen campuses 

increased in both number and percentage of African American students, and five 

campuses increased in both number and percentage of American Indian/Alaska Native 

students. 

• Using Pell Grants as an indicator of low-income student access, across twenty-two 

schools for which there were data, Pell Grant recipients as a percentage of the total 

population decreased by an average of 3%. URM students receiving Pell Grants increased 

in presence by an average of 3% vis-à-vis all Pell Grant recipients, but decreased in 

presence by an average of 4% vis-à-vis all URM students.  

• There was some growth in the number of URM graduate students across the eight 

doctoral-granting institutions in the CDI, though it was less dramatic than the growth 

across the twelve Master’s-granting institutions that were also part of the CDI.  
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With regard to success, several indicators, including year-to-year persistence and 

graduation rates, were examined. Overall, the findings suggested that there was increased 

persistence for URM students and some real success in reducing gaps in persistence among 

URM students from the first to third years at many of the campuses. Specifically:  

• The Latino/a student persistence rate for each entering cohort under examination was the 

same as or better than the overall persistence rate at seventeen of the twenty-three 

campuses for which there were robust data. This was true for African American students 

at eight of the twenty-three campuses.  

• The periods of vulnerability for attrition differed among racial/ethnic groups, and African 

American and American Indian/Alaska Native students appeared to be most vulnerable to 

attrition, particularly on campuses where overall student persistence was low. 

• In general, the CDI campuses showed higher six-year graduation rates than other 

California colleges and universities. Even the CDI campuses with the lowest graduation 

rates for URM students had higher rates than California State University (CSU) 

campuses. Latino/a students graduated at equal or higher rates than most other students 

more often at the CDI schools than at CSU or University of California (UC) schools.  

In terms of lessons learned around access and success, it was clear that monitoring 

progress though the use of data and undertaking focused interventions as needed were key 

factors in reducing persistence gaps among groups of students. At the beginning of the CDI, a 

number of campuses with significant gaps had an overabundance of programs, but these 

programs were not always targeted to the groups or situations that were likely to close the gaps. 

The analyses also showed that having high expectations and support for URM and low-income 

students, as well as sustained, focused, and data-driven efforts directed at institutional-level 

goals, was necessary for significant change. Also of note, data on other important indicators of 

success, such as GPAs, presence in honors programs, persistence in science and mathematics 

fields, and success in gateway courses, were not readily available.  

Question Three asks: What is the status of institutional capacity for diversity with 

regard to campus climate and intergroup relations, education and scholarship, and institutional 

viability and vitality? Findings related to institutional capacity clustered into three areas: (1) 

leadership (the racial/ethnic diversity of administrators and boards of trustees as well as general 

leadership issues), (2) the racial/ethnic diversity of the faculty, and (3) centrality and alignment. 
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Overall, institutional capacity to strengthen and sustain diversity efforts and to monitor progress 

appeared to improve, although the time frame of the CDI was too short to be certain. Critical 

factors included establishing a framework for monitoring progress (including the development of 

key indicators of progress); developing leadership that would embrace and sustain the 

monitoring process; and aligning diversity efforts with the institution’s vision (rationale and 

motivation for action), mission (the focus of the institution’s work and a general reflection of its 

core values and beliefs), and culture (behaviors generally manifesting core values and beliefs).  

 With regard to campus climate and intergroup relations, indicators included perceptions 

of the institution in terms of commitment to and engagement with diversity, and the type and 

quality of interactions among groups. Analyses of quantitative and qualitative data suggest that 

the campuses framed what was meant by climate and its assessment very differently. Some 

developed specific campus surveys that engaged topical issues related to diversity, such as 

discrimination, inequities, and negative incidents. Others used generic surveys and disaggregated 

the results by race/ethnicity (and often by gender). The findings related to climate varied a great 

deal among the campuses. For many, there were notable differences in perceptions of climate 

among—and sometimes within—various racial/ethnic groups.  

In the dimension of education and scholarship, there was considerable variation in 

institutional approaches and results. Faculty regranting, which gave faculty members the 

opportunity to pursue academic and scholarly aspects of diversity in relation to their disciplinary 

interests, proved to be a vibrant and vital strategy, and many campuses plan to continue this 

practice to help sustain their diversity initiatives. Many of the campuses had not yet made 

competency in diversity vis-à-vis teaching a core hiring criterion, and so faculty development 

efforts were focused primarily on building competencies that not all faculty members possessed. 

Unfortunately, many of the campuses were not aware of the available diversity resources on 

faculty development and so ended up “reinventing the wheel.” Moreover, only a few campuses 

had begun to directly assess student learning generally and student learning in relation to 

diversity specifically. 

In the area of institutional viability and vitality, campus efforts focused on assessing the 

racial/ethnic diversity of faculty, administrators, and trustees; on the place of diversity in 

foundational documents; and on constituents’ perceptions of the institution. Not surprisingly, 
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analyses revealed that upper-level decision makers, as a group, lacked racial/ethnic diversity, and 

this contrasted sharply with the changing demographics of students and the population at-large.  

Virtually all of the CDI campuses identified URM faculty hiring as a strategic goal within 

their diversity efforts. Analyses of robust data from twenty-seven of the campuses indicated that 

between 2000 and 2004, the average percentage of URM core faculty (i.e., tenured and tenure 

track faculty) increased from 7% to 9%—up from 5% in 1993. Although the percentage of white 

faculty declined by 3% on average across the twenty-seven schools, the actual number of white 

faculty increased as a result of overall growth in the size of the faculty. Comparison analyses 

indicated that California public institutions had greater percentages of URM core faculty (11%) 

than the CDI campuses (9%), though the CDI campuses had a slightly higher percentage of 

African American core faculty than the CSU/UC schools.  

Because changes in faculty composition are largely dependent on new faculty hires, a 

central focus of both campus efforts and this report was the hiring patterns of new faculty.  

Campuses were hiring at a significant rate overall. On average across the twenty-seven campuses 

for which there were robust data, the number of new faculty hired between 2000 and 2004 was 

31% of the base number of total faculty in 2000. URM faculty constituted 12% of all new hires 

at the twenty-seven campuses between 2000 and 2004. Analyses of turnover indicate that 

approximately 58% of the new URM hires, on average were going to replace existing URM core 

faculty, so that nearly three out of five new URM hires, on average, simply replaced URM 

faculty who had left. 

Lessons learned in the area of campus climate included the potential for examining not 

only disaggregated climate survey data, but also disaggregated general survey (e.g., student 

satisfaction) data and qualitative data gleaned from focus groups and other means. With regard to 

education and scholarship, faculty regranting demonstrated institutional commitment to diversity 

in the area of faculty development and proved to be quite successful. Finally, with regard to 

institutional viability and vitality, lessons included the need to monitor retention and success of 

URM faculty as closely as levels of hiring, and the importance of using data to dispel myths 

around faculty hiring (e.g., “We aren’t hiring in great numbers”; “URM faculty won’t want to 

come here”).  

Question Four asks: What is the status of overall institutional change? To respond to 

this question, quantitative and qualitative data, including semi-annual reports from the campuses 
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to the Foundation and site visit reports developed by the ERT, were synthesized. In addition, the 

ERT developed two instruments to examine the degree to which diversity had become more 

deeply and broadly embedded in the institution: an institutionalization matrix  and an 

institutionalization rubric designed to capture changes in five areas: goals, resources, capacity, 

leadership, and centrality.3  

Little dramatic change might be expected in a three- to four-year period when using a 

holistic, institutional-level approach, but there was progress. Analyses revealed that most 

campuses did increase their capacity for diversity work—especially in the degree of centrality 

and leadership—even when the data indicators varied. A review of the campuses found 

considerable variation, and there were some common themes among more successful schools. 

For example, campuses that made the most progress had connected diversity to their mission and 

to core institutional processes. Moreover, the ERT observed that the campuses that actively 

utilized the evaluation process to guide their actions had the strongest motivation to achieve their 

CDI goals, for reasons of institutional survival and viability. 

For a campus to seriously engage in organizational learning, three elements needed to be 

in place: (1) a framework for monitoring progress; (2) a commitment to a process of generating, 

presenting, and using data for institutional change; and (3) a willingness to take corrective action. 

It was not always an easy task, and some campuses ended up with evaluation on one “track” and 

diversity work on another. Lessons learned included the importance of having the IR office be 

central to campus diversity work and specifically to efforts to monitor progress. It was also 

important for IR staff to move from being perceived as mere “data crunchers” to fully 

participating in conversations about diversity goals and helping to make meaning out of data.  

Question Five asks: What was the impact of the Foundation’s efforts on the work done 

by the campuses? The Foundation’s philosophy of working with grantees to build institutional 

capacity to sustain efforts and to monitor progress was critical to the successes that were found 

within the CDI. The Foundation’s four-step process, whereby campuses: (1) conducted 

institutional self-studies, (2) outlined strategies to meet CDI goals, (3) developed a plan for 

monitoring progress, and (4) provided interim reports to the campus community, served the 

institutions well when it was followed. The availability of grants, especially relatively large 

grants, made an appreciable difference in terms of the weight CDI efforts carried on campus. In 

                                                 
3 Both instruments, designed for the CDI Evaluation Project, are described in the appendix one. 
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most cases, the grants provided leverage and focus, and funding allowed institutions with limited 

resources to build capacity (e.g., additional staff and programs) that might not have been possible 

otherwise. Large grants also permitted the ERT and Foundation staff to ask schools to think 

intentionally and strategically about how they might link their diversity efforts to core 

institutional functions and to institutional-level change.  

Lessons learned included the importance of moving campuses from compliance (e.g., 

addressing reports to the Foundation and asking what the Foundation wanted) to organizational 

learning (e.g., addressing reports to campus constituents and using them to make mid-course 

corrections). Focusing on the question “How would you know if you are making progress?” was 

critical. Providing networking opportunities and technical support was essential. Finally, it was 

also important to help campuses use their CDI grants to build on prior grants and to consider 

issues of timing and the duration of their grant awards in the context of doing this work.  

Question Six asks: What were the overall lessons learned? Here, the ERT identified 

fourteen cross-campus themes related to an institution’s capacity to sustain diversity work 

beyond the life cycle of the grant. They were:  

• “Centrality and Integration”—emphasizes the critical act of linking diversity work to 

organizational mission and strategic planning efforts, and embedding diversity into the 

scholarly interests of faculty. 

• “Alignment” —refers to configuring diversity goals in accordance with the vision, 

mission, and organizational culture of the campus. 

• “Diversity as an Imperative”—shows how diversity, like technology, is an essential 

element for institutional viability at all levels. 

• “Explicit Framework and Process for Monitoring Progress”—addresses the institutional 

basis for identifying progress and recognizing areas in need of improvement. 

• “Leadership”—refers to the guidance needed at all levels and throughout the institution 

and to issues of decision making, continuity, and depth of learning. 

• “Inclusive and Differentiated Approach to Diversity”—suggests that any aspect of 

diversity needs to be understood and addressed within the particular social, historical, and 

political context of a campus. 
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• “Differential Impact of Diversity Work”—makes explicit and challenges the 

disproportionate responsibility for diversity that often falls to people of color on 

campuses. 

• “Debunking Myths”—refers to the need to interrupt the excuses and myths used to 

“explain away” failure or stagnation.  

• “Effective Educational Practices”—stresses the relationship between diversity and 

educational excellence and the practice of tapping each student’s background and 

experiences to enhance all students’ learning and success. 

• “Intra-institutional Collaboration”—refers to the importance of creating partnerships 

within an institution in order to create synergy, expand resources, and build institutional 

capacity. 

• “Sustaining Work over Time”—encourages campuses to draw on institutional and 

individual histories to learn from the past and sustain knowledge of past diversity efforts 

through personnel transitions. 

• “Progress Takes Time”—suggests that changes are not always immediately visible and 

that continued effort is essential for demonstrable results. 

• “Organizational Learning Does Not Come Naturally”—acknowledges that interrupting 

standard practices is not an easy task, but that with an intentional approach to change, 

new paths to decision making are possible. 

• “Attractiveness and Institutional Capacity”—reminds readers that the credibility an 

institution possesses within diverse communities derives from engaging diversity broadly 

and deeply. 

Ultimately, infusing diversity into an institution necessitates deep change—in how 

campuses function today and in how they will function in the future. Findings contained in this 

report attest to the importance of connecting diversity to fundamental matters of educational 

excellence and institutional vitality. Indeed, the CDI makes a compelling case that only when 

colleges and universities frame diversity in this way will their campuses, and all of their diverse 

constituents, truly thrive. 

 


