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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report summarizes the findings from Phase$Mlof the MU Campus Climate Study
for Underrepresented Groups.

Phase Il of the MU Campus Climate Stuzhtained participation from 99 neatademic

student service providers on campus (e.g., Student Health, Counseling Center, Success
Center, Student Life, Admissions, Financial Aid, etc.), to evaluate the accessibility,
suitability, and quality of their seises to students from underrepresented groups, as well as
the knowledge, awareness and competencies of the service providers in each unit.

Phase lIl of the MU Campus Climate Study obtained participation from 1134 students who
use 34 noracademic servicamn campus to assess their perceptions of the accessibility,
suitability, and quality of services to members of underrepresented groups.

3KDVH ,9 RI WKH 08 &DPSXV &0OLPDWH 6WXG\ IRFXVHG RQ V'
harassment on campus. Datsswallected from 1356 faculty, students and staff in order to

assess the prevalence and types of violence and harassment experienced by members of the

MU community.

All participants were recruited for participation vianail solicitation and completed lore
surveys.

Only 20 of the 34 student services units were represented among the participants in Phase Il.
The number of participants reached double digits in only 4 of the 34 campus units surveyed,
and the modal number of participants per unit was 1.

Phase Il data indicate that respondents overall tended to rate the quality of the services
SURYLGHG E\ WKHLU XQLWYV RQ DYHUDJH DV DERYH 3SDGHTX
respect to the issues addressed in the survey questionnaire.

Phase Il resporants rated the quality of services rendered by their units lower on average for
nonnative English speakers, né@hristian individuals, persons with disabilities, and LGB
students.

$PRQJ 3KDVH ,, SDUWLFLSD Q \aféctiteivedd bbadirditytdinihngJV IRU WK
Staff knowledge” D @@ildbility of appropriate resources WHQGHG WR EH ORZHU V
ratings on other items.

Many Phase Il participants reported that they had received no training at MU to address the
needs of underrepresented greugnd many others reported training that appears to have
taken place outside the context of their current employment at MU. A small but significant
proportion of respondents indicated that they had received training to address the needs of
underrepresendegroups as part of their employment at MU.



Concluding comments for Phase Il participants reflected a wide range of attitudes reflecting
pride, investment, support, and concern as well as disdain for issues regarding the treatment
of underrepresented grps among student services units on campus at MU.

Phase lll data was obtained for 33 student services units usintieaBBstrument designed
to examine student perceptions of the accessibility, suitability, and quality of services to
members of underpeesented groups.

Only those respondents in Phase Ill who indicated that they had received services from a
particular unit on campus within the past year were allowed to complete a survey for that
particular unit, and only responses obtained from mendi¢he target groups were used in
evaluating the responsiveness of a unit toward that group.

The vast majority of student service units evaluated in Phase Ill received average ratings
from all six underrepresented group participants that were aboveaYakR | 3SDGHTXDWH"™ D
EHORZ D UDWLQJ RI 3HIWUHPHO\ ZHOO ~ ZLWK RQO\ D IHZ H

$YHUDJH UDWLQJVY WKDW ZHUH EHORZ 3SDGHTXDWH" ZHUH R
service units in Phase Il with respect to LGBT and/or-G@bmistian religious miarities.

An expansive number of comments were provided by Phase Il participants that reflected a
wide range of attitudes reflecting pride, investment, support, and concern as well as disdain
for issues regarding the treatment of underrepresented gnogpg atudent services units

on campus at MU.

There were 224 Phase |V participa(it6.5%)who reported being victimized by sexual
harassment by a person affiliated with MU.

Sexual harassment reported in Phase IV was primarily reported by women (nof 194)
European American descent (n = 199) and heterosexual orientation (n = 199).

7KH SULPDU\ IRUPV RI VH[XDO KDUDVVPHQW UHSRUWHG LQ
DQG *XQFRPIRUWDEOH VH[XDO VSHHFK MRNHV™ Q

Sexual harassment reportedPihase IV was committed most often by work supervisors (n =
41), faculty/TAs (n = 60), peers (n = 80), and coworkers (n = 63).

Participants in Phase IV reported that they most often discussed the harassment with nobody
(n =54), family (n = 59), friends (A 124), and significant others (71).

The majority of Phase IV respondents who provided a rating of the effectiveness of the
responses received from university officials regarding sexual harassment did not perceive
them to be effective.

Experiences of seial harassment were associated with higher rates of depressive symptoms
and fears for personal safety.



There were 3Phase I\participants (2.4%) who reported being victims of hate crimes on
campus at MU.

Hate crimes reported in Phase IV were primaeBl D VHG RQ WKH YLFWLPYV JHQGH
race/ethnicity (n = 9), sexual orientation (n = 5), religion (n = 5) and other (n = 5).

The types of hate crimes reported by Phase IV participants included threats of violence (n =
7), threatening or harassing phomdisc(n = 5), vandalism (n = 5), and other (n = 15).

Participants in Phase IV indicated that they primarily discussed the hate crimes with nobody
(n =6), family (n = 9), friends (n = 16), and significant others (n = 10).

The majority of Phase IV respoents who provided a rating of the effectiveness of the
responses received from university officials regarding hate crime victimization did not
perceive them to be effective.

Experiences of hate crime victimization were associated with higher ratesofeaessional
safety.

There were 14Phase I\participants (10.5%) who reported being victims of hate incidents
on campus at MU.

+DWH LQFLGHQWY UHSRUWHG LQ 3KDVH ,9 ZHUH SULPDULO)
race/ethnicity (n = 57), sexual ortation (n = 37), religion (n = 52) and other (n = 10).

The types of hate incidents reported by Phase IV participants included offensive jokes or
remarks (n = 122), offensive editorials, cartoons or news stories (n = 120), and public
displays of objects,jgns or symbols (n = 51).

Participants in Phase IV indicated that they primarily discussed the hate incidents with
nobody (n = 26), faculty/TA (n = 21), family (n = 63), friends (n = 97), and significant others
(n =55).

The majority of Phase IV responms who provided a rating of the effectiveness of the
responses received from university officials regarding hate incident victimization did not
perceive them to be effective.

Experiences of hate crime victimization were associated with higher levedpaisgdive
symptoms.

There were 9®hase I\participants (7.0%) who reported witnessing hate crimes on campus
at MU.

There were 34@hase I\participants (25.1%) who reported witnessing hate incidents on
campus at MU.



INTRODUCTION

Throughout the past tweenturies, colleges and universities in the United States
have shifted from a predominantly affluent, Christian, heterosexual, White, male faculty
and student body to include greater diversity in many different forms. In particular, over
the past four dexxles there have been increasing numbers of women, people of color,
people with disabilities, nenative English speaking international students and faculty,
non-Christian religious minorities, and lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT)
individuals an campuses around the country (Spitzberg & Thordike, 1992). The civil
rights movement, the elimination in public school segregation, and a surge in minority
enroliments raised the level of public consciousness regarding inequalities in the
education of miarity groups (Hurtado, 1992). Multicultural experts have contended that
it is imperative for colleges and universities to impart the necessary skills and
sensitivities for living successfully in a culturally pluralistic world (Grieger, 1996). Yet,
despitea rapid increase in diversity, researchers have suggested that historically
underrepresented group members tend to perceive the campus climate quite differently
than their majority group peetanore often perceiving the environment as unwelcoming
or unsuppdaive (Ancis, Sedlacek, & Mohr, 2000).

The American Association of Colleges and Universities (1995) challenges higher
education institutions to create and articulate a commitment to inclusion, fairness, and equality.
It proposes that colleges and univiges commit to developing inclusive environments in which
all people are welcome, valued, and heard equally. The report suggests that in order to provide a
framework within which a vital community of learning can be built, a primary mission of the
acaderny must be to create an environment that ideally cultivates diversity and celebrates
difference. In summary, the creation of a welcoming climate is conducive to fulfilling the
missions of institutions of higher education, and members of the academic cityrivotin
contribute to and are impacted by the campus environment (Rankin, 1998).

Historically, the prevailing view among higher education administrators held that
minority group members were responsible for their own plight, and that in order to gzas &xc
opportunities in the higher education system they would have to adapt and conform to the
existing institutional structure, culture, and values. Cronbach (1957) said it this way:

Institutions, by demanding adaptation, serve as instruments of natural

VHOHFWLRQ DPRQJ PHQ >VLF@ 7KH >SHGXFDWRUfV@ |
facilitate or anticipate natural selection. He seeks only to reduce its cruelty

and wastage by predicting who will survive in schools and other

institutions as they are. He tekthe system for granted and tries to

identify who will fit into it.

Sue (1995) has pointed out that multicultural organizational development (MOD) tends to

progressinastagg LVH IDVKLRQ IURP 3SPRQRFXOWXUDO" H J (XURF
monolnguDO KHWHURVH[LVW YDOXHV DQG D YLHZ RI PLQRULWLLE
SQRQGLVFULPLQDWRU\" D QRQV\VWHPLF ITUDJPHQWHG DSSUF



VWDQGDUGY IRU QRQGLVFULPLQDWLRQ WR 3PXQOnlyF X OWXUD!
forms in a manner that permeates all aspects of the institution). The philosophical premise
underlying multicultural institutions social justice? reflecting an organization that will not

permit racism, sexism, homophobia or other forms of intoleraared instead addresses issues of
equal access, and embraces diversity asaat{Grieger, 1996). Institutions of higher education

that are multicultural (a) are composed of faculty, staff and students that are representative of the
diversity found inthe population; (b) express a valuing of diversity in public statements of
commitment, vision, mission, processes, structures, policies, service delivery, and allocation of
resources; and (c) values and rewards multicultural competencies, including \diesiite

attitudes, knowledge about salient aspects of diverse groups, and skills in interacting with and
serving diverse groups effectively, sensitively, and respectfully (Grieger, 1996).

Increased diversity on university campuses can be understondhdrib social justice
and economic health perspectives (Blimling, 2001). The consensus among educators over the
past twenty years suggests that diversity on college campuses is associated with the following:
(a) greater learning, (b) increased interpersooimpetencies, (c) greater setinfidence among
students, (d) fewer irrational prejudices, (e) greater gains in critical thinking, and (f) greater
involvement in civic and community service (Beckham, 2000; Gudeman, 2000; Gurin, 1999;
Pascarella, Palmdvjoye, & Pierson, 2001; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2000; Milem, 1999; Smith,
Gerbick, Figuroa, Watkins, Levitan et al., 1997; Sedlacek, 1987). Although it is impossible to
produce research that provides a causal connection between these various outcomes and campus
diversity, all of these outcomes are likely to positively affect the preparation of graduates to live
and work in a diverse U.S. society as well as the global economic infrastructure (Blimling,
2001). The mandate to educate all students to live and warkluralistic society is so critical
that it has been argued that producing multiculturally competent graduates should be the
preeminent criterion for defining academic excellence in ti'ec@dtury (Grieger & Tolliver,
2001). However, numerical represations alone cannot determine whether minority students,
faculty or staff are welcomed and supported by institutions of higher learning (Gloria, Hird, &
Navarro, 2001). As such, colleges and universities have a responsibility to provide a campus
climate hat is equitable for all students. Blimling (2001) asserts that educators have a moral
imperative to conduct research on individual college campuses nationwide in order to
demonstrate how diversity can make education richer at their individual institutions

Climate for People of Color

People of color represent over 31 percent of the population in the U.S. (approximately 90
million people), and include individuals of Hispanic/Latino (12.5%), African (12.3%), Asian
(3.6%), American Indian/Alaskan Native 996) and multiracial (2.4%) backgrounds (U.S.

Census Bureau, 2000a). This constitutes a substantial shift in a relatively short period of time,
given that norHispanic Whites constituted over 75 percent of the population just ten years
earlier (U. S. CensuBureau, 1990), and approximately 86 percent in 1980 (U. S. Census
Bureau, 2000b). In the Pacific (Washington, California, Oregon, Alaska, and Hawaii) and West
South Central (Arkansas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, and Texas) regions of the country, Whites hold
only narrow margins of majority over people of color (53% and 58%, respectively), are on the
verge of being outhnumbered in Texas (52%), and are already numerical minorities in Hawaii,
New Mexico, and California (23%, 45%, and 47%, respectively) as wellraany major
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metropolitan cities (e.g., Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, Los Angeles, Miami,
Milwaukee, New York, Philadelphia, San Antonio, San Diego, San Francisco, St. Louis,
Washington, D.C.). The Census Bureau has projected that peoplerofitidd@ a numerical
majority in the U.S. as a whole some time after 2050. Unquestionably, in order for college
graduates to be successful in the newly emerging plurality of-etbiaic diversity in the U.S.,
exposure to diversity and competencies ésponding to people of color will be essential.

High school completion rates in the U.S. (among individuals 25 years and older) have
been steadily increasing for all raeg@hnic groups over the past 60 years (U.S. Census, 2003a),
yet access to a univatssdegree has continued to lag far behind. The most recent figures indicate
that Hispanics continue to lag behind both Blacks and Whites, graduating high school at less than
two-WKLUGV RI WKH UDWH IRU :KLWHV ZKLOHaprakintael) $PHULF|
90 percent of the rate for Whites (57.0, 79.2, and 88.7 percent, respectively). The high school
graduation rate for Asian Americans was 86 percent in 2000. Although the latest census figures
indicate that African Americans have narrowed thiege graduation gap to nearly 60 percent
of the rate for Whites (17.2 and 29.4 percent, respectively), Hispanics continue to lag behind at
11.1 percent, less than 40 percent of the rate for Whites. Asian Americans have the highest level
of college gradu#n rates across all groups with 44 percent having a college degree or more
education in 2000. Disparities in employment opportunities and income are the logical result of
the continuing lack of educational parity for people of color. In 2001, the meamanfor
African American families (across all income groups) was only 59.7 percent of the average
income for norHispanic White families; the corresponding figure for families of Hispanic origin
was 61.5 percent of the average income for White familieS. (Census Bureau, 2003b).

Neville, Worthington, & Spanierman (2001) pointed out that strong relationships among
socioeconomic status, educational attainment, and occupational level have led to a continuous
cycle of impoverished, poorly educated, and wexgployed people of color (p. 249). For
example, Whites are more likely than people of color to (a) attend schools with smaller class
sizes, (b) have access to computers in public schools and at home during schooling, (c) graduate
from a 4year college ouniversity, (d) earn higher incomes, (e) retain employment during a
recession, (f) have health insurance and gain access to health care, (g) survive some life
threatening illnesses (e.g., cancer), (h) experience better housing conditions (e.g., leag,crowdi
less crime, less litter and deterioration, and fewer problems with public services), (i) spend a
smaller proportion of income on housing, (j) have greater access to home mortgage loans and
home ownership, (K) invest in the stock market and retirenceouats, and (I) gain a substantial
net worth (Neville et al., 2001). Recognition of the recurrent nature of these types of advantages
based on racial group membership has produced efforts to engage in affirmative action as a
method of change.

Affirmative action policies were first initiated in the early 1960s to correct many decades
of racial discrimination in employment and education, with the first use of the term attributed to
President John F. Kennedy in an executive order intended to reduce oatinacial
discrimination in employment among government contractors. After only a decade of
implementation of affirmative action policies, the first two major cases against it were presented
to the U.S. Supreme Court (i.e., DeFunis v. Odegaard, and Redehe University of
California v. Bakke), which were followed by a series of additional cases over the course of

11



twenty years. The Bakke case against the University of California resulted in a split decision that
produced rulings both supporting ana iting affirmative action in educational admissions.

More recently, hearing two cases against the University of Michigan simultaneously (Grutter v.
Bollinger, and Gratz v. Bollinger), the U.S. Supreme Court issued yet another split decision. In

the first cecision, the Court upheld the policy of the University of Michigan Law School in

giving consideration to increasing diversity within the law school and among those in the legal
professions by using race as one factor in determining admissions. In the decsion, the

court ruled that the University of Michigan admissions policy that awarded points to people of

color on the basis of race/ethnicity (along with points awarded for such things as children of

alumni, athletes, and men enrolling in nursinggoams) was unconstitutional. In writing the

majority opinion for Grutter v. Bollinger, Justice Sandra Day O'Connor said the Constitution

SGRHVY QRW SURKLELW WKH « QDUURZO\ WDLORUHG XVH RI UD
compelling interest in obit@ng the educational benefits that flow from a diverse student body ...

In order to cultivate a set of leaders with legitimacy in the eyes of the citizenry, it is necessary

that the path to leadership be visibly open to talented and qualified individeaisry race and
HWKQLFLW\ = $OWKRXJK WKH 8QLYHUVLW\ RI OLFKLJDQ FDVHYV
affirmative action by the U.S. Supreme Court in a generation, there will likely be future cases

that continue to test the limits of policies desigtwedorrect longstanding inequities in education

and employment for people of color.

Despite institutional efforts to promote diversity and manage racial tensions on campuses
by attracting increased numbers of minority faculty and students, institiassiainptions
regarding the relationship gtiality to diversityoften inappropriately place these two goals in
conflict, thereby adding to the tension (Hurtado, 1992). Viewed from this perspective, arguments
for quality can be used as a means of excluding@h RULW\ JURXS PHPEHUVY HQURO
maintaining the status quo with respect to inclusion of members of minority groups and the
impact their enrollment will have on the culture of the institution (Hurtado, 1992). Specifically,
selective institutiongend to emphasize the requirement for students to demonstrate their
achievemenprior to enrollment (thereby maintaining institutional status and reputation),
whereapenenroliment institutionsllow students to demonstrate their achieverdanng the
couse of enrollment (thereby contributing to the improvement of achievement among minority
group members in the process). Hurtado (1992) has suggested that there is a paradox at selective
institutions with respect to diversity, in that they tend to adogtspective that views diversity
and quality in opposition to one another, yet they simultaneously foster progressive thought with
UHVSHFW WR GLYHUVLW\ ZKLFK XOWLPDWHO\ FRQWUDGLFWYV
diversity. According to Hurt& R SUDFLDO WHQVLRQ PD\ EH KLIJIKHVW
environments because institutional commitment to diversity is often ambivalent, mitigated by
RWKHU LQVWLWXWLRQDO DFWLRQV WKDW H[FOXGH PLQRULW.L
admissions policies and models appear to have a great deal of influence on the campus climate
for diversity, as well as the overall progress made on the elimination of historical inequities
among groups.

Early studies indicated that institutional selectiatyd campus size were related to racial
tensions on campus (Hurtado, 1992), which can be explained in essentially two alternative ways:
(a) highly selective campuses tend to attract prgieste students and faculty, and (b) large
campuses tend to be molePSHUVRQDO DQG OHVV FRQFHUQHG ZLWK LQG

12



Furthermore, under conditions of increasing cultural diversity the differences between groups
become salient on an everyday basis and-grtaup conflict can result. For the first time, many
students must learn to interact with classmates and roommates who are different from them. For
most students, whatever their group membership, college is the first occasion to have extensive
contacts with individuals who differ from them in socially sigraht ways. Because of the

pervasive racial and ethnic segregation that characterizes many communities, most students grow
XS JRLQJ WR VFKRRO DQG UHVLGLQJ DPRQJ RQO\ 3 WKHLU RZC
are likely to meet a broader rangehaimanity than they have ever encountered. Recent research
suggests that higher rates of institutional spending per student on student services and student aid
are associated with perceptions of more favorable campus climates for diversity, which can be
explained by a higher degree of real and perceived support for students (Hurtado, 1992).
Furthermore, although campus administrators anticipated some of the different types of issues
they might face as minority student enrollments increased, they frequaalettl/tb anticipate
corresponding problems with majority students in matters such as admissions (e.g., Supreme
Court cases such as Bakke, Grutter, and Gratz), student organizations, and student publications
(Hurtado, 1992).

Ancis, Sedlacek, and Mohr (200studied the campus cultural climate of a large- mid
Atlantic university and found significant differences between ragtlaic groups regarding
perceptions of campus climate related to (a) raatlatic hostility, (b) pressure to conform to
stereotypeg(c) inequitable treatment by faculty, staff, and teaching assistants, (d) residence hall
tensions, (e) faculty racism, and (f) crasdtural comfort. Whites consistently held more
favorable views of the campus cultural climate than members of edliad minority groups
(African Americans, Latinos and Asian Americans), and there were occasional differences in
perceptions among raciathnic group members. Gloria and colleagues (Gloria & Ho, 2003;
Gloria & Robinson Kurpius; 2001; Gloria, Robinson Kurpidamilton, & Willson, 1999)
conducted a series of studies to examine the relation of social support, university comfort, and
selfbeliefs (i.e., consisted of measures of-ssteem and collegelated sekefficacy) to the
academic persistence decisiaishree different racial ethnic groups: African American, Asian
American, and American Indian undergraduates. Social support (perceived social support from
family and friends; mentoring within the academic setting) was the strongest predictor of
academigersistence for all three groups, and positive perceptions of the university environment
were particularly important for African Americans and American Indians. Also, differences were
found among Asian American subgroups regarding the importance ofsquuart, university
comfort, and selbeliefs in predicting academic persistence (Gloria & Ho, 2003). In a similar
study, TomlinsorClarke (1994) followed a group of African American (60%), Hispanic (18%),
and White (18%) college students over a thyearperiod to examine the relationships between
academic comfort, occupational orientation, and academic persistence. Torallad@nfound
that relationships between academic comfort and occupational orientation differed by racial
group, but did not find eelationship between academic comfort and persistence for African
American, Hispanic, or White students.

In a study of 716 undergraduates, White students reported more positive perceptions of
the university environment, higher cultural congruity, and nporstive helpseeking attitudes
than racial and ethnic minority students did (Gloria et al., 2001). This indicates that the campus
environment is more consistent with the cultural experiences and personal development of White

13



students, which is likely tonfluence their perceptions of the quality of the environment and
willingness to utilize nofacademic student services. Constantine and Arorash (2001) found that
among students utilizing counseling services, African American and Latino students desired
counseling services that would be culturally appropriate. Further, Mau & Fernandes (2001)
found that the effectiveness of career counseling services depends substantially on the degree to
which the unigue needs of diverse populations are recognized amrdsettlrThese findings are
likely to be relevant to other student services beyond counseling and career services, including
health services, advising, disability services, and recreational services (Gloria & Rodriguez,
2000). As diversity increases on umnsiey campuses, university student services centers will

need to address and integrate sociocultural context into their programming and implement
interventions that are culturally appropriate to minority students.

Climate for Nomnative English Speakers

Students and faculty from other countries represent a pool of potentially rich resources
for campuses in their quest toward globalization and internationalization in education. U.S.
institutions of higher learning have been able to attract studentstaoldrs from other
countries, with US colleges and universities enrolling more international students (nearly
500,000 on average) and hosting more international scholars (more than 70,000) than any other
country (American Council on Education [ACE], 200@ernational students often experience
a number of different problems related to language proficiency, social isolation, financial
complications, adapting to the laws and norms of a new country, culture shock and
homesickness, and lack of familiar andessary consumer goods and services (e.g., foods,
religious articles). These potential problems of adjustment can result in a multitude of outcomes
that reduce functioning in social, academic and physical domains. Furthermore, due to cultural
differencesn expectations and values regarding help seeking, international students and scholars
may be less likely to pursue and receive help from campus units designed to provide assistance.

/I\VIDDUG VXJIJHVWHG WKDW LQWH Udh iaelds@dieO 3V R MF
stages: (a) initial elation and optimism, (b) frustration and depression, and (c) confidence and
satisfaction. Investigations of this model have received mixed results (e.g., clearly not all
international scholars and students experiatidaree stages). Mischel (1968) introduced the
notion that social support and the acquisition of social skills will facilitate adjustment to the host
culture. Among the critical components of the social support model are the cultural learning
opportunites afforded by crossultural friendships within the host institution. Unfortunately,
there is little data about how well universities facilitate adjustment among international students
and scholars, or how welcoming the climate is for members of thaggsgro

A potential critical hindrance of globalization and the internationalization of education is
the U.S. trend toward monolingualism (ACE, 2000). According to the ACE, enrollment among
U.S. college students in foreign language courses has droppeataigiyfover the past 4
decades, study abroad programs have failed to gain substantial popularity, and U.S. college
students consistently perform poorly on global competency surveys. Furthermore, the rise of the
nationwide Engliskonly movement at all leve of education has probably had some impact on
the quality of life for nomative English speakers on university campuses across the nation. For
example, the State of Missouri passed legislation in 1986 that was designed to limit teaching
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activities by na-native English speakers, which prohibits international students from
assistantships involving teaching during their first semester and in subsequent semesters until
their English language proficiency has been established via testing. Thus, these stusiebés
screened and receive training before they are approved for teaching or assisting with teaching in
any way. Although the law was designed to address the concerns of student groups regarding the
understandability of instructors in the college classr, it places an additional level of

responsibility and burden on international students at the university above and beyond their own
struggles to engage in graduate study in a foreign language and their adjustment to the host
culture.

ACE (2000) repodd a lack of available data on the extent to which institutions involve
international scholars in campus programs, the ways they are involved in such programs, or their
breadth of participation. Although their survey indicated a high level of institutonamitment
LQ UKHWRULF WKH\ GLG QRW KDYH GDWD UHJDUGLQJ KRZ 3D
allocation of financial and human resources, recruitment and tenure decisions, scholarships, or
other support for international programs.

Climate forLGBT Individuals

LGBT people on college campuses are becoming more visible and more vocal, and there
has been a significant increase in the past 20 years in the numbers and levels of student, staff,
and faculty activity (Berrill, 1990). Yet, because ofyerful social conditions that continue to
exist on and off campus, LGBT students, faculty and staff often experience an environment that
is hostile toward them. Many LGBT individuals feel pressured to conceal their identities, which
might result in sociahnd emotional isolation, as well as subjective distress and a reduced sense
of safety and psychological wddking. Those who are open with their identities often risk
discrimination, verbal or physical harassment, or other subtler forms of heterogsesxist b
(Rankin, 2003). Heterosexism on university campuses is a form of bias that renders LGBT
individuals invisible by inhibiting acknowledgement and expression of LGBT perspectives, and
affecting curricular and research effddftsometimes talented LGBT stuts, faculty and staff
feel forced to leave the university, leaving students deprived of role models and academic growth
(Rankin, 1998).

One of the most significant barriers faced by LGBT students, faculty, and staff on
university campuses stem from horegative attitudes (homophobia), which might be
experienced as hostile remarks, harassment, and threats and/or acts of violence directed toward
persons who are identified (correctly or incorrectly) as LGBT. Generally, men have more
negative attitudes towatdsBT individuals than women, and people who know someone who is
gay, lesbian, or bisexual tend to have more positive attitudes than those who do not. Research
indicates that most heterosexual fystar college students arrive on campus with the bekgf th
they do not know and have never come in contact with someone who is gay, lesbian, bisexual or
transgender, and the college environment often is a place where these students might report their
first awareness of LGBT people in their daily lives (in thendls, in classrooms, and elsewhere).

Rankin (2003) conducted a national survey of LGBT individuals from 14 different
institutions from October 2000 to December 2001. The 1669 participants included 1000 students,
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150 faculty, and 467 staff/administratdfaculty, staff and students from MU patrticipated in this
national survey during Phase | of the MU Campus Climate Study. Rankin (2003) reported some
of the following major findings from the igampus aggregate data:

(@ More than onghird of LGBT undergraduatstudents, and 29 percent of all
respondents, reported experiences of harassment during the previggaone
period.

(b) Twenty percent of all respondents feared for their physical safety, and 51
percent concealed their identities in order to avoid haragsand
intimidation.

(c) Respondents felt that transgender individuals were somewhat more likely to be
harassed on campus (71%) than gay men and lesbians (61%).

(d) A large proportion of respondents felt that the overall campus climate was
homophobic (43%), ansimilar numbers felt that their institution was not
addressing issues related to sexual orientation/gender identity (41%), and that
the curriculum did not represent the contributions of LGBT people (43%).

(e) Large percentages reported that their worksitgassrooms accepted them as
LGBT people (64 percent) and that institutions provided them with resources
on LGBT issues and concerns (72 percent).

Berrill (1990) has suggested that campus responses toward acts of bigotry are critical to
facilitating an atrosphere of trust and safety for LGBT individuals. He recommends that
administrators provide a specific policy concerningpédated harassment and a cammice
policy prohibiting discrimination based on sexual orientation with formal procedures for
handing harassment that include appropriate disciplinary processes. Yet policies that address
harassment must distinguish between speech that is merely objectionable and threats or sustained
personal denigration (Berrill, 1990).

Even if the college or univeity has no legal right to ban certain forms of
bigoted speech, it has a moral duty to vigorously condemn it. To remain
silent merely because offensive remarks are legal is to suggest that they
are also morally acceptable. Because hateful remarks cancensered,

it is all the more important that they be censured (Berrill, 1990, p. 186).

Institutions vary widely in the extent to which they document harassment, violence, and
discrimination against LGBT individuals. Furthermore, there are many ingtsutiat do not
explicitly protect LGBT individuals from discrimination in institutional nondiscrimination
policies. Although the University of Missouri System recently approved the inclusion of sexual
orientation in the nondiscrimination policy on all fdul campuses, there was significant
dissatisfaction among the LBGT community with the lack of such a policy at the time of data
collection. The National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (NGLTF; 1996) reports that there are
thousands of anglay incidents (incluidg threats, vandalism, harassment, and assault) on
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university and college campuses nationwide every year, in which 3 to 5 percent of survey
respondents were the target of agay physical assaults, 20 percent were threatened with
violence, and 4Gt76 percent were verbally harassed. Each of these episodes has the capacity to
trigger feelings of alienation, isolation, fear, guilt, dddme and rage (Berrill, 1990).

Furthermore, the impact of btasotivated incidents extends beyond the individuallto

members of the targeted group (NGLTF, 1996), as well as members of the larger community
(Rankin, 1998). It is well documented that hate crimes and hate incidents are underreported,
which signifies the need for a comprehensive appraisal of these events.

Climate for People with Disabilities

People with disabilities face a range of different environmental issues that may interfere
with their academic and professional functioning, including (a) issues related to accessibility in
the physical plant of thiastitution and/or specific buildings or service units, (b) lack of
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act regarding reasonable accommodations in
the classroom or work environments, (c) lack of adequate services or competent service
professimals available who can serve their needs (e.g., sign language interpreters, competently
trained noteakers), and (d) attitudinal issues (e.g., stereotypes, fear, and disdain) (Hurtado,
&DUWHU .DUGLD )YXUWKHU GH ely@ithw arkl@iworigl SGLVDELO
institutions, and although most might be inclined to recognize and address issues related to
mobility, vision, and hearing, other conditions of disability might be more likely to be neglected,
such as those related to speech, learmirgglical, or psychological conditions. Furthermore, a
SHUVRQYTYVY GLVDELOLW\ VWDWXV LV QRW DOZD\V UHDGLO\ DS
ZLWK GLVDELOLWLHYV PLJKW EH 3LQYLVLEOH “~ DQG VRPH LQGI
be unkown to others. These conditions make the exact number of persons with disabilities
difficult to determine on university campuses (Hurtado, Carter, & Kardia, 1998).

Climate for Women

Women represent greater than 50 percent of the student body in magt<salhd
universities, yet they are still considered an underrepresented group because (a) their numbers
are small in many male dominated professions and degree majors (particularly math and
science), (b) they have been particularly prone to victimizatiocollege campuses due to
sexual harassment and sexual violence, and (c) many women belong to more than one minority
group on campus, including groups oppressed on the basis of race/ethnicity, sexual orientation,
disability, religion and age. Women fassiies on college campuses and in the real world that
men generally do not have to face, such asltily climate,which refers to subtle and overt
EHKDYLRUV RQ WKH SDUW RI IDFXOW\ VWDII DQG VWXGHQWV
and preparatin for entry into graduate school or the world of work (Hall & Sandler, 1982).
Sexual harassment is a common focus of studies investigating the campus climate for women,
and research has been generally consistent in findings that (a) peers are the most com
perpetrators of sexual harassment, (b) official responses to reports of harassment are associated
with the climate experienced by women, and (c) campus police play a critical role in responding
to harassment issues (Hurtado, Carter, & Kardia, 1998yeMer, much of the research is
characterized by a lack of agreement regarding the definition of sexual harassment.
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MU policy defines sexual harassment as either: (1) unwelcome sexual advances or
requests for sexual activity by a University employee instjpn of power or authority to a
University employee or a member of the student body, or (2) other unwelcome verbal or physical
conduct of a sexual nature by a University employee or a member of the student body to a
University employee or a member oéthtudent body, when: (a) submission to or rejection of
such conduct is used explicitly or implicitly as a condition for academic or employment
decisions; or (b) the purpose or effect of such conduct is to interfere unreasonably with the work
or academic @rformance of the person being harassed; or (c) the purpose or effect of such
conduct to a reasonable person is to create an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment (MU
Police Department, 2001).

,Q D UHSRUW WLWOHG 37KHGCHHIKXDRPH.G W WK HD WKIVRAMQL RH &
Department's National Institute of Justice (NIJ) and Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) (Fisher,
Cullen, & Turner, 2000) estimated that 35 out of every 1000 female college students are
victimized by rape or attempted rape during given year, or that approximately 5 percent of
college women are victimized in any given year. At an institution like MU, with a college
student population of approximately 26,000 (approximately 52% women), that means there
could be as many as 473 to GiAbidents of attempted or completed rape every year. They
further estimated that approximately-28% of college women might be victimized by
attempted or completed rapes over the course of a college cafegedds). The study also
estimated that abodB percent of college women had been stalked since the beginning of the
school year. For completed rapes, nearly 60 percent that took place on campus occurred in the
victim's residence, 31 percent occurred in other living quarters on campus and 10 percent
occurred at a fraternity. Most of the sexually assaulted women knew the person who victimized
them. For completed and attempted rapes, nearly 90 percent of the victims knew the offender,
who was usually a classmate, friend;byfriend or acquaintance.

Climate for NorChristian Religious Minorities

The First Amendment to the US Constitution requires the separation of church and state,
which has been extended to public education on campuses like MU. Our public institutions of
higher education must theogé be hospitable to students of all faiths and no faith. Thus, the First
Amendment restricts public universities from erecting nativity scenes, crosses, menorahs and
other religious symbols to the exclusion of those of other faiths. However, accorthegitoti
'"HIDPDWLRQ /HDJXH SFDPSXVHV KDYH EHFRPH D QHZ SULI
manner of extremists, forcing some colleges and universities onto the frontline in the fight
against extremism and anHP LWLVP =~ $P R QJ WedhedakiiKreligiols@iGtsityV V
include (a) lack of visibility or respect for religious history, culture and/or holidays in the
scheduling of campus events and exams, (b) stereotypes, (c) verbal harassmentSghnaicti
behavior among campus communmygembers, (e) Arsemitic public speeches on campus, and
(f) hate incidents and hate crimes. Yet, there is little data available about the climate for religious
diversity on university campuses across the country.

Anti-Semitism is probably the most wvelg discussed issue regarding campus climate for
religious diversity, yet given the events of September 11, 2004lskntiic hate has become a
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much more focal issue on university campuses across the country. In fact, Phase | of the MU
Campus Climate Stydoccurred within weeks after 9/11 and the findings reflected some of the
LQFUHDVHYVY LQ ELDV GXULQJ WKDW WLPH 30LGGOH (DVWHUQE
accepted raciagthnic groups on campus. For example, among the 3100 participants il,Phase
students, faculty and staff were more than 3 times more likely to say they would not be a friend

of a person of Middle Eastern descent (n = 327; 11%) than someone who was African American

(n = 84), American Indian (n = 87), Asian (n = 102), Hispanw (rf09), or Caucasian (n = 31).
Respondents were at least twice as likely to say they would not be roommates with a person of
Middle Eastern descent than members of the others groups, and at least three times more likely

to say they would not share an offiwith a Middle Easterner. Unfortunately, the classification

Rl 30LGGOH (DVWHUQHU" FRXOG PHDQ PDQ\ GLITHUHQW WKLQ.
different religious backgrounds, and the Rankin Climate Assessment for Underrepresented

groups did notequest participants to identify their religious affiliation (although subsequent

phases of data collection did request this information). Only 19 of the 3100 participants in Phase

| identified as Middle Easterners, and among those, the majority (n td@)xha@ campus

climate for religious differences as accepting or very accepting, with approximately 26 percent
indicating that they were uncertain (n = 3) or that the climate was not accepting (n = 2).

However, 39 percent of Middle Easterners (n = 7) iadeh indicated they had been victims of
harassment on campus (compared to 19.2% of the total sample), over half of which indicated that
they believed the harassment was due to their religion (n = 4).

Hate Crimes and Hate Incidents

In its 2001 Report t&€ongress, the U.S. Department of Education documented an
increase in reported hate crimes on American campuses from a total of 1,312 in 1997 to 2,067.
According to the U.S. Department of Justice (200bat® crimecan be generally defined as a
crime whid in whole or part is motivated by the offender's bias toward the victim's status, and
are intended to hurt and intimidate individuals because they are perceived to be different with
respect to their race, color, religion, national origin, sexual orientagender or disability. A
hate incidenis an action in which a person is made aware that her/his status is offensive to
another, but does not rise to the level of a crime. Offenders look for the reaction of the
community. If the hate attack is ignorédey might easily conclude that other members of the
college community are in sympathy with their bigoted ideology, which becomes a significant
indicator of campus climate.

Between 1998000, the MU Police Department reported that there were (a) 6 réporte
hate crimes, (b) 60 reported sex offenses, (c) 136 cases of reported harassment, (d) 450 reported
incidents of vandalism, and (e) 123 cases of aggravated and simple assault. There are no
statistics on hate incidents.

Although these statistics point torae sobering realities regarding the conditions faced
by underrepresented groups on college campuses, what they do not tell us is how people from
these groups are affected by these events, directly or indirectly. Our investigation provides
information abotithe social, psychological and physical wadling associated with the
perceived threats related to bias, harassment, and hate.
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The MU Campus Climate Study

The MU Campus Climate Study was proposed and developed over the course of two
academic years bytaam of MU faculty, staff, and students associated with a variety of campus
units. The project was designed to occur within five specific phases of data collection: (1)
National Campus Climate Survey, (2) MU Student Services Providers Survey, (3) MUdtStude
Services Consumers Survey, (4) MU Violence and Harassment Survey, and (5) MU Target
Population Focus Groups. The aim was to reveal the perceptions of these campus constituents
concerning the social climate for underrepresented groups on campus, gnohairbers of
racial and ethnic minority groups, people with disabilities, lesbian, gay, bisexual, and
transgender people, n&hristians, nomative English speakers, and women.

x Phase 1 (National Campus Climate Survey) data collection began in Octdldean2D
was completed by December 31, 2001. Faculty, staff, students and administrators
submitted 3324 usable surveys. Findings from Phase | were disseminated in October Of
2002 (about the same time data collection for Phasel/livere being completedpata
were collected using two different surveys, the Ranking Underrepresented Groups (URG)
Survey, and the Rankin Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and Transgender (LGBT) Individuals
Survey. The MU Campus Climate Research Team have presented the findings from
Phasd to numerous campus administrators and other groups, including but not limited to
WKH &KDQFHOORU 5LFKDUG :DOODFH DQG WKH &KDQFHOC
WKH 3URYRVWY{YV 6WDII WKH &RXQFLO RI '"HDQV 9LFH &KL
StudentAffairs Directors.

Among the most important findings from Phase | were the following:
(a) 19.2% of the URG participants reported being the victim of harassment on campus;

(b) 36.3% of the URG participants reported having withessed harassment of other
individuals on campus;

(c) there were significant differences between majority and minority group members
regarding perceptions of campus climate for minority group members, in which
minority group members perceived the environment to be less positive than majority
group members in all cases;

(d) there was extensive agreement among different groups that visib leetacig!
groups, nomative English speakers, and LGBT individuals were the least accepted
groups on campus;

(e) individuals who reported being the victim of having witnessed, harassment on
campus tended to report lower levels of psychologicatbeiig;

(H 21% of the LGBT participants indicated that they had been harassed due to their
sexual orientation/gender identity;
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(g) derogatory remarks were the mosmmon forms of LGBT harassment (85%), but
other types of harassment included verbal threats (40%), graffiti (38%), and pressure
WR FRQFHDO RQHYV VH[XDO RULHQWDWLRQ JHQGHU LG

(h) participants who reported being victims of LGBT harassmensigadficantly higher
fears for physical safety, expectations that LGBT individuals would be harassed on
FDPSXV QHHGV WR FRQFHDO RQHYV VH[XDO RULHQWDYV
perceptions of campus responsiveness to harassment and discrimination..

A full report of the findings from Phase | can be found in Volume 1 of the MU Campus
Climate Study Report, and a summary report can be found online at
http://gradschool.missouri.edu/pff/campus_climate files/frame.htm.

x Phase Il of the study targeted f@ssionals who are neacademic student service
providers on campus (e.g., Student Health, Counseling Center, Success Center, Student
Life, Admissions, Financial Aid, etc.). The goal was to evaluate the accessibility,
suitability, and quality of their seices to students from these groups, as well as the
knowledge, awareness and competencies of the service providers in each unit.

x Phase Il of the study targeted students who use the variotscademic services on
campus to assess their perceptiontefdccessibility, suitability, and quality of services
to members of underrepresented groups. Information obtained from Phases Il and Il is
intended for use by each participating unit in gaining greater understanding of how to
serve all students well.

x PKDVH ,9 RI WKH VWXG\ IRFXVHG RQ VWXGHQWVY H[SHULHE
campus. Data was collected from faculty, students and staff, as in Phase 1, in order to
assess the prevalence and types of violence and harassment experienced by rhembers o
the MU community.

x Phase V of the study will be a qualitative analysis-8ffécus groups that will discuss
the campus climate for underrepresented groups in more depth. The purpose of this
phase is to go beyond quantifying the phenomena in queatidryncover the affect that
the social climate has on different constituents within the MU community. These data
will aid in the broader interpretation of the findings of the earlier phases.

This report provides the findings from PhasesIV of the MU Campus Climate Study.
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PHASE |II:
MU STUDENT SERVICES PROVIDERS SURVEY

Phase Il of the MU Campus Climate Study targeted professionals who aaeatemic student
service providers on campus (e.g., Student Health, Counseling Center, Success Ceater, Stud
Life, Admissions, Financial Aid, etc.). The goal was to evaluate the accessibility, suitability, and
guality of their services to students from underrepresented groups, as well as the knowledge,
awareness and competencies of the service provideashnuait.

Participants

There were a total of 99 participants in Phase Il of the MU Campus Climate Study. Participants
included 31 men, 68 women, and 0 transgendered individuals. There were 3 persons of African
or African American ancestry, O Middle Easters, 3 Asians or Asian Americans, 4 Native
American Indians, 2 Biracial or Multiethnic individuals, 89 White/European Americans, 2
Hispanic/Latino(a)s, and 2 others. Of these, 5 werenatiwe English speakers. There were a

total of 5 participants whadicated they had one or more disabilities, including 3 visual, 1
hearing, O learning, 0 mobility, O speech, 0 medical, 2 psychological and 0 other. The sample
included 1 bisexual persons, 4 gay men, 86 heterosexuals, 4 lesbians, 2 people who were
uncertan of their sexual orientations and 1 other. In terms of religious orientation, there were 6
agnostics, 7 atheists, 1 Buddhists, 22 Catholics or Orthodox, 32 Protestants (Christian), O Hindu,
1 Jewish, 0 Muslim, and 26 others.

The sample included 26 undeaduate students, 7 graduate students, 1 professional student, 31
professional staff, 29 administrative staff, 4 faculty and 18 others. There was a wide range of
educational levels represented among the participants, including 0 individuals with less than

high school diploma, 5 individuals with a high school diploma (no college), 33 individuals with

some college, 31witha¥HDU FROOHJH GHJUHH LQGLYLGXDOV ZLWK
with a professional degree (e.g., MD, JD), 3 persons with togade, and 3 others.

Only 20 of the 34 student services units were represented among the participants in Phase Il. The
number of participants reached double digits in only 4 of the 34 campus units surveyed, and the
modal number of participants per unésvl. The participants represented the following campus
units: Student Health, Ellis Library, Health Sciences Library, Law Library, Journalism Library,
Engineering Library, Math Sciences Library, University Counseling Center, Career Center, the
WritingCenWHU WKH /HDUQLQJ &HQWHU WKH :RPHQYfYV &HQWHU
the Wellness Center, the Memorial Unions, the University Bookstore, Admissions, the Cashiers
Office, Residential Life, and Registration. Over 63 % of the participants cameohly 4 of

these units. The following services weia represented in the sample: Campus Dining Services,
Tate Library, the Veterinary Medicine Library, the Academic Retention Center, the LGBT
Resource Center, the MU Police Department, the Black @u@anter, Greek Life, Disability

Services, the International Center, the Student Recreation Center, the Financial Aid Office, and
Information Access and Technology Services. In order to increase participation (albeit
unsuccessfully), we guaranteed parteifs anonymity and assured directors that the individual

unit data for Phase Il would be reported only to unit directors. Thus the data reported here is
aggregate data across all student services units.
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Descriptive StatisticParticipants provided ratings the scale below.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely
Not at all Adequate Well

1. How well do you think your office meets the needs of the following individuals on

campus?
n |Minimum|{Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation

WOMEN 99| 3.00 7.00 15.9600 1.19500
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 99| 2.00 7.00 |5.6400 1.38100
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 99| 1.00 7.00 15.3900 1.62100
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS|99| 1.00 7.00 14.8600 1.67800
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 99| 1.00 7.00 |5.4400 1.52000
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 98| 1.00 7.00 |5.1800 1.5290
AVERAGE 5.4100

2. How knowledgeable do you feel about issues relevant to the following groups of

individuals?
n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation

WOMEN 99| 3.00 7.00 15.9400 1.17600
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 99| 2.00 7.00 |5.0600 1.22700
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 99| 1.00 7.00 14.8300 1.45700
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS|99| 1.00 7.00 14.2700 1.45600
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 99| 1.00 7.00 14.5200 1.54800
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 98| 1.00 7.00 |4.67000 1.41300
AVERAGE 4.8800

3. Please describe below antraining or education you have received that was focused on

issues relevant to the above groups of individuals.

PLEASE SEE APPENDIX 1 FOR TEXT RESPONSES FOR THIS ITEM.

4. How effective do you think the above trainings were in helping you to work with the

following individuals?

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation

WOMEN 61| 1.00 7.00 ]5.1600 1.83600
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 62| 1.00 7.00 |5.1600 1.46200
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 62| 1.00 7.00 |5.27000 1.65100
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS|61| 1.00 7.00 ]4.1800 1.91900
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 61| 1.00 7.00 14.5200 1.93700
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 62| 1.00 7.00 14.7100 1.74000
AVERAGE 4.8300
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5. Please rate your perception of how emotionally safe your office is for the following

individuals.
n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
WOMEN 96| 4.00 7.00 (6.4000 0.88800
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 96| 2.00 7.00 ([5.9800 1.23100
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 96| 2.00 7.00 [5.6000 1.52500

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 95| 2.00 7.00 (5.4800 1.52200
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 95| 2.00 7.00 ([5.6400 1.50100
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 96| 2.00 7.00 (5.8100 1.36400
AVERAGE 5.8100

6. Please rate your perception of the knowledge of the other staff (as a group) in your
office.

n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]

WOMEN 95| 3.00 7.00 (5.8600 1.11700
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 95| 2.00 7.00 ([5.2200 1.29000
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 96| 1.00 7.00 (4.7500 1.52900

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS[95| 1.00 7.00 (4.6000 1.49000
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 96| 1.00 7.00 (4.6300 1.48100
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 95| 2.00 7.00 (5.0100 1.37200
AVERAGE 5.0100

7. Please rate the availability of appropriate resources for the concerns of the following
individuals in your office.

n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]

WOMEN 97| 1.00 7.00 [5.5900 1.54600
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 96| 1.00 7.00 ([5.2700 1.59300
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 96| 1.00 7.00 ([5.0700 1.71200

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 97| 1.00 7.00 (4.7100 1.73800
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 96| 1.00 7.00 (4.6100 1.75500
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 96| 1.00 7.00 (4.9100 1.65500
AVERAGE 5.0300

8. Please rate the importance that your office places on the needs of the following groups

of students.
n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
WOMEN 95| 1.00 7.00 [5.7300 1.41800
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 94| 1.00 7.00 [5.7200 1.36300
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 95| 1.00 7.00 (5.3300 1.66000

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 95| 1.00 7.00 ([5.1700 1.63500
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 95| 1.00 7.00 (4.9300 1.65200
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 93] 2.00 7.00 ([5.4900 1.44200

AVERAGE 5.4000
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9. Considering all these components please rate the overall quality of your office
regarding the issues of the following individuals.

n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]

WOMEN 96| 3.00 7.00 (5.8800 1.22500
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 95| 2.00 7.00 (5.4800 1.27000
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 95| 1.00 7.00 (5.3100 1.43700

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 96| 2.00 7.00 (4.9400 1.39000
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 96| 1.00 7.00 (4.9600 1.52100
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 96| 2.00 7.00 ([5.2600 1.41600
AVERAGE 5.3100

10.Please describe any other thoughtgou may have concerning the above groups of
individuals and your office.

PLEASE SEE APPENDIX 2 FOR TEXT RESPONSES FOR THIS ITEM.

The following table provides AVERAGE RATINGS for items 1, 2,4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 for
each group.

n [Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation

WOMEN 99| 3.63 7.00 ([5.832 0.95635
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 99| 3.00 7.00 ([5.4394 0.98561
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 99| 2.50 7.00 ([5.1689 1.08990

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 99| 2.25 7.00 (4.7997 1.21519
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 99| 2.00 7.00 (4921 1.17439
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 99| 2.38 7.00 (5.13827 1.11400
AVERAGE 5.2166

SUMMARY

These data suggest that Phase Il respondents overall tended to rate the quality of the services
SURYLGHG E\ WKHLU XQLWYV RQ DYHUDH[W DM POHEAR YZ4H ©00G HZILANDRY
to the issues addressed in the survey questionnaire. Respondents rated the quality of services
rendered by their units lower on average for-native English speakers, n@hristian

individuals, persons with disabilities, &n /*% VWXGHQWYV $Y H eiedtveteBsWILQ JV IR
diversity trainings ~ staff knowledge” D Q@\@il&bility of appropriate resources WHQGHG WR EF
lower than ratings on other items. Many participants reported that they had received no training

atMU to address the needs of underrepresented groups, and many others reported training that
appears to have taken place outside the context of their current employment at MU. A small but
significant proportion of respondents indicated that they had redeaiathg to address the

needs of underrepresented groups as part of their employment at MU. Concluding comments
expressed a wide range of attitudes regarding diversity reflecting pride, investment, support, and
concern as well as disdain for issues reiggrthe treatment of underrepresented groups among

student services units on campus at MU.
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APPENDIX 1

Please describe below any training or education you have received that was focused on
issues relevant to the above groups of individuals.

1.

2.

| have receied no training.

Attended publicccomma> racially and culturally diverse elementary<comma> middle and
high school in suburban Washington DC; several close friends<comma> my high school
prom date<comma> freshman college roommate were all of another racergraduate
coursework in language<comma> linguistics<comma> comparative religion<comma>
crosscultural communication; have lived in another country for several years<comma>
worked and attended classes with people of that country; t.a. training alatsam on

women & homosexual issues; eventually meeting gay people from college on into my current
social networks; various workshops and presentations over the years since college relating
to crosscultural communication with all groups mentioned above; cutyesit on the

Affirmative Action Committee at my workplace.<br> <br> <br> <br> The most valuable
training was the roommate<comma> the cra@sstural communication course{3
credit<comma> semestdength course offered by the Linguistics Department at
Geometown)<comma> th

No formal training as regards any particular group<comma> but many years of experience
serving all groups mentioned in number 2<comma> above.

Have taken coursework in Sociology and other social science fields that focused on
majority/mnority relations<comma> women's studies<comma>etc. Also am active in social
movements for social justice taht involve some of these groups/issues.

No formal training<comma> but have a lot of deyrday experience with people of many of
these groups<comrreespecially nomative English speakers<comma> and
ethnic/religious minorities (we have a lot of international students here). | also have had
exposure to many different types of people for a long time through my many years as a
college/graduate student.

Sexual Harassment<br> <br> ADA<br> <br> Interviewing and Hiring employees<br>
<br>

Selfeducation in the LGBT community

U.S. Government mandated training and seminars on ethnic and religious
tolerance<comma> and also programs on tolerance of sexuehtation. <br> <br> This

was repeated training and seminars spanning over six years with opportunities for refresher
training twice a yar.

None
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10.Extensive training during graduate school and periodic additional postdoctoral training.
11.Undergraduate cowes in religion and women's studies.
12.1 received no training on these issues at this institution

13.1 have been trained in the following manner:<br> <br> 191981: San Diego City Schools
Emergency Schools Aid Act Student Diversity Education program.<br> £881-1985:
Non Western Studies History BA in international and domestic minority cultures.<br> <br>
19891991: University of lllinois NCBI facilitator training for Student Housing.<br> <br>
1991-1993: University of CalifornieDavis Equity Institute and €éhesis Associates diversity
training for Student Housing.<br> <br> 1994998: University of Californigsan Diego
Nichols Diversity Inventory and Intercultural Communication Workshop for the
International Affairs College.<br> <br> 1998002: University of Mssouri BMI diversity
training initiative<comma> Diversity Design Team<comma> Multicultural Affairs
Institute<comma> Summer Institute for Intercultural Communications<comma> Missouri
Law Campus Mediation training<comma> Services for Independent LivingdBiaarning.

14.Diversity Training

15.Undergrad~ Participated in oppression reduction training and subsequently began
presenting training sessions myself.<br> <br> <br> <br> Graduate~ Presented diversity
training to student staff in residence halls. Also learfrom student leaders through
multicultural affairs internship.

16.None.

17.None

18.We do a variety of diversity trainings as staff meetings<comma> incorporated into our
programming<comma> and generally teach it to all staff throughout their time working at
the Center.

19.N/A

20.Safe Zone trainingto act as a resource for Leshian<comma>Gay<comma>Bisexual and
Transgender students

21.practice speaking to students of different backgrounds
22.During my time with the college of Education | have had the opportunitgto ddout
dealing with different disabilities in the classroom setting. | have also learned about different

cultures.

23.Basic CA training...covered many areas...
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24.LGBT Sensitivity Training<br> <br> Women's Issues Sensitivity Training<br> <br>
African-rAmerican Issues Training

25.Safe Space (LGBT) Training<comma> Diversity training through Res Life student staff
training times

26.During training for Paraprofessional staff in Residential Life<comma> we learn how to deal
that problems that could possibly arise daesomeone dealing with one of these issues. We
go through partial ally training<comma> we are notified if one of our residents has a
physical disability and learn a bit about what to do<comma> and the other issues are just
learned about through personexperience.

27.In res life we receive training on many of these issues and of diversity. However<comma> |
am one that believes that | can always know more about something and there are some things
that | feel | could learn more about. | feel that it is vienportant to make minorities feel
included and sometimes fail to do that. | think our diversity training needs to be intensified to
really stress this issue and brainstorm ways that we can make our communities all inclusive.

28.Discussions on all of the abe during work and workshops. Also learned about different
religious beliefs through personal interactions with many people and reading alot of books.

29.1 have received realisticccomma> appropriate education on the situations that | would
encounter in mygb. We are encouraged to be opamded. We are encouraged to send
people to other resources for more information and to be a resource for our students.

30.-Student Staff Training Sessions about each of the groups mentioned above<br> <br>
Experience in woikg with each of the groups above

31.African American Politics<br> <br> Life<br> <br> Women's Issues

32.During training<comma> we covered aspects that could affect different groups on campus.
| feel that through this training and through on the job experdritave become adequately
to well informed on issues facing a lot of minority groups.<br> <br> <br> <br> My
mother is physically disabled<comma> so | have a large amount of first hand experience in
working with disabled persons.

33.Residential Life trainingpecifically looks at the challenges racial/ethnicccomma> disabled
and LGBT individuals face on campus and tries to educate student staff members of how
these individuals may be served better on campus.

34.Res Life tries very hard to make sure its stadfwvare of and concerned about issues relating
to racial/ethnic minorities and LGBT individuals. | feel that they want very much to foster an
accepting and safe environment for all students. Student staff go througlomgédaining
at the beginning ofaxh semester and attendservices during the semester. Diversity
issues are often the focus of such training.
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35.We have had several-service staff meetings on the following issues:<br> <br> <br>
<br> Individuals with disabilities<br> <br> Gay<comma> Lgbian<comma> and
Bisexual orientation individuals and healthcare<br> <br> Individuals of foreign
descent<br> <br> Individuals with hearing disabilities<br> <br> Individuals with
language barriers<br> <br> Hiv / Aids awareness discussions<br> <br> Depreassio
Anxiety discussions

36.A family member is a lesbian<comma> and | have tried to learn what | can to be more
understanding and strengthen our family relationships.<br> <br> | have always loved
learning other languages<comma> and about other cultures. |@fncpent in
English<comma> Spanish<comma> and have some knowledge of American Sigh
Language<comma> French<comma> and Navajo. The next ones that | hope to study are
Chinese<comma> Japanese<comma> and German.<br> <br>| served a mission for my
church for dmost 2 years<comma> in Argentina. | learned about the frustration of not
speaking the language efficiently when | first arrived<comma> to being told | spoke like a
native. Since it was a religious mission<comma> we worked with people from many
religiousand cultural backgrounds. It was a wonderful learning experience.<br> <br>
During my college education | also took several courses on working with students with
disabilities.<br> <br> For the past 20 years | have been a member of the world's oldest
womers organization<comma>

37.<br> <br> Through personal experience.
38.continuing medical education at seminars

39.Taking Geography 2 caused me to learn much more about a few<br> <br> of the "non
Christian" religions. | have since become much<br> <br> more awaréhe Muslim faith
and many of the issues on <br> <br> campus following September 11th and with the
current situation<br> <br> in the Middle East.

40.1 attended ACH convention last year and attending sessions that related to above issues

41.1 have received &ining on diversity issues<comma> race issues<comma> LGBT
issues<comma> and have taken classes or educated myself on women's issues and LGBT
community.

42.0ur staff meetings (every three weeks) are themate have focused on topics such as
sensitivity taLGBT orientations<comma> resources we offer to minorities<comma> etc. A
requirement to work here is conscientiousness (sp?) and precise language is enforced in the
office (though many of us use precise language out of the office<comma> too). Most of our
education is informal<comma> though; we learn about-+mative English speakers by
working with the international language partners program<comma> we learn about LGBT
services by interacting with those who work at the LGBT Center on campus. Our main focus
IS women<comma> so most of our training deals with women.
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43.1 have attended sessions involving rape awareness<comma> diversity issues<comma> etc.
| also teach several of these in a course. Besides specialized training<comma> | also read
on my own abouhese issues.

44.1've had some diversity training but not a lot.

45. American's w/ Disabilities Act Guidelines are used often. Minority information sessions
attended. Meet w/ students on their housing issues.

46.1 don' think it's possible for me to write dowlhdd the training and education | have gained
at the Women's Center. And there is still so much to learn. I've learned about myself more
than | thought | might ever know just by being in an open<comma> comfortable place where
people are proud to be whoeyare. | was going to say<comma> "...where women are
proud to be women." But it's much more than that. It's an open environment for everyone to
be whatever they want. As little or as much of themselves as they'd like to be. There are
resources all around | ever have any questions and just the simple everyday tasks | perform
further open my eyes to the world out there and what | should do to make it a better place.
I'm not going to say that | would be a different person if | didn't work here<commat#li'd s
be me<comma> | just wouldn't know as much about myself and be as proud of who | really
am<comma> and as open to others.<br> <br> <br> <br> (If you were looking for
specificsccomma> helping with each pr

47.1 have received numerous hours of diversityrirag<comma> InServices and ornen-one
experience with these individuals through Residential Life.

48.In-services for our staff. | live with an individual with multiple disabilities.

49.Various training programs and presentations working with diversity issregect Safe/
Safe Space Programs)

50.Former Sociology major. Most experience with racial/ethnic minorities.

51.We have a diversity training seminar related to different races<comma> religious
beliefsccomma> disabilities<ccomma> and sexual preferences.

52.Haveattended teleconference dealing with ADA issues. Attended professional development
session dealing with Race/orientation issues.

53.Have taken continuing education classes related to handling individuals w/disabilities and
racial/ethnic minorities.

54.1 have d@tended workshops at conferences<comma> read articles<comma> watched
television shows<comma> talked to individuals who are in these categories and to staff in
offices designated as the primary contact offices for these categories of students all in an
effat to expand my ability to understand and to serve them as individuals.
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55.In-service presentation

56.World Religions Course (3 credit hours)<br> <br>i@onth diversity training program
prior to crisis counseling<br> <br> Psychology of Exceptionality (3 crdwurs)<br>
<br> Multicultural Counseling Competencies<br> <br> Psychology of Women<br> <br>
Feminist Therapy

57.In a work context<comma> none.<br> <br> <br> <br> Outside of work: Trained as a
peer counselor in college in a campus ministry<comma> elder inhmaych.

58.several workshops on each of the groups above<comma> discussions in Masters level
classes<comma> conversations with knowledgeable individuals

59.Being a trained counselor | have either taken courses or been involved in training in all
areas. | hae also taught classes that have used all of the above as topic areas.

60. Within the 100 hours of Career Center training for career specialists<ccomma> we had a 2
hour class regarding "diversity".
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APPENDIX 2

Please describe any other thoughts you may hagencerning the above groups of
individuals and your office.

1.

Just yesterday a disabled student spoke very well of the MU Libraries' services<comma>
and our ability to address his needs. He did have trouble with the Law Library (not part of
MU Libraries)<comma> however.<br> <br> <br> <br> Our collections are not very

strong in foreigAlanguage material. We have databases specifically designed to address
informational needs of women<comma> gender minorities<comma> students seeking
information about and frorountries outside of the US<comma> students seeking
information on other religions<comma> and students seeking information on Asian and
AsianAmerican affairs. Our regular social science and history databases address other
information needs relating thiése groups. <br> <br> <br> <br> Some of the other
reference librarians hold intolerant private beliefs with regard to members of some of these
groups<comma> but they keep these beliefs separate from their interactions with individual
students.

| think we do a good job treating everyone respectfully and equally. Everyone who comes in
is assisted to the best of our ability<comma> regardless of what they look like or how they
might be different than others. We have never singled out anyone as beingplasant to

serve than anyone else.

Our office is constantly striving to collect more information on all of the groups listed above
and keep all of the employees in our office aware of concerns of these groups.<br> <br>

Race<comma> religion<comma> sexumientation or language plays no part in our day to
day<br> <br> activities. We have an ethnically diverse staff and are evenly split
between<br> <br> male and female employees. Sexual harassment is not
tolerated<comma> and this is stated-&pnt<br> <br> during initial interviews for all

full-time and student staff. As wellcomma> we do not allow<br> <br> any
materialccomma> content or language of a crude<comma> offensive or exploitative nature.

| find these questions almost impossible to answerstvive to meet the informational needs
of any and all. Since our materials budget is curriculum driven<comma> we have more
resources in the areas that are taught on campus<comma> but we bend over backward to
put people in touch with other sources of rnfation when local materials don't meet the
need.

Some employees don't realize or don't care that they are ethnocentric and make people
uncomfortable by proselytizing their Christian beliefs at the workplace.

The needs of these groups is just not areisgypresent. The atmosphere is pretty
egalitarian<comma> and the supervisor of the office is tolerant.
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8. The Women's Center is the safest environment on campus by far<comma> | feel<comma>
for any of these groups even if we haven't focused as heavilyissua for each
population. When faced with uncharted territory<comma> we would learn.

9. I've enjoyed working with many different people.

10.1 believe that Residential Life is extremely liberal and emémded when it comes to any
individual. 1 am very prad to be a part of residential life at Mizzou<comma> and part of
the reason is that we are so open and want every resident to have a wonderful experience at
Mizzou. | think we work hard at making a welcoming<comma> safe<comma> and healthy
environment foeveryone.

11.Wellccomma> | was having trouble deciding from which perspective | should answer. |
think | drifted some between the reslife goals and actual occurrences in my specific
community | did try to stick with the goals of reslife though. It is varg to do so because |
am torn between ideal and actual. For example | don't feel the residents in my community
provide a very inclusive setting for minorities. Where as the staff believes in helping include
everyone. It is important to break diversityanhese categories so that they all get the
attention they deserve and this needs to be addressed in training as well.

12.Disabled groups could use more emphasis<comma> in my opinion.

13.Racial/ethnic minorities and LGBT individuals' concerns are addresseai@e than non
Christian religious minorities and nemative English speakers...lack of knowledge/resources
on these lesaddressed issues is glaringly apparent.<br> <br> <br> <br> Women are not
a minority on this campus (actually they are a majority2#5.) and are not<comma> in
my opinion<comma> treated in an unfair way. We have a strong Women's Center on
campus with excellent resources.

14.We care about helping all students to be healthy so that they can be successful. We try to
respect their beliekscomma> and not judge. We have had groups come and speak to us as
a clinic on their issues and concerns<comma> so that we can be even more compassionate
and understanding of their needs.<br> <br> Currently our building is not as-trsendly
to those wih physical disabilities as it will be when we move to a new building this fall.

15.0ur physical building is old and therefore not as accessible to individuals with physical
limitations. We do have many features to accommodate but the layout is limitechbg tfe
the building. Our new facility will be fully accessible. We make accommodations but it would
be better if we were equipped so that all of the students could get all of the services without
accommodation.<br> <br> <br> <br> We need to have more miityp employees.

16.Our office deals with academic difficulties many of these groups may encounter. We have a
Student Support Services grant that specifically addresses disadvantaged students. We don't
deprive any student of our services<comma> as londpeg meet the Federal guidelines for
one part of our program. All of our other services are available to any who request or wish
to make use of them.
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17.1t would be great to have additional training for all of the areas. Time away from work to
provide addional training is very hard to come by.

18.Thisis a place that is safe and open to anyone and everyone. The one rule is no open hate.
That makes it just about the safest place on campus. | gave the people with disabhilities a
slightly lower rating on howhtey would do here because I'm not sure how easy it would be
for them to move around in here. Sadly<comma> there is nothing we can do about
that<comma> the place is too little for all of our resources.

19.We do not have anyone on staff who speaks langudgastiban English. We have some
counter surfaces that are too high. Otherwise<comma> | think that our office meets these
needs well.<br> <br>

20.1 don't have a frame of reference to rate how emotionally safe my office is for the individuals
that you are ingiring about.<br> <br> <br> <br> We are a retail store. Our only
concern is if a person (be they a woman or man<comma> of a racial/ethnic
minority<comma> of whatever sexual orientation<comma> or a non native English
speaker<comma> regardless of their fagtatus<comma> or be they a person of disability)
is if they are a paying customer. <br> <br> <br> <br> My only real concern is the
language barrier if a person is not a native speaker. We do the best that we can to properly
communicate with our custorsg&comma> but dealing with highly technical details to a
nonnative speaker has a challenge set that we do not necessarily have resources to aid us in
at all times. Some people are better at understanding accents than others.

21.. $GYRFDWHV R 3@k Meidts\rLthe basiz thekning of that term: they see the
world through colored lenses<comma> colored by race and gender. To the
multiculturalist<comma> race is what counés for values<comma> for thinking<comma>
for human identity in general. No wonrdacism is increasing: colorblindness is now
FRQVLGHUHG HYLO FRPPD! LI QRW LPSRVVLEOH 1R ZRQGHL
LQGLYLGXDOV WR WKH PXOWLFXOWXUDOLVW FRPPD! WKH\
SGLYHUVLW\" FODLP LW [Elate énd/cdiebrat theMaiferehcesy Butithé&k W R
SGLITHUHQFHV® WKH\ KDYH LQ PLQG DUH UDFLDO RU JHQGH
ZHTUH EHLQJ XUJHG WR JORULI\ UDFH RU JHQGHU RU GLVEL
HWF FRPPD! ZKLFK PHDQWZRHEQMWEIHL QW IDR/AQNIHGL ]H VHSDUD
LGHQWLW\" HUHFWV DQ XQEULGJHDEOH JXOl EHWZHHQ SHR
species<comma> with nothing fundamental in common. If that were?triel SUDFLDO LGHQ
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PHASE |II:
STUDENT SERVICES CONSUMES SURVEY

Phase Ill of the MU Campus Climate Study targeted students who use the variacademic
services on campus to assess their perceptions of the accessibility, suitability, and quality of
services to members of underrepresented groups. Infomuditained from Phases Il and lll is
intended for use by each participating unit in gaining greater understanding of how to serve all
students wellWe specifically sought responses from students who used the following 34 non
academic services on campus:

% Student Health Center % Memorial Unions

% University Counseling Center % Information Access and Technology
% Women's Center % University Bookstore

% LGBT Resource Center % Math Sciences Library

% International Center % Ellis Library

% Office of Multicultural Affairs % Law Library

% Career Center % Journalism Library

% The Learning Center % Veterinary Medicine Library
% Academic Advising % Health Sciences Library

% Academic Retention Services % Engineering Library

¥, Disability Services ¥, Admissions

% Black Cultue Center % Financial Aid

¥ Wellness Resource Center ¥ Cashier's

% Student Recreation Center % Registration

% Residential Life % MU Police Department

% Greek Life % Campus Dining Services
Instrument

A 36-item instrument was developed specifically for use in Phase Ill to examine student
perceptions of edcof the student services units on campus. Each of the six target groups (i.e.,
women, raciakthnic minorities, LGBT individuals, people with disabilities, aative English
speakers, and ne@hristian religious minorities) were rated on six items devi:

1. How well do you think the [specific student service] meets the needs of the following
individuals on campus?

2. How knowledgeable do you feel the staff of the [specific student service] are about issues
relevant to the following groups of indduals?

3. Please rate your perception of how emotionally safe the [specific student service] is for the
following individuals.

35



4. Please rate the availability of appropriate resources for the concerns of the following
individuals in the [specific studeservice].

5. Please rate the importance that the [specific student service] places on the needs of the
following groups of students.

6. Considering all these components please rate the overall quality of the [specific student
service] regarding the isss of the following individuals.

Ratings were on aoint Likerttype scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4 (adequate) to 7
(extremely well). Exploratory data analyses indicated that the six items for each group could be
collapsed into subscale scoregarding the responsiveness of each student services unit toward
each group.

ACADEMIC ADVISING

Participants

Four hundred thirty one of the 1134 participants in Phase Il indicated that they had received
services from Academic Advising. Three hundred tyéour of those participants provided
ratings regarding Academic Advising (75%).

Participants included 89 men, 233 women, and 1 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 51 years (M = 20.66, SD 3.96). Three hundred nine of these particEaniseid as
heterosexual, 5 identified as bisexual, 5 as gay men, 1 as lesbian, and 1 as uncertain regarding
sexual orientation.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: Afcan (n = 13), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 6);fcial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 10), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 6), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 9), White/European (n = 294), and Other (n = 4). Fourteen

participants indicatethat they were nohative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 10), Hearing
(n = 1), Learning (n = 7), Mobility (n = 2), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 7), Psychological (n =
3), and Othe(n = 5).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 30), Atheist (n = 10), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 255),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 5), Other (&5;.
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Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI $FDGHPLF $G°

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 22 1.00 7.00 ]5.3561f 1.64935
WOMEN 233| 1.00 7.00 |5.4145 1.50581
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 46 1.00 7.00 |5.3576 1.46239
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 40 1.00 7.00 |4.5550 1.85989
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 12 1.17 7.00 14.8611 1.77928
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 13 1.17 7.00 ]5.2308 1.95734

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scafeiuded 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments(See Appendix 1)

ACADEMIC RETENTION

Participants

Twenty seven of the 1134 participants of Phase Ill respondents indicated that they had received
services from the Academic RetemtiG@enter. Twentghree of those participants provided
ratings regarding Academic Retention (85%).

Participants included 3 men, 20 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 31 years (M = 20.70, SD 2.65). All of these participardatified as heterosexual.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 13), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 1-yaBial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 0), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n4, Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 2), White/European (n = 4), and Other (n = 2). One participant

indicated that she or he was a Aative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following typedsaftdlities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 0), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psychological (n = 0),
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 2), Atheist (n = 0), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 20), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 1).
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Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI $EBBEHPLF 5H)\

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 2 5.83 7.00 16.4167 0.82496
WOMEN 20 4.00 7.00 |5.6000 1.08337
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 2 4.67 4,83 |(4.7500 0.11785
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 18| 3.83 7.00 16.1667 1.05719
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 0 -- -- -- --
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS**| 1 7.00 7.00 |7.0000 0.00000

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by persons with disabilities,-@mistianindividuals, nornative English
speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of
responses.

Comments

1. The Academic Retention Services from my point of view seem to be catering only to the black
community. | recerd a scholarship from them because | amdsdleted to maintain
anonymity>descent and culture. As part of the requirements for my scholarship | am to
attend meetings and interactive activities with the other people that are part of this
organization. Howver<comma> the majority of the other people that attend the activities
are black and make me feel like an outcast. | look mostly white and have never had a
problem adapting and | have never discriminated against because of the color of my skin. |
do feelike | am not accepted in this organization and | believe it is because | am a minority
in this group. | met all the requirements for the scholarship and they are not helping to
integrate me into the college community<comma> but<comma> rather<commae mak
feel as if | do not belong.

2. Largely<comma> | think ARS is a waste of time for everyone. | think they have an inviting
atmosphere for all minorities though.<br> <br> <br> <br>

ADMISSIONS

Participants

Six hundred ninety one of the 1134 particitsanf Phase 11l respondents indicated that they had
received services from the Admissions Office. Five hundred seventy of those participants
provided ratings regarding the Admissions Office (83%).
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Participants included 153 men, 416 women, and 2 transgenieduals ranging in age
between 18 to 51 years (M = 20.92, SD 4.11). Five hundred thirty nine of the participants
identified as heterosexual, 10 as bisexual, 8 as gay, 3 as lesbian, 2 as uncertain, and 2 as other.

Participants were asked to indicae K HLU 3SDQFHVWU\" E\ FKHFNLQJ DOO WKD
following list of alternatives: African (n = 25), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 13yaBial/Multr

ethnic (n = 14), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 16), Middle Eastern (n = 1), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Mtive (n = 21), White/European (n = 509), and Other (n = 12). Twenty two

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 9), Hearing (n
=1), Learnig (n = 8), Mobility (n = 5), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 10), Psychological (n = 7),
and Other (n = 6).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 56), Atheist (n = 17),d8lhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 454),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 8), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 24).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI $GPLVVLRQV

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
PERSONSN/ DISABILITIES 34 1.00 7.00 |4.77300 1.53885
WOMEN 415 1.67 7.00 |5.3737] 1.22593
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 84 1.17 7.00 |4.4611 1.40947
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 83 1.67 7.00 14.6281f 1.34580
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 23 1.00 7.00 |3.8565 1.90142
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 22 1.00 7.00 14.9848 1.86581

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (See Appendix 2)

BLACK CULTURE CENTER

Participants

Seventy five of the 1134 participants ofdBk Il respondents indicated that they had received
services from the Black Culture Center. Ftyee of those participants provided ratings
regarding the Black Culture Center (71%).

Participants included 10 men, 43 women, and O transgender individnglag in age between

18 to 35 years (M = 20.92, SD 3.28). Fifty one of these participants identified as heterosexual, 1
as bisexual, and 1 as a gay male.

39



SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 17), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = XyaBial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 2), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 4), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 2), White/European (n = 30), and Other (n = 2). Ciogpaant

indicated that she or he was a Aative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 4), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 1), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psycialdg = 1),
and Other (n = 0).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 5), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 42), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslifn = 0), Other (n = 2).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH %ODFN &
53)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 6 4.00 6.67 |5.9167 0.97610
WOMEN 43| 1.50 7.00 |5.62024 1.24367
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 6 4.00 7.00 |5.6111 1.49399
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 24| 4.83 7.00 16.4931 0.66026
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 2 4.00 6.33 |5.1667] 1.64992
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS**| 1 7.00 7.00 |7.0000 0.00000

Note: Anchors on theikert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by LGB, and noative English speakers are suspect due to the small
numbers of participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments
1. thisisabsolutely the best student service on campus!

2. This being a student center for racial minorities<comma> it doesn't seem as inviting for
people of caucasian ansestry. But<comma> when at the center<comma> I've never felt
discrimated against<comma> justefidike a minority<comma> kind of like<comma> why
are you in here.

4. The BCC is a great resource for our black students. It is not however a very open
atmosphere to anyone that is not apparently african american. As a white female | am there
often simphbecause | have many friends who are black<comma> but | have many other
friends that are other minorities on this campus<comma> and their needs do not seem to be
addressed in any of our "minority" offices. United Ambassadors that are run through
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admissionscomma> but holds their meetings in the BCC are often refered to as a "black
organization” when truly it is a "minority" organization. The perception that black equals
minority on this campus needs to change to include all minorities<comma> including the
homosexual/transgender population on campus.

5. I am white and have never had any problems using the computer there<comma> enough
said.

BOOKSTORE

Participants

Six hundred twenty one of the 1134 participants of Phase lll respondents indicated thad they ha
utilized services from the Bookstore. Three hundred ninety of those participants provided ratings
regarding the Bookstore (63%).

Participants included 115 men, 274 women, and 1 transgender individuals ranging in age
between 18 to 51 years (M = 20.81, 8@41). Three hundred sixty eight of the participants
identified as heterosexual, 7 as bisexual, 6 as gay, 1 as lesbian, 0 as uncertain, and 0 as other.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 14), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 12)yaBial/Multr

ethnic (n = 12), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 6), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 13), White/European (n = 348), and Other (n = 5). 8ewent

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 8), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 5), Mobility (n = 4), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 7), Psgglwall (n = 7),
and Other (n = 6).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 34), Atheist (n = 12), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 318),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 6), Mlm (n = 0), Other (n = 10).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH %RRNVW

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 24 1.00 7.00 14.8333 1.53620
WOMEN 274 1.00 7.00 |5.7135 1.30601
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 53 1.17 7.00 ]5.2579] 1.56810
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 52 1.00 7.00 ]5.0115 1.53958
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 14 1.00 7.00 ]5.0833 1.97825
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 17 1.67 7.00 |5.7255 1.64141

Note: Anchors on theikert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).
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Comments (See Appendix 3)

CAREER CENTER

Participants

Two hundred thirty eight of the 1134 participaot$hase Ill respondents indicated that they
had received servicésom the Career Center. One hundred fifty nine of those participants
provided ratings regarding the Career Center (67%).

Participants included 39 men, 118 women, and 1 transgender individual. One hundred forty
seven participants identified as heteroséxuas bisexual, 2 as gay, 2 as lesbian and 1 as
uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 11), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 4yaBial/Multi-

ethnt (n = 5), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 4), Middle Eastern (n = 2), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 6), White/European (n = 134), and Other (n = 1). Five patrticipants
indicated that they were ndwiative English speakers.

Participants indicated th#tey had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 4), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 3), Psychological (n = 3).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as betptwthe
following groups: Agnostic (n = 15), Atheist (n = 6), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 120),
Hindu (n = 1), Jewish (n = 2), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 10).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Responsiveness of the Career CenteHd®n2ZQ *URXS 1

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 13 3.17 7.00 15.4872( 1.31315
WOMEN 118 1.00 7.00 |5.3822] 1.31235
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 25 1.50 7.00 |5.2000 1.60078
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 30 1.00 7.00 |5.0500 1.39522
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 9 1.50 7.00 14.4259( 1.76995
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS**| 4 6.00 7.00 16.2500 .50000

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average rating by nenativeEnglish speakers is suspect due to the small number of
participants and the restricted range of responses.
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Comments

1. The Career Center has some amazing resources, and unfortunately | just realized that this
semester. | wish | had been more aware obfhortunities there when | needed them.

2. | think the services that the career center provides are outstanding, and in no way differ
among the above groups.

3. The Career Center is there to provide resources for motivated students who are willing to
work to fnd a career, this it does well.

4. 1don't think there are many people who speak other languages who work there.

5. The staff at the career center is probably the best on campus. | have always gotten great
information in decidig on a major.

CASHIER

Participants

Four hundred forty five of the 1134 participanthase Ill respondents indicated that they had
XWLOL]J]HG VHUYLFHV IURP WKH &DVKLHUYV 2IILFH 7ZR KXQGL
ratings regardingthe C&SLHU YV 2I1ILFH

Participants included 86 men, 202 women, and 2 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 51 years (M = 21.13, SD 4.42). Two hundred seventy one of the participants identified as
heterosexual, 7 as bisexual, 5 as gay, g#stsdn, 1 as uncertain, and 0 as other.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVWL
following list of alternatives: African (n = 10), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 7yaBial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 13), Hispanicatino(a) (n = 7), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 8), White/European (n = 256), and Other (n = 4). Twelve participants
indicated that they were ndwiative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had theolwihg types of disabilities: Visual (n = 8), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 3), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 8), Psychological (n = 3),
and Other (n = 3).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as hedptogthe

following groups: Agnostic (n = 28), Atheist (n = 8), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 229),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 4), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 9).
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Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVRYBAHQHWVW HIQWHKIHR XD VKLHU

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 24 2.33 7.00 ]5.2583 1.46793
WOMEN 202| 1.00 7.00 |5.2295 1.38768
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 42 1.00 7.00 |5.2698 1.54602
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 42 1.00 7.00 |4.8229 1.56443
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 14 1.50 7.00 14.6071 1.45092
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 11 1.33 7.00 14.9091 2.01434

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments(See Appendix 4)

CAMPUS DINING SERVICES

Participants

Five hundred forty four of the 1134 participantdhase Ill respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from Campus Dining Services. Three hundred eighty of those patrticipants
provided ratings regarding CamnpDining Services (70%).

Participants included 108 men, 269 women, and 2 transgender individuals ranging in age
between 18 to 51 years (M = 20.26, SD 2.98). Three hundred fifty five of the participants
identified as heterosexual, 7 as bisexual, 4 as?jag,lesbian, 2 as uncertain, and 0 as other.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 16), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 11yaBial/Mult-

ethnic (n = 11), k$panic/Latino(a) (n = 7), Middle Eastern (n = 2), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 14), White/European (n = 337), and Other (n = 5). Eighteen

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.

Participants indicated that thegdthe following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 9), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 8), Psychological (n = 6),
and Other (n =5).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themsehsbelonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 34), Atheist (n = 12), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 301),
Hindu (n = 3), Jewish (n = 5), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 17).
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Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Responsiveness of Camp@&GIDQJ 6HUYLFHYV WR 2QHYfV 2ZQ
380)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 26 1.00 7.00 |5.3141] 1.62161
WOMEN 269| 1.00 7.00 |5.5143 1.44111
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 55 1.00 7.00 ]5.1288 1.59819
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 51 2.33 7.00 149722 1.35479
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 15 1.00 7.00 14.8444 1.74854
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 15 3.40 7.00 |5.7600 1.19045

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (SeeAppendix 5)

DISABILITY SERVICES

Participants

Twenty seven of the 1134 participantsPhase Il respondents indicated that they had received
services from Disability Services. Sixteen of those patrticipants provided ratings regarding
Disability Serviceg59%).

Participants included 2 men, 14 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 32 years (M = 21.25, SD 3.17). All of these participants identified as heterosexual.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR L Qubthdt Bppied o hée U SDQFHV W L
following list of alternatives: African (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = Oja8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 1), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 0), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 2), White/European=i4), and Other (n = 0). One participant

indicated that she or he was a Agative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 4), Mobility (n = 2), Speech<®), Medical (h = 5), Psychological (nh = 1),
and Other (n = 4).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 2), Atheist (n = 0), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 14), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 0).
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Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI 'LVDELOLW\ 6

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
6.00 7.00 16.6667] 0.47140
3.67 7.00 |5.9103 1.16987
4.00 5.67 14.8333 1.17851
3.67 7.00 |6.1667 1.66667

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES
WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL -- -- -- --
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS** 7.00 7.00 |7.0000 0.00000
Note:Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

[N
l—‘O-bl\)wOOD

**The average ratings by ne@hristian individuals, Raciathnic minorities, LGB, and nen
native English speakers are suspect due to the small numbersaybgats and the restricted
range of responses.

Comments

1. Outstanding experiences with disability services. Fund them. Heavily.

2. Disability services is an amazing resource for individuals on campus with any type of
disability.<br> <br> When | came tiMizzou | wasn't aware that colleges even had

resources like this.<br> <br> My experiences with them have been wonderful. They are a
caring group of individuals who do there best to help.<br> <br>

ELLIS LIBRARY

Participants

Five hundred eighty two of €h1134 participantsf Phase Ill respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from the Ellis Library. Four hundred three of those patrticipants provided ratings
regarding the Ellis Library (69%).

Participants included 116 men, 284 women, andridgiander individuals ranging in age

between 18 to 51 years (M = 20.98, SD 4.06). Three hundred seventy five of the participants
identified as heterosexual, 9 as bisexual, 7 as gay men, 2 as lesbian, 2 as uncertain, and 8 as
other.

Participants were asked/ R LQGLFDWH WKHLU 3SDQFHVWU\" E\ FKHFNLQJ |
following list of alternatives: African (n = 16), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 13yaBial/Multr

ethnic (n = 12), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 7), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 11), White/European (n = 358), and Other (n = 5). Twasty

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.
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Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 9), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 4), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 8), Psychological (n = 6),
and Other (n =5).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 41), Atheist tn12), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 312),
Hindu (n = 3), Jewish (n = 3), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 20).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI (OOLV /LEUDU

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviaibn
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 21 3.25 7.00 1497700 1.31043
WOMEN 205| 1.00 7.00 14.9189 1.62025
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 40 1.00 7.00 |5.2698 1.54602
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 43 1.00 7.00 |4.7713 1.65992
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 10 3.50 7.00 ]4.9333 1.28428
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 9 1.50 7.00 |5.2222( 1.81238

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (See Appendix 6)

ENGINEERING LIBRARY

Participants

Sixty of the 1134 participantsf Phase Il respondents indicated that they had utilized services
from the Engineering Library. Thirtgix of those participants provided ratings regarding the
Engineering Library (60%).

Participants included 21 men, 15 women, and O transgender indsvidaging in age between
19 to 27 years (M = 21.61, SD 2.30). Thiftye of the participants identified as heterosexual,
and 1 as a gay man.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 4), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 2}r&iial/Multr

ethnic (n = 3), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 0), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 27), and Other (n = 1). Two participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 0), Hearing (n

=0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psychological (n = 0),
and Qher (n = 0).
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In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 2), Atheist (n = 2), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 28), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (1)

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH (QJLQHH
36)

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
4.00 7.00 ([5.5000 2.12132
1.00 7.00 [5.6200 1.69199
4.00 7.00 15.4000 1.51658
1.00 7.00 14.8519 1.83228

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 1.00 1.00 [1.0000 --

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS 1.83 3.83 (2.8333 1.41421

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale includeghot at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely

well).

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES
WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS

[N
NfR|OlaRHIN]>

**The average ratings by persons with disabilities, LGB, andmadive English speakers are
suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1. Quiet phce to study<comma> good information

2. Get over the notion that being a woman<comma> racial or ethnic minority<comma> LGBT
persuasion<comma> nenative english speaking<comma> non christian<comma> or a

studnet with a disability. It matters not<comma> and Im@ relevence. <br> <br>

FINANCIAL AID

Participants

Four hundred five of the 1134 patrticipant®hase Ill respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from the Financial Aid Office. Two hundred seventy seven of those participants
provided atings regarding the Financial Aid Office (68%).

Participants included 70 men, 205 women, and 1 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 50 years (M = 20.82, SD 3.91). Two hundred sixty of the participants identified as
heterosexual, 5 as biagal, 3 as gay, 1 as lesbian, 1 as uncertain, and 0 as other.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU *DQFHVWL

following list of alternatives: African (n = 14), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 9yaBial/Multi-
ethnc (n = 10), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 7), Middle Eastern (n = 1), Native American
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Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 8), White/European (n = 241), and Other (n = 4). Nine participants
indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Twenty-one participantadicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n =
6), Hearing (n = 1), Learning (n = 7), Mobility (n = 2), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 6),
Psychological (n = 3), and Other (n = 5).

In terms of religious identification, participandentified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 25), Atheist (n = 9), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 219),
Hindu (n = 4), Jewish (n = 3), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 9).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the ResponsQeHVV RI WKH )LQDQFLDO $LG 2IILFH WR 2
277)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 21 3.25 7.00 1497700 1.31043
WOMEN 205| 1.00 7.00 14.9189 1.62025
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 40 1.00 7.00 |5.2698 1.54602
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 43 1.00 7.00 |4.7713 1.65992
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 10 3.50 7.00 ]4.9333 1.28428
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 9 1.50 7.00 |5.2222( 1.81238

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (See Appendix 7)

GREEK LIFE

Participants

One hundred thirty of the 1134 participaof$hase Il respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from Greek Life. One hundred of those participants provided ratings regarding
Greek Life(77%).

Participants included 24 men, 75 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 24 years (M = 19.87, SD 1.38). Nindébyr of the participants identified as heterosexual, 2
as bisexual, 1 gay man, and 1 lesbian.

Participantsw&/ H DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU 3DQFHVWU\" E\ FKHF
following list of alternatives: African (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = Oja8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 1), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = 1), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 97), and Other (n = 0). Two participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.
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Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 3), Hearing (n
= 0), Learning (n = 4), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (nh = 2), Psychological (n = 3),
and Other (n = 2).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 6), Atheist (n =, Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 86), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 2), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 1).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI *UHHN /LIH WI

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONs W/ DISABILITIES 8 3.00 7.00 14.9583 1.75651
WOMEN 75| 1.00 7.00 |5.7662 1.77443
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 10| 1.00 7.00 |3.7333 2.02941
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 5 1.00 7.00 14.20000 2.95898
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 4 1.00 450 |2.5417 1.81238
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 2 5.67 7.00 16.3333 0.94281

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by LGB individuals and noattive English speakers are suspect due to
the small numbersf participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1. Now that we are a dry campus<comma> and we as Greeks have upheld our end by following
the rules of maintaining a dry campus<comma> Greek life has failed to provide us with
transportation toour social events and has yet to provide a Greek Office area for meetings.
These things are crucial<comma> for the social bills of our houses are becoming an
issue<comma> particularly when much less was spent when we were a "wet" campus.

2. Greek Life need® take action against Fraternities that have repeated counts of sexual
assault and rapes filed against them. "annex" IS part of fraternity property regardless of the
legalities. | know MANY women who have been assaulted and/or raped by fraternity
membes during or after fraternity event. The Emilie O. case got attention<comma> but |
think that although legally she may not have had a case<comma> the university and Greek
Life in particular should be ashamed of themselves. When | was an undergraduate
here<comma> | knew of at least 15 alleged incidents at the Delt house. There were
countless others by other fraternities. Most of us had to be very careful, however<comma>
there has to be something more stringent that can be done to insure the girls’ Iskhety
that neither | nor my sorority sisters felt safe at fraternity houses all the time<comma> and
often we felt unsafe at events. I'm not against frats<comma> or the Greek syisteas
part of it and | loved it<comma> but | do thi
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3. Greek Life dogthe most amazing job ever. They work together with all the chapters and
they give identity to the student numbers involved on this campus. | couldn't ask for a better
experience in the world!

4. As a Greek<comma> | feel MU is drastically trying to cubgoramming and activiites <br>
<br> and feel that Dry 2000 not only increased drunk driving but unfairly singles <br>
<br> out Greek houses as the only place of alcohol use. East Campus provides the<br>
<br> same party scene<comma> and therefor<comma> dimorates Greeks from holding
social.<br> <br> Without Greeklead activities such as Homecoming<comma> what
woulld MU be?

5. wet campus

HEALTH SCIENCES LIBRARY

Participants

One hundred eighty two of the 1134 participaft®hase Il respondents indicatéet they had
utilized services from the Health Sciences Library. One hundred two of those participants
provided ratings regarding the Health Sciences Library (56%).

Participants included 22 men, 80 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age betwe
18 to 51 years (M = 21.95, SD 6.17). Ninsven of the participants identified as heterosexual,
2 as a gay man and 2 lesbians.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternativesAfrican (n = 5), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 4) -Bicial/Multr

ethnic (n = 5), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 2), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 85), and Other (n = 2). Two patrticipants

indicated thathey were nofNative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 3), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 3), Mobility (n = 2), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 2), Psychological (n = 1),
and Other (n =@

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 10), Atheist (n = 4), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 83), Hindu
(n =2), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 2).
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Degriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH +HDOWK
=102)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 9 2.83 7.00 15.2963 1.46434
WOMEN 80| 1.00 7.00 |6.0458 1.23617
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 16 1.00 7.00 |5.2708 1.94924
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 15 3.83 7.00 15.8333 1.19523
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 4 1.00 6.00 |3.2500 2.62996
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 8 4.00 7.00 15.9379 1.08356

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale il 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by LGB individuals are suspect due to the small numbers of participants
and the restricted range of responses.

Comments
1. very helpful

2. fine<comma> expcept again with teh dited people and all the stairs and high shelves of
books.

3. fine

4. Everytime | have gone to the Health Sciences Library<comma> | have a really difficult time
getting help from the staff.

5. As a RN student<comma> | love the HSL its such a convienance tovwaatohtauck across
campus.

INFORMATION ACCESS & TECHNOLOGY

Participants

Three hundred sixty two of the 1134 participasit®hase Il respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from Information Access and Technology. Two hundred thirty sttlerse
participants provided ratings regarding Information Access and Technology (66%).

Participants included 74 men, 161 women, and 1 transgender individuals ranging in age between

18 to 51 years (M = 21.53, SD 5.16). Two hundred twenty two of thieipants identified as
heterosexual, 5 as bisexual, 4 as gay, 2 as lesbian, 1 as uncertain, and 0 as other.
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SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 9), AsidPdcific Islander (n = 4), Biacial/Multr

ethnic (n = 10), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 6), Middle Eastern (n = 2), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 7), White/European (n = 210), and Other (n = 3). Ten participants
indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Sixteen participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 6),
Hearing (n = 1), Learning (n = 4), Mobility (n = 3), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 4),
Psychological (n = 4), and Other (n = 2).

In termsof religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 24), Atheist (n = 8), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 188),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 3), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 6).

Descriptive Stastics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI ,QIRUPDWLRQ
Group (N =237)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 16 3.25 7.00 145417 1.99954
WOMEN 161 1.00 7.00 |5.2598 1.47182
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 36 1.00 7.00 |4.8889 1.41084
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 31 1.00 7.00 |4.9785 1.68696
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 11 3.50 7.00 |5.5455 1.42223
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 8 6.00 7.00 16.75000 0.41786

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale includeghot at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments

1. When they do well it affects all students equally<comma> when they have problems it affects
all students equally

2. some IATS staff need diversity and sensitivity training in regards to <br> a&bking
guestions of or explaining information to "ntechie" customers.

3. Very helpful when needed!

4. |ATS is a big waste of money and resoure@sdoesn't serve anyone's needs<comma> is
inefficient and wasteful. The whole technology system wouldtbe run by an outside
corporation who was contracted to do the job right everytime<comma> instead of slacking
off and being worthless.

5. I don't know what IATS is like for na@mglish speakers<comma> but | am sure it is
adequate for all the other groups.
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6. IATS s fine

7. They are very helpful to those of us who know nothing about compptetsy patient too.
8. This service needs much improverrargtomer service

9. they're awesome one of the best things at our school in my opinion

10.1 have only been there oa and that was three years ago.<br> <br> They were very nice
walking through loading my-mail for my computer off campus.

11.There just are not that many people who are really computer/technology savvy. | think that
people who have other troubles<commarels as language or disability<comma> must
have a harder time getting the help they need.

12.Doesn't every student have to go through IAT now? | never talked to a human being in
dealing with them but only followed the directions. This could possibly eatrog to
someone who did not read English or who had difficulty manuevering a mouse/keyboard. It
may also be difficult for the technologically insecure<comma> since sometimes the
directions were frustrating.

INTERNATIONAL CENTER

Participants

Ninety-three of the 1134 participand$ Phase Il respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the International Center. Fifty of those participants provided ratings regarding the
International Center (54%).

Participants included 9 men, 41 womend &transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 35 years (M = 21.60, SD 3.50). Fofour of the participants identified as heterosexual, 2 as
bisexual, 2 as a gay man, 1 lesbian, and 1 as uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNW® W R B\ QFRGIH-IONA I WIXGIQ UNIODQWF DS S (
following list of alternatives: African (n = 2), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 3)a8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 3), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 3), Middle Eastern (n = 1), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = OWhite/European (n = 39), and Other (n = 0). Six participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
= 0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n €), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psychological (n = 1),
and Other (n = 0).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 5), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian 89), Hindu
(n = 1), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 3).

54



Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI , QWHUQDWLR

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 4 5.00 7.00 16.25000 0.95743
WOMEN 41| 4.00 7.00 15.8419 1.16545
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 8 4.00 7.00 ]5.8333 1.11555
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 10( 4.00 7.00 |5.7500 0.99458
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 6 4.17 7.00 ]5.8333 1.11555
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS**| 6 5.00 7.00 16.0274 0.79174

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by persons with disabilities are suspect due to the small numbers of
participants and the restricted rammgeesponses.

Comments
1. I looked at info about Studying Abroad

2. ask an international student.<br> <br> it helped me with what i wanted to know<comma>
no problems.

3. Where should | start? Perhaps an increase of funding and broadening and deepening<br>
<br> training concerning INS issues for IC staff.

4. Lynn Aguado is wonderful. She has helped me find a perfect study abroad program.

JOURNALISM LIBRARY

Participants

Eighty three of the 1134 participartEPhase Il respondents indicated that they had ediliz
services from the Journalism Library. Fartine of those participants provided ratings regarding
the Journalism Library (59%).

Participants included 10 men, 38 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 50 years (M = 20.82, SD4%). Fortythree of the participants identified as heterosexual, 3
as bisexual, 1 as a gay man, 1 lesbian, and 1 as uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: Afaan (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 1);Bcial/Multr

ethnic (n = 2), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 3), White/European (n = 46), and Other (n = 0). One patrticipant

indicated that sherdne was a noiNative English speaker.
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Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 3), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 1), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psychological (n = 3),
and Other (n =11

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 7), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 35), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 3).

Desciptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH -RXUQDO
49)

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
2.50 7.00 [4.4167 1.39158
2.00 7.00 15.0132 1.29122
2.83 7.00 14.2619 1.28329
4.00 7.00 [5.5556 1.58698

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 3.83 7.00 (4.7000 1.32497

NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS** 4.00 4.00 14.0000 --

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (nadlat4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely

well).

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES
WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS

w
PO O N| K| 9=

**The average ratings by nemative English speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of
participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1. The dlibrary is not accessible to handicapped peogted cannot walk down a flight of
stairs.

2. fine
3. Great library with lots of sources for the nosy and curious alike.

4. In a specialized seting such as thisccomma> it does not seem to make any difference at alll
whether one belongs to any minority other thaouthalism student.”

5. A person with a handicap cannot even get down tothe lower level of the library!! That's just
wrong.

6. Very small and crowded. Would not have liked to be physically challenged there. Only used
their services once.
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LAW LIBRARY

Participants

Fifty-six of the 1134 participantsf Phase lll respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the Law Library. Twentiiree of those participants provided ratings regarding the
Law Library (41%).

Participants included 11 men, 12 womand O transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 31 years (M = 21.30, SD 3.02). Twetwpo of the participants identified as heterosexual,
and 1 as bisexual.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKheLU SDQFHV WL
following list of alternatives: African (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = Oja8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 2), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 20), and Othe0jn One participant

indicated that she or he was a Aative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (1,#8ychological (n = 1),
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 2), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 16), Hindu
(n = 1), Jewish (n &), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 1).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH /DZ /LEU!

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatiorn
1.00 7.00 |5.00000 3.46410
4.00 7.00 15.5833 1.14261
4.00 7.00 |5.7667 1.61417
4.00 7.00 15.8333 1.45297
7.00 7.00 |7.0000 --

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES

WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS**
Note: Anchors on the Likert ratingae included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

[EnN
Ol—‘-bU'INOOD

**The average ratings by persons with disabilities, ragiahic minorities, LGB, and nemative
English speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the rasiyetet r
responses.
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Comments

1. Its ADA policy is vague<comma> reasonable accomodations are not made by staff. Regular
hours of operation are not supported by staff with knowledge of ADA compliance.
Administration does not make reasonable effort for accatmmts. | had a very specific case
of ADA noncompliance that was mentioned to Interim Dean and-Wicector<comma>
who gave poor information and unreasonable effort.

2. ljustuse it as a quite place to studiynever use the services.

3. The staff cares anglies to do the best they can. However<comma> the law school itself has
an air that is somewhat negative towards womerot from the library staff however.
Also<comma> most of us speak English and very little other languages. The staff tries very
hard to help non native english speakers but sometimes it's just hard to tell what they are
saying. Many of them do not speak very clear English. The law library does an excellent job
or helping disabled people. They get specialized attention and heltheigihelves. |
marked 6s on that because a library by nature<comma> with high shelves<comma> simply
isn't very accomadating to them. But the staff makes up for it.

4. Great quiet place to study. Why isn't it available to all students that pay to go here?

5. The Law Library is beautiful and the staff are very helpful<comma> although | was not
pursuing their usual requests. | found it to be the most inviting library on campus and one of
the easiest to study in. There was always a good mix of people whsnhene.

LEARNING CENTER

Participants

One hundred forty two of the 1134 participaot$hase Il respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from the Learning Center. One hundred eleven of those participants provided
ratings regarding the Leang Center (78%).

Participants included 29 men, 82 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 50 years (M = 20.97, SD 4.56). One hundred seven of the participants identified as
heterosexual, 1 as bisexual, 1 as gay male, O d@arlesind 1 as uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 11), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = S5yaBial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 1), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n 3,Middle Eastern (n = 1), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 6), White/European (n = 90), and Other (n = 0). Five participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types obdiges: Visual (n = 4), Hearing (n

=0), Learning (n = 5), Mobility (n = 2), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 2), Psychological (n = 3),
and Other (n = 3).
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In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 9), Atheist (n = 8), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 81), Hindu
(n = 1), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 9).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH)/HDUQLQ

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 12| 4.00 7.00 |5.8611 1.08207
WOMEN 82| 2.67 7.00 |5.7618 1.23496
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 18| 4.00 7.00 15.9722 1.29384
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 26| 2.83 7.00 16.13724 1.04381
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 3 2.83 7.00 14.6111 2.14950
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 5 5.83 7.00 16.1667 0.47140

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by LGB individuals are suspeet wuthe small numbers of participants
and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1.

2.

The math tutoring sessions are very helpful.

The staff at the learning center is always great and helpful. Sally Foster is the lady that |
have come into contact timeost and she is great. She not only goes above and beyond to
help students<comma> but she gives useful information. The learning center is now in the
student success center which adds to the experience.

Most sciences/mathematics seem to be more geaatd a male and/or minority crowd.

My experience with the learning center has been excellent<comma> | dont think
theirccomma> or any other service at MU<comma> varies among the above
ethnic/religiuos/sexual groups.

| have noticed the learning centerlte great for all people!

The learning center does a fine job of helping all students. | have never seen anything on
campus discriminate against random people and if anything<comma> teachers discriminate
and it is only against Greeks because you haveldithem that's not allowed. Everything

else has rules<comma> but if we're getting into minorities<comma> let's mentions Greeks
as well.

i would like to see more test banks for classes because they really help
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8. I dont think that the learning center isigg to effect different sexes and ethnicity differently.

9. As a member of an unrepresented greolder<comma> "norraditional”
students<comma> my one experience with the learning center was awful. The student at the
front desk<comma> a young man<commiied to make me feel as if | had no business
asking about services such as wgtldy. It was the first time | had ever been in the center
and he tried to make me feel ignorant because | did not know how everything operated there.
| will go back if | fnd | need help with a class<comma> but so far<comma> that has not
been necessary.

10.In your survey in general you should indicate what type of diablity you are talking about. B/c
do you mean people with physical disabilites (in a wheel chair) or peopleneiital
retardation or learining disabilites. | think that the learning center for example does a good
job of helping students who may have a learning disability<comma> however i don't think it
does a good of helping those who are physically challengetthé/e is no ramp for them to
use to get in the learning center...

11.The Learning Center is a great place for nontraditional students.<br> <br> | believe your
surveys should include them as well.<br> <br>

12.1t's been so long since | went there<comma> lllyedo not remember it but | do know that
the place annoyed me.

LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL & TRANSGENDER RESOURCE CENTER

Participants

Sixteen of the 1134 participaraéPhase Ill respondents indicated that they had utilized services
from the LGBT Resourc€enter. Eleven of those participants provided ratings regarding the
LGBT Resource Center (69%).

Participants included 2 men, 9 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 24 years (M = 20.45, SD 1.75). Five of the participants ifiethtas heterosexual, 2 as
bisexual, 1 as gay male, 3 as lesbian, and 0 as uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 0), Asian/Pacific Islander (n/Bd-racial/Multr

ethnic (n = 0), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 0), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 0), White/European (n = 11), and Other (n = 0). Two patrticipants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Partcipants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 0), Hearing (n

=1), Learning (n = 1), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psychological (n = 1),
and Other (n = 1).
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In terms of religious identification, parpants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 4), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 5), Hindu (n
= 0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 1).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Ref)QVLYHQHVV RI WKH /*%7 5SHVRXUFH &HQWHU
=11)

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatiorn
4.00 6.00 |5.2774 1.10972
6.00 7.00 16.7037 0.45474
4.00 7.00 15.9167 1.42400

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES
WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS -- -- -- --
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 4.00 7.00 ([6.47274 1.21297
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 1 6.00 6.00 (6.0000 --
Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

(o] [@] BN (o] V] B

**The average atings by persons with disabilities, r@ristian individuals, and nemative
English speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of
responses.

Comments <NONE>

MATH LIBRARY

Participants

Thirty-two of the 1134articipantof Phase Il respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the Math Library. Twentliree of those participants provided ratings regarding
the Math Library (72%).

Participants included 10 men, 13 women, and O transgender maichnging in age between
19to 47 years (M = 22.74, SD 6.04). Twentye of the participants identified as heterosexual, 1
as bisexual, and 1 as gay male.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 1yaBial/Multr

ethnic (n = 0), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 0), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 21), and Other (n = 0). Ctrogpaat

indicated that he or she was a Aative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n

=0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psycialdg = 1),
and Other (n = 0).
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In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 3), Atheist (n = 0), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 17), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Musliffn = 0), Other (n = 2).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH ODWK /LE

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 2 4.83 6.33 |5.5833 1.06066
WOMEN 13| 2.50 7.00 ([5.0385 1.30198
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 3 4.00 6.00 ([5.3333 1.15470
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 3 2.50 5.00 (3.8333 1.25831
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 2 5.00 5.83 |5.4167 0.58926
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 1 4.00 4.00 14.0000 --
Note: Anchors on the Likert ratingae included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by persons with disabilites,-@bmistian individuals, racial ethnic
minorities, LGB individuals, and nemative English speakers are suspect due to the small
numbes of participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1. It's a room with books full of math!!!l It's wheel chair accessible and there is no ethnic filter
at the door!l!

2. very helpful

3. Again<comma> my experience with the math sciences libsdrgnited. I've only been in the
library a couple of times and therefore<comma> can not comment on their performance.
However<comma> | don't think the math science library is "disability” friendly. It's been a
few years since | have been in this librand from what | remember<comma> the aisles
were very small.

4. 1 was in the Math Sciences library today. The only thing that may apply here is that I'm not
sure if there's an elevator for persons with disabilities.

5. It may bve hard to move around in the #rdnlarary with a physical disability.
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MEMORIAL UNIONS

Participants

Five hundred twenty eight of the 1134 participaft®hase Il respondents indicated that they
had utilized services from the Memorial Unions. Three hundred eighty five of thoséppais
provided ratings regarding the Memorial Unions (73%).

Participants included 99 men, 286 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 51 years (M = 20.93, SD 4.18). Three hundred fifty seven of the participants identified as
heterosexual, 9 as bisexual, and 7 as gay male, 2 lesbians, and 2 uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 18), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 10yaBal/Multi-

ethnic (n = 11), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 9), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 12), White/European (n = 339), and Other (n = 8). Sixteen

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.

Particpants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 9), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 5), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 9), Psychological (n =5),
and Other (n = 6).

In terms of religious identification, parpants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 35), Atheist (n = 12), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 310),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 5), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 13).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group ofthe RVSRQVLYHQHVYV Rl WKH OHPRULDO 8QLRQV WR
385)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 27 1.83 7.00 |5.1358 1.14492
WOMEN 286 1.00 7.00 |5.7008 1.33961
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 55 2.67 7.00 |5.3788] 1.44567
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 53 2.00 7.00 |5.4214{ 1.46660
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 19 3.83 7.00 14.99121 1.12007
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 14 2.00 7.00 |5.6905 1.46593

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (See Appendix 13)
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MUPD

Participants

One hundred ninety five of the 1134 participasft®hase Ill respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from the MU Police Department. One hundred seventy three of those
participants preided ratings regarding the MU Police Department (89%).

Participants included 47 men, 125 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 37 years (M = 20.76, SD 2.62). One hundred fifty eight of the participants identified as
heterosexal, 3 as bisexual, and 5 as gay male, 1 lesbians, 0 uncertain, and 1 other.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 4), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 4ya8il/Multi-

ethnic (n = 5), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 4), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 5), White/European (n = 157), and Other (n = 4). Six participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participantsndicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 5), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 0), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 4), Psychological (n = 3),
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participandentified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 18), Atheist (n = 3), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 137),
Hindu (n = 0), Jewish (n = 4), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 7).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Respons@eHVV RI WKH 08 3ROLFH 'HSDUWPHQW WR
=173)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 13 1.83 7.00 |4.6154 1.80455
WOMEN 125 1.17 7.00 15.1872] 1.52732
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 25 1.67 5.67 13.8680| 0.90393
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 21 1.00 7.00 14.4190f 1.81410
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 9 2.17 5.83 3.8333 1.01379
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 5 3.17 6.00 [4.9667| 1.12670

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

Comments (Please see Appendix 8)
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OFFICE OF MULTICULTURAL AFFAIRS

Participants

Thirty-five of the 1134 participantsf Phase 11l respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the Office of Multicultural Affairs. Thidyne of those padipants provided
ratings regarding the Office of Multicultural Affairs (89%).

Participants included 7 men, 24 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 32 years (M = 20.58, SD 2.35). Twemie of the participants identified astéi®sexual, and
2 lesbians.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 11), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 3)aBial/Multi-

ethnic (n = 6), Hispanic/Latino(a) é4), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 2), White/European (n = 16), and Other (n = 0). Three participants
indicated that they were ndwiative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following typedissbilities: Visual (n = 0), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psychological (n = 1),
and Other (n = 0).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 3), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 25), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 1).

Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Responsiveness of the Office of Multicultural AffairsQdHJIV 2ZQ
Group (N =31)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 4 2.67 7.00 |5.0417 2.28674
WOMEN 23] 1.33 7.00 |5.5797 1.53895
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 5 1.50 6.67 |3.9667 2.14217
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 21| 2.67 7.00 15.8730 1.4290
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 2 1.50 3.00 |2.2500 1.06066
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 3 4.33 7.00 |5.6667 1.33333

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by persons watisabilities, LGB individuals, and nemative English

speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of
responses.
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Comments
1. Pablo is a wonderful individual who has been very helpful in so many ways!

2. they all seemd know what they were talking about and knew where to find additonal
information as i needed it.

3. I think there are appropriate resources on our campus<comma> and | think the center has
them<br> <br> but | am not sure if they are being used to their $tlf@tential.

REC CENTER

Participants

Seven hundred twenty seven of the 1134 participzifehase 11l respondents indicated that they
had utilized services from the Student Recreation Center. Five hundred ninety four of those
participants provided ratys regarding the Student Recreation Center (82%).

Participants included 165 men, 424 women, and 2 transgender individuals ranging in age
between 18 to 48 years (M = 20.61, SD 3.24). Five hundred fifty nine of the participants
identified as heterosexualb&exual, 11 gay men, 3 lesbians, 0 uncertain and 2 other.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 23), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 21yaBial/Multr

ethnt (n = 14), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 13), Middle Eastern (n = 4), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 22), White/European (n = 526), and Other (n = 10). Hiuenty

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers.

Participants inttated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 14), Hearing
(n = 1), Learning (n = 10), Mobility (n = 2), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 9), Psychological (nh =
5), and Other (n = 7).

In terms of religious identification, participandentified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 54), Atheist (n = 16), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 473),
Hindu (n = 3), Jewish (n = 8), Muslim (n = 2), Other (n = 23).
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Descriptive Statistics

Ratings by Group of the Respon¥ HQHVY RI WKH 6WXGHQW S5HFUHDWLRQ &
(N = 594)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 37 1.17 7.00 |4.4766 1.56128
WOMEN 424 1.00 7.00 |5.3328 1.53895
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 82 1.00 7.00 14.8963 1.41585
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 87 1.17 7.00 |5.0795 1.42575
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 22 1.00 7.00 14.3182( 1.81769
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 24 1.50 7.00 |5.2681] 1.45889

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and Médxtre
well).

Comments(Please see Appendix 9)

5(*,675$576 2)),&(

Participants

Six hundred twenty three of the 1134 participarit®hase Il respondents indicated that they
KDG XWLOL]J]HG VHUYLFHV IURP WKH 5HJLV Wpatdifavit2 I ILFH )R X
SURYLGHG UDWLQJY UHJDUGLQJ WKH 5HJLVWUDUYV 2IILFH

Participants included 124 men, 144 women, and 1 transgender individuals ranging in age
between 18 to 51 years (M = 21.15, SD 4.47). Four hundred forty one of the participants
identified as heterosexual, 7 bisexual, 11 gay men, 2 lesbians, 1 uncertain and 1 other.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 22), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = B&yacial/Multr

ethnic (n = 11), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 11), Middle Eastern (n = 2), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 16), White/European (n = 410), and Other (n = 10). Fimenty

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 12), Hearing
(n =1), Learning (n = 8), Mobility (n = 4), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 14), Psychological (nh =
6), and Other (n = 7).

In terms of religious identifation, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 40), Atheist (n = 14), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 378),
Hindu (n = 3), Jewish (n = 7), Muslim (n = 2), Other (n = 17).
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Descriptive Statistics

Ratingsby* URXS Rl WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH 5HJLVWUDUYV
470)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 39 1.00 7.00 |5.1068 1.47220
WOMEN 343| 1.00 7.00 |5.4389 1.53895
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 65 1.83 7.00 49718 1.46947
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 73 2.67 7.00 149324 1.42901
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 20 1.00 7.00 |4.6217] 1.73057
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 22 1.00 7.00 |5.4515 1.62695

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adeqamatky, (extremely
well).

Comments (Please see Appendix 10)

RESIDENTIAL LIFE

Participants

Five hundred eighteen of the 1134 participaritBhase Il respondents indicated that they had
utilized services from Residential Life. Four hundred seventettiosé participants provided
ratings regarding the Residential Life (81%).

Participants included 94 men, 319 women, and 2 transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 36 years (M = 20.20, SD 2.01). Three hundred ninety three of the participatitedas
heterosexual, 8 bisexual, 4 gay men, 2 lesbians, 1 uncertain and 1 other.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 17), Asian/Pacific Islander (8% Bi-racial/Multr

ethnic (n = 10), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 8), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 12), White/European (n = 370), and Other (n = 11). Sixteen

participants indicated that they were Adative English speakers

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 12), Hearing
(n = 1), Learning (n = 6), Mobility (n = 3), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 9), Psychological (n =
3), and Other (n = 7).

In terms of religious identificain, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 35), Atheist (n = 11), Buddhist (n = 2), Christian (n = 337),
Hindu (n = 1), Jewish (n = 7), Muslim (n = 1), Other (n = 17).
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Descriptive Statistics

Ratingsby GR XS Rl WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH 5HVLGHQWLDO .

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 30 1.00 7.00 |5.0667| 1.64678
WOMEN 319| 1.00 7.00 |5.5703 1.39788
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 55 1.33 7.00 |5.1812] 1.65076
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 52 1.00 7.00 14.9324 1.42901
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 15 1.00 7.00 13.9889 1.72915
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 15 3.83 7.00 ]5.6622( 1.18936

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequaté) (exidemely
well).

Comments(Please see Appendix 11)

STUDENT HEALTH CENTER

Participants

Five hundred sixty seven of the 1134 participaitBhase Il respondents indicated that they
had utilized services from the Student Health Center. Four hufaitgaf those participants
provided ratings regarding the Student Health Center (78%).

Participants included 104 men, 332 women, and 2 transgender individuals ranging in age
between 18 to 49 years (M = 21.00, SD 3.69). Four hundred ten of the parsiciizatified as
heterosexual, 10 bisexual, 8 gay men, 3 lesbians, and 2 uncertain.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 16), Asian/Pacific Islander (n 5 Bbyacial/Multr

ethnic (n = 11), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 11), Middle Eastern (n = 3), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 18), White/European (n = 390), and Other (n = 7). Fuanty

participants indicated that they were Adative English speaks.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 11), Hearing
(n = 1), Learning (n = 11), Mobility (n = 4), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 12), Psychological (n =
5), and Other (n = 8).

In terms of religious idenigation, participants identified themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 40), Atheist (n = 11), Buddhist (n = 2), Christian (n = 345),
Hindu (n = 2), Jewish (n = 6), Muslim (n = 2), Other (n = 20).
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Descriptive Statistics

Ratings b *URXS Rl WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH 6WXGHQW +HD
440)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior]
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 35 1.00 7.00 |5.3371 1.58668
WOMEN 331 1.00 7.00 |5.3873 1.39788
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 60 1.00 700 ]5.1800f 1.52553
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 64 1.00 7.00 149818 1.69944
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 23 1.00 7.00 14.4783 1.80719
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 23 2.33 7.00 |5.7101 1.40635

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adegand 7 (extremely
well).

Comments(Please see Appendix 12)

UNIVERSITY COUNSELING CENTER

Participants

Fifty-five of the 1134 participantsf Phase Ill respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the University Counseling Center. y-orte of those participants provided ratings
regarding the University Counseling Center (80%).

Participants included 5 men, 36 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 27 years (M = 21.27, SD 1.91). Thidgven of the participamidentified as heterosexual, 1
bisexual, 1 gay male, and 2 leshians.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 4), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = Lyra8ial/Mulki-

ethnic (n = 1), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 2), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 3), White/European (n = 35), and Other (n = 0). Two participants

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participants indicatethat they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 1), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psychological (n = 2),
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participants ideletf themselves as belonging to the

following groups: Agnostic (n = 3), Atheist (n = 1), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 28), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 5).
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Descriptive Statistics
Ratings by Group of the ResponsivenesskoHH SQLYHUV LW\ &RXQVHOLQJ &HQWH!
Group (N =41)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 3 4.00 6.60 |5.0889 1.35045
WOMEN 35( 1.00 7.00 |5.5571 1.82795
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 5 1.00 7.00 14.3667 2.36995
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 11| 1.00 7.00 |5.5242] 1.93644
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 4 1.00 7.00 |5.2500 2.87228
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 1 5.00 5.00 |5.0000 --

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by persons with disabilities, LGB individuals, andnabime English
speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of
responses.

Comments

1. i personally have had no quams with the counseling centdl @eople over there are very
helpful and friendly.

2. Th etherapist that i talked to was very nice<comma> but it was very impersonal<comma>
and | felt invaded by the camera and voice recorder<comma> | wouldnt go back.

3. My first meeting with a grad studieccomma> after the initial evaluation<comma>
wellccomma> she didn't even show up to the meeting. | gave her another chance and she
yawned all the way through it. Someone needs to work on tact. | never wenthzadk
not worth my time. | had a mubetter experience with a Psychiatrist at the SHC.

4. Thisis the best service | have ever used on this campus. They kept me from transfering
schools! 1 loved it.

5. The only experience | have had with the Counseling center was for Biofeedback. | am not
sure why | had to take the entrance interview because | was there for pain relief not
counseling. As far as counseling services go<comma> a few sessions is not enough for
anybody!

6. The counseling center was not flexible and did not take vulnerability of watoen
consideration.

7. 1 do not feel the my views on the counseling center are acurate with the majority of campus.
| had a serious eating disorder<comma> and went to them for help. They assigned a student
to me that admittedly did not understand englighwas a very difficult thing to talk about
especially with someone that couldn't understand me literally.
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VETERINARY MEDICINE LIBRARY

Participants

Sixteen of the 1134 participaragéPhase IIl respondents indicated that they had utilized services
from the Veterinary Medicine Library. Fourteen of those participants provided ratings regarding
the Veterinary Medicine Library (88%).

Participants included 1 man, 13 women, and 0 transgender individuals ranging in age between 18
to 32 years (M = 22.00, SD1®6). Eleven of the participants identified as heterosexual, 2
bisexual, and 1 gay male.

SDUWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 1), Asian/Pacific Islander (@)=Bi-racial/Multr

ethnic (n = 0), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 0), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 1), White/European (n = 12), and Other (n = 1). One patrticipant

indicated that she or he was a Aative English speaker.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 1), Hearing (n
=0), Learning (n = 0), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psychological (n = 0),
and Other (n = 0).

In terms of religious identificatigrparticipants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 1), Atheist (n = 0), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 13), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 0).

Descriptive Statistics
Ratings by Group ofth S HVSRQVLYHQHVY Rl WKH 9HWHULQDU\ OHGLFL
Group (N =14)

Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviatior

6.00 6.00 (6.0000 --

1.50 7.00 15.1970 1.71078

6.00 6.00 (6.0000 --

7.00 7.00 (7.0000 --
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 6.00 7.00 [6.3333 0.57735
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS 6.00 6.00 (6.0000 --

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES
WOMEN

NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS

=
SN E

**T he average ratings by persons with disabilities;@bnstian religious minorities, racial
ethnic minorities, LGB individuals, and narative English speakers are suspect due to the small
numbers of participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments <NONE>
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WELLNESS RESOURCE CENTER

Participants

Seventyfive of the 1134 participantsf Phase Il respondents indicated that they had utilized
services from the Wellness Resource Center.-Bétyen of those participants provided ratings
regarding e Wellness Resource Center (76%).

Participants included 11 men, 46 women, and O transgender individuals ranging in age between
18 to 27 years (M = 20.37, SD 1.99). Hfgur of the participants identified as heterosexual, 2
gay male, and 1 lesbian.

ParWLFLSDQWY ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU 3SDQFHVWU\"
following list of alternatives: African (n = 4), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = Lyra8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 2), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = O)ivl&merican

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 3), White/European (n = 47), and Other (n = 2). Three participants
indicated that they were ndwiative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 3)nd¢iéa
=0), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 0), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 1), Psychological (n = 2),
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 5),tRAeist (n = 0), Buddhist (n = 0), Christian (n = 47), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 0), Muslim (n = 0), Other (n = 3).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVYV RI WKH :HOOQHYV
(N=57)

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 5 5.67 7.00 16.0933 0.57658
WOMEN 46| 2.17 7.00 15.9783 1.24306
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 5 3.67 7.00 16.0000 1.41421
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 10 2.17 7.00 ]5.4833 1.82650
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 3 4.00 6.83 152778 1.43695
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS]| 3 5.00 7.00 16.00000 1.00000

Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scale included 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by LGB individuals, and nugitive English speakers aespect due to
the small numbers of participants and the restricted range of responses.
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Comments

1. IFyou're not a minority<comma> woman<comma> LGBT<comma> a religious
minority<comma> disabled or a nemative english speaker<comma> you have no business
in the Wellness Resource Center. It's a worthless operation that is a good way for people to
make money doing nothing.

2. | think that not as many guys are interested in the type of things the WRC does.

:20(196 &(17(5

Participants

Fifty of the 1134 particigntsof Phase Ill respondents indicated that they had utilized services
IURP WKH :RPHQYTY ey Qf WasdJparfidplakts\pkovided ratings regarding the
"'RPHQYV &HQWHU

Participants included 3 men, 35 women, and 0 transgender individnglag in age between 18
to 29 years (M = 21.00, SD 2.14). Thirty of the participants identified as heterosexual, 2
bisexual, 1 gay male, and 4 lesbian.

SDUWLFLSDQWYV ZHUH DVNHG WR LQGLFDWH WKHLU DQFHVW
following list of alternatives: African (n = 2), Asian/Pacific Islander (n = 2ya8ial/Multr

ethnic (n = 0), Hispanic/Latino(a) (n = 1), Middle Eastern (n = 0), Native American

Indian/Alaskan Native (n = 0), White/European (n = 33), and Other (n = 1). Two jpeantici

indicated that they were névative English speakers.

Participants indicated that they had the following types of disabilities: Visual (n = 2), Hearing (n
=1), Learning (n = 2), Mobility (n = 1), Speech (n = 0), Medical (n = 0), Psychologicaln =
and Other (n = 1).

In terms of religious identification, participants identified themselves as belonging to the
following groups: Agnostic (n = 9), Atheist (n = 2), Buddhist (n = 1), Christian (n = 22), Hindu
(n =0), Jewish (n = 1), Muslim (n = 0){l&&r (n = 2).

Descriptive Statistics

5DWLQJV E\ *URXS RI WKH 5HVSRQVLYHQHVV RI WKH :RPHQYV

n |Minimum|Maximum| Mean |Std. Deviation
PERSONS W/ DISABILITIES 7 3.33 7.00 |5.0000 1.53055
WOMEN 35( 2.00 7.00 16.5229 1.05253
NON-CHRISTIAN INDIVIDUALS 12| 3.50 7.00 |5.2500 1.39171
RACIAL-ETHNIC GROUPS 5 2.00 7.00 15.20000 1.93793
LESBIAN, GAY, BISEXUAL 7 4.00 7.00 16.3333 1.08866
NON-NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKERS| 1 5.80 5.80 |5.8000 --
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Note: Anchors on the Likert rating scaleluted 1 (not at all), 4 (adequate), and 7 (extremely
well).

**The average ratings by nemative English speakers are suspect due to the small numbers of
participants and the restricted range of responses.

Comments

1. | think the Women's Center is such aarresource for women. | wish that more women
were aware of the services that the Women's Center offers.

2. the women's center does a really good job working with what they're given<comma> fund
wise and workewise.

3. The Women's Center is just a placeseéat and watch TV.

4. women center staff are very friendly

SUMMARY

The vast majority of student service units evaluated in Phase Ill received average ratings from all
VL XQGHUUHSUHVHQWHG JURXS SDUWLFLSDQWWaNKDW ZHUH
UbDWLQJ RI SH[ WUHPHO\ ZHOO ~ ZLWK RQO\ D IHZ H[FHSWLRQV
SDGHTXDWH" ZHUH REWDLQHG IRU D VPDOO QXPEHU RI VWXGF
LGBT and/or norChristian religious minorities. An expansive numbecomments were

provided by Phase Il participants that reflected a wide range of attitudes reflecting pride,

investment, support, and concern as well as disdain for issues regarding the treatment of
underrepresented groups among student servicesomnismpus at MU.
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Appendix 1: Comments Regarding Academic Advising

My Academic Advisor is a horrible advisor. You make an appointment to see her and the
only reason she remembers to show up is because someone in one of her classes needs to
make up a lab She also acts like it's a huge burden for you to take up her time<comma>

and doesn't seem very knowledgeble about what she is talking about. The second time |
made an appointment with her she didn't ever show up. | left a note and she never got back
to me either. My experience thus far have all been negative. Although all of my friends rave
about their advisors.

. Advising has no correlation with your sexual orientation
. definitely needs to be improved<br> <br>

| have had no problems with advisingsed on my gender. | do not see how most of these
groups would need special advising. We all have to take pretty much the same gen ed and
the same requirements for our majors. | would be surprised if an advisor told a student the
wrong information becae he/she was of a special group. The only group that may need
special attn is the neanglish speakers because there are certain instructorsccomma>
who<comma> if they speak really fast for example<comma> might be avoided under the
advisors guidance.

. Academic advising has been my worest experience at Mizzou. <NAME DELETED> needs to
be replaced. She not only is uninformed and has given me wrong information<comma> she
is also hard to find and not too friendly.

.| think that Academic Advising varies pergm and on what area they are being advised in.
Academic advising often has more to do with what the student puts into it.

Need more emphasis on actual advising<comma> not degree checks<comma>
approval<comma> etc. Perhaps a peer advisor as well.

. What about straight<comma> white<comma> males?
| think it is too hard to set up appts. with your advisor and once you do<comma> they don't

really help that much<comma> so you walk out of there more confused that when you went
in.

10.My success at MU is lagly due to services received through academic advising.

11.Academic advising for me on this campus has been an absolute nightmare. My relationship

with my assigned adviser consists of her showing me a course book. | have recieved better
information from féow students and high school teachers than | have from my adviser. The
only support | find comes from the head of my department<comma> who is of course
extremely busy and at times unaccessible. In my opinion<comma> advising is the weakest
point of the atire university<comma> and a majority of students also feel this way.
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12.1t depends on whom the academic advisor is.

13.General Honors advisors did not help me at all when | needed help when | didn't have a
major yet. The new psych advisors just try toygetin and out as quickly as possible. Itis
many times inadequate.

14.1 really don't have a huge opinion about how they are aquainted with the issues of each of
these groups<comma> | believe they treat everyone equally and in a freindly yet
professional mnner<comma> trying to treat everyone equally.

15.<NAME> is the most amazing advisor ever. She is helpful and the first of 3 advisors | have
had that was so great.

16.The only concern of the academic advising is to make sure we stay here us much as possible
so the university can profit as much as possible from us.

17.Seeing that academic advising is usually first come<comma> first serve | don't see a
problem with it. As for the knowledge of advisors regarding the different groups<comma> |
know they probably hamnot touched up on their history of gay and lesbian rights
movements or every civil rights case known to man<comma> they are there to help
students<comma> not get a history lesson

18.they know a lot about what they advise on<comma> but don't tell us ettwatgtfeel we
should know<comma> now that i am in my third year of school. and i feel this goes for
everyone<comma> not just one specific demographic group.

19.i have to go to class but I think for the most part it's great. | don' like it when graduate
students are academic advisors though cause one i had once didn't seem to really know that
much or care.

20.1 really dont think that advising will be different for any particular class of people<br>
<br>

21.My needs as a woman have been pretty much met<comumatiddifficult for my advisor
to understand what works for me as an older “tr@awlitional” student. | constantly find
myself in conflicting situations and information comes too late for me to use it effectively. |
often find myself in difficlut sidions because my advisor does not understand what it is that
| need to know.

22.Advisors are not really concerned with students in general. Once again<comma> the whole
customer service issue seems lost on them

23.Academic advising has been horrible sincefraghman year. That's why | don't use it now.
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24.As a female | am not sure how everyone else is. Advising meetings are one on one and not
open to everyone else.<br> <br>1 am sure that it is fine

25.The people in hte education department (advisors) changttesothat some of them are not
very knowledgeable.

26.1 haven't been here in so long that I'm not very sure what good my numbers will do for this
place. | hardly went because | already nknew my major when | came and didn't really need
to go.

27.Every time Igo to an adviser about any academic topic<comma> they either have nothing to
recommend or answer questions with broad<comma> meaning statements that have nothing
to do with the question you asked. Do they know anything? | go to them only with questions
listed on the brochures about academic advising that they are supposed to beable to
answer<comma> and they just sit there and tell you "You'll have to ask the
professor<comma>" or "You'll have to ask your faculty adviser<comma>" and refer you to
everyone bt themselves to answer things they should know. What's the point in having
them?

28.1 find academic advising as a whole to be unhelpful and stressful. It is just another hoop that

students need to jump through and very seldom does any real good fotsstiidhem
academically or personally.
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1.

Appendix 2: Comments Regarding Admissions

| have noticed that this survey has totally ignored what it may be assuming to be the majority
which is the Christian Religious Minorities. | feel that the University andiggions do

more to accommendate the Racial/Ethnic Minorities<ccomma> and the Lesbhian<comma>
Gay<comma> Bisexualcomma> & Transgender than they do the Women<comma> Non
Native English Speakers<comma> those with disabilities and Religion as a whole<comma>
especially Christian who just get lumped in with protestants. 85% of college students stop
going to church after college mostly because they didn't know where they could go away
from home. If the University spent as much time and money on these grouppditign

to the size of the groups) as they do the Racial/Ethnic Minorities and the Lebian
<comma>Gay<comma> Bisexualccomma> and other groups who may be more vocal then
groups would be more fairly represented. It often seems that the loudest grougrmihe

that gets the most and that is not in any way fair.

| have not really thought all that much about admissions<comma> or had any contact with
them.

| was unable to answer these questions about all but the women because | have never seen
how thes®thers are treated by admissions. | think admissions tries to do thier best to
accomdate for everyone on campus no matter who you are.

| see all sorts of people on campus from all shapes and sizes to all races and ethnicities. |
think that is just greicomma> but | think the activities you provide for black students in
general contribute to segregation. Wander into Eva J's or Brady Commons and you'll see
what | mean. Of course this could just be the way sociology works<comma> but maybe
there is soméing that the university is not providing that encourages segregation.

The Office of Admissions does an excellent job dealing with all sorts of people from all over
the world.

This survey does not adequately reflect how | feel about admission isgeesonally feel

that it shouldn't matter to admissions whether or not someone is white<comma>
black<comma> male<comma> female<comma> gay<comma> hetrosexual<comma> or
whatever. The ONLY catagory that should warrant ANY special consideration is persons
with disabilities. Frankly<comma> | don't know enough to properly evaluate MU's
admissions on thisissue. As far as the rest of the catagories are concerned<comma> |
would like to point out that the Affirmative Action statute is intended to prohibit
discrimination. Many institutions however have used this as a means to discriminate against
white males. Gender<comma> race<comma> and religion should not be considerations
whatsoever in the admissions of students.

| don't even know why this is an issue. | ttmhk the university practices any prejudices
with regards to admission proceedures.
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