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Executive Summary
Introduction

History of the Project

Untversity of Missouri-Cohunbia affirms that diversity and inclusion are crucial to the
intellectual vatality of the campus community, and that they engender academic engagement
where teaching, working, learning, and living take place in pluralistic comununities of mutual
respect. Free exchange of different ideas and viewpoints in supportive environments encourage
students, faculty, and staff to develop the critical thinking and citizenship skills that will benefit
them throughout their lives.

University of Missouri-Columbia also 1s committed to fostering a caring community that
provides leadership for constructive participation in a diverse, multicultural world. As noted in
University of Missouri-Columbia’s mission statement, “Our distinct mission, as Missouri’s only
state-supported member of the Association of American Universities, 1s to provide all
Missourians the benefits of a world-class research university. We are stewards and builders of a
priceless state resource, a unique physical imfrastructure and scholarly environment in which our
tightly interlocked missions of teaching, research, rvic: and economic development work
together on behalf of all citizens. Students work side by side with some of the world’s best
faculty to advance the arts and humanities, the sciences and the professions. Scholarship and
teaching are daily driven by a commitment to public service — the obligation to produce and
disseminate knowledge that will improve the quality of life in the state, the nation and the

world.”!

To better understand the campus climate, the senior administration at University of
Missouri-Columbia recognized the need for a comprehensive tool that would provide campus
chimate metrics for the experiences and perceptions of its students, faculty, and staff. During the
fall 2016 semester, University of Missouri-Columbia conducted a comprehensive survey of all
students, faculty, and staff to develop a better understanding of the learning, living, and working

environment on campus.

! hitp://missouri.edu/about/mission. php
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In May 2016, members of University of Missourt-Columbia worked with the University of
Missouri System to form the Systemwide Climate Study Team (SCST). The SCST was
composed of faculty, staff, and administrators across the entire University of Missouri System.
Ultimately, the University of Missourt System contracted with Rankin & Associates Consulting
(R&A) to conduct a campus-wide study entitled “ University of Missouri — Columbia Climate
for Learning, Living, and Working.” Data gathered via reviews of relevant University of
Missouri-Columbia literature and a campus-wide survey addressing the experiences and
perceptions of various constituent groups will be presented to the University of Missouri-
Columbia community. The community, upon receiving the report, will then come together to

develop and complete two or t1 ee action items by spring 2018.

Project Design and Campus Involvement

The conceptual model used as the foundation for University of Missouri-Columbia’s assessment
of campus climate was developed by Smith et al. (1997} and modified by Rankin (2003). A
power and privilege perspective informs the model, one grounded in critical theory, which
establishes that power differentials, both earned and unearned, are central to all human
interactions (Brookfield, 2003). Unearned power and privilege are associated with membership
in dominant social groups {Johnson, 2005) and influence systems of differentiation that
reproduce unequal outcomes. University of Missouri-Columbia’s assessment was the result of a
comprehensive process to identify the strengths and challenges of campus climate, with a
specific focus on the distribution of power and privilege among differing social groups. This

report provides an overview of the results of the campus-wide survey.

In total, 9,952 people compieted the survey. In the end, the University of Missouri-Columbia’s
assessment was the result of a comprehensive process to identify the strengths and challenges of
the campus climate, with a specific focus on the distribution of power and privilege among

differing social groups at University of Missouri-Columbia.

11
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University of Missouri-Columbia Participants

University of Missouri-Columbia community members completed 9,952 surveys for an overall
response rate of 22%. Only surveys that were at least 50% completed were included in the final
data set for analyses?. Forty-nine percent {(n = 4,859) of the sample were Undergraduate
Students, 14% (n = 1,367) were Graduate/Professional Students, 1% {» = 59) were Post-Doctoral
Scholar/Fellow/Residents,? 10% (r = 995) were Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist
members,? 26% {n = 2,601) were Staff/Senior Administrators without Faculty Rank members,>
and 1% (»# = 71) were Senior Administrators with Faculty Rank. Table 1 provides a summary of
selected demographic characteristics of survey respondents. The percentages offered in Table 1

are based on the numbers of respondents in the sample (#) for each demographic characteristic.®

Table 1. University of Missouri-Columbia Sample Demographics

% of
Subgron i Sample

Undergraduate Student

Position status 4,859 48.8
Graduate Professiona Student 1.367 13.7
Post-Doctoral Scholar/Fellow/Resident 59 0.6
Faculty (Tenured) 326 33
Faculty (Tenure-Track) 117 1.2
Faculty (Non-Tenure-Track) 464 4.7
Emeritus faculty 45 0.5
Research scientist 13 0.4
Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank 7 0.7
Staf "%enin- Administrator without Faculty Rank 2.601 26.0

" hundred six surveys were removed because the respondents did not complete at least 50% of the survey.
Surveys were also removed from the data file if the respondent did not provide consent (7 = 0). Any additional
responses (7 = 1) were removed because they were judged to have been problematic (i.e., the respondent did not
complete the survey in good faith).

3 Graduate Student/Professional S udeu /Post-Doctoral/Fellow/Residents respondents are grouped as Graduate
Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral respondents for analyses (also referred to as Graduate/Professional
Student for brevity.

4Senior administrators with faculty rank members were given a distinct :slerur for analyses by position or are
excluded when noted.

*Senior administrators without faculty rank members are grouped with Staff for analyses.

SThe total # for each demographic characteristic may differ as a result of missing data.

11
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Table 1. University of Missouri-Columbia Sample Demographics

% of
mw oL SUDEI'OUE il Samele
Gender identity Worman 6,099 61.3

Man 3.629 36.5
80 0.8
Racial/ethnic identity  African/Black/African American 501 5.0
Alaska Native/American Indian/Native 23 0.2
Asian/Asian American 462 4.6
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican(@ 171 1.7
Middle Eastern/Southwest Asian 54 0.5
Multiracial 582 5.8
Other People of Color 10 0.1
White/European American 7.851 78.9
Sexual identity Heterosexual 8,698 87.4
Nessa) B8 §.9
Citizenship status U.8. Citizen 8,988 90.3
Non-U.S. Citizen 890 8.9
Mo Caliosi, 75 0%
Disability status Single Disability 767 7.8
No Disability 8.770 88 8
Multiple Disabilities 336 34

Religious/sp ritua
identity Christian Religious/Spiritual Identity 5,868 60.2
Other Religious/Spiritual Identity 538 5.5
No Religious/Spiritual Identity 2.984 30.6
wrilual Identity 360 3.7

Note: The total 7 for each Jemopraphi- characteristic may differ as a resnlt of missing data.

v
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Key Findings — Areas of Strength

1. High levels of comfort with the climate at University of Missouri-Columbia
Climate is defined as the “current attitudes, behaviors, and standards of employees and
students concerning the access for, inclusion of, and level of respect for individual and
group needs, abilities, and potential.”” The survey asked about level of comfort at three
different levels: all respondents’ perceptions of the University of Missouri-Columbia
chimate, employee respondents’ perceptions of primary work area climate, and student
and faculty respondents’ perceptions of classroom climate. 'I'he level of comfort
experienced by faculty, staff, and students is one indicator of campus climate.

e 84% of Student and Faculty® respondents were “very comfortable” or
“comfortable” with the climate in their classes.

o 83% of Men Faculty and Student respondents, 84% of Women Faculty
and Student respondents, and 72% of Transspectrum Faculty and Student
respondents were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with the climate in
their classes.

e 77% of Employee® respondens were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with
the climate in their primary work areas.

o 77% of Men Employee respondents, 78% of Women Employee
respondents, and 67% of Transspectrum Employee respondents were
“very comfortable” or “comfortabie” with the climate in their primary

work areas.

'Rankin & Reason, 2008, p. 264

#Student and Faculty respondents refer to Undergraduate Student respondents. Graduate Student Professional
Student/Post-Doctoral respondents. and Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents. Senior
Administrators with Faculty Rank respondents.

“Emplovee respondents refer to Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist and Staff/Senior Administrators with or
without Faculty Rank.
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2. Faculty Respondents'® — Positive attitudes about faculty work
e 91% of Non-Tenure-Track respondents felt that research was valued by
University of Miszouri-Cohimbiz.
e 82% of Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty respondents felt that research was

valued by University of Missouri-Columbia.

3. Staff Respondents'! — Positive attitudes about staff work

e 8G6% of Staff respondents thought their supervisors provided adequate support for
them to manage work-life balance.

e 84% of Staff respondents thought that they had :zolleagnes/cowarker who gave
them job/career advice or guidance when they needed it and 76% thought that
they had supervisors and who gave them job/career advice or guidance when they
needed it.

e 835% of Staff respondents believed that they were given a reasonable time frame
to complete assigned responsibilities.

e 84% of Staff respondents believed that they had adequate resources to perform
their job duties.

4. Student!? Respondents — Positive attitudes about academic experiences
The way students perceive and experience their campus climate influences their
performance and success in college.!® Research also supports the pedagogical value of a
diverse student body and faculty for improving learning outcomes. '* Attitudes toward

academic pursuits are one indicator of campus climate.

10 Faculty respondents refer to Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents and Senior Administrators
with Faculty Rank respondents.

! Staff respondents refer to StafffSenior Administrators without Faculty Rank respondents.

2 Student respondents refer to Undergraduate Student respondents and Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-
Doctoral respondents.

Bpascarella & Terenzini. 2005

¥Hale, 2004; Harper & Hurtado, 2007 Harper & Quave. 2004

V1
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Undergraduate, Graduate, and Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents
o 73% of Undergraduate, Graduate, and Professional Student/Post-Doctoral
Scholar respondents felt valued by University of Missouri-Columbia
faculty while 71% felt valued by campus staff.
o 77% of Undergraduate, Graduate, and Professional Student/Post-Doctoral
Scholar respondents felt valued by faculty in the classroom.
o 70% of Undergraduate, Graduate, and Professional Student/Post-Doctoral
Scholar respondents had faculty whom they perceived as role models and

70% had other students whom they perceived as role models.

Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents

o 95% of Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents thought that department staff members (other than advisors)
responded to emails, calls, or voicemails in a prompt manner.

o 92% of Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents felt that they received due credit for thewr research, writing,
and publishing (e.g., authorship order in published articies).

o 88% of Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents felt they had adequate access to their advisors.

it 80% of Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents were satisfied with the quality of advising they have received

from therr departments.

Vil
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Key Findings — Opportunities for Improvement
1. Members of several constituent groups indicated that they experienced
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct.

Several empirical studies reinforce the importance of the perception of non-

discriminatory environments for positive learning and developmental outcomes. 1

Research also underscores the relationship between workplace discrimination and

subsequent productivity.!® The survey requested information on experiences of

exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct.
e 19% ofrespondents indicated that they personally had experienced exclusionary.
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct.!’

o 26% noted that the conduct was based on their gender/gender wdentity,
23% felt that it was based on thewr ethmicity, 21% felt that it was based on
their position status, and 20% felt that it was based on their racial identity

¢ Differences emerged based on gender/gender identity, position status, and
ethnicity:

o By gender identity, a higher percentage of Transspectrum respondents
(36%) and Women respondents (20%) than Men respondents {16%)
indicated that they had experienced exclusionary. intimidating, offensive,
and/or hostile conduct.

»  61% of Transspectrum respondents, 32% of Women respondents,
and 12% of Men respondents who indicated that they had
experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive. and/or hostile
conduct indicated that the conduct was based on their gender
identity.

o By position status!®, 29% of Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank

respondents, 24% of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist

5Aguirre & Messineo, 1997: Flowers & Pascarella. 1999: Pascarella & Terenzini. 2005: Whitt, Edison. Pascarella.
Terenzini. & Nora, 2001

8gjlverschanz. Cortina, Konik. & Magley. 2008; Waldo, 1999

The literature on microaggressions is clear that this type of conduct has a negative influence on people who
experience the conduct, even if they feel at the time that it had o impact (Sue, 2010; Yosso, Smith, Ceja, &
Solorzano, 2009).

¥se of the word position, refers to position at the University of Missouri - Columbia

Vil
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respondents, 23% of Staff respondents, 20% of Graduate/Professional

Student/Post-Doctoral respondents. and 16% of Undergraduate Student

respondents indicated that they had experienced this conduct.

Of those respondents who noted that they had experienced this
conduct, 40% of Staff/respondents, 25% of Sentor Administrator
with Facuity Rank respondents, 23% of Faculty/Emeritus
Faculty/Research Scientist respondents, 23% of
Graduate/Professional Student/Postdoctoral respondents, and 4%
of Undergraduate Student respondents thought that the conduct

was based on their position status.

o By ethnicity, significant differences were noted in the percentages of
African/Black/African American (39%, » = 196), Asian/Asian American
(21%, n = 96), Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ (25%, n = 43), Multwracial’®
Respondents (27%, » = 156), Other Respondents of Color {24%, n = 21),
and White respondents (16%, #» = 1,276) who believed that they had

experienced this conduct.

Of those respondents who noted that they believed that they had
experienced this conduct, larger percentages of
African/Black/African American respondents (55%, n=108),
Aslan/Asian American respondents (68%, n = 65),
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ respondents (61%, » = 26), Other
Respondents of Color (43%, » = 9), and Multiracial respondents
(39%, n = 60) than White respondents {12%, » = 149) thought that

the conduct was based on their ethnicity/race.

Respondents were offered the opportunity to elaborate on their experiences of exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct at University of Missouri-Columbia. Eight
hundred thirty-two respondents contributed comments regarding these personal experiences.

Four themes emerged from their narratives: 1) racial 1ssues/racism/reverse racism/protests, 2}

“#Par (e L CST (see footnote 45 for a complete understanding of the acronym LCST), respondents who identified as
a person of color and white or more than one racial identity were ecodei as Multiracial.

IX
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mclusion concerns for women and LGBTQ people, 3) unhealthy and hostile dynamics, and 4)
fear of consequences/retaliation. Many respondents reported disrespect and exclusion with issues
related to harassment or exclusionary conduct. Several respondents from all constituent groups
noted concerns regarding incidents of diversity and inclusion. For Student respondents, student
conduct emerged as a theme. Student respondents described issues related to harassment or

exclusionary conduct, where there are derogatory remarks, and slander, and sexual harassment.

2. Several constituent groups indicated that they were less comfortable with the overall
campus climate, workplace climate, and classroom climate.
Prior research on campus climate has focused on the experiences of faculty, staff. and
students associated with historically inderserver social/community/affinity groups (e.g.,
women, People of Color, people with disabilities, first-generation students. veterans).?
Several groups at Umiversity of Missowri-Columbia indicated that they were less
comfortable than were their majority counterparts with the climates of the campus,

workplace, and classroom.

Campus Climate

+ By position status: Graduate/Professional/Post-Doctoral Student respondents (19%),
Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents (15%) and Staff respondents
(15%) were less “very comfortable” than Undergraduate smden respondents (20%)
and Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank respondents (21%) with the overall
climate at University-Missouri-Columbia.

» By racial identity: African/Black/African American (10%), Asian/Asian American
(12%), and Multiracial respondents {13%) were less “very comfortable” than White
respondents (19%), Other Respondents of Color {18%), and
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ (17%) with the overall climate at University-Missouri-

Columbia.

®Harper & Hurtado. 2007: Hart & Fellabaum. 2008: Norris. 1992: Rankin, 2003: Rankin & Reason, 2003;
Worthington, Navarro, Loewy. & Hart, 2008
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By sexual identity: LGBQ respondents (11%) were less “very comfortable” than
Heterosexual respondents (19%) with the overall climate at University-Missouri-

Columbia.

Workplace Climate

By gender identity: Women Employee respondents (37%) and Transspectrum
Employee respondents (25%) were less “very comfortable” than Men Employee
respondents {51%) with the workplace climate at UM-Columbia.

By racial identity: White Employee repsondent (40%), Other Employee Respondents
of Color {(32%), and Multiracial Employee respondents (33%) were more “very
comfortable” than African/Black/African American Employee respondents (23%),
Asian/Asian American Employee respondents (29%), and Hispanic/Latin@)/Chican@
Employee respondents (26%) with the climate in their primary work areas at
University-Missouri-Co 1n bia.

By citizenship status: Employee respondents who were U.S. Citizens (39%) were
more “very comfortable” than Employee respondents who were Non-U.S. Citizens

(29%}) with the workplace climate at University-Misso iir -Colu 1ibis.

Classroom Climate

By gender identity: Women Faculty and Student respondents (31%) and
Transspectrum Faculty and Student respondents (28%) were less “very comfortable”
than Men Faculty and Student respondents (42%) with the climate in their classes at
University-Missouri-Co 1.mbia.

By racial identity: White Faculty and Students respondents (39%) were more “very
comfortable” than Multiracial Faculty and Student respondents (26%),
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ Faculty and Student respondents (25%), and Other
Faculty and Student Respondents of Color (22%). However, these groups were more
likely to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were
African/Black/African American Faculty and Student respondents {13%) and
Asian/Asian American Faculty and Student respondents (19%).

X1
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» By sexual identity: LGBQ respondents (25%) were less “very comfortable” than
Heterosexual respondents (36%) with the climate in their classes at University-
Missowi-Colimbia.

» By undergraduate student entry status: Transfer Student respondents (49%) were less
“comfortable” than First-Year Student respondents {52%) with the climate in their

classes at University-Misso i1 -Columbia.

3. Employee’! Respondents — Challenges with work-life issues

* 60% of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents, 52% of Senior
Administrators with Faculty Rank, and 52% of Staff respondents had seriously
considered leaving University of Missouri-Columbia in the past year.

o 58% ofthose Faculty and Staff respondents who seriously considered
leaving did so because of financial reasons.

o 48% of those Faculty and Staff respondents who seriously considered
leaving indicated that they did so because of limited opportunities for
advancement.

* 27% observed unfair or unjust promotion, tenure, and/or reclassification, 20% of
Faculty and Staff respondents observed unjust hiring | and 14% observed
unfair/unjust disciplinary actions.

* 50% of Faculty respondents and 39% of Staff respondents noted that they believed
that people who have children or elder care were burdened with balancing work and
family responsibilities (e.g., evening and evenings programming, workload brought
home, University of Missouri-Columbia breaks not scheduled with school district
breaks).

* 55% of Staff respondents felt that a hierarchy existed within staff positions that

allowed some voices to be valued more than others.

21 Employee respondents refer to Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist and Staff Sentor Administrators with
or without Faculty Rank.

X1
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4. Faculty’? Respondents — Challenges with faculty work

*  54% of Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty respondents believed that they performed
more work to help students than did their colleagues.

» 46% of Non-Tenure-Track Faculty respondents feit pressured to do extra work that
was uncompensated.

»  45% of Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty respondents noted that they believed that
they were burdened by service responsibilities {e.g., committee memberships,
departmental/program work assignments) beyond those of thewr colleagues with
similar performance expectations.

* 31% of Faculty respondents felt valued by University of Missouri-Columbia sentor
administrators.

* 29% of Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty respondents believed that they were

pressured to change their research/scholarship agenda to achieve tenure/promotion.

Six hundred twenty-eight Staff respondents contributed comments regarding their employment-
related experiences. The themes that emerged from these comments were overwhelming
workload, dissatisfaction with salary & benefits, and lack of professional development support.
Narratives made mention of inequity concerns regarding pay, more work and job responsibilities
without compensation or reclassification, and lack of a link between evaluation scores and pay

raises. Child care support was said to be wholly lacking or unfairly expensive.

Faculty respondents were provided the opportunity to elaborate on their experiences regarding
workplace climate. One hundred forty-one Faculty respondents elaborated on their survey
responses related to their sense of value at University of Missouri-Columbia. The themes that
emerged from their comments were input concerns and leadership. Faculty respondents noted
incluston concerns for women, people with disabilities, and other minorities. Reflections on
leadership pointed to a general sense of disconnect and disapproval with current leaders.
Respondents were discouraged by the current leadership practices which were noted as lacking

vision and commitment to truly change the culture at University of Missouri-Columbia.

2Faculty respondents refer to Senior Administrators with Faculty Rank and Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist respondents.

X
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Additional Key Findings — Student Respondents Perceived Academic Success

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the scale Perceived Academic Success, derived
from Question 15 on the survey. Analyses using this scale revealed:

» A significant difference existed in the overall test for means for Undergraduate and
Graduate students®? by racial identity, gender identity, sexual identity, disability
status, income status, and first-generation status on Perceived Academic Success.

o Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents

» Transspectrum Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents have lower Perceived Academic Success than Woman and
Man Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents.

» Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents with
a single disability and those with multiple disabilities have lower
Perceived Academic Success than Graduate/Professional Student/Post-
Doctoral Scholar respondents who have no disability.

» Low-Income Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents have lower Perceived Academic Success than Not-Low-
Income Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar
respondents.

o Undergraduate Student respondents

»  Men Undergraduate Student respondents have lower Perceived
Academic Success than Women Undergraduate Student respondents.

»  African/Black/African American Undergraduate respondents have
lower Perceived Academic Success than White/European,
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@, and Multiracial Undergraduate Student
respondents.

» LGBQ Undergraduate Student respondents have lower Perceived
Acadenic Success than Heterosexual Undergraduate Student

respondents.

23 Student respondents refer to Undergraduate Student respondents and Graduate itudear /Professional Student/Post-
Doctoral respondents.

X1
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» Low-Income Undergraduate Student respondents have lower
Perceived Academic Success than Not-Low-Income Undergraduate

Student respondents.

Conclusion

University of Missouri-Columbia climate findings** were consistent with those found in higher
education institutions across the country, based on the work of R&A Consulting. > For example,
70% to 80% of respondents in similar reports found the campus climate to be “comfortable” or
“very comfortable.” A lower percentage {66%) of University of Missouri-Columbia respondents
reported that they were “comfortable” or “very comfortable” with the overall climate at
University of Missouri-Columbia. Likewise, 20% to 25% of respondents in similar reports
indicated that they personally had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or
hostile conduct. At University of Missouri-Columbia, a lower percentage of respondents (19%)
indicated that they personally had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or
hostile conduct. The results also paralleled the findings of other chimate studies of specific

constituent groups offered in the literature ¢

University of Missouri-Columbia’s climate assessment report provides baseline data on diversity
and mclusion, and addresses University of Missouri-Cohunbia’s mission and goals. While the
findings may guide decision-making regarding policies and practices at University of Missouri-
Columbia, 1t 1s important to note that the cultural fabric of any university and unique aspects of
each campus’s environment must be taken mto consideration when deliberating additional action
items based on these findings. The climate assessment findings provide the University of
Missouri-Columbia community with an opportunity to build upon its strengths and to develop a
deeper awareness of the challenges ahead. University of Missouri-Columbia, with support from

senior administrators and collaborative leadership, is in a prime position to actualize its

2 Additional findings disaggregated by position status and other selected demographic characteristics are provided in
the full report.

»Rankin & Assaciates Consulting 2015

2Guiftrida. Gouveia, Wall, & Seward. 2008: Harper & Hurtado. 2007: Harper & Quaye, 2004; Hurtado & Ponjuan.
2005; Rankin & Reason, 2005; Sears, 2002; Settles, Cortina, Malley, & Stewart, 2006; Silverschanz et al., 2008;
Yosso et al., 2009
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commitment to promote an inclusive campus and to mstitute organizational structures that

respond to the needs of its dynamic campus community.
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Introduction

History of the Project

University of Missouri-Columbia affirms that diversity and inclusion are cructal to the mtellectual
vitality of the campus community, and that they engender academic engagement where teaching.
working. learning, and living take place in pluralistic communities of mutual respect. Free exchange
of different ideas and viewpoints in supportive environments encourage students, faculty, and staff

to develop the critical thinking and citizenship skills that will benefit them throughout themr lives.

University of Missouri-Columbia also 1s committed to fostering a caring community that provides
leadership for constructive participation in a diverse, multicultural world. As noted m University of
Missouri-Columbia’s mission statement, “Our distinct mission. as Missouri’s only state-supported
member of the Association of American Universities, 1s to provide all Missourians the benefits of a
world-class research university. We are stewards and builders of a priceless state resource, a unique
physical infrastructure and scholarly environment in which our tightly interlocked missions of
teaching, research, iervici and economic development work together on behalf of all citizens.
Students work side by side with some of the world’s best faculty to advance the arts and
humanities, the sciences and the professions. Scholarship and teaching are daily driven by a
commitment to pubhc scrvicn — the obligation to produce and disseminate knowledge that will
improve the quality of life in the state, the nation and the world.”?” To better understand the campus
climate, the senior administration at University of Missouri-Columbia recognized the need for a
comprehensive tool that would provide campus climate metrics for the experiences and perceptions
of its students, faculty, and staff. Darn g the fall 2016 semester, University of Missouri-Columbia
conducted a comprehensive survey of all students, faculty, and staff to develop a better

understanding of the learning, living. and working environment on campus.

In May 2016, members of University of Missouri-Columbia worked with the University of
Missouri System to form the Systemwide Climate Study Team (SCST). The SCST was composed
of faculty, staff, and administrators across the entire University of Missourt System. Ultimately, the

University of Missouri System contracted with Rankin & Associates Consuiting (R&A) to conduct

7 hitp://missouri.edu/about/mission. php
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a campus-wide study entitled “ Untversity of Missouri — Columbia Chmate for Learning, Living,
and Working.”” Data gathered via reviews of relevant University of Missouri-Columbia literature
and a campus-wide survey addressing the experiences and perceptions of various constituent groups
will be presented to the University of Missouri-Columbia community. The community, upon
receiving the repor, will then come together to develop and complete two or three action items by

spring 2018.
Project Design and Campus Involvement

The conceptual model used as the foundation for University of Missouri-Cohimbia’s assessment of
campus climate was developed by Smith et al. (1997) and modified by Rankin (2003). A power and
privilege perspective informs the model, one grounded in critical theory, which establishes that
power differentials, both earned and unearned, are central to all human interactions (Brookfield,
2005). Unearned power and privilege are associated with membership in dominant social groups
(Johnson, 2005} and influence systems of differentiation that reproduce unequal outcomes.
University of Missouri-Columbia’s assessment was the result of a comprehensive process to
identify the strengths and challenges of campus climate, with a specific focus on the distribution of
power and privilege among differing social groups. This wpor provides an overview of the results

of the campus-wide survey.

In total, 9,952 people compieted the survey. In the end, the University of Missouri-Columbia’s
assessment was the result of a comprehensive process to identify the strengths and challenges of
campus climate, with a specific focus on the distribution of power and privilege among differing

social groups at University of Missouri-Co mmbir.
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Contextual Framework and Summary of Related Literature

More than two decades ago, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and t 1
American Council on Education (ACE) suggested that in order to build a vital commmunity of
learning, a college or university must provide a climate where:
Intellectual life is central and where faculty and students work together to strengthen
teaching and learning, where freedom of expression 1s uncompromisingly protected and
where civility 1s powerfully affirmed. where the dignity of all mdividuals 1s affirmed and
where equality of opportunity 1s vigorously pursued, and where the well-being of each

member is sensitively supported (Boyer, 1990).

Not long afterward, the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC &U) (1995)
challenged higher education institutions “to affirm and enact a commitment to equality, fairness,
and mchusion” {p. xvi). AAC&U proposed that colleges and universities commit to “the task of
creating...inclisive educational environments in which all participants are equally welcome,
equally valued, and equally heard” (p. xxi). The report suggested that, to provide a foundation for a
vital community of learning, a primary duty of the academy is to create a climate grounded in the

principles of diversity, equity, and an ethic of justice for all individuals.

Hurtado {1992) and Harper & Hurtado (2007) focused on the history, compositional diversity,
organizational structure, psychological climate, and behavioral dimensions of campus communities
when considering climate. Building upon Harper’s and Hurtado’s work, Rankin and Reason (2008)
defined climate as:
The current attitudes, behaviors, standards, and practices of employees and students of an
institution. Because in o1 work we are particularly concerned about the climate for
individuals from traditionally iderrepresenied, marginalized, and underserve: groups we
focus particularly on those attitudes, behaviors, and standards/practices that concern the
access for, inclusion of. and level of respect for individual and group needs, abilities, and
potential. Note that this definition includes the needs, abilities, and potential of all groups,
not just those who have been traditionally excluded or .mlerscrvis by o institutions (p.

264).
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Institutional Climate Within Campus Structures

While many colleges and universities express that they are diverse, welcoming, and inclusive places
for all people, the literature on the experiences of individuals from marginalized communities in the
academy proposes that not all communities have felt welcomed and included on campus. For
example, racial climate scholars suggest that the academy is deeply rooted in white supremacy and
that higher education’s history informs current practices (Patton, 2016). Patton (2016) challenged
higher education institutions to consider the ways in which their legacy of oppression, beyond race,

matters now and currently affects people from marginalized groups.

Milem, Chang, and Antonio (2005) proposed that, “Diversity must be carried out in intentional
ways in order to accrue the educational benefits for students and the institution. Diversity is a
process towards better learning rather than an outcome” (p. 1v). Milem et al. further suggested that
for “diversity initiatives to be successful they must engage the entire campus community” (p. v). In
an exhaustive review of the literature on diversity in higher education, Smith (2009) offered that
diversity, like technology, was central to mstitutional effectiveness, excellence, and viability. Smith
also maintained that building a deep capacity for diversity requires the commitment of sentor
leadership and support of all members of the academic community. Ingle (2005) recommended that
“good intentions be matched with thoughtful planning and deliberate follow-through” for diversity

initiatives to be successtul (p. 13).

Campus Climate and Student, Faculty, and Staff Success

Campus climate influences students’ academic success and employees’ professional success, in
addition to the social well-being of both groups. The literature also suggested that various identity
groups may perceive the campus climate differently and that their perceptions may adversely affect
working and learning outcomes (Chang, 2003; D’ Augelli & Hershberger, 1993: Navarro,
Worthington, Hart, & Khairallah, 2009; Nelson-Lawrd & Niskode-Dossett, 2010; Rankin & Reason,
2005; Tynes, Rose, & Markoe, 2013; Worthington, Navarro, Lowey & Hart, 2008).

Several scholars found that when students of color perceive therr campus environment as hostile,

outcomes such as persistence and academic performance are negatively affected ( Guiffrida,
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Gouveia, Wall, & Seward, 2008; Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005; Johnson, Soldner, Leonard, Alvarez,
Inkelas, Rowan, & Longerbeam, 2007; Solorzano, Ceja, & Yosso, 2000, Strayhorn, 2013; Yosso,
Smith, Ceja & Solorzano, 2009). Several other empirical studies reinforced the importance of the
perception of non-discriminatory environments to positive student learning and developmental
outcomes {Aguure & Messineo, 1997; Flowers & Pascarella. 1999; Gurin. Dey, Hurtado, & Gurin,
2002; Pascarella & Terenzini. 2005; Whitt et al., 2001). Finally, research has supported the value of
a diverse student body and faculty on enhancing student learning outcomes and interpersonal and
psychosocial gains (Chang, Denson, Saenz, & Misa, 2006; Hale. 2004; Harper & Hurtado, 2007,
Harper & Quaye, 2004;, Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005; Pike & Kuh, 2006, Saenz, Ngai, & Hurtado,
2007).

The personal and professional development of faculty, administrators, and staff also are influenced
by the complex nature of the campus climate. Owing to racial discrimination within the campus
environment, faculty of color often report moderate to low job satisfaction (Turner, Myers, &
Creswell, 1999), high levels of stress related to their job (Smith & Witt, 1993), feelings of 1solation
(Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998; Turner et al., 1999). and negative bias in the promotion and tenure
process (Patton & Catching, 2009; Villalpando & Delgado Bernal, 2002). For women faculty,
experiences with gender discrimination in the college environment influence their decisions to leave
their institutions (Gardner, 2013: Settles, Cortina. Malley, & Stewart, 2006). Lesbian, gay, bisexual,
and transgender (LGBT) faculty felt that their institutional climate forced them to hide their
marginalized identities if they wanted to avoid alienation and scrutiny from colleagues (Bilimoria &
Stewart, 2009). Therefore, 1t may come as no surprise that LGBTQ faculty members who judged
their campus climate more positively felt greater personal and professional support (Sears, 2002).
The literature that underscores the relationships between workplace encounters with prejudice and
lower health and well-being (i.e., anxiety, depression, and lower levels of hife satisfaction and
physical health} and greater occupation dysfunction (i.e., organizational withdrawal; lower
satisfaction with work, coworkers, and supervisors), further substantiates the influence of campus

chimate on employee satisfaction and subsequent productivity (Silverschanz et al., 2008).

In assessing campus climate and its influence on specific populations, it is important to understand

the complexities of identity and to avoid treating 1dentities in isolation. Limited views of identity
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may prevent mstitutions from acknowledging the complexity of therr faculty, staff, administration,
and students. Maramba & Museus (2011) agreed that an “overemphasis on a singular dimension of
students’ [and other campus constituents’] identities can also limit the understandings generated by
chmate and sense of belonging studies” (p. 95). Using an intersectional approach to research on
campus climate allows individuals and institutions to explore how multiple systems of privilege and
oppression operate within the environment to mfluence the perceptions and experiences of groups
and mdividuals with intersecting identities (see Griffin, Bennett, & Harris, 2011; Maramba &

Museus, 2011; Nelson-Laird & Niskode-Dossett, 2010; Patton, 2011; Pittman, 2010; Turner, 2002).

Discussing the campus climate in higher education for faculty, staff, administration, and students
requires the naming of specific identities (e.g., position within the institution, age, socioeconomic
status, disability, gender identity, racial identity, religious/spiritual identity, citizenship, political
affiliation, sexual identity) that may often times be avoided in the academy. In some cases, colleges
and universities encourage scholars and practitioners to operate within “acceptable™ definitions of
social identities; such restriction, however, may maintain barriers against the possibilities of true
inclusion. To move beyond defining diversity only in terms of race and gender, and to support real
inclusion, each institution ought to define concepts, such as diversity, and the metrics by which they

will recognize when progress is made and goals met.
Accessibility and Inclusivity

Currently, institutions of higher education meet the requirements from the Americans with
Disabilities Act {(ADA), yet many still provide the minimum support for community members of
various abilities (Pena, 2014). Institutions of higher education repeatedly overlook students and
employees with disabilities when addressing diversity challenges. Stodden (2015) asserts, “Often
students with disabilities are not a high priority for receiving support in accessing higher education.
Another indication of the anomalous position of students with disabilities among diverse
subpopulations is that they are often not included in the diversity initiatives provided by many
institutions of higher education to foster greater understanding of and connections between diverse
student subpopulations” {p. 3). When campuses move beyond the language of accommodations and
are accessible to all individuals, institutions then will become more inclusive of people of various

abilities.
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Frequently, the term accessibilify 1s used only in the context of “disability.” Understanding
accessibility in terms of disability alone lmmits the potential for mstitutions of higher education and
their constituents. Weiner (2016} shares the need to be cognizant and critical of scholarly work in
higher education, regardless of one’s position and subject matter expertise, to create the most
welcoming campus climates. The possibility of positively affecting multipie constituents with one
policy change or new initiative goes far beyond the disability community. When higher education
understands how shifting policies — for example, by providing open housing options — influences
community members’ sense of comfort and belonging; mental, physical, and emotional health; and
social opportunities, then a single experience of a marginalized individual (e.g., someone with a
disability, someone who is genderqueer, someone with anxiety) does not have to be used as “the
reason” to resolve systemic inequity. Institutions of higher education can proactively create policies
and physical spaces for the diverse array of campus constituents to feel as safe as possible and to

persist at school and at work (Wessel, Jones, Markle, & Westfall, 2009).

Campus Climate and Student Activism

Student activism in higher education is not new; rather, student activism is foundational in the
history of many institutions and also a “culmination of years of activism around inequality”
(Kingkade, Workneh, & Grenoble, 2015). Indeed, student activism built many advocacy and
identity centers and created ethnic studies programs (e.g., multicultural centers, LGBTQ centers,
African American Studies, Women & Gender Studies, Latinx Studies, Queer Studies, Disability
Studies).

Current national activist movements, such as #BlackLivesMatter and #NoDAPL, are deeply
connected to current day activism in education. “Links between the broader social context of what
1s happening off-campus and students’ on-campus activism have long been a means for students to
personalize, contextualize and make sense of what it means to pursue social change” (Barnhardt &
Reyes, p. 1, 2016). Very recently, the website thedemands.org shared The Black Liberation
Collective vision of “black students who are dedicated to transforming institutions of higher

education through unity, coalition building, direct action and political education” (thedemands.org,

2016).
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“Student activism i1s an opportunity to scrutinize the campus contexts, conditions and social realities
that speak to underlying claims or grievances [of students, faculty members, and staff members]”
(Barnhardt & Reyes, p. 3, 2016). Naming mequities allows institutions to identify chailenges and
opportunities to shift the institutional actions. policies, and climate so that all community members
feel honored, respected, and included. Additionally, naming social injustices and identifying
institutions’ oppressive behaviors, policies. and exclusive practices (as well as identifying
supportive behaviors, policies, and inclusive practices) exposes campuses’ responsibilities for
shifting the climate towards equity and inclusion. The call to action to be resilient and authentic
when working towards justice from scholars {Ahmed, 2009} is one that encourages higher
education institutions to support a commitment to ensuring an evolving, intentional, and inclusive
campus climate that engages, honors, and respects multipie identities of faculty, staff,

admunistration, and student comimunities.
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Methodology

Conceptual Framework

R&A defines diversity as the “variety created in any society (and within any mdividual) by the
presence of different points of view and ways of making meaning, which generaily flow from the
influence of different cultural, ethnic. and religious heritages, from the differences in how we
socialize women and men, and from the differences that emerge from class, age, sexual identity,
gender identity, ability, and other socially constructed characteristics.”?® The conceptual model used
as the foundation for this assessment of campus climate was developed by Smith et al. {1997) and

modified by Rankmn (2003).
Research Design

Survey Instrument. The survey questions were constructed based on the results of the work of
Rankin (2003) and with the assistance of the SCST. The SCST reviewed several drafts of the initial
survey proposed by R&A and vetted the questions to be contextually more appropriate for the
University of Missouri-Columbia population. The final Umiversity of Missouri-Columbia campus-
wide survey contained 120 questions,” including open-ended questions for respondents to provide
commentary. The survey was designed so respondents could provide information about their
personal campus experiences, thewr perceptions of the campus climate, and then perceptions of
University of Missouri-Columbia’s institutional actions, ncluding administrative solicie and
academic initiatives regarding diversity issues and concerns. The survey was available m both
online and pencil-and-paper formats. All survey responses were input mto a secure-site database,

stripped of their IP addresses (for onli e responses), and then tabulated for appropriate analysis.

Sampling Procedure. University of Missouri-Columbia’s Institutional Review Board (IRB)

reviewed the project proposal, including the survey mstrument. The IRB director acknowledged

ZRankin & Associates Consulting (2015) adapted from AACSU (1993).

To ensure reliability, evaluators must ensure that instruments are properly structured (questions and response choices
must be worded in such a way that they elicit consistent responses) and administered in a consistent manner. Ti e
instrument was revised numerous times, defined critical terms, underwent expert evaluation of items, and checked for
internal consistency.
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that the data collected from this quality improvement activity also could be used for research. The

IRB approved the project on August 27, 2016.

Prospective participants received an invitation from Henry "Hank" C. Foley, Interim Chancellor
that contained the URL link to the survey. Respondents were instructed that they were not required
to answer all questions and that they could withdraw from the survey at any time before subnutting
their responses. The survey included information describing the purpose of the study, explaining the
survey instrument, and assuring the respondents of anonymity. Only surveys that were at least 50%

completed were included i the final data set.

Completed online surveys were submitted directly to a secure server, where any computer
information that might identify participants was deleted. Any comments provided by participants
also were separated from identifying information at submission so comments were not attributed to

any mdividual demographic characteristics.

Limitations. Two limitations existed to the generalizability of the data. The first limitation was that
respondents “self-seiected” to participate in the study. Self-selection bias, therefore, was possible.
This type of bias can occur because an individual’s decision to participate may be correlated with
traits that affect the study, which could make the sample non-representative. For example, people
with strong opinions or substantial knowledge regarding climate issues on campus may have been
more apt to participate in the study. The second limitation was response rates that were less than
30% for some groups. For groups with response rates less than 30%, caution is recommende: when

generalizing the results to the entwe constituent group.

Data Analysis. Survey data were analyzed to compare the responses (in raw numbers and
percentages) of various groups via SPSS (version 23.0). Missing data analyses (e.g., missing data
patterns, survey fatigue) were conducted and those analyses were provided to University of
Missouri-Columbia in a separate document. Descriptive statistics were calculated by salient group
memberships (e.g., gender identity, racial identity, position status) to provide additional information

regarding participant responses. Throughout much of this report, including the narrative and data

10
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tables within the narrative. information is presented using valid percentages.’® Actual percentages®!
with missing or “no response” information may be found in the survey data tables in Appendix B.
The purpose for this discrepancy in reporting is to note the missing or “no response” data in the
appendices for institutional information while removing such data within the :cpor for subsequent

cross tabulations and significance testing using the chi-square test for independence.

Chi-square tests provide only ommnibus results; as such, they identify that significant differences
exist in the data table, but do not specify if differences exist between specific groups. Therefore,
these analyses included post-hoc imvestigations of statistically significant findings by conducting z-
tests between column proportions for each row in the chi-square contingency tabie. with a

Bonfe : oni adjustment for larger contingency tables. This approach is useful because it compares
individual cells to each other to determine if they are statistically different (Sharpe, 2015). Thus, the
data may be interpreted more precisely by showing the source of the greatest discrepancies. The
statistically significant distinctions between groups are noted whenever possible throughout the

repoit.

Factor Analysis Methodology:

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on one scale embedded m Question 15 of the smvey.
The scale, termed “Perceived Academic Success” for the purposes of this project, was developed
using Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1980) Academic and Intellectual Development Scale. This scale
has been used m a variety of studies examining student persistence. The fi st seven sub-questions of

Question 15 of the survey reflect the questions on this scale.

The questions in each scale were answered on a Likert metric from strongly agree to strongly
disagree (scored 1 for strongly agree and 3 for strongly disagtee). For the purposes of analysis,
Student respondents who did not answer all scale sub-questions were not included i the analysis.
Approximately 3% (2.7%) of all potential Student respondents were removed from the analysis

because of one or more missing responses.

3alid percentages were derived using the total number of respondents to a particular item (i.e., missing data were
excluded).
3 Actual percentages were derived using the total number of survey respondents.

11
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A factor analysis was conducted on the Perceived Academic Success scale utilizing principal axis
factormg. The factor loading of each item was examined to test whether the intended questions
combined to represent the underlying construct of the scale.>? One question from the scale (Q15 2)
did not hold as well with the construct and was removed; the scale used for analyses had six
questions rather than seven. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was
0.866 (after removing the question noted above), which 1s high, meaning that the scale produces

consistent results. With Q15 2 included, Cronbach’s alpha was only 0.794.

Factor Scores

The factor score for Perceived Acadentic Success was created by taking the average of the scores
for the six sub-questions in the factor. Each respondent that answered all the questions included in
the given factor was given a score on a five-point scale. Lower scores on Perceived Academic

Success factor suggests a student or constituent group i1s more academically successful.

Means Testing Methodology

After creating the factor scores for respondents based on the factor analysis, means were calculated.
Where s were of sufficient size, analyses were conducted to determine whether the means for the
Perceived Academic Success factor were different for first level categories m the following

demographic areas:

o Gender identity (Woman, Man, Transspectrum)

o Racial identity (Asian/Asian American, African/Black/African American,
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@), Multiracial respondents, Other People of Color®,
White/European American}

o Sexual identity (LGBQ, Heterosexual)

o Disability status {Disability, No Disability, Multiple Disabilities)

o Fust-Generation status (First-Generation, Not-First-Generation)

32 Factor analysis is a particularly useful technique for scale construction. It is used to determine how well a set of
survey questions combine to measure a latent construct by measuring how similarly respondents answer those
questions.

33 The LCST proposed six collapsed racial identity categories (White, African/Black/African American, Asian/Asian
American. Hispanic/Lating@/Chicang@, Other People of Color, and Multiracial). Per the LCST. the Cther People of
Color category included respondents who identified as Native Hawaiian. Pacific Islander, American Indian/Native,
Alaskan Native, Middle Eastern, and Southwest Asian.

12
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o Income status {(Low-Income, Not-Low-Income)

When only two categories existed for the specified demographic variable (e.g., sexual identity) a t-
test for difference of means was used. If the difference in means was significant. effect size was
calculated using Cohen’s 4. Any moderate to large effects are noted. When the specific variable of
interest had more than two categories (e.g., racial identity), ANOV As were run to determine
whether there were any differences. If the ANOV A was significant, post-hoc tests were run to
determine which differences between pai s of means were significant. Additionally, 1f the
difference in means was significant, effect size was calculated using Eta® and any moderate to large

effects were noted.

Qualitative Comments

Several survey questions provided respondents the opportunity to describe their experiences at
University of Missouri-Columbia, elaborate upon their survey responses, and append additional
thoughts. It should be noted that aside from comments offered within Appendix C, all respondents
were primed to respond to questions immediately following a set of quantitative questions.
Comments were solicited to give voice to the data and to highlight areas of concern that might have
been missed in the quantitative items of the survey. These open-ended comments were reviewed>
using standard methods of thematic analysis. R&A reviewers read all comments, and a list of
common themes was generated based on their analysis. Most themes reflected the issues addressed
in the survey questions and revealed in the quantitative data. Comments and quotes offered
throughout the body of this repur are chosen to highlight broad concerns and are representative of
the themes that emerged from the data. This methodology does not reflect a comprehensive
qualitative study. Comments were not used to develop grounded hypotheses independent of the

quantitative data.

3 Any comments provided in languages other than English were translated and incorporated into the qualitative
analysis.
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Results

This section of the epor provides a description of the sample demographics, measures of internal
rehability, and a discussion of validity. This section also presents the results per the project design,
which called for examining respondents’ personal campus experiences, their perceptions of the

campus climate, and their perceptions of University of Missouri-Columbia’s institutional actions,

including administrative »olicie and academic initiatives regarding climate.

Several analyses were conducted to determine whether significant differences existed mn the
responses between participants from various demographic categories. Where significant differences
occurred, endnotes (denoted by lowercase Roman numeral superscripts) at the end of each section
of this -eper provide the results of the significance testing. The narrative also provides results from
descriptive analyses that were not statistically significant, yet were determined to be meaningful to

the climate at University of Missouri-Columbia.

Description of the Sample®

Nine thousand nine hundred ninety-two surveys were returned for a 22% overall response rate. The
sample and population figures, chi-square analyses,>® and response rates are presented in Table 2.
All analyzed demographic categories showed statistically significant differences between the

sample data and the population data as provided by University of Missouri-Columbia.

»  Women were significantly overrepresented in the sample. Men were significantly
unde - epresented in the sample.

» African/Black/African Americans, Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@s, and individuals whose
race/ethnicity was categorized as Missing/Unknown/Other were significantly
unde : epresented in the sample. Asian/Asian Americans, White, and Multiracial
individuals were significantly overrepresented m the sample.

» Undergraduate Students, Graduate/Professional Students, Emeritus Faculty, Research

Scientists, and Staff — Union were significantly unde - epresented in the sample. Post-

35 All frequency tables are provided in Appendix B.
38Chi-square tests were conducted only on those categories that were response options in the survey and included in
demographics provided by University of Missouri-Columbia.
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Doctoral Scholar/Fellow/Residents, Tenured Faculty, Tenure-Track Faculty, Non-
Tenure-Track Faculty, Administrators with Faculty Rank, Administrators without
Faculty Rank, Staff — Hourtly, and Staff — Salary were significantly overrepresented in

the sample.

Table 2, Demwpraphic of Population and Sample

Population Sample Response

jati Subgrou N %0 i % Rate

Gender identity* Woman 24,110 528 6,099 613 253

Man 21577 472 3,629 365 16.8

Genderqueer ND* ND 31 0.3 N/A

Non-Binary ND ND 34 0.3 N/A

Transgender ND ND 15 0.2 N/A

—_— dissing/Qiboy ND ND 144 1.4 N/A
Racial/ethnic

identity® Alaska Native/American Indian/Native 112 0.2 23 02 20.5

African/Black/African American 3,017 6.6 501 5.0 16.6

Asian/Asian American 1.567 3.4 462 4.6 295

Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ 1479 372 171 1.7 11.6

Middle Ea te 1 /Southwest Asian ND ND 54 0.5 N/A

Multiracial 1,014 2.2 582 5.8 574

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 26 0.1 10 0.1 385

W: ite/European American 34,409 75.3 7.851 78.9 228

Sl Cigkape/Ql oy 4.063 8.9 208 3.0 7.3

Position status®  Undergraduate Student 26,358 577 4,859 488 184

Graduate/Professional Student 7.480 164 1367 137 18.3

Post-Doctoral S ®hola /Fello ' Resident 239 0.5 59 0.6 247

Faculty Tenured 885 1.9 326 33 36.8

Faculty Tenure-Track 255 0.6 117 12 45.9

Faculty Non-Tenure-Track 1.627 3.6 464 47 28.5

Laperily - Faculty 736 1.6 45 0.5 6.1

Research Scientist 803 1.8 43 0.4 54

Administrator wi? Faculty Rank a3 0.2 71 0.7 76.3

Admunistrator without Faculty Rank 32 0.1 72 0.7 =100

Staff — Hourly 3,857 84 1317 132 34.1
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Table 2. Demographics of Population and Sample

Population Sample Response
i Subgrou N % i % Rate
Staff — Salary ? 405 55 1,119 112 44.8
Staff — Contract N N 33 03 N/A
Sfaff — Inion 827 1.8 60 0.6 7.3
TTIIzmsTﬁp
status? A Visa Holder (such as F-1, J-1. H1-B. and U) 2,732 6.0 343 34 12.6
Currently Under a Withholding of Remowval
Status 49 0.1 ND ND N/A
DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrival) 34 0.1 ND ND N/A
DAPA (Deferred Action for Parental
Accountability) 17 0.0 N ND N/A
O her Legally Documented Status 41 0.1 5 0.1 12.2
Permanent Resident 363 0.8 220 22 60.6
Refugee Status 587 1.3 <35 - 0.3
Undocumented Resident 88 0.2 <5 - 1.1
U.S. Citizen, Birth 40.693 89.1 B988 903 221
U.S. Citizen, Naturalized 822 1.8 318 32 38.7
261 0.6 75 0.8 28.7

* ND: No Data Available

: X(1.N=9728)=38182, p< .00l
b X2 (7, N=9,898) = 1166.08. p <.001
< X2 (12, N=9,919)=202.96, p <.001
d X2 (7, N=9952) =614.71, p < 001

Validity. Validity is the extent to which a measure truly reflects the phenomenon or concept under
study. The validation process for the survey instrument included both the development of the
survey items and consultation with subject matter experts. The survey items were constructed based
on the work of Hurtado et al. (1998) and Smith et al. (1997) and were further informed by
instruments used in other Institutional and organizational studies by the consultant. Several
researchers working in the area of campus climate and diversity, experts in higher education survey
research methodology. and members of University of Missouri-Columbia reviewed the bank of

items available for the survey.
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Content validity was ensured. given that the items and response choices arose from literature
reviews, previous surveys. and mput from SCST members. Construct validity - the extent to which
scores on an instrument permuit inferences about underlying traits, attitudes. and behaviors - should
be evaluated by examining the correlations of measures being evaluated with variables known to be
related to the construct. For this investigation, correlations ideally ought to exist between item
responses and known instances of exclusionary, mtimidating, offensive. and/or hostile conduct, for
example. However, 1w reliable data to that effect were available. As such, attention was given to the
manner in which questions were asked and response choices given. Items were constructed to be
non-biased, o1 -leadn g, and non-judgmental, and to preclude individuals from providing “socially

acceptable” responses.

Reliability - Internal Consistency of Responses.’ Correlations between the responses to
questions about overall campus climate for various groups (survey Question 100) and to questions
that rated overall campus climate on various scales {(survey Question 101) were moderate to strong
and statistically significant, indicating a positive relationship between answers regarding the
acceptance of various populations and the climate for those populations. The consistency of these
results suggests that the survey data were internally reliable. Pertinent correlation coefficients®® are

provided in Table 3.

All correlations in the table were significantly different from zero at the .01 level. In other words, a

relationship existed between all selected pairs of responses.

A strong relationship (between .52 and .72) existed for all five pans of variables: between Positive
for People of Color and Not Racist. between Positive for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Queer, or
Transgender People and Not Homophobic, between Positive for Women and Not Sexist, between
Positive for People of Low-Income status and Not Classist {income status), and between Positive

for People with Disabilities and Disability-Friendly (not ableist).

3Internal reliability is a measure of reliability used to evaluate the degree to which different test items that probe the
same construct produce similar results (Trochim, 2000). The correlation coefficient indicates the degree of linear
relationship between two variables (Bartz. 1988).

38pearson correlation coefficients indicate the degree to which two variables are related. A value of 1 signifies perfect
correlation: 0 signifies no correlation.
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Table 3. Pearson Correlations Between Ratings of Acceptance and Campus Climate for Selected Groups

Climate Characteristics
Not
Not Not Not Classist Disability
i Racist | Homophobic i | Sexist (SES) Friend] :
Positive for People of Color 709
Positive Tor People who Identify as
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual. Queer, or .
Tr .640
Bosttive Tor Women 6427
Positive for People of Low-Income status 666"
[ Positive Tor People wiih Disabilities 679

D < 0.01
Note: A correlation of .5 or higher is considered strong in behavioral research {Cohen. 1988).

Sample Characteristics®®

For the purposes of several analyses, demographic responses were collapsed into categories
established by the Local Campus Study Team (LCST**)to make comparisons between groups and
to ensure respondents’ confidentiality. Analyses do not reveal in the narrative, figures, or tables

where the number of respondents in a particular category totaled fewer than five (# <5).

Primary status data for respondents were collapsed into Student respondents, Faculty respondents,
and Staff respondents.*! Of all respondents, 49% (n = 4,859) were Undergraduate Students, 15% (#
= 1,426) were Graduate/Professional/Post-Doctoral Scholar*? respondents, 3% (n = 326) were
Tenured Faculty respondents, 1% (# = 117) were Tenure-Track Faculty respondents, 5% (n = 464)
were Non-Tenure-Track Faculty respondents, 1% (r = 45) were Emeritus Faculty respondents, less
than 1% (# = 43) were Research Scientist respondents, 1% (n = 71) were Senior Administrator with
Faculty Rank respondents, 1% {(» = 72) were Senior Administrator without Faculty Rank
respondents, and 25% (» = 2,529) were Staff respondents (Figure 1). Ninety-five percent {n =

¥ All percentages presented in the “Sample Characteristics” section of the report are ac il percentages.

ALCST was composed of University of Missouri — Columbia community members who served both on the SCST and
were charged with leading the climate study initiative at the University of Missouri — Colubimia.

4Collapsed position status variables were determined by the LCST. Per the request of the LCST, Senior Administrators
with Faculty Rank were inciuded with Facuity respondents and Senior Administrators without Faculty Rank were
included with Staff respondents for analyses.

4 Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral/Fellow/Residents respondents are grouped as Graduate
Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral respondents for analyses (also referred to as Graduate/Professional Student
or Grad. Student for brevity).
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9.420) of respondents were full-time in their prunary positions, and 5% (» = 519) of respondents
were part-time in their primary positions. Subsequent analyses mdicated that 98% (» = 4,733) of
Undergraduate Student respondents, 88% (# = 1,248) of Graduate/Professional/Post-Doctoral
Scholar respondents, 91% (» = 904) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents,
100% (n = 70) of Senior Administrator with Facuity Rank respondents and that 95% (» = 2,465) of

Senior Administrator without Faculty Rank respondents were full-time in their primary positions.

@ Staff/ Admin. w/o Faculty Rank {n —
2,601)

H Faculty/ Fwerius, R, Scientist/Admin.
w/ Faculty Rank {n = 1,038)

@ Gradvate,/Professional Student/Post-
doc/Fellow/ Resident {n = 1,428]

OUndergraduate Students {n = 4,85%)

Figure 1. Respondents’ Collapsed Position Status (%)
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Regarding respondents’ work umit affiliations, Table 4 indicates that Staff respondents represented

various work units across campus. Of Staff respondents, 13% (» = 331) were affiliated with the

School of Medicine, 11% { =291) were affiliated with Campus Operations, 10% (# = 261) were
affiliated with Student Affairs, 6% (» = 145) were affiliated with the Office of Research, 5% (» =
136) were affiliated with the College of Education. 5% (» = 130) Provost, and 5% (» = 126) were

affiliated with the College of Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources.

Table 4. Staff Respondents’ Academic Unit/Work Unit Affiliations

Academic division/work unit H %
College of Agricultwre, Food & Natural Resources 126 4.8
College of Arts and Science 115 4.4
Trulaske Cotlege of Business 34 1.3
College of Education 136 5.2
College of Engineering 52 2.0
School of Health Professions 62 2.4
College of Human Environmental S¢ience 38 1.5
School of Journalism 57 2.2
School of Law 22 0.8
School of Medicine 331 12.7
School of Natural Resources 6 0.2
Sinclair School of Nursing 22 0.8
Harry S. Truman School of Public Affairs <35 ---
College of Veterinary Medicine 36 2.2
Chancellor 15 0.6
Campus Finance 29 1.1
Campus Operations 281 11.2
Inclusion, Diversity & Equity 14 0.5
Office of Researc 145 5.6
Division of Information Technology 125 4.8
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Provost 130 5.0
Extension 113 4.3
Intercollegiate Athletics 96 3.7
Libraries (any MU library) 44 1.7
Marketing & Communications 28 1.1
Alumni & Advancement 74 2.8
Student Affairs 261 10.0

T 176 6.8
Note: Table reports only Staff responses En =2.60D).

Of Faculty respondents, 20% (n = 215) were affiliated with the College of Arts and Science, 14% (n
= 153) with the School of Medicine, 13% (n = 52) with the College of Agriculture, Food and
Natural Resources, 7% (n = 78) with the College of Education, and 7% (n = 78) with the College of
Engineering (Table 5).

Table 5. Faculty Respondents’ Primary Academic School/C ollege Affiliations

M' imm " %
College of %pgnculitn , Food & Natural Resources 141 13.2
College of Arts and Science 215 20.2
Trulaske College of Business 36 34
College of Education 78 7.3
College of Engineering 78 7.3
Office of Graduate S 1dies <5 ---
School of Health Professions 49 4.6
College of Human Environmental Sciences 58 54
School of Journalism 62 5.8
School of Law 32 3.0
School of Medic ne 153 14.4
School of Natural Resources 10 0.9
Sinclair School of Nursing 22 2.1
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Harry S. T+ man School of Public Affairs 13 1.2
College of Veterinary Medicine 30 4.7
65 6.1

Note: Table reports only Faculty responses (n = 1,066).

More than half of the sample (61%. n = 6.099) were Women; 37% (1 = 3,629) were Men.* Less
than one percent {» = 31) of respondents 1dentified as Genderqueer, and less than one percent (» —
15) of respondents 1dentified as Transgender.** Sixty-one respondents (< 1%) marked “a gender not
listed here” and offered i1dentities such as “pineapple,” “lizard, ” “lamp, ” “intergalactic,” “attack

77

helicopter,” “demi-girl,” “demi-guy,” “cis-hetero,” “the king of the north,” and “sir majesty”.

The LCST decided to collapse Transgender, Non-Binary, Genderqueer, and “gender not listed here”
into the “Transspectrum” category (1%, r» = 141).

The majority of respondents identified their birth sex as female (62%. # = 6,175). while 37% (7 = 3.691) of
respondents identified as male and < 1% (n = 5) identified as intersex. Additionally, 60% (r = 6.010) identified theur
gender expression as feminine, 36% (»# = 3,572) as masculine, 1% (# = 128} as androgynous, and 1% (7= 86) as “a
gender not listed here.”

#gelf-identification as transgender/trans* does not preciude identification as male or female, nor do afl those who might
fit the definition self-identify as transgender. Here. those who chose to self-identify as transgender have been reported
separately in order to reveal the presence of a relatively new campus identity that might otherwise have been
overlooked.
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Figure 2 illustrates that more Women Student respondents (61%, # = 6,099) than Men Student
respondents (37%, » = 3,929) compieted the survey. A greater percentage of Staff/Senior
Admunistrator without Faculty Rank respondents were women (63%, » = 1,675) than were men
(34%, n = 861). A similar percentage of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents
identified as women (49%, n = 479) as wdentified as men (49%, » = 478). A greater percentage of
Sentor Administrator with Faculty Rank respondents identified as men (54%, » = 38) than
identified as women (46%, » = 32). A greater percentage of Graduate/Professional Student/Post-
Doctoral Scholar respondents 1dentified as women (58%, » = 826) than 1dentified as men (39%, n =
559). A greater percentage of Undergraduate Student respondents identified as women (64%, n =
3,087) than identified as men (35%, » = 1,693).

[ ]
. o lransspectrum p 1
SEL 5 Men 54

a€= Women 46

g8 000000 ]

& 5& Transspectrum | 0

EEo Men m 34

- O @

0w Women 65
% Transspectrum P 1

Women 49

‘D. —— |
% Transspectrum 3
o Women 58
o
g Transspectrum m 2
=) Women = G4

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

MNote: Responses with /7 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 2. Respondents by Gender Identity and Position Status (%)
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The majority of respondents rdentified as Heterosexual®® (87%, # = 8,698) and 9% (n = 8§57)

identified as LGBQ (i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual, pansexual, queer. or questioning) {Figure 3).

O Undergraduate
4,286
= Graduate Student
@ Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist
= Sen. Admin. w/ Fac. Rank
m StaffiSen. Admin. w/o Fac. Rank
2,273
1,206
869
461
151 185
— 55 5 e 64
LGBQ Heterosexual

Figure 3. Respondents by Sexual Identity and Position Status (#)

Of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents, fewer than five were between 22 and
24 years old, 11% (» = 99) were between 25 and 34 years old, 24% (n = 209) were between 35 and
44 years old, 29% (r = 257) were between 45 and 54 years old, 26% (i = 226) were between 55 and
64 years old, 8% (n = 74) respondents were between 635 and 74 vears old, and 2% (n = 15)
respondents were 75 years old and older (Figure 4).

Of Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank respondents, fewer than five were between 25 and 34

years old, 13% (» = 8) were between 35 and 44 years old, 38% (n = 24) were between 45 and 54

4Respondents who answered “other” in response to the question about thewr sexual identity and wrote “straight” or
“heterosexual” in the adjoining text box were recoded as Heterosexual. Additionally, this report uses the terms “LGBQ”
and “sexual minorities™ to denote individuals who self-identified as lesbian, gay. bisexual, pansexual. queer, and
questioning, as well as those who wrote in “other” terms such as “polysexual * “asexual.” “necrophiliac.”
“questioning,” and “foodsexual.”
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years old. 25% (# = 16) were between 55 and 64 years old, 21% (» = 13) respondents were between

65 and 74 years old, and fewer than five respondents were 75 years old and older.

Of Staff respondents, fewer than five were 19 years old or younger. fewer than five were between

20 and 21 years old, 3% (i = 62) were between 22 and 24 years old, 23% (» = 550) were between
25 and 34 years old, 24% (» = 559) were between 35 and 44 years old, 25% (n = 589) were between
45 and 54 years old, 22% (» = 511) were between 55 and 64 years old, 3% (» = 64) were between

65 and 74 years old, and fewer than five were 75 years old and older.

O Staff/Sen. Admin. w/o Fac. Rank

589
559 ]
. 511
=3Sen. Admin. w/ Fac. Rank —
& Faculty’Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist
257
209 226
99
62 64 74
00 00 ﬂ 0 8 ad 15 W
19 or younger 20-21 22-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74

Note: Responses with 11 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 4. Employee* Respondents by Age and Position Status (#)

“Throughout the report. the term “Employee respondents” refers to all respondents who indicated that they were Staff.

Administrators, or Faculty members.
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Of responding Undergraduate Students, 42% (n = 1,919) were 19 years old or younger, 45% (n =
2.072) were between 20 and 21 years old, 11% (s = 516) were between 22 and 24 years old, 2% (n
= 04) were between 25 and 34 years old, < 1% (n» = 11) were between 35 and 44 years old, < 1% (#
= 8) were between 45 and 54 years old, fewer than five were between 55 and 64 years old, fewer
than five were between 65 and 74 vyears old, and fewer than five were 75 years old and older. Of
responding Graduate Students, 2% (» = 26) were between 20 and 21 years old, 34% (»# = 454) were
between 22 and 24 vears old, 49% (i = 653) were between 25 and 34 vears old, 10% {(» = 131) were
between 35 and 44 vears old, 4% (n = 47) were between 45 and 54 vears old, 1% (n = 17) were
between 55 and 64 vears old, fewer than five were between 65 and 74 years old, and fewer than five

were 75 years old and older (Figure 5).

E Undergraduate

2,072 & Graduate/Professiona

= Student/Post-doctoral
1,919

45-54 55-64 6574

653
916 454
o4 131
0 26 : 11 [ g 47 17
. = = - T = = = e —-
25:34 35-44

19 or younger 20-21 22-24

Note: Responses with /7 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 5. Student Respondents by Age (n)
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With regard to racial identity.* 84% (r = 8,364) of the respondents identified as White (Figure 6).
Six percent (# = 636) identified as African/Black/African American, 6% (» = 580) identified as
Asian/Asian American, 4% (# = 349) wdentified as Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@, 2% (» = 234)
identified as American Indian/Native American/Alaska Native, 1% (» = 111) identified as Middle
Eastern/Southwest Asian. < 1% {(» = 15) identified as Native Hawaiian, and < 1% (n = 40)
identified as Pacific Islander. Some mdividuals marked the response catego 'y “a racial/ethnic
identity not listed here” and wrote “Ashkenazi Jewish,” “Afgami,” “Biracial,” “Human,” “Jewish,”

“Saami,” “Creole,” “Turkish,” or identified with a specific country.

White/European American

African/Black/African American 6

Asian/Asian American 6

Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ 4

American Indian/Native/Alaska Native 2

Middle Eastern/Southwest Asian 1

Pacific Islander | <1

Native Hawaiian | <1

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 560% 60% 70% B80% 9S0%

Figure 6. Respondents by Racial/Ethnic Identity, (%)

4'The LCST proposed six collapsed racial identity categories for analyses (White, African/Black/African American,
Asian/Asian American, Hispanic/Lating@/Chican@. Other People of Color. and Multiracial). Per the LCST, the Other
People of Color category included respondents who identified as Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander. American
Indian/Native, Alaskan Native, Middle Eastern, and Southwest Asian. For the purposes of some analyses, this report
further collapses racial identity into three categories (White, People of Color, and Multiracial), where the Asian/Asian
American, African/Black/Alrican American, Hispanic/Latino/Chicano, and Other People of Color were collapsed into
one category named People of Color,
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Respondents were given the opportunity to mark multiple boxes regarding their racial identity,
allowing them to identify as biracial or multiracial. For the purposes of some analyses, it was
necessary to further collapse the racial categories into three racial 1dentity categories. Given the
opportunity to mark multiple responses, many respondents chose only Wi e (81%, n=7,851) as
their identity (Figure 7). Other respondents identtfied as Multiracial {6%, n = 582), and People of
Color (13%, n=1,221). A substantial percentage of respondents did not indicate their racial

identity and were re-coded to Other/Missing/Unknown (3%, n = 298).

whire |G
African /B ladk )/ African Ame rian - 5

Asion/Asian A mericon - 5

Hispanic/Latin(@/Chican@ I 2
Amerian Indian/Native/Alaskan Native <
Middle Eastem /South wes Asian | 1
Notive How oiion,/Pacific Islonder
mutiraciol [} <

(% 10%% 20%% 0% 0% S04 D%

Figure 7. Respondents by Collapsed Categories of Racial Identity (%)

“While recognizing the vastly different experiences of peopie of various racial identities (e.g.. Chicano(a) versus
African-American or Latino(a) versus Asian-American), and those experiences within these identity categories
(e.g., Hmong versus Chinese), Rankin and Associates found it necessary to collapse some of these categories to conduct
the analyses as a result of the small numbers of respondents in the individual categories.

¥Per the LCST, respondents who identified as a person of color and white or more than one racial identity were
recoded as Multiracial.

**Due to the low numbers of respondents in each of the racial identity categories, racial identity is at times collapsed
into three categories: 1. White 2. People of Color 3. Multiracial. This is used only when there are no significant
differences when using specific racial identity categories. The Alaskan Native/American Indian/Native American.
Asian/Asian American. Black/African American, Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@. Middle Eastern/Southwest Asian. and
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander were collapsed into one category named People of Color for the three categories
(White. People of Color, and Multiracial).
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The survey question that queried respondents about their religious or spiritual identities provided a
nultitude of responses. For the purposes of this ipur'. the responses were collapsed into four
categories. Sixty percent (n = 5,868) of respondents identified as having a Christian
Religious/Spiritual Identity (Figure 8). Thirty-one percent (» =2,984) of respondents reported No
Religious/Spiritual Identity, 4% (n = 360) of respondents identified with Multiple

Religious/Spiritual Identities, and 6% (n = 538) of respondents chose Other Religious/Spiritual
Identity.

Christian Religious/Spiritual |dentity 60

No Religious/Spiritual ldentity 31

Other Religious/Spiritual Identity

(2]

Multiple Religious/Spiritual Identities

1|
-

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50-% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 8. Respondents by Religious/Spiritual Identity (%)
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Seventy-nine percent (» = 7,781) of respondents had no parenting or care giving responsibilities.
Ninety-eight percent (» = 4,758) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 85% (» = 1,200) of
Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents had no dependent care

responsibilities (Figure 9).

|
98
85

® Undergraduate Students

@ Graduate/Professional

53 Students/Post-doctoral

51 51

43

Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 9. Student Respondents’ Dependent Care Responsibilities by Student Status (%)
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Fifty-two percent {(» = 1,338) of Staff respondents, 51% (# = 36) of Senior Administrator with
Faculty Rank respondents, and 46% (s = 449) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist
respondents had no substantial parenting or care giving responsibilities (Figure 10). Thirty-two
percent {(» = 393) of Staff respondents, 15% (» = 5) of Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank. and
30% (n = 157) of Faculty/Emeritus Facuity/Research Scienfist respondents were caring for children
under the age of five years. Fifty- seven percent (i = 303) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist respondents, 50% (» = 17) of Senior Administrator with Faculty Rank, and 55% (» = 677)
of Staff respondents were caring for children ages 6 to 18. Twenty percent {#» = 108) of
Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents, 44% (» = 15) of Senior Administrator
with Faculty Rank, and 19% (» = 237) of Staff respondents were caring for children over the age of
18 years but still legally dependent. Eight percent (» = 104) of Staff respondents, 15% (n=5) of
Sentor Administrator with Faculty Rank, and 10% (» = 51) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist respondents had independent children over the age of 18. Five percent (n = 26) of
Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents, fewer than five of Senior Administrator
with Faculty Rank, and 5% (» = 58) of Staff respondents were caring for sick and disabled partners.
Twenty-four percent (» = 300) of Staff respondents, 29% (» = 10) of Senior Administrator with
Faculty Rank, and 21% (# = 111) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents were

caring for senior or other family members.
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Figure 10. Employee Respondents’ Caregiving Responsibilities by Position Status (%)

Twelve percent (7 =1,156) of respondents®! had conditions that substantially influenced learning,
working, or living activities. Forty-seven percent (# = 547) of respondents had mental
health/psychological conditions, 29% (» = 334) had learning difference/disabilities, and 25% (n =

288) had chronic health diagnoses or medical conditions (Table 6).

Table 6. Respondents’ Conditions That Affect Learning, Working, Living Activities

Conditions i %

Acquired/neurological/traumatic brain injury 49 4.2
Chronic diagnosis or medical condition (e.g.. asthma. diabetes.

lupus. cancer, multiple sclerosis, fibromyalgia) 288 24.9
Hard of hearing or deaf 78 6.7

51Some respondents indicated that they had multiple disabilities or conditions that substantially influenced major life
activities. The unduplicated total number of respondents with disabilities is # = 1.103 (11%). The duplicated total (12%,
n=1,156) is reflected in Table 6 and in Appendix B. Table B23.

32



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
University of Missouri-Columbia Repo t September 2017

Table 6. Respondents’ Conditions That Affect Learning, Working, Living Activities

e L -

Asperger’sfautism spectrum, attention deficit/hyperactivity

disorder, cognitive/language-based) 334 28.9
Low vision or blind 32 2.8
Mental health/psychological condition (e.g.. anxiety. depression) 547 47.3
Physical/mobility condition that affects walking 87 7.5
Physical/mobility condition that does not affect walking (e.g.,

physical dexterity) 41 3.5
Speech/communication condition 28 2.4

Wote: Table ncTudes answers only from those respondents who indicated on the survey that they hiad conditions that affected
learning. working. and living activities (# = 1.156). Percentages may not sum to 100% as a result of multiple response choices.
Table 7 depicts how respondents answered the survey item, “What is your citizenship status in the
U.S.? Mark all that apply.” For the purposes of analyses, the LCST created two citizenship

categories:>> Ninety-four (7 = 9,306) of respondents were U.S. Citizens and 6% (n = 571) were

Non-U.S. Citizens.

Table 7. Respondents’ Citizenship/Immigration Status (Duplicated Totals)

— y

U.S. citizen. birt 8.988 00.3
A visa holder (such as F-1, J-1, H1-B. and U) 343 34
U.S. citizen. naturalized 318 32
Permanent resident 220 22
Other legally documented status 5 0.1
Undocumented resident <5 -—
Retfugee status <35 -—
Currently under a withholding of removal status 0 0.0

32For the purposes of analyses. the collapsed categories for citizenship are U.S. Citizen and Non-U.S. Citizen (includes
naturalized U.S. Citizens: permanent residents; F-1, J-1. H1-B. and U visa holders; DACA: DAPA; refugee status; other
legally documented status; currently under a withholding of removal status; and undocumented residents).
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Table 7. Respondents’ Citize sship Tmmigratm Status (Duplicated Totals)

DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrival) 0 0.0
~RARA el Ackion oy Zakcalal fecounhilic) 2 00

Nmety-four percent (n = 9,396) of respondents reported that English was their first langnage. Five
percent {» = 506) ndicated that a language other than English was their first language.

Twenty-three percent (# = 847) of Faculty and Staff respondents indicated that the highest level of
education they had completed was a master’s degree, 22% (» = 798) had a bachelor’s degree, 22%
{n = 788) had a doctoral degree, 9% (» = 330) had finished some college, 7% (» = 265) had finished
some graduate work, 3% {(»# = 196) had a professional degree, 5% (» = 170) had completed high
school/GED, and 4% (» = 136} had finished an associate’s degree.

Twenty-seven percent {(# = 986) of Faculty and Staff respondents indicated that they were employed
for one to five years, 20% (» = 727) were employed for more than twenty years, 19% (» = 689)
were employed for six to ten years, 14% (r» = 516) were employed for eleven to fifteen years, 12%
{(n=4356) were employed for sixteen to twenty years, and 7% (» = 273) were employed for less than

one year at the University of Missouri-Columbia.

Table 8 illustrates the level of education completed by respondents” parents or legal guardians.

Subsequent analyses indicated that 32% (r = 3,187) of respondents were First-Generation.>

Table 8. Respondents’ Parents’/Guardians’ Highest Level of Education

Parent/legal Parent/legal

guardian 1 guardian 2
n %% n 0%
No high school 161 1.6 203 2.0
Some high school 262 2.6 365 3.7

-Wi li the LCST s approval, “Fust-Generation” were identified as those with both parents/guardians having completed
no high school, some high school. or high school/GED and *“Not-First-Generation” were identified as those with both
parents/guardians having completed some college or college graduate.
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Completed high school/GED 1,589 16.0 1,768 17.8
Some college 1,167 11.7 1,184 11.9
Business/technical certificate/degree 330 33 458 4.6
Associate’s degree 415 42 531 5.3
Bachelor’s degree 2,741 27.5 2.860 28.7
Some graduate work 188 1.9 186 1.9
Master’s degree (e.g., MA. MS, MBA) 1,873 18.8 1,380 13.9
Specialist degree (e.g.. EAS) 97 1.0 89 0.9
Doctoral degree (e.g., PhD. EdD) 509 5.1 220 2.2
Professional degree (e.g.. MD. JD) 4156 4.6 243 2.4
Unknown 27 0.3 97 1.0
Not app | cable 38 09 245 2.5

49 0.3 123 1.2

As mdicated m Table 9, 25% (n = 1,228) of Undergraduate Student respondents have attended
University of Missouri-Columbia for less than one semester, 23% (s = 1,137) have attended for
three semesters, 20% ( = 962) have attended for five semesters, 14% (n = 672) have attended for
seven semesters, 3% (n = 141) have attended for nine semesters, and 3% { = 138) have attended
for two semesters.

Table 9. Undergraduate Students Semesteri College Career

Semesters at UM Colu nhia n %
Less than one 1,228 25.3
1 106 2.2
2 138 2.8
3 1,137 234
4 180 37
5 962 15.8
6 155 32



Table 9. Undergraduate Students Semester in College Career

Semesters at UM-Col imhi: n %
7 672 13.8
8 80 1.6
Y 141 25
10 19 0.4
11 20 0.4
12 7 0.1

13 0.3
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Wote: Table reports only Undergraduate Student responses {n = 4.837).

Table 10 reveals that 15% (» = 724) of Undergraduate Student respondents were majoring in

Journalism, 7% (»# = 360} of Undergiaduate Student respondents were majoring in Health Sciences,

and 6% (n = 275) of Undergraduate Student respondents were majoring in Biological Sciences.

Table 10. Undergraduate Student Respondents® Majors

M

College of Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources
Agricultwre
Agribusiness management
Agriculture economics
Agriculture education
Agricultwral systems management
Animal sciences
Biochemistry
Food science and nutrition
Hospitality management
Plant sciences
Science and agricultural journalism
College of A ts and Science
Anthropology
Art
Art history and archaeology
Digital storytelling
Biological sciences
Black studies
Chemistry
Classics
Communication
Economics
English

17
41
11
10
23
77
90
12
78
24
18

22
33
6
17
275

40
11
100
47
85

0.3
0.8
02
02
0.5
1.6
1.9
02
1.6
0.5
04

0.5
0.7
0.1
0.3
3.7
0.1
0.8
02
21
1.0
1.7
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Table 10. Undergraduate Student Respondents’ Majors

i '
Environmental studies 5 0.1
Film studies 13 0.3
General studies 21 04
Geography 11 02
Geological sciences 12 0.2
German 13 0.3
History 46 0.9
Interdisciplinary 27 0.6
International studies 72 1.5
Linguistics 8 0.2
Mathematics 47 1.0
Music 29 0.6
Peace studies 5 0.1
Philosophy 19 0.4
Physics 25 0.5
Political science 145 3.0
Psychology 248 5.1
Religious studies 9 02
Romance languages 55 1.1
Russian 5 0.1
Sociology 66 1.4
Statistics 21 0.4
Theatre 17 0.3
Wonien’s & gender studies 16 0.3
Trulaske College of Business
Accountancy 139 29
Finance and banking 226 47
International business 98 2.0
Management 141 2.9
Marketing 196 4.0
Real estate 37 0.8
College of Education
Early childhood education 36 0.7
Educational studies 5 0.1
Elementary education 105 2.2
Middle school education 32 0.7
Secondary education 90 1.9
Special education 33 0.7
College of Engineering
Biological engineering 81 1.7
Chemical engineering 62 1.3
Civil engineering 72 1.5
Computer science 103 2.1
Information technology 69 1.4
Computer engineering 40 0.8
Electrical engineering 55 1.1
Industrial engineering 50 1.0
Mechanical/aerospace engineering 202 42

School of Health Professions
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Table 10. Undergraduate Student Respondents’ Majors

H i
Afhlefic fraining 16 0.3
Clinical laboratory sciences 10 0.2
Communication science and disorders 37 0.8
Diagnostic medical ultrasound 36 0.7
Health sciences 360 7.4
Occupational therapy 32 0.7
Pre-Physical therapy 69 1.4
Respiratory therapy 12 0.2
College of Human Environmental Sciences
Architectural studies 20 04
Human development & family studies 61 1.3
Nutritional sciences 59 12
Personal financial planning 15 0.3
Textile and apparel management 61 1.3
School of Jour palism
Journalism 724 14.9
School of Natural Resources
Fisheries and wildlife 32 0.7
Forestry 15 03
Parks. recreation and tourism 43 0.9
Soil, environmental and atmospheric sciences 26 0.5
Sinclair School of Nursing
Nursing 226 4.7
Social Work
ial war 41 0.8

Wote: Table reports only Undergraduate Student responses {n = 4.857). Table does not report majors where < 3.
Suni does not total 100% as a resnlt of muliiple response choices.

Seven percent (n = 105) of Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents were
in the School of Medicine, 6% (= 91) were in the School of Law, and 6% ( =79) were in the
College of Veterinary Medicine (Table 11).

Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents® Academic Programs

Master’s

College of Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources
Agricultwral and applied econ 7 0.5
Agricultwral Ed. and leadership <35 —--
Animal science 8 0.6
Biochemistry 9 0.6
Food science <5 -
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Programs

Plant sciences 12 0.8
Rural sociology 5 0.4
College of Arts and Science
Anthropology <5 —
Art <5 —
Art history and archaeology <35 -
Biological science 13 0.9
Chemistry 14 1.0
Classical studies 5 0.4
Communication 6 0.4
Economics 5 04
English 13 0.9
Geography <5 —
Geological sciences 5 0.4
German & Russian studies <5 -
History 10 0.7
Mathematics 6 0.4
Philosophy 5 04
Physics and astronomy <35 -
Political science 14 1.0
Psychological sciences 24 1.7
Religious studies <5 -
Romance languages & lit <5 -
School of music 6 0.4
Sociology 6 0.4
Statistics Y 0.6
Thcarre <35 -
Trulaske College of Business
Accountancy 21 1.5
Taxation <5 -
Business administration 38 2.7
College of Education
Educational leadership & policy analysis 45 32
Educational school & counseling psychology 59 41
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Programs

1] %
Information science and learning technologies 4?2 29
Career and techmical education 0 0.0
Leaming. teaching and curriculum 36 25
Special education 6 04
College of Engineering
Biological engineering 12 0.8
Chemical engineering 6 0.4
Civil engineering 11 0.8
Computer science 14 1.0
Computer engineering <35 -
Electrical engineering 5 04
Engineering <5 —
Industrial engineering <5 —
Mechanical and aerospace engineering 9 0.6
College of Veterinary Medicine
Biomedical sciences 12 0.8
Harry S. Truman School of Public Affairs
Public affairs 20 14
School of Health Professions
Clinical and diagnostic sciences <35 -—
Communication science and disorders 7 0.5
Occupational therapy 8 0.6
College of Human Environmental Sciences
Architectural studies <5 -
Human development and family studies <5 -
Dietetics 0 0.0
Nutrition and exercise physiology 0 0.0
Personal financial planning <5 -
Textile and apparel management 0 0.0
School of Journalism
Journalism 38 2.7
School of Law
Dispute resolution 19 1.3
Electronic commercial and intellectual property law 0 0.0
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Programs

LA CSICE RIS R

Taxation 6 04

School of Medicine

Health administration 24 1.7
Medical pharmacology and physiology 5 0.4
Clinical and translational science <35 -
Public health 13 09
Microbiology <5 -
Pathology <5 -
School of Natural Resources
Agroforestry <5 -
Fisheries and wildlife sciences 12 0.8
Forestry <5 -
Human dimensions of natural resources <35 -
Parks, recreation and tourism <35 -
Soil, environmental and atmospheric sciences 7 0.5
Water resources 0 0.0

Sinclair School of Nursing

Nursing 5 0.4
School of Social Work
Social work 38 2.7
Certificate
Science outreach <5 —
College teaching <5 -
Education improvement 0 0.0
Education policy <5 —
Higher education administration <35 -
Multicultural education <5 -
Positive psychology <5 —
Qualitative research <35 —
Energy efficiency 0 0.0
Sustainable energy and policy 0 0.0
Food safety and defense 0 0.0
Agroforestry 0 0.0
Geospatial intelligence 0 0.0
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Prograins

H b
Global public affairs <5 -
Grantsmans 1 p 6 04
Nonprofit management <5 -—
Organizational change <35 -
Public management <35 -
Science and public policy <35 -
Geriatric care management 0 0.0
Gerontology 0 0.0
Youth development program management and evaluation 0 0.0
Youth development specialist 0 0.0
Online educator <5 -
Analysis of institutions and organizations <35 -
Applied behavior analysis <35 -
Autism and neuwrodevelopmental disorders-interdisciplinary 0 0.0
Center for the digital globe 0 0.0
Community processes <5 -—
Conservation biology-interdisciplinary <35 -
European Union studies-interdisciplinary 0 0.0
Geographical information science-interdisciplinary 5 04
Life science innovation and entrepreneurship <35 -
Neurostience <5 -
Society and ecosystems-interdisciplinary 0 0.0
Health ethics <5 -
Health informatics <5 -
Health informatics and bioinformatics <5 -
Elementary mathematics specialist 0 0.0
Teaching English to speakers of other languages <35 -
Neuroscience <5 -
Nuclear engineering 0 0.0
Nuclear safeguards science and technology 0 0.0
Financial and housing counseling 0 0.0
Personal financial planning 0 0.0
Teaching high school physics 0 0.0
Lifespan development <35 -
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Prograins

H b

Global public health <5 -
Public health 9 0.6
Accounting information systems 0 0.0
Jazz studies <5 -
Music entrepreneurs ip 0 0.0
Gerontological social work 0 0.0
Military social work 0 0.0
Adult health clinical muse specialist 0 0.0
Adult-gerontology clinical nurse specia, st 0 0.0
Childradolescent psychiatric and mental health clinical nurse specialist 0 0.0
Family mental health 1 se practitioner 0 0.0
Family 11 se practitioner <5 -
Mental health muse practitioner 0 0.0
Pediatric clinical nurse specia st 0 0.0
Pediatric mu se practitioner 0 0.0
Psvchiatric/mental health clinical nurse specialist 0 0.0
Marketing analytics <35 -

Doctoral

College of Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources
Agricultwral and applied economics 5 04
Agricultwral education <35 -
Animal sciences <5 -
Biochemistry 6 04
Food science 0 0.0
Plant, insect and microbial sciences 13 0.9
Rural sociology <35 -

College of Arts and Science
Anthropology <35 -
Art history and archaeology <35 -
Biological sciences 39 2.7
Chemistry 28 2.0
Classical studies <5 -
Communication 7 0.5
Economics <5 -
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Table 11. Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Programs

% - 2

English 15 1.1
Geology <5 -
History 7 0.5
Mathematics 5 0.4
Philosophy 5 0.4
Physics o 0.6
Political science 14 1.0
Psychology 21 1.5
Romance languages <5 ---
Sociology 17 1.2
Statistics 0 0.0
Theatre 6 0.4

Trulaske College of Business

Accountancy <35 -—-
Business administration 5 0.4
College of Education
Educational leadership 0 0.0
Educational leadership and policy analysis 22 1.5
Educational, school. and counseling psychology 27 1.9
Information science and learning technologies 9 0.6
Career and technical education 0 0.0
Learning, teaching and curriculum 27 1.9
Special education <5 -
College of Engineering
Biological engineering <5 -
Chernical engineering <5 -
Civil engineering 7 0.5
Computer science <5 —
Electrical and computer engineering 7 0.5
Industrial engineering <5 -
Mechanical and aerospace engineering 9 0.6

College of Veterinary Medicine

Biomedical sciences 10 0.7
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Table 11 GradoateTrofessional Stodent Tost Thectoral Scholar respondents’ Academic Programs

H b

Office of Graduate Studies

Ge etics area program <5 -—

Informatics 6 0.4

Neuroscience 6 0.4

Nuclear engineering <35 -

Pathobiology area program 9 0.6
Harry S. Truman School of Public Affairs

Public affairs 5 04
School of Health Professions

Physical therapy 26 1.8
College of Human E wiro mental Sciences

Human environmental sciences 5 04

Exercise physiology <35 -

Nutrition area program <35 -
School of Journalism

Journalism 7 0.5
School of Medicine

Clini¢al and translational science 7 0.5

Microbiology 9 0.6
School of Natural Resources

Fisheries and wildlife sciences <35 -

Forestry <5 -—

Human dimensions of natural resources <35 -

Soil, environmental and atmospheric sciences <35 -

Water resources 0 0.0

Sinclair School of Nursing
Nursing 18 1.3
School of Social Work

Social work <3 -
Professional

School of Law 91 6.4

School of Medicine 105 7.4

e Tabile vepels omly CaradiesleProfessomal Sludenls or Posl-Dociom? Sclalmd Pelivew Realkembs reiponses (o — [L426) Tl
docs not 1opodt majors wiiace y <05, S does non coral LUt 25 & skt of obiple responzc chaoos,
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Analyses revealed that 31% (» = 1,961) of Student respondents were employed on-campus, 27% (r
= 1,712) of Student respondents were employed off-campus, and 42% (»# = 2,616) of Student
respondents were not employed (Table 12).

Table 12. Student Employvment

Jgalaisd z 2%
v} 2,616 41.6

Yes, I work on campus 1,961 31.2
1-10 hours/week 781 398
11-20 oursiweek 810 41.3
21-30 hours/week 231 11.8
31-40 hours/week 63 32
More than 40 hours/week 76 39

Yes, I work off campus 1,712 27.2
1-10 hours/week 479 28.0
11-20 oursiweek 679 39.7
21-30 hours/week 307 17.9
31-40 hours/week 147 8.6

: 100 5.8

Note: Table reporfs only Student responses (n = 5.283).

Forty-three percent (»# = 2,076) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 47% (n = 668) of
Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral respondents experienced financial hardship while
attending University of Missouri-Columbia. Of these 2,744 Student respondents, 60% (n = 1,643)
had difficulty affording tuition, 50% (» = 1,376) had difficulty purchasing books/course materials,
48% (n = 1,329) had difficulty affording housing, and 41% (» = 1,113) had difficulty affording food
while attending University of Missouri-Columbia (Table 13). “Other” responses included
“transportation, health care, fraternity dues, paying bills, paying student loans, paying taxes,
parking pass, medical bills, Greek life, family bankruptey, difficulty living, difficulty affording
utility bills. and personal debts.”

Table 13. Experienced Financial Hardship
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Difficulty affording tuition 1.643 59.9
Difficulty purchasing my books/course materials 1.376 50.1
Difficulty in affording housing 1.329 43.4
Difficulty affording food 1.113 40.6
Difficulty participating in social events 1.067 38.9
Difficulty affording academic related activities (e.g.,

study abroad. service learning) 953 34.7
Difficulty in affording other campus fees 771 28.1
Difficulty affording co-curricular events or activities 650 23.7

Difficulty in affording unpaid internships/research

opportunities 628 229
Difficulty in affording health care 617 22,5
Difficulty affording travel to and from MU 553 20.2
Difficulty affording commuting to campus (e.g..
transportation. parking) 528 19.2
Difficulty in affording alternative spring breaks 479 17.5
Difficulty finding employment 460 16.8
Difficulty in affording childcare 95 3.5
130 4.7

Wote: Table reports only responses of Studznts who indicated on the survey that they experienced financial hards -ip (n = 2,744).
Percentages may tiot snm to 100% due to multiple responses.

Fifty-four percent {# = 3,383) of Student respondents relied on fanuly contributions to pay for their
education at University of Missouri-Columbia (Table 14). Sixty-five percent (r» = 3,148) of
Undergraduate Student respondents and 17% (x = 235) of Graduate/Professional Student/Post-
Doctoral Scholar respondents relied on family contributions to pay for their education. Subsequent
analyses indicated that 15% (# = 167) of Low-Income Student respondents,>* 63% {(n = 3,145) of
Not-Low-Income Student respondents, 34% (r = 478) of First-Generation students, and 60% (n =

2,903) of Not-First-Generation Student respondents depended on family contributions.

**The LCST defined Low-Income Student respondents as those students whose families earn less than $30,000
annually.
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Forty-two percent (# = 2,660) of Student respondents used loans to pay for college. Forty-five
percent {n = 2,195) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 33% (r = 465) of
Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents relied on loans to help pay for
college. When analyzed by income status, the data revealed that 46% (» = 520) of Low-Income
Student respondents and 42% (» = 2,093) of Not-Low-Income Student respondents relied on loans
to help pay for college. Likewise, 56% (n = 790) of Furst-Generation Student respondents and 38%
{n = 1,868) of Not-First-Generation Student respondents depended on loans.

Thirty-two percent (# = 1,988) of Student respondents used non-need-based scholarship to pay for
college. Thirty-eight percent {(» = 1,832) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 11% {(r = 156)
of Graduate/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral Scholar respondents relied on non-need-based
scholarship to help pay for college. When analyzed by income status, the data revealed that 19% (»
= 212} of Low-Income Student respondents and 35% (»# = 1,737) of Not-Low-Income Student
respondents relied on non-need-based scholarship to help pay for college. Additionally, when
analyzed by first-generation status, 23% (n = 327) of F 1 st-Generation Student respondents and 34%
{n = 1,660} of Not-First-Generation Student respondents depended on non-need-based scholarship.

Table 14. How Student Respondents Were Paying for College

i %
Family contribution 3,383 53.8
Loans 2.660 423
Non-need-based scholarship (e.g., Curators,
Chancellor’s Scholar Award) 1.988 31.6
Off-campus employment 1.177 18.7
Personal contribution 1,151 18.3
On-campus employment 1.097 17.5
Grant (¢.g., Pell) 1.081 17.2
Need-based scholarship (e.g., Access Missouri) 762 12.1
Graduate/research assistants ip 620 99
Credit card 456 7.3
Graduate fellowship 188 3.0
GI Bill/veterans benefits 146 2.3
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Table 14. How Student Respondents Were Paying for C ollege

n %o

Dependent tuition (e.g.. family member works at MU) 114 1.8
Money from home country 98 1.6
Resident assistant 72 1.1
195 3.1

Note: Table reports only Student responses (n = 6.285).

Twenty-seven percent {# = 1,695) of Student respondents were the sole providers of therr living and

educational expenses (1.e., they were financially independent).

Twenty-seven percent {(# = 1,697) of Student respondents reported that they or their farmlies had
annual incomes of less than $50,000. Twenty-six percent (# = 1,614) reported annual incomes
between $50,000 and $99,999; 20% (r = 1,239) between $100,000 and $149,999; 16% (n = 1,023)
between $150,000 and $249,999; and 9% ( = 364) reported an annual income of $250,000 or

more.>>

These figures are displayed by student status m Figure 11. Information is provided for those Student
respondents who indicated on the survey that they were financially independent (i.e., students were
the sole providers of their living and educational expenses) and those Student respondents who

were financially dependent on others.

>>Refer to Table B30 in Appendix B for the combined Student respondent data.
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mBelow $30,000
@$30.000 - $99,999
m$100.00 - $149,999
m3$150.000- $249.999
@%$250.000 or more
Dependent Students

41

Independent Students

4

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

Figure 11. Student Respondents’ Income by Dependency Status (Dependent, Independent) (%)
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Of the Students completing the survey, 21% (# = 1,290) lived 1 campus housing, 75% (n = 4,700)
lived in non-campus housing, and 1% (» = 33) identified as housing insecure {Table 15).

Subsequent analyses indicated that 72% (» = 3,379) of Undergraduate Student respondents lived in

non-campus housing.

Table 15. Student Respondents’ Residence

Yo

Campus housing 1,290 20.5
Scwr Hall 95 7.4
Mark Twain Hall 89 6.9
Hatch Hall 87 6.7
Hudson Hall 86 6.7
Gillett Hall 77 6.0
College Avenue Hall 75 5.8
Wolpers Hall 61 4.7
Johnston Hall 58 4.3
Brooks Hall 56 4.3
Gateway Hall 54 42
Defoe-Graham Hall 46 3.6
South Hall 46 3.6
Discovery Hall 40 3.1
Dogwood Hall 34 2.6
Responsibility Hall 29 2.2
Hawthorn Hall 28 2.2
North Hall 28 2.2
Galena Hall 26 2.0
McDavid Hall 18 1.4
Center Hall 16 1.2

Respect Hall <5 —-

51



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
University of Missouri-Columbia Repo t September 2017

Table 15. Student Respondents’ Residence

1] %
Tiger Reserve (graduate students only) <5 -
Excellence Hall <5 _—
Missing 234 18.1
Non-campus housing 4,700 74.8
Non-University affiliated apartment/house 3,507 74.6
University affiliated apartment/house 120 8.9
Sorority or fraternity 401 8.3
Living with family member/guardian 200 4.3
Other organizational/group housing [=.g.
Christian Campus House] 33 0.7
Missing 139 3.0
Housing insecure (e.g., couch surfing, sleeping in
car, sleeping in campus office/lab) a3 0.5
262 4.2

Wote: Table reports only Studant responses {7 = 6.285).

Thirty-two percent (n = 1,987) of Student respondents participated in a Greek letter organization,
30% (n = 1,886) participated in academic and academic honorary organizations, and 24% {(n =
1.498) participated in professional or pre-professional organizations at University of Missouri-
Columbia (Table 16). Twenty-three percent (» = 1,423) participated i service or philanthropic
organization, 19% (»# = 1,174) participated m faith or spirituality-based organizations, and 17% (n =

1,049) mvolved with recreational organizations.

Table 16. Student Respondents’ Participation in Clubs/Organizations at University of
Missouri-Columbia

i %
Greek letter organization 1,987 316
Academic and academic honorary organizations 1,886 30.0
Professional or pre-professional organization 1.498 238
Service or philanthropic organization 1.423 22.6
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Table 16. Student Respondents’ Participation in Clubs/Organizatio: s at University of
Missouri-Columbia

Ellimiliiﬂliiﬁﬂi & oi

Faith or spuimality-based organization 1.174 18.7
I do not participate in any clubs or organizations at MU 1.057 16.8
Recreational organization 1.049 16.7
Governance organization (e.g., SGA, SFC, Councils) 515 8.2
Political or issue-oriented organization 453 7.2
Health and wellness organization 432 6.9
Culture-specific organization 414 6.6
Publication. media organization 410 6.5
Intercollegiate athletic team 355 5.6

. 554 8.8

_J
Note: Table reporfs only Student responses {n = 5.285). Percentages may not sum To T00% as a result of multiple response choices.

Ninety-four percent (» = 9,301) of Student respondents have never served in the military, while 4%

(n = 352) have served in the military.

Table 17 indicates that most Student respondents earned passing grades. Fifty-one percent (n =
2.469) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 82% (» = 1,118) of Graduate Student respondents
earned a 3.50 or higher grade point average (G.P.A.).

Table 17. Undergraduate Student and Graduate/Professional Student
Respondents’ C umulative G.P.A. at the End of Last Semester

Undergraduate Student Graduate Student
respondents 1espondents
il % il %o
375-4.00 1,510 311 876 64.1
350-3.74 959 19.7 242 17.7
325-349 789 16.2 99 7.2
3.00-3.24 650 13.4 39 4.3
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Table 17. Undergraduate Student and Graduate/Professional Student
Respondents’ Cumulative G.P.A. at the End of Last Semester

Undergraduate Student Graduate Student
respondents respondents

n % n %%

2.75-2.99 472 9.7 18 13
2.50-2.74 204 42 7 15
225-2.49 109 22 <3 -
2.00-2.24 63 13 <3 -
1.99 and below 31 0.6 <35 -
72 1.5 61 4.5

Note: Table reports only Student responses {n = §.287%).
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Campus Climate Assessment Findings™

The following section reviews the major findings of this study.>’ The review explores the climate at
University of Missouri-Cohunbia through an examination of respondents” personal experiences,
thewr general perceptions of campus climate, and their perceptions of institutional actions regarding
climate on campus, including administrative policies and academic initiatives. Each of these issues

was examined in relation to the relevant identity and status of the respondents.
Comfort With the Climate at University of Missouri-Columbia

The survey posed questions regarding respondents’ levels of comfort with University of Missouri-
Columbia’s campus clhimate. Table 18 illustrates that 66% (»# = 6,553) of the survey respondents
were “comfortable” or “very comfortable” with the climate at University of Missourt-Cohumbir.
Seventy-seven percent (# = 2,811) of Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist respondents,
Senior Administrator with Faculty rank, and Staff/Senior Administrator without Faculty rank were
“comfortable” or “very comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas. Eighty-four
percent {(» = 6,115) of Student respondents, Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist
respondents, and Senior Administrator with Faculty rank respondents were “comfortable” or “very

comfortable” with the climate in their classes.

Table 18. Respondents® Comfort With the € limate at University of Missouri-Columbia

Comfort with

Comfort with overall climate in primary Comfort with

climate work area* climate in class**
B %o n %o B %o
Very comfortable 1,803 18.1 1,393 38.0 2,542 349
Comfortable 4,750 47.8 1.418 3g.7 3,573 49.0
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable 1,838 18.5 407 11.1 835 11.7
Uncomfortable 1,331 13.4 337 92 281 39
223 2.2 106 2.9 40 0.5

¥ weul v and Staff responses (7 = 3.667) only.
**Faculty and Student responses (# = 7,351) only.

*Frequency tables for all survey items are provided in Appendix B. Several pertinent tables and graphs are inchuded in
the body of the narrative to illustrate salient points.

>"The percentages presented in this section of the report are valid percentages (i.e.. percentages are derived from the
total number of respondents who answered an individual item).
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Figure 12 illustrates that Undergraduate Student respondents (20%, » = 987) and Senior
Administrator with Faculty Rank respondents (21%, » = 15) were significantly more likely to have
felt “very comfortable” with the overall climate at University of Missouri-Columbia than were
Graduate/Professional/Post-Doctoral Student®® respondents (19%. n = 263), Faculty/Emeritus
Faculty/Research Scientist respondents (15%, » = 143) and Staff respondents (15%, » = 393).1%°

» Very Comfortable  wm Comfortable mNeutral mUncomfortable mVery Uncomfortable
StafffSen. Admin w/o Fac. Rank (n = 2,597)

Sen. Adminw/ Fac. Rank (n=71)

Faculty/Emeritus/R. Scientist (n =994)

Grad./Prof /Post-doc Students (h = 1,425)

Undergrads (n = 4,858) |

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

Note: Responses with 11 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 12. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Position Status (%)

3% Graduate Student/Professional Student/Post-Doctoral/Fellow Residents respondents are grouped as Graduate
Student/Professional Student: Post-Doctoral respondents for analyses (also referred to as Graduate/Professional Student
or Grad. Students for brevity).

>*In several places throughout the report narrative, the figure may not provide the exact total noted in the narrative as a
result of rounding the numbers in the figure to the nearest whole number.
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A significant difference existed between Non-Tenure-Track Facuity respondents (43%, #» = 198),
Tenured Faculty respondents (35%. » = 115), and Tenure-Track Faculty respondents (33%, » = 39)

who were “comfortable” with the overall chimate at University of Missouri-Columbia (Figure 13)."

“Very Comfortable wComfortable = Neutral » Uncomfortable Very Uncomfortable

Non-Tenure-Track F aculty {n = 463)

Tenure-Track Faculty {n =117}

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

Tenured Faculty {n = 326)

Figure 13. Faculty Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Faculty Position Status (%

No significant differences existed between Salaried Staff/Sentor Administrator without Faculty
Rank respondents and Hourly Staff respondents regarding their comfort with the overall climate at

University of Missouri-Columbia.
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By undergraduate student entry status, First-Year Student respondents (54%, » = 2,333) were
significantly more likely to be “comfortabie” with the overall campus climate than were Transfer

Student respondents (47%, » = 254) (Figure 14).™

* Very Comfortable ®m Comfortable mNeutral mlncomfortable mVery Uncomfortable

Transfer {(n = 539}

First-Year (n =4319)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%

Figure 14. Student Respondents” Comfort With Overall Climate
by Undergraduate Student Entry Status (%)
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By graduate student status, Doctoral Degree Candidate respondents (63%, » = 124) were
significantly more likely to be “ancomfortable” with the overall campus climate than were Master

Degree Candidate respondents (25%, » = 49) and Professional Degree Candidate respondents (13%,
n =235) (Figure 15).¥

“ Very Comfortable B Comfortable H Neutral B Uncomfortable mVery Uncomfortable

Professional {n = 225)

Master {n = 449)

Doctoral (n = 664)

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

Figure 15. Student Respondents” Comfort With Overall Climate
by Degree Candidate Student Status (%)
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Figure 16 illustrates the significant difference in percentages of Senior Administrator with Faculty
Rank respondents {49%, » = 35) that were more likely than Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research
Scientist (37%, n = 364) and Staff respondents (38%, # = 994) to be “very comfortable” with the

chmate in their primary work areas at University of Missour1-Columbia.¥

¢ Very Comfortable mComfortable ®Neutral ®Uncomfortable B Very Uncomfortable

Staff/Sen. Admin w/o Fac. Rank {n = 2,587)

Sen. Admin w/ Fac. Rank {n = 71)

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

Note: Responses with 77 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 16. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Pritnary Work Areas
by Position Status {%6)
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A significant difference existed between Non-Tenure-Track Facuity respondents (39%, » = 182),
Tenure-Track Faculty respondents (39%, » = 435), and Tenured Facuity respondents (33%, n = 108)

who were “comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas at University of Missouri-

Columbia (Figure 17).*

“ Very Comfortable mw Comfortable © Neutral ®mUncomfortable 1 VeryUncomfortable

Non-T enure-Track Faculty (n= 463

Terure-Track Faculty (n = 117)

Terured Faculty {n = 326)

0% 10% 20% 30% 4% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 17. Faculty Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Primary Work Areas
by Faculty Position Status (%)
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No significant differences existed between Salarted Staff/Senior Admiunistrator without Faculty
Rank respondents and Houtly Staff respondents regarding their comfort in their primary work areas

at University of Missouri-Columbia.

A significantly higher percentage of Undergraduate Student respondents {(51%, » = 2,487) than
Graduate/Professional/Post-Doctoral Student respondents (46%, » = 653), Faculty/Emeritus
Faculty/Research Scientist (43%, » = 408), and Senior Administrator w/Faculty Rank respondents

(39%, n = 25) were “comfortable” with the climate in their classes (Figure 18) ™

“ Very Comfortable m Comfortable u Neutral ® Uncomfortable ® Very Uncomfortable

Sen. Admin. w/ Fac. Rank (n = 64)

Grad./Prof./Post-doc Students {n = 1422}

Undergraduate Students (n = 4858)

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

Nate: Responses with 71 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 18. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Classes
by Position Status (%)
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A significant difference existed between Tenured Faculty respondents (49%, » = 155), Tenure-
Track Faculty respondents (42%, # = 49). and Non-Tenure-Track Faculty respondents (41%, n =

183) who were “comfortable” with the chimate in their classes at University of Missouri-Columbia
(Figure 19).™

» Very Comfortable = Comfortable mNeutral = Uncomfortable

= Very Uncomfortable

Non-Tenure-Track Faculty (n =442)

Tenure-Track Faculty {n = 116)

Tenured Facully {n = 317)

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

Note: Responses with 11 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 19. Faculty Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Classes
by Faculty Position Status (%)
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By undergraduate student entry status, First-Year Student respondents (52%, #» = 2,224) were
significantly more likely to be “comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were Transfer

Student respondents (49%, » = 263) (Figure 20).*

© Very Comfortable B Comfortable ®Neutral = Uncomfortable = 'Very Uncomfortable

Transfer (n = 539)

First-Year (n = 4317}

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

Note: Responses with /1 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 20. Student Respondents” Comfort With Climate in Their Classes
by Undergraduate Student Entry Status (%)
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Several analyses were conducted to determine whether respondents’ levels of comfort with the
overall climate, the climate in their primary work areas, or the climate in their classes differed based

on various demographic characteristics.®

Significant differences emerged by gender 1dentity 5! Twenty-t ree percent (» = 836) of Men
respondents compared with 15% (r = 929) of Women respondents and 19% (n = 27) of
Transspectrum respondents felt “very comfortable” with the overall climate at University of

Missouri-Columbia (Figure 21). *

Very Comfortable Zomfortable W Neutral Uncomfortable Very Uncomfortable
Transpectrum (n = 141) 19 31 16 26 9
Men (n =3628) _ 23 45 18 12 3
Women {n = 8095) 7 The 50 19 14 2

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

Figure 21. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Gender Identity (%o)

®Figures inchude percentages rounded to the nearest whole number. As a result. the percentages in figures may appear
to total to more or less than 100%.

81per the LCST. gender identity was recoded into the categories Men (7 = 3.626), Women (7 = 6,093), Transspectrum
(# = 141), where Transspectrum respondents included those individuals who marked ‘transgender’. “genderqueer’. or ‘a
gender not listed here” only for the question. “What is your gender/gender identity (mark all that apply)?”
Transspectrum respendents were not included to maintain the confidentiality of their responses.
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Significant differences existed between Men, Women. and Transspectium Employee®? respondents
regarding their level of comfort with the climate in their primary work areas® (Figure 22). Forty-
one percent {(# = 568) of Men Employee respondents compared to 37% {» = 801) of Women
Employee respondents and 25% (i = 9) of Transspectrum Employee respondents were “very

comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas.™

* Very Comfortable  mComfortable B Neutral BUncomfortable mVery Uncomfortable

Transpectrum {n = 36)

Women {n = 2184)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% B0% 60% 70% 80% S0% 100%

MNate: Responses with 1 < five are not presented in the figure.

Figure 22. Employee Respondents’” Comfort With Climate in Ther Primary Work Areas
by Gender Identity (%)

82 Employee respondents refer to Faculty/Emeritus Faculty/Research Scientist and Stafff Administrators with or without
Faculty Rank.
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Significant differences emerged between Men Faculty and Student respondents (42%, #=1,161),
Women Faculty and Student respondents (31%, #» = 1,339). and Transspectrum Faculty and Student

respondents (28%, » = 33) who felt “very comfortable” in their classes (Figure 23).™

U Very Comfortable Bl Comfortable @ Neutral B Uncomfortable BVery Uncomfortable

Men (n = 2741}

Women {n = 4393)

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

Figure 23. Faculty and Student Respondents” Comfort With Chimate in Their Classes
by Gender Identity (%)
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By racial identity.5* African/Black/African American (10%, n = 48). Asian/Asian American (12%,
n = 57). and Multiracial respondents (13%, #» = 73) were significantly less likely to be “very
comfortable” with the overall climate at University of Missouri-Columbia than were White
respondents (19%, » = 1,520), Other Respondents of Color (18%, » = 16), and
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican(@ respondents (17%, # = 29) (Figure 24).™"

Very Comfortable B Comfortable Neutral W Uncomfortable Very Uncomfortable
Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ (n = 171) ir . . 41 21. 16I 5 I:
Asian/Asian American {n = 462) - 12 54 23 8 2
African/Black/African American {n = 499) | 10 36 28 22 5
Multiracial {n = 582) ! 13 : 43 22 18 4
White (n = 7848) 19 49 17 13 2
Other People of Color {n = 87) 18 48 16 12 6

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%

Note: Responses with 11 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 24. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Racial Identity (%)

84The LCST proposed six collapsed racial identity categories (White. African/Black/African American. Asian/Asian
American. Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@, Other People of Color. and Muitiracial). Per the LCST. the Cther People of
Color aleger included respondents who identified as Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, American Indian/Native,
Alaskan Native, Middle Eastern, and Southwest Asian. For the purposes of some analyses. this report further collapses
racial identity into three categories (White. People of Color. and Multiracial), where the Asian/Asian American,
African/Black/Afiican American, Hispanic/Latino/Chicano, and Other People of Color were collapsed into one
leemr named People of Color.
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Significant differences existed between W ite Employee respondents (40%, » = 1,204), Other
Employee Respondents of Color (32%, » = 6), and Multiracial Employee respondents {33%, » = 55)
who were more likely to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas than
were A it /Black/African American Employee respondents (23%, # = 36), Asian/Asian
American Employee respondents (29%, » = 32), and Hispanic/Latin@/C ican@ Employee
respondents (26%, » = 14) (Figure 25) ®¥

o Very Comfortable | Comfortable 1 Neutral © Uncomifortable 1 Very Uncomfortable

Hispanic/Latin@/Chican@ {(n = 53)

Asian/Asian American (n = 112)

African/Black/African American {n = 157)

White (n = 2988)

Other People of Color (n = 18)

\ | | \
T T & F5 F Y T T 'Y

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%

Note: Responses with < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 25. Respondents” Comfort With the Climate in Their Primary Work Areas
by Racial Identity (%)
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Figure 26 illustrates that White Faculty and Student respondents (39%, » = 2,183) were
significantly more likely to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were
Multrracial Faculty and Student respondents (26%, # = 115), Hispanic/Latin@/Chican(@ Faculty
and Student respondents (23%, » = 35), and Other Faculty and Student Respondents of Color (22%,
n = 16). However, these groups were more likely to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their
classes than were African/Black/African American Faculty and Student respondents (13%, » = 46)
and Asian/Asian American Faculty and Student respondents {19%, » = 77).*

! Very Comfortable  mComfortable miNeutral ®=Uncomfortable = 'Very Uncomfortable

|

African/Black/African American {(n = 368)
Multiracial {n = 444)

White (n = 5655)

Other People of Color (n = 72)

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

Note: Responses with 71 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 26. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Chimate in Their Classes
by Racial Identity (%6)

70



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
University of Missouri-Columbia Report September 2017

Significant differences occuired in respondents’ level of comfort based on sexual identity. By
sexual identity, Heterosexual respondents (19%, rn = 1,641) were significantly more likely to be
“very comfortable” with the overall climate at University of Missouri-Columbia than were LGBQ

respondents (11%, » = 96) (Figure 27).™

= Very Comfortable = Comfortable u Neutral = Uncomfortable m Very Uncomfortable

LGBQ (n = 857)

Heterosexual (n = 8,691)

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

Figure 27. Respondents’ Comfort With the Overall Climate
by Sexual Identity (%)
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Heterosexual Employee respondents (40%, # = 1,278) were significantly more likely to be “very
comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas at University of Missouri-Columbia than

were LGBQ Employee respondents (27%, # = 66) (Figure 28).*"

mVery Comfortable ® Comforiable m Neutral " Uncomfcrtable m Very Uncomfortable

LGBQ {n = 245)

Heterosexual (n = 3,200)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10h%

Figure 28. Respondents’ Comfort With the Climate in Their Primary Work Areas
by Sexual Identity (%)
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By sexual identity, Heterosexual Faculty and Student respondents (36%, » = 2,304) were
significantly more likely to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes at University of
Missouri-Columbia than were LGBQ Faculty and Student respondents {(25%, n = 167) (Figure

" Very Comiortable ¥ Comfortable ¥ Neutral ¥ Uncomfortable " Very Uncomfortable

LGBQ {n = 668)

Heterosexual {n = 8378)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 90% 100%
Note: Responses with 7 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 29. Respondents” Comfort With the Climate in Their Classes
by Sexual Identity (%)

73



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
University of Missouri-Columbia Report September 2017

Respondents with No Disability (19%, »# = 1,656) were significantly more likely to be “very
comfortable” with the climate than were respondents with Single Disability (12%, » = 93) and
respondents with Multiple Disabilities (13%, # = 43) (Figure 30).™*

= Very Comfortable m Camfortable m Neutral i Uncomfortable u Very Uncomfortable

Multiple Disabilities {n = 336)

No Disability (n = 8,764)

Single Disability (n =767)

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

Note: Responses with 71 < 5 are not presentad in the figure.

F igure 30. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Disability Status {%)
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Figure 31 illustrates that Employee respondents with No Disability (39%, = 1,287) and Employee
respondents with Single Disability (33%, » = 73) were stgnificantly more likely to be “very
comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas than were Employee respondents with

Multiple Disabilities (20%, n = 25).*

" Very Comfortable | Comfortable I Neutral ¥ Uncomfortable B Very Uncomfortable

Multiple Disabilities (n = 124)

No Disability (n = 3,273}

Single Disability {n =223)
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Figure 31. Employee Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Primary Work Areas

by Disability Status (%)
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Faculty and Student respondents with No Disability (36%, » = 2,311) were significantly more likely
to be “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were Faculty and Student
respondents with Single Disability (27%, #» = 163) and Faculty and Student respondents with
Multiple Disabilities (22%, » = 51) (Figure 32).

& Very Comfortable B Comfortable W Neutral u Uncomfortable B Very Uncomfortable

Multiple Disabilities {(n = 232)

No Disability (n = 6,404)

Single Disability (n = 600)

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

Note: Responises with 1 < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 32. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate i Their Classes
by Disability Status (%)
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Significant difference existed m respondents’ level of comfort with the overall climate based on
Religious/Spiritual Identity (Figure 33). Lower percentages of respondents with No
Religious/Spiritual Identity (15%, # = 435), Multiple Religious/Spiritual Identities {15%, n = 54),
and Other Religious/Spiritual Identity (18%, » = 97) were “very comfortable” with the overall

chimate than were respondents with Christian Religious/Spiritual Identities (20%, » = 1,188).

1 Very Comfortable B Confortable ] ml | [ R ot e

Multiple Religious/Spiritual Id entities {n = 360)

No Religious/Spiritual Identity (n = 2,982)

Other Rutfigien s/Spiritual 1denfity (n = 538)

Christian Religious/Spiritual Kentity (n = 5,863}

0% "10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 33. Respondents® Comfort With Overall Climate by Religious/Spiritual Identity (%)
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Employee respondents with No Religious/Spiritual Identity (35%, » = 375), Employee respondents
with Multiple Rehgious/Spiritual Identities (32%, » = 48), and Employee respondents with Other
Religious/Spiritual Identity (28%, » = 31) were less “very comfortable” with the climate in thewr
primary work areas than were Employee respondents with Christian Religious/Spirttnal Identities

(42%, n = 886) (Figure 34), =

1 Very Comfortable m Comfortable | ml m il

Multiple Religious/Spiritual Identities (n = 151)

No Religious/Spiritual Identity {n = 1,086)

Other Religious/Spiritual ldenfity {n = 184)

Christian Religious/Spiritual ldentity {n = 2,095}
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Figure 34. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Primary Work Areas
by Religious/Spiritual Identity (%)
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Faculty and Student respondents with Christian Religious/Spiritual Identities (38%, » = 1,630) were
significantly more “very comfortable” with the climate in therr classes than were Faculty and
Student respondents with Multiple Religious/Spiritual Identities {34%, » = 86), Faculty and Student
respondents with No Religious/Spiritual Identity (31%, #» = 687), and Faculty and Student
respondents with Other Religious/Spiritual Identity (26%, » = 116) (Figure 35).

very Comfortable H Comforiable B Neutral H Uncomfortable B Very Uncomfortable

Mulkiple Religious/Spiritual ldentities (n = 254}

No Religious/Spiritual Identity {(n = 2,207)

Other Religious/Spiritual Identity (n = 443}

Chiistian Religious/S piritual Identity (n = 4,274)
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Note: Responses with /1 < 5 are not presented in the figure

Figure 35. Faculty and Student Respondents” Comfort With Climate in Their Classes
by Religious/Spiritual Identity (%)
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Respondents who were U.S. Citizens (14%, r» = 1,235) were more likely to feel “uncomfortable”
with the overall climate at University of Missouri-Columbia than were respondents who were Non-

U.S. Citizens (10%, n = 88) (Figure 36) =™

" Very Comfortable B Comfortable B Neutral I Uncomfortable B Very Uncomfortable

U.S. Citizens {n = 8,984)

Nan-U.S. Citizens (n = 887}
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Figure 36. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate
by Citizenship Status (%)
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Employee respondents who were U.S. Citizens (39%, » = 1,289) were more likely to feel “very
comfortable” with the climate in their primary work areas than were Employee respondents who

were Non-U.S. Citizens {29%, n = 94) (Figure 37).*"

¥ Very Comfortable B Comfortable B Neutral = Uncomfortable = Yery Uncomfortable

U.S. Citizens (n = 3,299}

Non-U.5. Citizens (n = 328)
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Figure 37. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Primary Work Areas
by Citizenship Status (%)
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Faculty and Student respondents who were U.S. Citizens (36%. » = 2,334) were more likely to feel
“very comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were Faculty and Student respondents who

were Non-U.S. Citizens (25%, » = 184) (Figure 38).°"

= Very Comfortable = Comfortable mNeutral = Uncomfortable = Very Uncomfortable

U.5. Citizens {n = 6,509)

Non-U.S. Citizens {(n =724)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 560% 60% 70% B8B0% 90% 100%

Figure 38. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Their Classes
by Citizenship Status (%)
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Respondents who were Non-Military (48%, n = 4.489) were more likely to feel “comfortable” with

the overall climate than were respondents who were Military (41%, » = 144) (Figure 39).%"

o Very Comfortable m Comfortable mNeutral mUncomfortable ®Very Uncomfortable

Non-Military (n = 9,294)

Military (n = 352)

-l
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Figure 39. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate
by Military Status (%)
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Non-Military Employee respondents (39%, » = 1,328) were more likely to feel “comfortable” with
the climate in their primary work areas than were Military Employee respondents (31%, n = 58)
(Figure 40).**

" Very Comfortable @ Comfortable m Neutral = Uncomfortable ®Very Uncomfortable

Non-Military (n = 3,381)

Military (n = 188)

. : - T ; * * * = 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 40. Faculty and Staff Respondents” Comfort With the Climate in Thewr Primary Work Areas
by Military Status (%)
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Military Faculty and Student respondents (40%, » = 87) were more likely to feel “very
comfortable” with the climate in their classes than were Non-Mili<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>