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Figure 7: Multiple nested identities breakdown by gender, sexuality, and construct code 

There was no common theme among non-heterosexual individuals. Women were more 

likely than men to discuss diversity, while men were more likely to discuss university structure. 

Diversity was a common topic, with one female heterosexual noting, “there needs to be more 

multicultural events that are seen and announced widely” (Diversity). Furthering diversity, a 

female who preferred not to disclose sexuality explained while she, “appreciates the initiative of 

the university trying to be diverse, but there could be more measures taken. I don’t feel like [it’s] 

very inclusive here” (diversity, race/ethnicity). Adding to this point, a heterosexual male 

commented that while he “personally enjoy[ed] [his] time here but can see why other people may 

dislike it. A lot of racist people live here” (discrimination). Another respondent in this subgroup 
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who commented on discrimination was an Asian and white heterosexual female, who remarked 

that she has, “been discriminated against for being a southern white Christian. The only tolerance 

is if you are not Christian and not white” (discrimination, diversity, religion, race/ethnicity). A 

female of multiple sexualities commented on the identities noted in the survey, saying, “race is 

irrelevant—sexual preference and identity is irrelevant. By irrelevant [she means] it shouldn’t 

matter to the university or the state or the government” (LGBT, race/ethnicity). 

NOT LISTED 

 There was only one individual who did not have a listed or provided race/ethnicity 

(appendix 1, table 8). Thus, this sample is very small, and is included for continuity and 

discussion reasons. The respondent was a gay male and discussed university structure. He notes, 

“advising is an area that needs some revamping, rehabilitation, or scrapping and beginning anew 

altogether” (university structure). However, no comments in this section pertain to the scope of 

the study. 

WHITE 

 This racial/ethnic group was the largest, and thus has the most diversity of identities 

within the group (appendix 1, table 8). Of the 278 respondents, 160 were female, 111 male, four 

preferred not to disclose, one was multiple genders, one was genderqueer, and one was a 

transgender male. Of the females, three were bisexual and lesbian, 140 were heterosexual, six 

were multiple sexualities, two were unlisted, four preferred not to disclose, and two were 

questioning. The one genderqueer participant was queer. Two males were another sexuality, four 

were bisexual, three were gay, 93 were heterosexual, one was multiple sexualities, four were 
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unlisted, one was queer, and two were questioning. There was one heterosexual transgender 

male, and one multiple gender multiple sexuality individual. Of those who prefer not to disclose 

gender, one was heterosexual, and three preferred not to disclose sexuality. 

Overall the most common codes were university structure (90), positive (60), academics 

(48), and community (35). The least mentioned codes were gender (5), speech (5), religion (4), 

and safety (3). There were 247 total codes listed, both as singular and part of multiples (appendix 

I, figure 11). Females were more likely to have codes for positive, diversity, student life, and 

disabilities than men. However, men were more likely to comment on the survey and LGBT. 

There were comparable mentions of communication, gender, and other. Those outside the 

cisgenders spoke of diversity, positive, and LGBT. Those who prefer not to disclose gender 

commented the most on positive, while also touching on communication, the survey, and gender. 

Non heterosexuals did not mention LGBT, diversity, or discrimination any more times than their 

straight counterparts. However, straight males were more likely to report discrimination (8) than 

any other group in this cohort.  

 Female bisexuals commented the most on academics (2), while discrimination was 

mentioned by one individual. She commented on the climate of the campus where she “ha[s]to 

pass by Greene Street preachers shouting about ‘homos belong in hell,’ ‘gay marriage is an 

abomination,’ etc. [she] realize[s] freedom of speech and religion are important, but what about 

the students simply trying to get an education being harassed by hate speech?” (discrimination, 

speech). Females of multiple sexualities spoke the most of university structure (3), academics 

(2), and positive (2). One female with questioning sexuality explored the effects of race and 

ethnicity on campus, and how as an, “Italian-American, and thus have a bit different of a 
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perspective on racial issues than my race classifies me as. I feel like there is no real community 

for my ethnic group and I feel like there is no representation for ethnic groups themselves; there 

is just a focus on race” (community, race, positive). Females who prefer not to disclose sexuality 

were likely to discuss university structure (3), and diversity and positive (2). The genderqueer 

queer individual commented on diversity. Specifically focusing on inclusion, this student noted 

that there are, “faculty and staff who try to keep people from living their authentic and honest 

truths” (diversity). 

Female heterosexuals had a wide range of codes. University structure (49) and positive 

(38) were the most common codes, while safety, race/ethnicity, and gender (2) were the least 

common.  There 23 instances of community in this subgroup. For example, one female 

commented, “it can be difficult to make friends with such a large environment” (community), 

and another felt, “as if USC needs to provide more availabilities to get involved as feel as if you 

are part of something” (community). Additionally, there were 16 mentions of diversity among 

this group. A nontraditional student noted the, “university does not embrace age diversity [...] I 

felt isolated and alone. [...] There are no groups that I am aware of for non-traditional students” 

(diversity, nontraditional), and the sentiment was echoed in another nontraditional student who 

noted as, “an older student and a mom and feel that it is difficult to fit in” (nontraditional, 

diversity).  One female commented on both diversity and discrimination stating that while she, 

“loved my experience here at Carolina [...] as a heterosexual white individual, it is hard for me to 

comment on the presence or absence of discrimination against other races or ethnicities or sexual 

orientations. I have not witnessed or experienced discrimination or prejudice, but I know people 

that have told me a different story” (discrimination, diversity). Another student notes the blatant 

sexism in certain courses and that, “sexism in faculty has been the most significant 
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disappointment since arriving at USC. [...]I will always be chosen second in the STEM fields 

after the smartest boy, even if he’s much dumber than me” (academics, discrimination). One 

particularly colorful individual noted her feelings towards the survey as a:  

gigantic crock of horse manure. I'm sick and tired of all of these 'Special Snowflakes' [...] 

Be your own Man. 'Diversity' is racist and code for Anti-White, and I'm sick of it. 

America used to be a Melting Pot where you changed YOUR ways to fit in, not the other 

way around. If you don't like America, GTFO. Go somewhere else where they will put up 

with your 'Feelings’. (Survey, diversity, political correctness) 

Bisexual and gay men had no repeated codes, but mentioned political correctness, speech, 

diversity, and LGBT. A bisexual male wrote about the overlap of censorship and art on campus 

and how he was, “concerned with the growing movement of political correctness [...] While 

being inclusive is important it should never come at the expense of someone's rights. As an artist 

censorship is far more insidious than form of hate” (speech, political correctness).  

Heterosexual males commented most on university structure (29), academics (19), and 

positive (12). One individual wrote about a multicultural experience where he, “now live[s] with 

an Arabic roommate at first [he] thought [he] would hate but [he] actually love[s] having him 

here” (positive, diversity). There was also substantial mention of race/ethnicity (10), LGBT (9), 

and discrimination and diversity (8). A somewhat common thread among comments in this group 

was discrimination towards straight white males. As one individual puts it, “as a White, 

Christian, male, straight person, in the current climate [he] feels like [he is] assaulted and blamed 

for everyone’s troubles[...] I want to get along with others, but I feel I’m judged before people 
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even know my name, or even know I exist” (discrimination, political correctness, race/ethnicity, 

LGBT). Another student comments on the climate towards white males and how, “Now days 

there is more prejudice against white people, especially white males, than prejudice held by us 

towards others, whether that be ethnicity, race, or gender. Don't let the University of South 

Carolina become a 'safe space' where education is no longer education” (community, 

discrimination, LGBT, race/ethnicity). However, others commented on the structural 

components of discrimination through the University of South Carolina, and that, “the University 

needs to be the first to respond to these issues. For example, the fact that we have a building on 

campus named after a segregationist senator, Strom Thurmond, is an embarrassment to [him]self 

and to the university and requires immediate change if we truly do want to fix some of the race 

based issues on campus” (discrimination, race, political views, LGBT). 

Males who were not heterosexual had a variety of codes, most common was community 

(2), and university structure (2). A male of not listed sexuality remarked how, “there is a lack of 

events or activities on campus […] there should be more of these to bring students together in a 

non-academic way” (community). The transgender male heterosexual commented on positive, 

while the multiple gender and sexuality individual commented on LGBT. Those who prefer not 

to disclose gender most often commented on positive (2), while there was mention of gender, 

and communication (1). One individual who preferred not to disclose gender or sexuality 

commented “it[‘s] only male and female” (gender). 

DISCUSSION 
There are several conclusions to take away from this study. To begin, the most common 

codes across all individuals were university structure, positive, academics, and community and 
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diversity. While academics and university structure may be outside the realm of the study, 

community, diversity, and positivity directly relate to stressors and identity. The large presence 

of positive codes across almost every racial and ethnic identity (except Asian) indicates the 

students who completed this survey are content with their University of South Carolina 

experience. This crosscuts race, gender, and sexuality, appearing in almost every nested identity 

at least once. In terms of community, the commonality suggests a sense of belonging is 

important to these students. Comments pertaining to community ranged from a strong sense, to a 

lack of, to everything in between. A lack of community was common among students who did 

not engage in campus sponsored events, either due to a discrepancy in demographics (such as 

being a nontraditional student), or a lack of communication about community events.  

The topic of diversity was split into positives and negatives among respondents. While 

this code was heavily noted by every race (except for Asian and non-listed), the meaning was 

heavily dependent on the individual’s identities. White heterosexuals were more likely to paint 

diversity in a negative light, commonly linking it with discrimination towards individuals of their 

own identities. Individuals from African American, Hispanic, and multiple races/ethnicities were 

more likely to discuss how campus is in need of increased diversity and acceptance by both the 

university and its students. However, there were a few outliers who had swapped views and 

identities from above. Regardless of the connotation, this study indicates diversity plays a major 

part on the lives of undergraduate students and their perceived university experience.  

Additionally, there was strong desire for the University to increase diversity and 

community involvement for all individuals. The idea to increase diversity through university 

sponsored was common amongst female heterosexuals of nonwhite races. The topic was 

mentioned several times, from African American heterosexual females and Hispanic 
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heterosexual females. They all noted that there is more the University can do to increase 

diversity, and awareness of diversity on campus. By including a mandatory course, all students 

will be exposed to new views and people, broadening their views and creating more well-

rounded students. Though mostly covered by females, a white heterosexual male explored how 

the university needs to move from the University’s racist past. By accepting the complicated 

history, the university can move forward and be more inclusive to all individuals by 

implementing new policies and executing name changes. Additionally, many white heterosexual 

students wanted more opportunities to interact with others on campus. Opportunities should be 

better advertised and marketed to the whole Carolina community, so everyone has a chance to 

belong.  

Finally, discrimination affected roughly 4% of the students who answered the survey. As 

seen above, African American heterosexual females, Gay multiple gender Hispanics, multiple 

race males and females, white female bisexuals, and white heterosexual males and females, have 

all witnessed or experienced at least one form of discrimination. Some respondents were victim 

to racial slurs, condemnation of sexuality, and blatant racism or sexism. Just one incident of 

discrimination is too many, and the fact there were at least 17 instances of discrimination is 

unacceptable. More needs to be done at every level to ensure individuals are not actively 

discriminated against. Discrimination is intimately linked to identity and affects those of non-

majority identities differently than those of majority identities. While white heterosexuals 

reported discrimination based on race and perceptions, they do not face the institutional and 

ingrained discrimination rooted in racism and homophobia in this country. However, a study by 

Sellers and Shelton (2003) explains how, “perceiving racial discrimination more frequently 

results in more negative psychological outcomes” (1089). Despite the legitimacy of the 
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discrimination claims, just the perception of discrimination leads to psychological distress in 

individuals. 

Individuals with minority identities will face more stressors and have lower satisfaction 

than students with majority identities, as previous literature in the field suggests (e.g., Bhujade, 

2017; Abes, 2012; Watson & Watson, 2016). Due to the current socio-political culture, it is 

important to address the stresses individuals of various identities face. It is known that stressors 

can affect all aspects of a student’s life, including satisfaction with the University. Topics like 

community, diversity, and discrimination are common among students, and steps should be taken 

to mitigate these issues. 

 
LIMITATIONS 

 Due to the retrospective nature of this study, there are several limitations. To begin, this 

retrospective study only allows analysis of recorded data. Thus, it is at the mercy of the questions 

asked, and their internal validity. Since the survey was not mandatory, nor was Question 171, the 

results were affected by self-selection. Thus, individuals were allowed to answer the question 

and survey on their own volition. As is with most optional data, individuals who answered most 

likely had strong opinions, whether positive or negative, thus excluding large portions of the 

population who had neutral responses. Another limitation is that not all undergraduate students 

completed the survey. While it was administered via email, some constraints may have been 

time, and access to technology. Additionally, many of the nested identities resulted in very small 

sample sizes. As such, it is difficult to get an unbiased idea of what is affecting these individuals.  

Finally, the interpretation of qualitative data leaves room for error. In group and outgroup bias 

were not formally analyzed when formulating the construct codes. The researcher and the thesis 

advisor are trained in cultural anthropology and as such are attuned to identifying self-bias 
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through reflexive means. Respondents may have also have been misclassified or the meaning of 

their responses may have been misunderstood, due to the relation of the individual to other 

groups. However, nested identities responses were examined in this research, giving more 

insights into the role of identities in relation to responses. The data was read and coded multiple 

times and reviewed by the thesis advisor. Still as with all survey and narrative research, biases 

must be considered when attempting to accurately interpret what an individual was meaning to 

say. The breadth of the comments indicates every attempt was made to let respondents speak in 

their true voice.  

FURTHER STUDIES 
 

Further studies should look into the stressors affecting certain individuals. Comparing the 

results of the Campus Climate surveys over the course of several years will show where constant 

faults and positives are, and if there is any improvement across the campus. Additionally, there 

were several responses outside the scope of this study, which should be examined. Many 

students identified faults with the university structure (specifically advising, and parking), and 

these deficits should be addressed. There were dozens of comments pertaining to parking, all 

echoing the sentiment of, “FIX THE PARKING SITUATION AT THIS SCHOOL”. While not 

directly related to student identities, lacking accessible parking is a source of stress which can be 

mitigated by the University improving the parking situation. Advising was another major area of 

complaint, the following quote sums up the student’s general consensus, “advising is my biggest 

complaint, horrible outside of the honors college in my experience and in the experiences of my 

close friends and peers”. Poor advising can cause a student to fall behind on degree progress, 

potentially costing thousands of extra dollars, and serving as major source of stress for an 
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individual. Several faculty members were called out by name, and administration should deal 

with the accusations and complaints. While not necessarily relating to identity, these topics are 

causing stress to individuals and should be evaluated.  

Eventually, the results can be used to instate guided programs to increase inclusivity, and 

decrease stressors on these at-risk individuals, which can be established at an individual, school, 

and workforce level. Change can only occur if the university acts, and it would be a shame to let 

this data sit unused. Several students indicated the need for formal diversity training or classes 

required in the curriculum. By implementing courses that specifically cover diversity, campus 

climate can improve for all students. Broadening student’s outlook is critical for success at the 

university and later in life. The findings of this study have very real effects on individuals’ lives, 

and it is the responsibility of the university to act upon the findings.  

CONCLUSION 

 By analyzing narrative data pertaining to campus climate, this thesis shows how various 

identities affect stressors and college satisfaction. Community and diversity are large constructs 

that are visible in almost all identities. Their effects on belonging and college satisfaction 

strongly influence the daily life of students, and their overall well-being. Non-majority students 

experienced harsh discrimination, while majority students perceived discrimination. However, 

positive constructs were numerous across all identities, and indicate while there is room for 

improvement, students are enjoying their time here and are able to thrive. It is important to 

realize the small sample size and representative nature of this study is not all inclusive and can 

only be used as a diagnostic tool to gain a better idea of identities and their effect on stressors. 

Moving forward it is important to compare these results with those of subsequent Campus 

Climate surveys to assess the progress the University is making, and any changes to the 
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experiences of individuals of different identities. It is hoped this data will allow the creation of 

programs and incentives to help non-majority students reduce stress and increase college 

satisfaction.  
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APPENDIX 1 
 

 Total  Percentage 
Single 
Code Percentage 

Multiple 
Codes Percentage 

Academics 60 9.30% 34 15.45% 26 8.28% 
Communication 12 1.86% 2 0.91% 10 3.18% 
Community 41 6.36% 14 6.36% 27 8.60% 
Disabilities 14 2.17% 2 0.91% 12 3.82% 
Discrimination 17 2.64% 4 1.82% 13 4.14% 
Diversity 42 6.51% 16 7.27% 26 8.28% 
Gender 5 0.78% 4 1.82% 1 0.32% 
LGBT+ 20 3.10% 2 0.91% 18 5.73% 
Multiple 111 17.21% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
Non-Traditional 23 3.57% 13 5.91% 10 3.18% 
Other 17 2.64% 9 4.09% 8 2.55% 
Political 
Correctness 9 1.40% 1 0.45% 8 2.55% 
Political Views 9 1.40% 2 0.91% 7 2.23% 
Positive 72 11.16% 24 10.91% 48 15.29% 
Race/Ethnicity 21 3.26% 1 0.45% 20 6.37% 
Religion 5 0.78% 2 0.91% 3 0.96% 
Safety 5 0.78% 2 0.91% 3 0.96% 
Speech 5 0.78% 1 0.45% 4 1.27% 
Student Life 14 2.17% 2 0.91% 12 3.82% 
Survey 26 4.03% 14 6.36% 12 3.82% 
University Structure 117 18.14% 71 32.27% 46 14.65% 
Total 645 100% 220 100% 314 100% 

Table 2: Construct codes and percentage of respondents 

 

Gender 
Respondents 
(n) Percentage 

Female 207 58.47% 
Genderqueer 1 0.28% 
Male 136 38.42% 
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Multiple 3 0.85% 
Transgender 
Male 2 0.56% 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 5 1.41% 
Total 354 100% 

Table 3: Respondent gender and percentage of total population 

Race Respondents (n) Percentage 
Asian 6 1.69% 
African American 30 8.47% 
Hispanic 17 4.80% 
Multiple 21 5.93% 
Not Listed 1 0.28% 
White 279 78.81% 
Total 354 100% 

Table 4: Respondent race/ethnicity and percentage of total population 

Sexuality 
Respondents 
(n) Percentage 

Bisexual 7 1.98% 
Gay 8 2.26% 
Heterosexual 297 83.90% 
Lesbian 4 1.13% 
Multiple 9 2.54% 
Not Listed 9 2.54% 
Other 4 1.13% 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 9 2.54% 
Queer  3 0.85% 
Questioning 4 1.13% 
Total 354 100% 

Table 5: Respondent sexuality and percentage of total population 
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Figure 9: Occurrence of single construct codes 

 

Figure 8: Overall occurrence of construct codes 
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Figure 10: Occurrence of multiple construct codes 
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Figure 11: White nested identities sunburst chart 
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Race Gender 
Respondents 
(n) Percentage 

Asian Female 4 1.13% 
Asian Male 2 0.56% 
African 
American Female 24 6.78% 
African 
American Male 7 1.98% 
Hispanic Female 9 2.54% 
Hispanic Male 7 1.98% 
Hispanic transgender (M) 1 0.28% 
Hispanic multiple 1 0.28% 
Multiple Female 11 3.11% 
Multiple Male 8 2.26% 

Multiple 
prefer Not to 
Disclose 1 0.28% 

not listed male 1 0.28% 
White Female 160 45.20% 
White Genderqueer 1 0.28% 
White Male 111 31.36% 
White transgender (M) 1 0.28% 
White Multiple 1 0.28% 

White 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 4 1.13% 

 Total 354 100% 
Table 6: Respondent nested identities race then gender 
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Race  Gender Sexuality 
Respondents 
(n) Percentage 

Asian Female Heterosexual 3 0.85% 
Asian Female Not Listed 1 0.28% 
Asian Male Heterosexual 2 0.56% 
African 
American Female Heterosexual 23 6.50% 
African 
American Female Not Listed 1 1.06% 
African 
American Male Gay 2 0.56% 
African 
American Male Heterosexual 5 1.41% 
Hispanic Female Heterosexual 8 2.26% 
Hispanic Female Lesbian 1 0.28% 
Hispanic Male Heterosexual 7 1.98% 
Hispanic transgender male other 1 0.28% 
Hispanic Multiple gay 1 0.28% 
Multiple Female Heterosexual 8 2.26% 
Multiple Female Lesbian 0 0.00% 
Multiple Female Multiple 1 0.28% 

Multiple Female 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 1 0.28% 

Multiple Female Queer 1 0.28% 
Multiple Male gay 1 0.28% 
Multiple Male Heterosexual 6 1.69% 
Multiple Male Other 1 0.28% 
Multiple Multiple Gay 0 0.00% 

Multiple 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 

Prefer Not to 
Disclose 1 0.28% 

Not Listed Male Gay 1 0.28% 
White  Female Bisexual 3 0.85% 
White  Female Heterosexual 140 39.55% 
White  Female Lesbian 3 0.85% 
White  Female Multiple 6 1.69% 



 
 

43 

Race  Gender Sexuality 
Respondents 

(n) Percentage 
White  Female Not Listed 2 0.56% 

White  Female 
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 4 1.13% 

White  Female Questioning 2 0.56% 
White  Genderqueer Queer 1 0.28% 
White  Male Other 2 0.56% 
White  Male Bisexual 4 1.13% 
White  Male Gay 3 0.85% 
White  Male Heterosexual 94 26.55% 
White  Male Multiple 1 0.28% 
White  Male Not Listed 4 1.13% 
White  Male Queer 1 0.28% 
White  Male Questioning 2 0.56% 
White  transgender (M) Heterosexual 1 0.28% 
White  Multiple Multiple 1 0.28% 
White  Multiple Other 0 0.00% 

White  
Prefer Not to 
Disclose Heterosexual 1 0.28% 

White  
Prefer Not to 
Disclose 

Prefer Not to 
Disclose 3 0.85% 

  Total 354 100.78% 
Table 7: Respondent nested identities race then gender then sexuality 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 
(n) 

Respondent
s for 
Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

Asian female 
heterosexua
l academics 1  0.28% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    academics 1 x 

    other 1 x 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  not listed multiple 1  0.28% 

    academics 1  

    
university 
structure 1  

 male 
heterosexua
l multiple 2  0.56% 

    academics 1 x 

    
university 
structure 2 x 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

African 
America
n female 

heterosexua
l academics 1  0.28% 

   discrimination 1  0.28% 

   diversity 5  1.41% 

   multiple 6  1.69% 

    academics 1 x 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

    positive 2 x 

    other 1 x 

    
university 
structure 3 x 

    community 2 x 

    survey 1 x 

    disabilities 1 x 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

   non traditional 1  0.28% 

   positive 2  0.56% 

   safety 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 6  1.69% 

      0.00% 

  not listed survey 1  0.28% 

 male gay academics 1  0.28% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    community 1 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

  
heterosexua
l multiple 1  0.28% 

    academics 1 x 

    
university 
structure 1 x 

   survey 2  0.56% 

   
university 
structure 2  0.56% 

Hispanic female 
heterosexua
l academics 1  0.28% 

   multiple 3  0.85% 

    positive 2 x 

    community 1 x 

    diversity 1 x 

    LGBT 1  
    race/ethnicity 1 x 

    disabilities 1 x 

   non traditional 1  0.28% 

   other 1  0.28% 

   positive 1  0.28% 

   race/ethnicity 1  0.28% 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

  lesbian multiple 1  0.28% 

    positive 1 x 

    safety 1 x 

 male 
heterosexua
l academics 1  0.28% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    academics 1 x 

    positive 1 x 

   positive 2  0.56% 

   
university 
structure 3  0.85% 

 multiple gay multiple 1  0.28% 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

    discrimination 1 x 

    community 1 x 

 
transgender 
male other multiple 1  0.28% 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

    disabilities 1 x 

    LGBT 1 x 

    
university 
structure 1 x 

Multiple female 
heterosexua
l community 1  0.28% 

   diversity 3  0.85% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    discrimination 1 x 

    diversity 1 x 

    religion 1 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

   positive 1  0.28% 



 
 

47 

Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

   survey 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  multiple multiple 1  0.28% 

    LGBT 1 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

  
prefer not to 
disclose multiple 1  0.28% 

    diversity 1  
    race/ethnicity 1 0.28% 

  queer 
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

 male gay survey 1  0.28% 

  
heterosexua
l academics 1  0.28% 

   discrimination 1  0.28% 

   multiple 2  x 

    positive 1 x 

    student life 1  

    
university 
structure 2 x 

   political views 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  other disabilities 1  0.28% 

 
prefer not 
to disclose 

prefer not to 
disclose academics 1  0.28% 

Not 
Listed male gay 

university 
structure 1  0.28% 

White female bisexual multiple 1  0.28% 

    discrimination 1 x 

    speech 1 x 

   survey 1  0.28% 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  
heterosexua
l academics 13  3.67% 

   
communicatio
n 1  0.28% 

   community 8  2.26% 

   disabilities 1  0.28% 

   gender 1  0.28% 

   diversity 4  1.13% 

   LGBT 0  0.00% 

   multiple 62  17.51% 

    academics 12 x 

    
communicatio
n 2 x 

    community 15 x 

    disabilities 6 x 

    discrimination 4 x 

    diversity 12 x 

    gender 1 x 

    LGBT 3 x 

    Non traditional 8 x 

    other 2 x 

    
political 
correctness 3 x 

    political views 3 x 

    positive 27 x 

    race/ethnicity 2 x 

    religion 2 x 

    safety 1 x 

    student life 8 x 

    survey 4 x 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 
(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

    
university 
structure 25 x 

   non traditional 5  1.41% 

   other 4  1.13% 

   positive 11  3.11% 

   religion 1  0.28% 

   safety 1  0.28% 

   student life 2  0.56% 

   survey 2  0.56% 

   
university 
structure 24  6.78% 

  lesbian multiple 3  0.85% 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

    diversity 3 x 

    LGBT 1 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

    positive 1 x 

  multiple multiple 2  0.56% 

    disabilities 1 x 

    LGBT 1 x 

    
university 
structure 1 x 

    academics 2 x 

    positive 1 x 

   other 1  0.28% 

   positive 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 2  0.56% 

  not listed academics 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

  
prefer not to 
disclose multiple 3  0.85% 

    
university 
structure 2 x 

    positive 2 x 

    diversity 2 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

    non traditional 1 x 

    community 1 x 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  questioning multiple 2  0.56% 

    community 1 x 

    race/ethnicity 1 x 

    positive 2 x 

    other 1 x 

 
genderquee
r queer diversity 1  0.28% 

 male bisexual community 1  0.28% 

   diversity 1  0.28% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    speech 1  

    
political 
correctness 1  

   non traditional 1  0.28% 

  gay multiple 1  0.28% 

    academics 1 X 

    LGBT 1 x 

   survey 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  
heterosexua
l academics 13  3.67% 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

   
communicatio
n 1  0.28% 

   community 3  0.85% 

   discrimination 2  0.56% 

   diversity 2  0.56% 

   gender 2  0.56% 

   LGBT 1  0.28% 

   multiple 33  9.32% 

    academics 6 x 

    
communicatio
n 2 x 

    community 4 x 

    disabilities 1 x 

    discrimination 6 x 

    diversity 6 x 

    LGBT 8 x 

    other 3 x 

    
political 
correctness 3 x 

    political views 4 x 

    positive 7 x 

    race/ethnicity 10 x 

    safety 1 x 

    speech 2 x 

    student life 3 x 

    survey 6 x 

    
university 
structure 9 X 

   non traditional 4  1.13% 

   other 2  0.56% 

   
political 
correctness 1  0.28% 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 

(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

   political views 1  0.28% 

   positive 5  1.41% 

   religion 1  0.28% 

   speech 1  0.39% 

   survey 2  0.56% 

   
university 
structure 20  5.65% 

  multiple multiple 1  0.28% 

    community 1 X 

    disabilities 1 X 

  not listed community 1  0.28% 

   non traditional 1  0.28% 

   survey 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  other multiple 1  0.28% 

    
political 
correctness 1 X 

    survey 1 X 

   other 1  0.28% 

  queer 
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

  questioning survey 1  0.28% 

   
university 
structure 1  0.28% 

 
transgender 
male 

heterosexua
l positive 1  0.28% 

 multiple multiple LGBT 1  0.28% 

 
prefer not 
to disclose 

heterosexua
l positive 1  0.28% 

  
prefer not to 
disclose gender 1  0.28% 

   multiple 1  0.28% 

    positive 1 x 
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Race  Gender Sexuality Code 
Respondents 
(n) 

Respondent
s for 

Multiple (n) 

Percentag
e of Total 

Population 

    
communicatio
n 1 x 

   survey 1  0.28% 

   Total 354 313 99.82% 
Table 8: Nested identities of race then gender then sexuality associated with narrative data codes 


