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Executive Summary

History of the Project

This report provides the findings from a survey entitled “University of Rhode Island Assessment
of Climate for Learning, Living, and Working,” conducted at University of Rhode Island (URI).
In the summer of 2020, URI contracted with Rankin & Associates Consulting (R&A) to conduct
a university-wide study. Twenty-seven URI faculty, staff, students, and administrators formed
the Climate Study Working Group (CSWG). The CSWG worked with R&A to develop the
survey instrument and promote the survey’s administration in spring 2021. Owing to the
COVID-19 pandemic, URI engaged in online learning and working environments. All members

of URI were encouraged to complete the survey.

Responses to the multiple-choice format survey items were analyzed for statistical differences
based on various demographic categories (e.g., URI position status, gender identity, disability
status) where appropriate. Where sample sizes were small, certain responses were combined into
categories to make comparisons between groups and to ensure respondents’ confidentiality.
Throughout the report, for example, the Faculty category included tenure-track faculty, non-
tenure-track academic appointment faculty, PTF/per-course faculty, and post-doctoral fellow.

In addition to multiple-choice survey items, several open-ended questions provided respondents
with the opportunity to describe their experiences at URI. Comments were solicited to 1) give
“voice” to the quantitative findings and 2) highlight the areas of concern that might have been
overlooked owing to the small number of survey responses from historically underrepresented
populations. For this reason, some qualitative comments may not seem aligned with the

guantitative findings; however, they are important data.

Four thousand five hundred fifty-five (4,555) surveys were returned for a 22.4% overall response
rate. Table 1 provides a summary of selected demographic characteristics of survey respondents.
Of the respondents, 58% (n = 2,660) of the sample were Undergraduate Students, 12% (n = 565)
were Graduate Students, 18% (n = 820) were Staff members, and 11% (n = 510) were Faculty

members.
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Characteristic Subgroup n % of sample
Position status Undergraduate Student 2,660 58.4
Graduate Student 565 12.4
Faculty 510 11.2
Staff 820 18.0
Gender identity Women 3,013 66.1
Men 1,379 30.3
Trans-spectrum/Multiple/Other 123 2.7
Missing 40 0.9
Racial/ethnic identity APIDA 261 5.7
Black/African/African American 175 3.8
Latinx 229 5.0
Multiracial 331 7.3
Additional Respondents of Color 44 1.0
White 3,370 74.0
Missing 145 3.2
Sexual identity Queer-spectrum 360 7.9
Asexual 121 2.7
Bisexual 349 7.7
Heterosexual 3,590 78.8
Missing 135 3.0
Citizenship status U.S. Citizen-Birth 3,995 87.7
Naturalized/Permanent Status 331 7.3
International 168 3.7
Missing 61 13
Disability status Single Disability 551 12.1
No Disability 3,698 81.2
Multiple Disabilities 269 59
Missing 37 0.8
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Table 1. URI Sample Demographics

Characteristic Subgroup n % of sample
Religious affiliation Christian Religious Affiliation 1,912 42.0
Jewish Religious Affiliation 105 2.3
Additional Religious Affiliation 220 4.8
No Religious Affiliation 1,974 43.3
Multiple Religious Affiliations 188 4.1
Missing 156 3.4

Note: The total n for each demographic characteristic may differ as a result of missing data.
“ND: No data available

Comfort With Campus, Workplace, and Classroom Climate at URI

Research on campus climate generally has focused on the experiences of faculty, staff, and
students associated with historically underserved social/community/affinity groups (e.g., women,
People of Color, people with disabilities, first-generation and/or low-income students, queer-
spectrum and/or trans-spectrum individuals, and veterans).! Several groups at URI indicated on
the survey that they were less comfortable than their majority counterparts with the climates of

the campus and workplace.

Most survey respondents were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with the overall climate at
URI (69%, n = 3,147, p. 65) with the climate in their departments, divisions, or colleges (70%, n
=930, p. 65), and with the climate in their classes (76%, n = 2,832, p. 65). Trans-spectrum
respondents and Women respondents were significantly? less comfortable than were Men
respondents with the overall climate (p. 69). Women respondents were less comfortable than
were Men respondents with the climate in their department, division, or college and classes (p.
70, p. 71). Black/African/African American respondents were less comfortable than were
Multiracial respondents, Latinx respondents, and White respondents with the overall climate (p.
72). Multiracial Faculty and Staff respondents and Faculty and Staff Respondents of Color were
less comfortable than were White Faculty and Staff respondents with the climate in their

department, division, or college (p. 73). Queer-spectrum respondents were less comfortable than

! Garvey et al. (2015); Goldberg et al. (2019); Harper & Hurtado (2007); Jayakumar et al. (2009); Johnson (2012);
Means & Pyne (2017); Soria & Stebleton (2013); Rankin (2003); Rankin & Reason (2005); Walpole et al. (2014)

2 All findings that are reported were found to be statistically significant.
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were Heterosexual respondents with the overall climate at URI (p. 75). Bisexual Faculty and
Student respondents were less comfortable than were Heterosexual Faculty and Student
respondents with the climate in their classes (p. 76). Respondents with Disabilities were less
comfortable than were Respondents with No Disabilities with the overall climate and climate in
their classes (p. 77, p. 78). Low-Income Student respondents were less comfortable than were

Not-Low-Income Student respondents with the overall climate (p. 79).

Faculty Respondents — Positive Attitudes About Faculty Work
Tenured and Tenure-Track

Tenure-line Faculty respondents held positive attitudes about faculty work at URI and
indicated that research (78%, n = 254, p. 167) and teaching (73%, n = 238, p. 168) were
valued at URI. Some differences emerged based on gender identity, racial identity, and
disability status, where the responses of Women Faculty respondents, Faculty
Respondents of Color, and Faculty Respondents with At Least One Disability were less
positive than responses from Men Faculty respondents, White Faculty respondents, and
Faculty Respondents with No Disability (p. 165-170).

Non-Tenure-Track

Non-tenure line faculty held positive views about the review and promotion process and
indicated that the process for review (79%, n = 95, p. 174) and process for promotion
(74%, n = 89, p. 174) were clear.

PTF/Per-Course

PTF faculty felt that clear expectations of their responsibilities existed (74%, n = 29, p.
179).

All Faculty
A majority of all Faculty respondents felt that they belonged at URI (68%, n = 337, p.

195) and connected to coworkers (64%, n = 320, p. 195). Faculty with fewer years of
employment felt less that they belonged at URI and less connected to coworkers than

faculty with more years of employment (p. 195).

Staff Respondents — Positive Attitudes About Staff Work
Staff respondents generally held positive views about working at URI. Staff respondents felt

their coworkers/colleagues (72%, n = 582, p. 199) gave them job/career advice or guidance when

iv
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they needed it and that their supervisors provided adequate support for them to manage work-life
balance (73%, n = 587, p. 202). A majority of Staff respondents thought that their supervisors
were supportive of flexible work schedules (71%, n = 570, p. 216) and that they had job security
(69%, n =559, p. 224). Some differences emerged based on staff status, years of employment,
and disability status, where the responses of Classified Staff respondents, Staff respondents with
more years of employment, and Staff Respondents with At Least One Disability were less
positive than responses from Non-Classified Staff, Staff with fewer years of employment, and
Staff with No Disability (p. 198-206).

Student Respondents — Positive Attitudes About Academic Experiences

Overall, Undergraduate Student respondents had positive perceptions of their experiences at
URI. Most Student respondents felt that they belonged at URI (66%, n = 2,095, p. 259), and felt
that they had other students whom they perceived as role models (63%, n = 1,997, p. 260). More
than half of Student respondents (58%, n = 1,850) felt connected to other students (p. 258). Some
findings suggested that students of color, trans-spectrum students, queer-spectrum students, first-
generation students, and students with disabilities had less positive perceptions than did their

peers (p. 258).

In general, Graduate Student respondents also viewed their URI experiences favorably. Most
Graduate Student respondents felt satisfied with the quality of advising they have received from
their departments (72%, n = 405, p. 274), that they had adequate access to their advisors (84%, n
=476, p. 274), and felt that their major professors (80%, n = 452, p. 275) and advisors (77%, n =
431, p. 274) provided clear expectations. Some findings underscored students with disabilities

had less positive perceptions than did their graduate peers (p. 274).

Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct
Several empirical studies reinforce the importance of the perception of non-discriminatory

environments for positive learning and developmental outcomes.® Research also underscores the

3 Dugan et al. (2012); Eunyoung & Hargrove (2013); Garvey et al. (2018); Hurtado & Ponjuan (2005); Mayhew et
al. (2016); Oseguera et al. (2017); Pascarella & Terenzini (2005); Strayhorn (2012)
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relationship between hostile workplace climates and subsequent productivity.* The survey
requested information on experiences of exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile

conduct.

e 15% (n = 685) of respondents indicated that they personally had experienced
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (p. 90). Of these
respondents, 25% (n = 169) indicated that the conduct was based on their position
status, 19% (n = 132) suggested that the conduct was based on gender identity,
14% (n = 97) noted that the conduct was based on age, and 13% (n = 91)

indicated that the conduct was based on racial identity.

Differences Based on Gender lIdentity, Age, and Racial Identity

e By gender identity, higher percentages of Trans-spectrum respondents (20%, n =
24) and Women respondents (16%, n = 479) than Men respondents (12%, n =
165) indicated that they had experienced this conduct (p. 92).

oHigher percentages of Trans-spectrum respondents (33%, n = 8) and
Women respondents (23%, n = 109) than Men respondents (7%, n = 12)
who had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile
conduct indicated that the conduct was based on their gender identity (p.
92).

e By age, higher percentages of respondents who were 65-74 Years of Age (23%, n
= 26), 55-64 Years of Age (22%, n = 74), 45-54 Years of Age (23%, n = 75), and
35-44 Years of Age (20%, n = 68) than respondents who were 22-24 Years of
Age (12%, n = 60), 20-21 Years of Age (11%, n = 119), and 18-19 Years of Age
(10%, n = 104) indicated that they had experienced this conduct (p. 93).

OA higher percentage of respondents who were 25-43 Years of Age (27%, n
= 22) than respondents who were 20-21 Years of Age (8%, n =9), 45-54
Years of Age (7%, n =5), and 18-19 Years of Age (5%, n = 5) who had

4 Bilimoria & Stewart (2009); Costello (2012); Dade et al. (2015); Eagan & Garvey (2015); Garcia (2016);
Hirshfield & Joseph (2012); S. J. Jones & Taylor (2012); Levin et al. (2015); Rankin et al. (2010); Silverschanz et
al. (2008)

Vi
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experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct
indicated that the conduct was based on their age (p. 93).

e By racial identity, higher percentages of Multiracial respondents (20%, n = 65)
and APIDA respondents (21%, n = 54) than White respondents (13%, n = 447)
indicated that they had experienced this conduct (p. 94).

oHigher percentages of Black/African/African American respondents (52%,
n = 17), APIDA respondents (48%, n = 26), Multiracial respondents (29%,
n = 19), and Latinx respondents (27%, n = 9) than White respondents (3%,
n = 12) who had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or
hostile conduct indicated that the conduct was based on their racial
identity (p. 94).

Respondents Who Seriously Considered Leaving URI
Campus climate research has demonstrated the effects of campus climate on faculty and student
retention.® Research specific to student experiences has found that sense of belonging is integral

to student persistence and retention.®

Faculty and Staff Respondents

Forty-eight percent (n = 244) of Faculty respondents and 48% (n = 392) of Staff
respondents had seriously considered leaving URI in the past year (p. 232). Forty-one
percent (n = 101) of Faculty respondents who seriously considered leaving did so because
of low salary/pay rate, and 37% (n = 90) for increased workload, and 37% (n = 90) for
institutional support (p. 234). Fifty-eight percent (n = 228) of Staff respondents who
seriously considered leaving did so because of low salary/pay rate, and 54% (n = 211)
limited opportunities for advancement (p. 233).

Student Respondents
Thirty-two percent (n = 1,465) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 19% (n = 105)

of Graduate Student respondents had seriously considered leaving URI in the past year

S Blumenfeld et al. (2016); Gardner (2013); Garvey & Rankin (2016); D. R. Johnson et al. (2014); Kutscher &
Tuckwiller (2019); Lawrence et al. (2014); Pascale (2018); Ruud et al. (2018); Strayhorn (2013); Walpole et al.
(2014)

® Booker (2016); Garcia & Garza (2016); Hausmann et al. (2007)

vii
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(p. 282). Fifty-one percent (n = 371) of Undergraduate Student respondents who seriously
considered leaving did so because of a lack of sense of belonging, 47% (n = 337) wanted
to transfer to another institution, and 46% (n = 334) owing to a lack of a social life (p.
283). Thirty-eight percent (n = 40) of Graduate Student respondents who seriously
considered leaving did so because of a lack of a sense of belonging, while others
contemplated leaving owing to the climate was not welcoming (31%, n = 32), lack of
social life (26%, n = 27), and personal reasons (26%, n = 27) (p. 283).

Respondents’ Sense of Belonging
A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the Sense of Belonging scale derived from
questions 105, 109, and 110 on the survey. Higher scores on the Sense of Belonging factors
suggested an individual or constituent group felt a stronger sense of belonging at URI. Using this
scale, analyses revealed the following significant differences in the overall test means for:
e Faculty respondents by gender identity, racial identity, years of employment, and
disability status on Faculty Sense of Belonging. Findings indicated that Faculty
Respondents with No Disability were more likely than their counterparts to feel a
stronger sense of belonging at URI (p. 194).
e Staff respondents by gender identity, racial identity, years of employment, and
disability status on Staff Sense of Belonging. Findings indicated that Staff
Respondents with Less Than 7 Years of Employment; White, APIDA and
Multiple Race Staff respondents; and Staff Respondents with No Disability were
more likely than their counterparts to feel a stronger sense of belonging at URI (p.
230).
e Student respondents by gender identity, racial identity, first-generation status, and
sexual identity on Student Sense of Belonging. Findings indicated that Women
Student respondents; White Student respondents; and Heterosexual Student
respondents were more likely than their counterparts to feel a stronger sense of
belonging at URI (p. 255).
Challenges and Opportunities Related to Campus Climate
Staff Respondents
Staff responses indicated that they felt less positive about several aspects of their work
life at URI. Twenty-two percent (n = 179) of Staff respondents felt that staff salaries were

viii
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competitive (p. 217). Thirty-five percent (n = 280) of Staff respondents felt positive about
their career opportunities at URI (p. 222). Forty-eight percent (n = 393) of Staff
respondents felt that their workload increased without additional compensation as a result
of other staff departures (p. 205). More than half of Staff respondents (53%, n = 426)
indicated that a hierarchy existed within staff positions that allowed some voices to be

valued more than others (p. 206).

Faculty Respondents

Forty-one percent (n = 132) of Tenure-Track Faculty respondents felt that they were
burdened by service responsibilities beyond those of their colleagues with similar
performance expectations (p. 169) and 46% (n = 147) that they performed more work to
help students than did their colleagues (p. 169). Just less than half (46%, n = 55) of Non-
Tenure-Track Faculty respondents felt pressured to do extra work that was
uncompensated (p. 175). Less than half of PTF/Per-Course Academic Appointment
Faculty respondents felt that the PTF performance evaluations were clear (43%, n = 17,
p. 178) and that the procedure for PTF advancement was clear (45%, n = 18, p. 178). Just
one-third of all Faculty respondents (35%, n = 174) felt that salaries for tenure-track
faculty positions were competitive (p. 182), and 14% (n = 69) felt that salaries for adjunct
faculty were competitive (p. 182). Only 18% (n = 88) of all Faculty respondents felt that

URI provided adequate resources to help them manage work-life balance (p. 185).

Student Respondents

One-third of Student respondents (31%, n = 977) felt that faculty prejudged their abilities
based on their perceptions of their identity/background (p. 259). Analyses of the
Students’ survey responses revealed statistically significant differences based on gender
identity, racial identity, sexual identity, citizenship status, first-generation status, and
disability status, where students from backgrounds historically underrepresented at
colleges held less positive views of their experiences than did their peers from “majority”

backgrounds (pp. 258 - 264).
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Student Respondents’ Perceived Academic Success

A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the Perceived Academic Success scale derived
from Question 14 on the survey. Higher scores on the Perceived Academic Success factor
suggested a student or constituent group perceived themselves as more academically successful.
Using this scale, analyses revealed the following significant differences in the overall test means
for: Undergraduate Student respondents by gender identity, racial identity, income status, and
first-generation status. Findings indicated that Women Undergraduate Student respondents;
White Undergraduate Student respondents; Not-Low-Income Undergraduate Student
respondents; and Not-First-Generation Undergraduate Student respondents were more likely than

their counterparts to perceive themselves as academically successful (p. 251).

A Meaningful Percentage of Respondents Experienced Unwanted Sexual Conduct
In 2014, Not Alone: The First Report of the White House Task Force to Protect Students from
Sexual Assault indicated that sexual assault is a substantial issue for colleges and universities
nationwide, affecting the physical health, mental health, and academic success of students. The
report highlights that one in five women is sexually assaulted while in college. One section of the
URI survey requested information regarding respondents’ experiences with sexual assault.
e 10% (n = 457) of respondents indicated that they had experienced unwanted
sexual contact/conduct while at URI (p. 122).’
01% (n = 49) experienced relationship violence (e.g., ridiculed, controlling,
hitting, p. 123).
02% (n = 88) experienced stalking (e.g., following me, on social media,
texting, phone calls, p. 129).
06% (n = 280) experienced sexual interaction (e.g., catcalling, repeated
sexual advances, sexual harassment, p. 136).
03% (n = 155) experienced unwanted sexual contact (e.g., fondling, rape,
sexual assault, penetration without consent, p. 141).
e Respondents identified URI students, current or former dating/intimate partners,
acquaintances/friends, and strangers as sources of unwanted sexual
contact/conduct (pp. 125 - 150).

! Percentages may not sum to the total n as a result of multiple response choices.
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e Most respondents did not report the unwanted sexual contact/conduct (pp. 126 -
152).

Respondents were offered the opportunity to elaborate on why they did not report unwanted
sexual contact/conduct. The primary reason cited for not reporting these incidents was that
respondents handled the situation on their own or a feeling that nothing would be done. Other
rationales included the concern for the assailant’s wellbeing, minimizing the severity of the
incident, failing to report the incident out of fear or retaliation, embarrassment or self-blame, or
the fact that they could not identify or did not know the assailant.

Conclusion

URI climate findings® were consistent with those found in higher education institutions across
the country, based on the work of R&A Consulting.® For example, 70% to 80% of respondents in
similar reports found the campus climate to be “very comfortable” or “comfortable.” A slightly
lower percentage (69%) of URI respondents indicated that they were “very comfortable” or
“comfortable” with the overall climate at URI (p. 65). Twenty percent to 25% of respondents in
similar reports indicated that they personally had experienced exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct. At URI, a lower percentage of respondents (15%) indicated
that they personally had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile
conduct (p. 90). The results also paralleled the findings of other climate studies of specific

constituent groups offered in the literature.®

URI’s climate assessment report provides baseline data on diversity and inclusion, and addresses
URI’s mission and goals. While the findings may guide decision-making regarding policies and
practices at URI, it is important to note that the cultural fabric of any institution and unique
aspects of each campus’s environment must be taken into consideration when deliberating
additional action items based on these findings. The climate assessment findings provide the URI

community with an opportunity to build upon its strengths and to develop a deeper awareness of

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

% Rankin & Associates Consulting (2021)

10 Guiffrida et al. (2002); Harper & Hurtado (2007); Harper & Quaye (2004); Hurtado & Ponjuan (2005); Rankin &
Reason (2005); Sears (2002); Settles et al. (2006); Silverschanz et al. (2008); Yosso et al. (2009)
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the challenges ahead. URI, with support from senior administrators and collaborative leadership,
is in a prime position to actualize its commitment to promote an inclusive campus and to institute

organizational structures that respond to the needs of its dynamic campus community.

Xii
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Introduction

History of the Project

University of Rhode Island (URI) affirms that diversity and inclusion are crucial to the
intellectual vitality of the campus community. Further, diversity and inclusion engender
academic engagement where teaching, learning, living, and working take place in pluralistic
communities of mutual respect. Free exchange of different ideas and viewpoints in supportive
environments encourages students, faculty, and staff to develop the critical thinking and
citizenship skills that will benefit them throughout their lives.

URI is also committed to fostering a caring community that provides leadership for constructive

participation in a diverse, multicultural world. As noted in URI’s mission statement,

“The University of Rhode Island is the State’s public learner-centered research university.
We are a community joined in a common quest for knowledge. The University is committed
to enriching the lives of its students through its land, sea, and urban grant traditions. URI is
the only public institution in Rhode Island offering undergraduate, graduate, and professional
students the distinctive educational opportunities of a major research university. Our
undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, research, and outreach serve Rhode
Island and beyond. Students, faculty, staff, and alumni are united in one common purpose: to
learn and lead together. Embracing Rhode Island ’s heritage of independent thought, we

value:

e Creativity and scholarship
e Diversity, fairness, and respect
e Engaged learning and civic involvement

e Intellectual and ethical leadership.”!

Several diversity committees and commissions including the current senior administration at
URI recognized the need for a comprehensive tool that would provide campus climate metrics

for the experiences and perceptions of its students, faculty, and staff at all URI campuses. This

1 https://web.uri.edu/trustees/university-mission-statement/
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tool would help senior administration better understand the current campus climate and serve as
a foundation for building on URI’s strengths while focusing on opportunities for growth and
change. During spring 2021, URI conducted a comprehensive survey of students, faculty, and
staff to develop a better understanding of the learning, living, and working environment on

campus.

In the summer of 2020, URI contracted with Rankin & Associates Consulting (R&A) to conduct
a campus-wide study entitled “University of Rhode Island Assessment of Climate for Learning,
Living, and Working.” Members of URI formed the Climate Study Working Group (CSWG),
which was composed of faculty, staff, and students, and the group was tasked with developing a
campus-wide survey instrument and promoting the survey’s administration between March 2"
and April 2", In fall 2021, R&A will present the information gathered from the campus-wide
survey to the campus community. Following the presentation, members of the CSWG will

facilitate forums to assist the URI community in developing action items based on these findings.

In 2020, the COVID-19 pandemic forced colleges and universities to enact a variety of safety
measures intended to protect the health and well-being of their communities. During the fall
2020/spring 2021 semesters, some URI students, faculty, and staff learned and worked remotely.
Students were offered courses in blended classrooms, entirely online, and in person. This study,
therefore, represents a snapshot of the campus climate during the impact of COVID-19 on URI,
and the pandemic’s progression certainly contributed to the community and national discourse

during the survey period.

Project Design and Campus Involvement

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

survey.

The CSWG collaborated with R&A to develop the survey instrument. Together, they
implemented participatory and community-based processes to review tested survey questions
from the R&A question bank and developed a survey instrument for URI that would reveal the
various dimensions of power and privilege that shaped the campus experience. The URI survey
queried various campus constituent groups about their experiences and perceptions regarding the
academic environment for students, the workplace environment for faculty and staff, employee
benefits, sexual harassment and sexual violence, racial and ethnic identity, gender identity and
gender expression, sexual identity, accessibility and disability services, sexual harassment, and

sexual violence.

Foundation of Campus Climate Research and Assessment

In 1990, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching and the American Council
on Education established that to build a vital community of learning, institutions must create a
community that is purposeful, open, just, disciplined, caring, and celebrative (Boyer, 1990).
Achieving these characteristics is part of “a larger, more integrative vision of community in
higher education, one that focuses not on the length of time students spend on campus, but on the
quality of the encounter, and relates not only to social activities, but to the classroom, t00”
(Boyer, 1990, p. 7).

In 1995, the Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) challenged higher
education institutions “to affirm and enact a commitment to equality, fairness, and inclusion” (p.
xvi). The AAC&U proposed that colleges and universities commit to “the task of creating
inclusive educational environments in which all participants are equally welcomed, equally
valued, and equally heard” (p. xxi). The report stated that a primary duty of the academy was to
create a campus climate grounded in the principles of diversity, equity, and justice for all
individuals to provide the foundation for a vital community of learning. The visions of these
national education organizations serve as the foundation for current campus climate research and

assessment.
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Definition of Campus Climate

Limited consensus exists in the research literature about the definition of campus climate (Hart &
Fellabaum, 2008; Ryder & Mitchell, 2013). After an extensive review of research, R&A
Consulting found the scholarship of Sylvia Hurtado and her colleagues to offer the most
comprehesive and well researched model to assess campus climate. Hurtado et al. (1999)
examined campus climate in relation to the perceptions and experiences of an institution’s
members. Specifically, they described four factors that constitute campus climate. These
components include, an institution’s historical legacy of inclusion/exclusion, psychological
climate, structural diversity, and behavioral elements. Historical legacy includes an institution’s
history of resistance to or compliance with desegregation as well as its current mission and
policies. Psychological climate refers to perceptions of racial/ethnic tensions, discrimination, and
attitudes toward and reduction of prejudice on campus. Structural dimensions of campus climate
account for the impact of demographic diversity among faculty, staff, and students, while the
behavioral dimensions consist of social interaction, campus involvement, and classroom
diversity. Building on this model, Rankin and Reason (2008) defined campus climate as “the
current attitudes, behaviors, and standards, and practices of employees and students in an
institution” (p. 264). Rankin and Reason (2008) further specified,

Because in our work we are particularly concerned about the climate for
individuals from traditionally underreported, marginalized, and underserved
groups, we focus particularly on those attitudes, behaviors, and
standards/practices that concern the access for, inclusion of, and level of respect
for individual and group needs, abilities, and potential. Note that this definition
includes the needs, abilities, and potential of all groups, not just those who have
been traditionally excluded or underserved by our institutions. (p. 264)

Using this definition, grounded in the work of Hurtado and her colleagues (1992, 1999), the
mission of Rankin & Associates Consulting is to develop institution-specific assessment tools
and analysis of the resulting data in order to understand and evaluate an institution’s campus

climate.
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Influence of Climate on Faculty, Staff, and Students

Campus climate influences individuals’ sense of belonging within social and academic
institutional environments (Museus et al., 2017; Rankin & Reason, 2005; Strayhorn, 2012,
2013). D. R. Johnson (2012) defined sense of belonging as students’ “feelings of connection and
identification or isolation and alienation within their campus community” (p. 337). Similarly,
Strayhorn (2012) characterized sense of belonging as “students’ perceived social support on
campus, a feeling or sensation of connectedness, the experience of mattering or feeling cared
about, accepted, respected, and valued by, and important to the group (e.g., campus community)
or others on campus (e.g., faculty, peers)” (p. 3). Further, Strayhorn (2012) described an
individual’s sense of belonging as a “basic human need [that takes on] increased significance in
environments or situations that individuals experience as different, unfamiliar, or foreign, as well
as in context where certain individuals are likely to feel marginalized, unsupported, or
unwelcomed” (p. 10). For many underrepresented and/or underserved faculty, staff, and students,

a sense of belonging on college and university campuses is paramount.

Researchers have conducted extensive studies regarding the ways in which campus climate
affects sense of belonging for various student populations. For example, recent studies focused
on campus climate and a sense of belonging for (a) student athletes (Gayles et al., 2018); (b)
women students in science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) fields (D. R. Johnson,
2012); (c) first-generation students (Means & Pyne, 2017); (d) racial and ethnic minority
students (Maramba & Museus, 2011; Mwangi, 2016; Tachine et al., 2017; Wells & Horn, 2015);
(e) Black men (Wood & Harris, 2015); (f) students with disabilities (Vaccaro et al., 2015); and
(g) first-year lesbian, gay, bisexual, pansexual, and queer (LGBPQ) students (Vaccaro &
Newman, 2017). Researchers also have explored the ways that an individual’s sense of
belonging influenced their intent to persist at an institution (Booker, 2016; Garcia & Garza,

2016; Hausmann et al., 2007; Museus et al., 2017).

Student persistence and retention are principal measures of campus climate. Researchers have
focused on social, cultural, and academic factors that influenced students’ intent to persist,
including opportunities for engagement with faculty and others from diverse backgrounds as well
as access to student groups, institutional support programs, and initiatives. Research in recent

years has demonstrated how the above factors specifically influenced intent to persist among
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Black undergraduate women (Booker, 2016; Walpole et al., 2014), Black undergraduate men
(Eunyoung & Hargrove, 2013; Palmer et al., 2014), Latinx students (Garcia & Garza, 2016;
Heredia et al., 2018; Tovar, 2015), racial minority students (Baker & Robnett, 2012; D. R.
Johnson et al., 2014; Lancaster & Yonghong, 2017), students with disabilities (Kutscher &
Tuckwiller, 2019), queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum individuals (Blumenfeld et al., 2016), and
graduate students (Ruud et al., 2018). Mayhew et al. (2016) noted that “having meaningful peer
interactions and relationships and experiencing overall social and academic integration and

involvement” contributed positively to student persistence and retention (p. 419).

In addition to research on the relationship between sense of belonging and retention, campus
climate research has focused on the relationship between campus climate and students’
engagement and success (Glass & Westmont, 2014; Hurtado & Ponjuan, 2005; Dugan et al.,
2012; Garvey et al., 2018; Oseguera et al., 2017) and well-being (Gummadam et al., 2016).
These studies found that minority students had characteristically different experiences of
engagement and success than did their majority peers. Unique perceptions associated with access
to support networks, education in pluralistic settings, and academic programs that simultaneously
challenge and offer support to students, for example, were salient to positive or negative

outcomes.

In addition to students, studies have also examined the impact of campus climate on the
persistence and retention of underrepresented faculty populations, ones that include Black faculty
(Griffin, Pifer, et al., 2011; Lynch-Alexander, 2017; Siegel et al., 2015), international faculty
(Lawrence et al., 2014), racial and ethnic minority faculty (Jayakumar et al., 2009; Whittaker et
al., 2015), queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum faculty (Garvey & Rankin, 2016), and women
faculty in STEM fields (Pascale, 2018). Select studies noted the important role of effective
mentorship in the success, promotion, and retention of underrepresented faculty (Lynch-
Alexander, 2017; Zambrana et al., 2015). Unfortunately, there is scant research specific to the

impact of climate on the persistence and retention of staff.

Some campus climate assessments also measured intersectional experiences (i.e., the
interrelationship between race, gender and/or sexuality) in relation to the perceptions and

experiences of faculty, staff and students of a given institution (Booker, 2016; Griffin, Bennett,
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& Harris, 2011; Hughes, 2017; D. R. Johnson, 2012; Maramba & Museus, 2011; Park et al.,
2013; Patton, 2011; Rivera-Ramos et al., 2015; Walpole et al., 2014). The following sections
present campus climate research findings for select campus constituents with the understanding
that individuals are multidimensional and are not ascribed to only one identity marker.

Faculty and Campus Climate

Campus climate actively shapes the experiences of faculty, particularly related to professional
success, sense of belonging, and perceptions of professional development opportunities and
collegial and administrative support. Most research regarding faculty and campus climate
examines the impact of racial identity, sexual identity, and/or gender identity on faculty

perceptions and experiences. A summary of the literature is offered below.?

Campus climate research found that faculty of color commonly experienced high levels of work-
related stress, moderate-to-low job satisfaction, feelings of isolation, and negative bias in the
promotion and tenure process (Dade et al., 2015; Eagan & Garvey, 2015; Patton & Catching,
2009; Urrieta et al., 2015; Whittaker et al., 2015). In addition, campus climate research focused
specifically on two-year institutions reported similar experiences for faculty of color as well as
negative perceptions of self, decreased work productivity, and decreased contributions to the
institution as a result of a hostile campus climate (Levin et al., 2014, 2015). Dade et al. (2015), in
their research on Black faculty in predominantly White universities, found that structural
inequalities, lack of cultural awareness throughout academic institutions, and institutional racism
presented substantial barriers to the emotional well-being and professional success of Black

and/or African American faculty, particularly Black and/or African American women faculty.

Intersectional research found that women faculty of color were not provided with professional
mentorship and leadership development opportunities in a manner consistent with those provided
to their White colleagues (Blackwell et al., 2009; Grant & Ghee, 2015). Accordingly, Kelly and
McCann (2014), in their study of women faculty of color at predominantly White research
universities, found that pre-tenure departure was often attributed to “gendered and racialized

tokenization and isolation, a need for a more intrusive style of mentoring, and poor institutional

12 For additional literature regarding faculty experiences and campus climate, please visit www.rankin-
consulting.com.
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fit” (p. 681). Focusing on gendered and racialized service expectations, Hirshfield and Joseph
(2012) found that women faculty of color also experienced significant “identity taxation” within
the academy (p. 214). Their findings suggested that women faculty of color faced formal and

informal expectations to provide mentorship and emotional labor in support of their students.

Relatedly, when only taking gender into consideration, campus climate research specific to
women faculty revealed experiences with gender discrimination, professional isolation, lack of
work-life balance, and disproportionate service expectations within campus environments (Grant
& Ghee, 2015). Compared with their male colleagues, these experiences resulted in higher rates
of institutional departure among women faculty (Gardner, 2013). Maranto and Griffin (2011)
identified women faculty’s perceived lack of inclusion and support as primary contributors to
their experiences of “chilly” departmental climates. According to Maranto and Griffin (2011),
“Our relationships with our colleagues create the environment within which our professional

lives occur, and impact our identity and our worth” (p. 152).

Additionally, recent research has highlighted the disparities in the quantity and types of service
activities women faculty were asked to perform, particularly institutional service and advising
within male-dominated fields (O’Meara et al., 2017). Guarino and Borden (2017) found, when
accounting for faculty rank, race/ethnicity, and field of study, women faculty performed
substantially more service than did men faculty, particularly internal service, or service on behalf
of the department or institution. Hanasono et al. (2019) suggested that internal service, or what
the authors termed “relational service,” was not only performed more often by women faculty,
but less valued in evaluation processes, which had a subsequent negative effect on the tenure,

promotion, and retention of women faculty.

With respect to sexual and gender identity, campus climate researchers have examined the
hostile and exclusionary institutional settings that queer-spectrum®® and trans-spectrum faculty
experienced within higher education. According to Bilimoria and Stewart (2009), failure to hide

one’s queer or transgender identity may result in unwanted scrutiny and alienation from fellow

13 Rankin & Associates Consulting uses the term “queer-spectrum” in materials to identify non-heterosexual sexual
identities. Identities may include lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer, asexual, pansexual, and/or polysexual as well as other
sexual identities. Ranking &Associates Consulting uses “trans-spectrum” as an umbrella term to describe the gender
identity of individuals who do not identify as cis-gender. Identities may include transgender, gender nonbinary,
gender-queer, and/or agender, in addition to other non-cis-gender identities.



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
URI Final Report

faculty members. As a result, queer-spectrum faculty reported feeling compelled to maintain
secrecy regarding their identities. Dozier (2015) specifically identified prejudicial comments,
invalidation of LGBT-related research and cultures, and social exclusion at the department level,
as the basis for hostile climates and reports of low job satisfaction for “out” gay and lesbian
faculty. Blumenfeld et al. (2016) and Rankin et al. (2010) identified campus climate, specifically
feelings of hostility and isolation, as significant factors in the desire among queer-spectrum and
trans-spectrum faculty members to leave an institution. From an examination of institutional
geography, Garvey and Rankin (2016) found that queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum faculty also
were more likely to seriously consider leaving an institution that was located in a small town
and/or rural environment. For queer-spectrum faculty, hostile campus climates can result in

isolation, poor job satisfaction, and a desire to leave.

Race, ethnicity, gender, sexual and gender identity, when considered separately and
intersectionally, affect the perceptions and experiences of faculty at large. Further, research
demonstrates that campus climate influences faculty members’ job satisfaction, professional and
social well-being, and intent to persist at an institution. Though research applicable to staff is

minimal, in the section that follows staff identities, experiences, and perceptions are examined.

Staff and Campus Climate

From the limited research available on staff members in higher education, findings suggest a lack
of professional support and advancement opportunities among professional and classified/hourly
staff members. Staff commonly attributed lack of support and advancement opportunities to
discrimination and stereotyping based on their identities and/or personal attributes, including

age, race, gender, and education level (Costello, 2012; Jones & Taylor, 2012).

Garcia (2016), Jones and Taylor (2012), and Mayhew et al. (2006) found that staff members’
perceptions of campus climate were constructed through daily interactions with colleagues and
supervisors, institutional norms and practices, and staff members’ immediate work
environments. For example, in an investigation of the campus climate experiences of student
affairs professionals working at a Hispanic-serving institution (HSI), Garcia (2016) found that
compositional diversity of a department and the microclimate of individuals’ offices/departments

directly affected staff members’ perceptions of campus climate. Garcia’s findings were similar to
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those of Mayhew et al. (2006), who found that staff members’ experiences with their immediate
office/department influenced how they perceived the broader campus climate. According to
Mayhew et al. (2006), “Staff members who perceived their local unit to be non-sexist, non-racist,
and non-homophobic were consistently more likely to perceive that their community had

achieved a positive climate for diversity” across the organization (p. 83).

In an investigation of the various forms of labor staff and administrators of color performed
independent of their assigned job duties, Luedke (2017) analyzed mentor-mentee relationships
aimed at supporting first-generation Black, Latinx, and biracial students. Luedke employed
social reproduction theory to study the various forms of social and emotional support staff
members provided to students and the ways in which staff nurtured the social capital that
students brought with them to college. Key to such relationships, staff members of color
understood and found value in the backgrounds, skills, and abilities held by students of color
which, Luedke explained, opened the door for students to acquire various forms of cultural

capital.

Undergraduate Students and Campus Climate

Most literature about campus climate and undergraduate students examined campus climate in
the context of multiple factors that shaped students’ identities and experiences. Research findings
demonstrated that campus climate influenced students’ social and academic development and
engagement, academic success, sense of belonging, and well-being. Scholars also have
repeatedly found that when students of color perceived their campus environment as hostile,
desired outcomes, such as persistence and academic performance, were negatively affected
(Booker, 2016; Eunyoung & Hargrove, 2013; Strayhorn, 2013; Walpole et al., 2014). Climate
research regarding the experiences of student populations that include low-income students,
students with disabilities, first-generation students, veteran students, international students,
Native American/Indigenous students, undocumented students, and student-athletes has become
increasingly available over the past decade.’* The following paragraphs offer a summary of the

most robust areas of campus climate research specific to student experiences, including the role

14 For additional research regarding student-specific campus climate experiences, please visit www.rankin-
consulting.com.
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of microaggressions (i.e., indirect and/or subtle discrimination) in creating hostile and

exclusionary campus climates for minoritized undergraduate students.®

Hostile or exclusionary campus climates negatively affect students of color in various ways. For
example, scholars have found that when racially minoritized students perceived their campus
environment as hostile, there was a decline in persistence and academic performance (Booker,
2016; Eunyoung & Hargrove, 2013; Strayhorn, 2013). Additionally, Walpole et al. (2014)
evaluated the ways that race-based microaggressions contributed to hostile and exclusionary
campus climates for students of color, which resulted in reduced academic success and decreased
retention and persistence. In related work, Mills (2020) examined Black undergraduate students
experiences with environmental microaggressions, in contrast to interpersonal microaggressions,
at a predominantly White institution (PWI). Developed from the work of Sue (2010), Mills
(2020) noted that environmental microaggressions were unique in that they occurred at systemic
levels with “no apparent offender” (p. 1). Mills (2020) identified six themes related to
environmental microaggressions experienced by Black undergraduate students: segregation
(particularly within student housing), lack of representation across institutional populations,
campus response to criminality or an assumption of criminality, cultural bias in courses,
tokenism, and pressures to conform to standards of whiteness. Yosso et al. (2009) examined the
effects of various forms of racial microaggressions (including interpersonal microaggressions,
racial jokes, and institutional microaggressions) on Latinx students.'® Reynolds et al. (2010) also
noted the negative impact hostile racial climates have on Black and Latinx students’ intrinsic and

extrinsic academic motivations, which subsequently diminished students’ academic success.

Research on racially diverse women undergraduate students, particularly within science,
technology, engineering, and math (STEM) fields, has explored how students’ perceived sense of
belonging affected their academic success and well-being. Booker (2016) described the
challenges that Black/African American undergraduate women face in the classroom, including

microaggressions from faculty, microaggressions from peers, and expectations that

15 This review is intended to map the broad scope of campus climate research on students; it is not intended to
present comprehensive findings of all research in this area.

16 Rankin & Associates Consulting uses the gender-inclusive term “Latinx” in our materials to identify individuals
and communities of Latin decent. That terminology has been adopted in this document, even when reporting campus
climate research that used terms including “Latino,” “Latina,” and/or “Latino/a.”
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Black/African American students represent their race(s) when speaking about specific course
topics. As a result, Black/African American undergraduate women experienced a decreased
sense of belonging in the classroom and a perception that faculty members were not
approachable. Similarly, in a study of racially diverse women in STEM, D. R. Johnson (2012)
found that perceptions of campus racial climate and students’ experiences within different
college environments, including residence halls, classrooms, and dining facilities, were

significant predictors of students’ sense of belonging.

In their investigation of undergraduate students with disabilities attending four-year institutions,
Fleming et al. (2017) found that their perceptions of campus climate directly affected their sense
of belonging and satisfaction at their institution. In a related line of scholarship, Vaccaro et al.
(2015) noted the importance of sense of belonging among students with disabilities, particularly
first-year students with disabilities, as they adjusted to a postsecondary educational environment.
Kutscher and Tuckwiller (2019) investigated the unique challenges that students with disabilities
experienced in higher education environments, particularly related to personal identities,
academic and social engagement, and accommodations and, subsequently, their persistence. In a
study of the most salient barriers faced by students with disabilities, Hong (2015) identified
faculty perceptions, engagement with advisors, college stressors, and quality of support programs

and services.

Examining the role of social class in relation to students’ first-year experience, Soria and
Stebleton (2013) found that working-class students felt less welcome, or a lesser sense of
belonging, when compared with their middle- and upper-class peers. In a characteristically
different study, one focused on private, normatively affluent institutions, Allen and Alleman
(2019) found that students who experienced food insecurity frequently self-excluded from food-
oriented social events and missed academic and community engagement opportunities owing to
their need to work. In a study of 324 undergraduates, Ostrove and Long (2007) found that

9 <<

students’ “social class background was strongly related to a sense of belonging at college, which
in turn predicted social and academic adjustment to college, quality of experience at college, and

academic performance” (p. 380). They noted that such a finding was helpful because, while
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social class cannot be changed, “we can change the extent to which institutions of higher

education are welcoming and inclusive with respect to social class” (p. 384).*'

Campus climate research specific to the experiences of queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum
students has indicated that queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum individuals experienced hostility,
discrimination, and lack of sense of belonging within various institutional environments (Rankin
et al., 2010; Seelman et al., 2017). Vaccaro and Newman (2017) examined the extent to which
lesbian, gay, bisexual, pansexual, and queer (LGBPQ) students developed a sense of belonging
during their first year at an institution. The authors found that students’ sense of belonging was
influenced by their degree of outness, university messaging specific to LGBPQ individuals, and
meaningful social interactions with peers. Garvey et al. (2015) found classroom climate was a
key indicator of how LGBPQ community college students perceived campus climate. Trans-
identified students reported more negative perceptions of classroom climate, campus climate,
and curriculum inclusivity than their heterosexual and queer-spectrum peers (Dugan et al., 2012;

Garvey et al., 2015; Nicolazzo, 2016).

As noted by the literature, undergraduate students experience campus climate differentially,
based upon their various identity formations. The extent to which a campus climate is perceived
and experienced as welcoming or hostile shapes the undergraduate student trajectory. In a similar
vein, graduate students also express varied perceptions, experiences and outcomes in relation to

campus climate.

Graduate Students and Campus Climate

Most of the research regarding students’ campus climate experiences has focused on the
experiences of undergraduates. The available campus climate research specific to graduate
students suggested that, particularly, women graduate students, graduate students of color,
international graduate students of color, and trans-spectrum graduate students experienced an

exclusionary campus climate.

Regarding the experiences of international graduate students, research has identified significant

differences according to students’ nationality, race, and religion. While many or most

" For additional research regarding various minority populations’ sense of belonging in higher education, please
visit www.rankin-consulting.com.
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international graduate students experience some level of “acculturative stress” owing to English
language proficiency, homesickness, loneliness and isolation, research demonstrated that
international graduate students of color are more likely to experience heightened acculturative
stress because of extant racism and nativism on U.S. campuses (Mwangi et al., 2019; Moglen,
2017; Yen & Inose, 2003). For example, Yakaboski et al. (2018) investigated Saudi graduate
students’ interactions with faculty, staff, and U.S. students. Though the study’s subjects shared
positive interactions with faculty and staff, they also shared negative and discriminatory
interactions with U.S. students, and specifically noted a “lack of cultural and religious
understanding or acceptance and pervasive gender stereotypes for Muslim women who veil” (p.
222). Mwangi et al. (2019) echo these findings in their study of Black African graduate students’
experience. They note that Black African graduate students are subjected to racism, tokenism,
negative stereotyping, microaggressions, and overt hostility from faculty, staff and students
alike. While it is understood that international graduate students experience some degree of
transitional challenges upon arriving in the United States, their academic and social well-being
depends upon a campus culture that will either mitigate or exacerbate their sense of otherness
(Mwangi et al., 2019).

While international graduate students of color have unique experiences specific to their foreign
status, there are some parallels to the experiences of domestic graduate students of color. For
example, Shavers and Moore (2014) examined how Black women doctoral candidates
experienced campus climate through social and academic engagements. The researchers found
that Black women graduate students engaged in “survival oriented” or “suboptimal resistance
strategies” to persevere through feelings of isolation, lack of community, and lack of support
within their individual programs and the broader campus climate (p. 404). Identifying the effects
of hostile campus climates for racial minority women graduate students in STEM fields, Ong, et
al. (2011) wrote,

The existing empirical work on graduate experiences overwhelmingly identifies the
STEM social and cultural climate—that is, the interpersonal relationships with other
members of the local STEM communities and the cultural beliefs and practices within
STEM that govern those relationships—as the leading challenge to the persistence of
women of color in STEM career trajectories. (p. 192)
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Trans-spectrum (including trans and gender non-conforming) graduate students reported similar
feelings of distress in their interpersonal academic and social relationships. Goldberg et al.
(2019) found that trans-spectrum graduate students commonly presented an outward gender
identity inconsistent with their inner gender identity out of concern for their own physical and
emotional safety. Trans-spectrum graduate student survey respondents in the Goldberg et al.
(2019) study identified acts of gender identity invalidation and misgendering by peers, faculty,
and advisors as a source of emotional stress. Regarding trans-spectrum graduate students’
interactions with faculty, Goldberg et al. (2019) identified respondents’ interactions with their
faculty advisor as a specifically “salient context for experiencing affirmations versus invalidation
of one’s gender identity” (p. 38). Campus climate research has demonstrated that positive
engagement with peers and faculty is a critical factor in the success and well-being of trans-
spectrum graduate students.

Campus Climate: Institution Type

Though the majority of campus climate research available pertains to four-year and
predominantly White institutions (PWIs), an increasing amount of research is currently available
regarding campus climate at historically Black colleges and universities (HBCU), Hispanic-
serving institutions (HSI), two-year and/or community college institutions, and
religiously/spiritually affiliated institutions.'® Today’s broadening scope of campus climate
research also encompasses research specific to professional schools, including schools of
medicine and law.!® A summary of campus climate research specific to institutional type and

student experiences is offered in the following sections.

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU)

In recent years, researchers have begun to investigate campus climate specific to HBCUs. The
majority of HBCU-specific campus climate research examined the experiences of minority and
underrepresented populations in HBCU environments and included Black international students
(Mwangi, 2016), Asian American and Latinx students (Palmer & Maramba, 2015a, 2015b), first-

18 For research regarding Asian American and Native American Pacific Islander Serving Institutions (AANAPISI),
Tribal Colleges, or private institutions, please visit www.rankin-consulting.com.

19 Rankin & Associates Consulting acknowledges that the institutional categories provided are not mutually
exclusive. For example, research described regarding Hispanic Serving Institutions (HSIs) may also include findings
related to two-year or community college institutions.
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generation students (Longmire-Avital & Miller-Dyce, 2015), African American gay and bisexual
men (Patton, 2011), and/or queer-spectrum and trans-spectrum students (Lewis & Ericksen,
2016).

HBCU-specific research has provided insight into the role of faculty engagement in constructing
minority students’ perceptions of HBCUs’ campus climates, often in contrast to PWIs. For
example, McCoy et al. (2017) examined the role of faculty interactions in constructing racial
minority students’ perceptions of STEM disciplines. Drawing from Bourdieu’s social
reproduction theory, McCoy et al. (2017) contrasted the faculty mentoring experiences of racial
minority students majoring in a STEM discipline at a predominantly White institution and racial
minority students majoring in a STEM discipline at an HBCU. McCoy et al. (2017) found that
students perceived faculty at the PWI to be unwilling to mentor students, and instead, as
commonly working to “weed out” students. In contrast, respondents at HBCUs characterized
faculty as providing positive mentoring and constructive professional development opportunities.
Extending their prior research, Winkle-Wagner and McCoy (2018) found that students from a
PWI described a challenging environment based on experiences of exclusion and isolation. In
comparison, HBCU students characterized the composition of their STEM program as diverse
and described their program and institution as supportive of individuals’ needs. In research
specific to the experiences of Asian American and Latinx students, Palmer and Maramba (2015a)
found that faculty interactions were important to students’ campus climate experiences. Palmer
and Maramba’s (2015b) study participants noted that HBCU faculty demonstrated care and
concern for students’ well-being and that they felt supported.

Hispanic-Serving Institutions (HSI)

In 2017, the Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities (HACU) noted that HSIs, defined
as institutions where the total Hispanic enrollment constitutes a minimum of 25% of the total
enrollment, enrolled 66% of all Hispanic undergraduates in the United States (HACU, 2019).
Despite limited research regarding campus climates at HSIs, the research available demonstrated
the positive effects of attending an HSI for Latinx students. Research suggests that Latinx
students’ HSI enrollment encouraged racial-ethnic identity development and contributed to
greater senses of belonging, positive self-perceptions, and increased academic capabilities
(Arbelo-Marrero & Milacci, 2016; Chun et al., 2016).
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Additionally, Sanchez (2019) examined Latinx students’ experiences of racial microaggressions
and subsequent sense of belonging at HSIs and emerging Hispanic-serving institutions
(EHSISs).?° She found that although students at both HSIs and EHSIs experienced racist
stereotypes and assumptions—including anti-Mexican or anti-immigrant sentiments, stereotypes
about students’ intelligence or college readiness, and assumptions that students were granted
admittance or scholarship funding based exclusively on their racial or ethnic identity—students
enrolled at HSIs experienced racial microaggressions less frequently than did their peers
attending an EHSI. Regarding students’ reported sense of belonging, Sanchez (2019) offered that
students who reported a positive sense of belonging attributed their institutional affiliation to
“being able to speak Spanish on campus without judgment, noticing that their campus culture
embraced Latino culture, and having friendly and supportive professors and staff” (p. 249).
Participants who reported a lesser sense of belonging felt that “campus culture was geared
toward White students” and that “Latino cultural events or organizations on campus” were often

“invisible” (p. 250).

Two-Year Institutions and Community Colleges

The expanding scope of campus climate research also includes research about two-year and/or
community college institutions. Most commonly, researchers have examined campus climate in
the context of two-year institutions as it relates to certain minority populations. For example,
research currently exists about the campus climate experiences of LGBTQ students (Garvey et
al., 2015), racial/ethnic minority faculty (Levin et al., 2014, 2015), Black/African American
women (Walpole et al., 2014), Black/African American men (Newman et al., 2015; Wood &
Harris, 2015), Latinx men (Garcia & Garza, 2016), and faculty of color (Levin et al., 2014, 2015)

in two-year community colleges.

Consistent with findings specific to four-year institutions, campus climate research concerning
two-year institutions has found that students’ interactions and engagement with faculty and staff
influenced both perceived student academic success and students’ sense of belonging. In their
examination of the factors that influenced sense of belonging for Latinx men students and

international students, Garcia and Garza (2016) and Garcia et al. (2019) found that socio-

20 Sanchez (2019) defines Emerging Hispanic Serving Institutions as “institution[s] with 15% to 24.9% Latino full-
time undergraduate enrollment” (p. 241).
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academic integration—academic interactions with faculty and administrative personnel—was the
most salient for developing individuals’ sense of belonging and, subsequently, academic success
and retention. Lundberg et al. (2018) found that frequent and high-quality interactions with

faculty were significant to Latinx students’ learning and engagement. Regarding the experiences
of Black men’s sense of belonging and academic engagement with faculty, Newman et al. (2015)
found that Black men’s perceptions of belonging were influenced by faculty members’ racial and

gender stereotypes, faculty engagement with students, and acts of validation by faculty.

Jones (2013) examined the influence of the racial composition of two-year institutions’ student
body on the institutions’ campus climate. Through an examination of three diversity variables—
1) student engagement with racially and culturally different peers, students’ engagement with
peers who possess beliefs different from their own, and students’ understanding of racial
difference— Jones (2013) found that community college student body racial diversity positively
correlated with students’ frequent engagement with racially different peers and peers who held

different personal beliefs and values from their own.

Religiously Affiliated Institutions

Recent campus climate research also examined campus climate at religiously affiliated
institutions. For example, in an exploration of campus climate and student spirituality at
religiously affiliated or faith-based institutions, Paredes-Collins (2014) found that the campus
climate for diversity was a predictor of students’ spiritual well-being and increased religious
behaviors independent of student racial and/or ethnic identity. For students of color, Paredes-
Collins (2014) found that sense of belonging was the single direct predictor of spirituality. The
importance of student sense of belonging also was evident in findings of Ash and Schreiner
(2016), who investigated the institutional factors that influenced intent to persist among students
of color enrolled in Christian colleges and universities. Ash and Schreiner (2016) found that
students’ perceptions of institutional fit; the institutions’ commitment to student welfare; and
students’ perceptions of their ability to intellectually, socially, and psychologically thrive were

direct contributors (or detractors) to students’ success.

Negron-Gonzales (2015), in an investigation of the experiences of undocumented students at

Jesuit universities, found that institutional actions (or inactions) regarding social justice directly
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affected students’ perceptions of campus climate. In addition, Negron-Gonzales (2015) found
that the concept of social justice was a draw and an anchor for undocumented students enrolled
at Jesuit institutions and that institutional reticence related to immigrant rights effectively
silenced undocumented students. In a review of research regarding faith, gender identity, sexual
identity, and Christian higher education, Rockenbach and Crandall (2016) acknowledged the

complex relationship between faith, gender, and sexuality and encouraged institutional leaders to

address the most basic needs of LGBTQ individuals, namely, their safety, freedom from
discrimination and harassment, and access to resources in support of their psychological
and spiritual well-being....At a minimum, leaders should establish campus policies and
community standards that protect individuals from bullying and mistreatment on the basis

of sexual orientation and gender identity. (p. 69)

Professional Schools

In a study of campus climate at law schools, Rocconi et al. (2019) emphasized the need for
structural diversity and diversity of interactions to build positive campus climate in law school
environments. As evidence of the importance of diversity of interactions for law school students,
Rocconi et al. (2019) referenced the work of Daye et al. (2012), which concluded that “students
attending law schools with racially diverse populations and high intergroup contact were more
likely to perceive environments of openness and mutual respect” (p. 29). In addition to structural
or compositional diversity, Rocconi et al. (2019) found that law students’ perceptions of the law
school environment as providing friendly and supportive experiences, offering positive
interactions with faculty, and engendering positive relationships with peers contributed to a
greater frequency of diverse interactions. The researchers also described collaborative faculty
interactions and curricula that encouraged peer engagement as essential to realizing the full
benefits of structural diversity. They further determined that engagement in pro bono work and
participation in a student organization also contributed to an increased frequency of diverse
interactions. Rocconi et al. (2019) explained, “intentionally engaging students with others from
different backgrounds through curricular and co-curricular activities can help build a supportive
and nurturing environment and foster the type of interactions that harness the educational

benefits of diversity” (p. 34).

19



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
URI Final Report

Focusing on law school faculty experiences, Barnes and Mertz (2018) investigated the factors
that contributed to job dissatisfaction for post-tenure racial minority law professors and post-
tenure women law professors. Barnes and Mertz (2018) specifically identified institutional
structures and implicit biases related to “issues of respect, voice, and collegiality” (p. 441) as
significant factors that contributed to job dissatisfaction among post-tenure racial minority law
professors. From their qualitative analyses, Barnes and Mertz (2018) noted subjects’ descriptions
of the “subtle and continuing ways in which [they] felt disrespected in their work settings” (p.
455), including dismissal of their concerns and being penalized or unjustly disciplined for raising
issues related to equity or exclusionary/hostile policies and/or behaviors. Research subjects
described the need for peer and/or support networks for navigating the challenges associated
with being a racial and/or gender minority law school professor, ones that were independent of

the institution.

Regarding medical school campus climate research, Kaplan et al. (2018) examined challenges in
the recruitment, retention, and promotion of underrepresented faculty within academic medicine.
Though minority faculty described their academic climate as neutral to positive, Kaplan et al.
(2018) identified three consistent themes or challenges regarding the minority faculty and
recruitment, retention, and promotion. The first theme or challenge Kaplan et al. (2018)
identified was a lack of critical mass or a lack of a “sufficient number of (underrepresented)
faculty at an individual institution to create community and impact change” (p. 59). The subjects
in Kaplan et al. (2018) also identified the dearth of programming or initiatives specific to the
retention and promotion of minority faculty. Last, they described the need for “a diversity
champion or a group of individuals vested in diversity” at senior leadership levels to effectively

address recruitment, retention, and promotion concerns (p. 59).

Campus Climate and Unwanted Sexual Conduct

In recent years, sexual harassment, stalking, intimate partner violence, and sexual assault within
higher education have drawn national attention. In January 2014, in response to calls for state
and federal action, President Barack Obama established the White House Task Force to Protect
Students from Sexual Assault. The Task Force released its first report, Not Alone, in April 2014,
which emphasized the need for nationwide action to raise awareness of, prevent, and respond to

the prevalence of sexual assault on college campuses. The Task Force asserted that “we are here
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to tell sexual assault survivors they are not alone” and “to help schools live up to their obligation

to protect students from sexual violence” (White House Task Force, 2014, p. 2).

The Task Force also recommended actions that should be taken by college and university
communities, specifically campus administrations, regarding on-campus sexual assault. The Task
Force encouraged campus leaders to conduct campus climate surveys to identify the prevalence
of and attitude toward sexual assault on their individual college campuses (White House Task
Force, 2014). According to the report, “The first step in solving a problem is to name it and

know the extent of it — and a campus climate survey is the best way to do that” (White House
Task Force, 2014, p. 2).

Similarly, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of Violence Against Women has
supported the use of campus climate surveys in their effort to reduce sexual assault, dating and
intimate partner violence, and sexual harassment on college and university campuses. According
to the Office, “Campus climate surveys are essential because they generate data on the nature
and extent of sexual assault on campuses, as well as campus attitudes surrounding sexual assault.
Armed with accurate data, administrators and students can then begin to direct resources where
they are most needed” (United States Department of Justice, 2018).

Inherent in examinations of sexual assault and campus climate are questions about how various
members of the community experienced sexual assault and the prevalence and patterns of
assault. Recent research has identified various campus populations’ unique and disproportionate
experiences with unwanted sexual conduct and/or contact on college and university campuses.
These populations included: women (Krebs et al., 2009), graduate students (Rosenthal et al.,
2016), leshian and bisexual women (Martin et al., 2011), students with disabilities (Brown et al.,
2017), and trans-spectrum students (Griner et al., 2017). For example, in a national study
conducted by the Association of American Institutions, as cited in the National Council on
Disability’s 2018 report, Not on the Radar: Sexual Assault of College Students With Disabilities,
researchers found that 32% of undergraduate female students with a disability experienced
unwanted sexual contact, including the use of physical force or incapacitation. By comparison,
the same report found that 18% of undergraduate female students without a disability

experienced sexual assault (National Council on Disability, 2018).
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Noting disparities in rates of sexual harassment and/or assault, Coulter et al. (2017) explained,
“For sexual identity, sexual assault was highest among bisexuals and people unsure of their
sexual identity (15.7% and 12.6%, respectively), followed by gays/lesbians (9.8%), and lowest
among heterosexuals (6.4%)” (p. 729). Coulter et al. (2017) also reported that Black trans-
spectrum students had a 58% probability of being sexually assaulted and noted that this finding
underscores the importance of intersectional campus climate research. Regarding graduate
students’ experiences, McMahon et al. (2018) found that graduate students, in contrast to
undergraduate student respondents, reported less awareness of campus resources and lower
confidence in the outcomes of reporting an incident of unwanted sexual contact and conduct.
While some research is now available, the complex intersections of campus climate; unwanted
sexual conduct; and various social identities such as gender identity, sexual identity, disability
status, and racial identity underscore the need for further research (Coulter & Rankin, 2017;
Harris & Linder, 2017; Lundy-Wagner & Winkle-Wagner, 2013; Wood et al., 2017).

Role of Campus Senior Leadership

Improving campus climate to build diverse, inclusive, and equitable educational environments
and opportunities for all is not a simple task. In their foundational research, Hurtado et al. (1999)
stated,

Campuses are complex social systems defined by the relationships maintained between
people, bureaucratic procedures, structural arrangements, institutional goals and values,
traditions, and the larger sociohistorical environments where they are located. Therefore,
any effort to redesign campuses with the goal of improving the climate for racial and

cultural diversity must adopt a comprehensive approach. (p. 69)

Smith (2015) also asserted that building a deep capacity for diversity requires a commitment by
all members of the academic community but, perhaps most importantly, a sincere commitment
by campus leadership. Smith (2009) explained, “The role of leadership cannot be underestimated
in creating change for diversity.” Additionally, Smith also shared, “Leadership can make a
dramatic difference to whether and how diversity is built into the institution’s understanding of
itself or whether it is merely a series of programs or initiatives that run parallel to the core

elements of the campus” (p. 264).
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To foster a diverse, inclusive, and equitable organization, campus climate research has suggested
whether senior leadership actively supports those goals is just as important as how senior leaders
engage these topics and concerns. Furthermore, how campus leaders approached topics of
diversity has been shown to influence students’ perceptions of diversity and willingness to
engage diverse perspectives. For instance, Harper and Yeung (2013) found that student
perceptions of institutional commitment to diversity positively correlated with students’
willingness to engage diverse perspectives. Similarly, in relation to perceptions of racial minority
faculty, Squire (2017) found that how campus leadership responded to nationally known
incidents of racial inequities or discrimination affected faculty members’ perceptions of the
institution’s commitment to diversity as well as faculty members’ overall experience. According
to Squire (2017), “Faculty of color noted that the ways their institutions responded to racial
incidences had direct effects on the way that they understood their institution’s values
concerning diversity, equity, and justice” (p. 740). Squire (2017) also found that faculty of color
held a perception that universities, in their pursuit of serving a public good, “should respond to
community incidences in ways that are appropriate to the scope of the matter” (p. 739). For
institutions that have created or are in the process of creating a Chief Diversity Officer position,
how the position is structured as well as what resources and authority the position retains “sends
a powerful message about the role’s importance on campus and illustrates the values of an
institution” (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2013, pp. 151-152). Ultimately, climate research has
illustrated that how senior leadership defined and demonstrated their commitment to diversity,
equity, and social justice was critical to how faculty, staff, and students experienced campus

climate.

In their discussion of the complex role of today’s college and university presidents, Green and
Shalala (2017) reminded administrators that it is the responsibility of senior leadership to
enhance students’ “inclusion in and belonging to the broader campus community” (p. 15). In
their foundational work regarding effective diversity-oriented leadership, Astin and Astin (2000)
asserted that leaders must engage in transformational leadership practices, where senior leaders
serve as community-oriented change agents. The researchers emphasized that effective
leadership requires modeling of specific leadership behaviors. These behaviors and skills
included a commitment to collaboration and shared purpose, demonstrations of authenticity and

self-awareness, and the ability to respectfully and civilly disagree with others (p. 71). Astin and
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Astin (2000) also highlighted the essential skills of empathy and listening for effective

transformative leadership. Noting the value of behavior modeling, they wrote,

[1]f the president is able to model the principles of transformative leadership in her
dealings with her cabinet and if she openly advocates that cabinet members do the same
with their immediate colleagues, she could well create a ripple effect that can transform

the culture of an entire institution. (p. 86)

Williams and Wade-Golden (2013) concurred that transformational leadership practices were
critical for contemporary institutions of higher education. According to Williams and Wade-
Golden (2013), “Diversity issues cannot exist on the margins. To the contrary, issues of access,
retention, curricular diversity, and engaged scholarship represent a new ‘academic diversity
cannon’ that has become fundamental to fulfilling the mission of academia in the new
millennium” (p. 171). Fortunately, campus climate research and assessment can provide today’s
senior leaders with both the information and skills necessary to build equitable and just

environments for all members of their campus communities.

Taken together, an examination of student, faculty, and staff perceptions and experiences of
campus climate across institutional type and setting provide an expansive view of the importance
of campus climate and the role of senior leadership in enhancing the collegiate experience. The
diversity of racial/ethnic backgrounds, gender, sexual and gender identity, economic class, and
other indexes of social status/affiliation reveal the robust dynamics at play in enhancing
persistence, retention, and academic and social well-being.
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Methodology

Conceptual Framework

R&A defines diversity as the “variety created in any society (and within any individual) by the
presence of different points of view and ways of making meaning, which generally flow from the
influence of different cultural, ethnic, and religious heritages, from the differences in how we
socialize women and men, and from the differences that emerge from class, age, sexual identity,
gender identity, ability, and other socially constructed characteristics.”?* Rankin (2003) modified
the conceptual model of campus climate developed by Smith et al. (1997) to use as the

foundation for URI’s campus climate assessment.

Research Design

Survey Instrument. The survey instrument was constructed based on the results of the focus
groups and the work of Rankin (2003), and with the assistance of the Climate Study Working
Group (CSWG). The CSWG reviewed several drafts of the initial survey proposed by R&A and
vetted the questions to be contextually appropriate for the URI population. The final URI
campus-wide survey contained 119 questions,?? including 18 open-ended questions for
respondents to provide commentary. The survey was designed so respondents could provide
information about their personal campus experiences, their perceptions of the campus climate,
and their perceptions of URI’s institutional actions, including administrative policies and
academic initiatives regarding diversity issues and concerns. The survey was available in both
online and pencil-and-paper formats. Survey responses were entered into a secure-site database,
stripped of their IP addresses (for online responses), and then tabulated for appropriate analysis.
Any comments provided by participants also were separated from identifying information at

submission so comments were not attributed to any individual demographic characteristics.

Sampling Procedure. URI’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed the project proposal,

including the survey instrument. The IRB considered the activity to be designed to assess

21 Rankin & Associates Consulting (2021) adapted from AAC&U (1995).

22 To ensure reliability, evaluators must properly structure instruments (questions and response choices must be
worded in such a way that they elicit consistent responses) and administer them in a consistent manner. The
instrument defined critical terms, was revised numerous times, underwent expert evaluation of items, and was
checked for internal consistency.
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campus climate within the University and to inform URI’s strategic quality improvement

initiatives. The IRB approved the project on March 4™, 2021.

Prospective participants received an invitation from President David M. Dooley, which
contained the URL link to the survey. Respondents were instructed that they were not required to
answer all questions and that they could withdraw from the survey at any time before submitting
their responses. The survey included information explaining the purpose of the study, describing
the survey instrument, and assuring the respondents of anonymity. The final dataset included
only surveys that were at least 50% completed.

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

caution is recommended when generalizing the results to the entire constituent group.

Data Analysis. Survey data were analyzed via SPSS to compare the responses (in raw numbers
and percentages) of various groups. Missing data analyses (e.g., missing data patterns, survey
fatigue) were conducted, and those analyses were provided to URI in a separate document.
Descriptive statistics were calculated by salient group memberships (e.g., gender identity, racial
identity, position status) to provide additional information regarding participant responses.
Throughout much of this report, including the narrative and data tables within the narrative,
information is presented using valid percentages.? The data tables in Appendix B provide actual
percentages®* with missing or “no response” information. The purpose for this difference in

reporting is to note the missing or “no response” data in the appendices for Institutional

23 valid percentages were derived using the total number of responses to an item (i.e., missing data were excluded).
24 Actual percentages were derived using the total number of survey respondents.
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information while removing such data within the report for subsequent cross tabulations and

significance testing using the chi-square test for independence.

Chi-square tests provide only omnibus results; as such, they identify that significant differences
exist in the data table but do not specify if differences exist between specific groups. Therefore,
these analyses included post hoc investigations of statistically significant findings by conducting
z-tests between column proportions for each row in the chi-square contingency table, with a
Bonferroni adjustment for larger contingency tables. This approach is useful because it compares
individual cells to each other to determine if they are statistically different (Sharpe, 2015). Thus,
the data may be interpreted more precisely by showing the source of the greatest discrepancies.
Throughout the report, distinctions that were noted between group were all found to be

statistically significant.

Furthermore, R&A used the guidelines outlined in this paragraph to describe quantitative results.
In summarizing the overall distribution of a Likert-scale question in the survey, “strongly agree”
and “agree” were combined. For example, “Sixty percent (n = 50) of respondents ‘strongly
agreed’ or ‘agreed’ that....” If the responses for either “strongly agree” or “agree” resulted in n <
5, then the combination of “strongly disagree” and “disagree” may have been used instead. When
at least one statistically significant result emerged between demographic analysis groups, only
one category of the Likert metric was reported, indicating exactly where the significant
difference was located. For example, “A higher percentage of White/European American
respondents (40%, n = 10) than Respondents of Color (20%, n = 5) ‘disagreed’ that....” If more
than one significant difference existed, R&A offered multiple sentences to describe the results

for that survey item.

Factor Analysis Methodology. The survey contained questions that measured two outcomes
related to campus climate: Student respondents’ Perceived Academic Success (Question 14) and
Sense of Belonging for students (Question 105), faculty (Question 109), and staff (Question 110).
The Perceived Academic Success scale was developed using Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1980)
Academic and Intellectual Development Scale. This scale has been used in a variety of studies

examining student persistence. The Sense of Belonging scales were informed by Strayhorn’s
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(2012) qualitative examination of students’ sense of belonging. Rankin & Associates developed

survey questions to quantitatively measure sense of belonging for students, faculty, and staff.

The survey contained one question that measured an outcome related to campus climate, Student
respondents’ Perceived Academic Success (Question 14). The Perceived Academic Success scale
was developed using Pascarella and Terenzini’s (1980) Academic and Intellectual Development

Scale. This scale has been used in a variety of studies examining student persistence.

The questions on the scales were answered on a Likert metric from “strongly agree” to “strongly
disagree” (scored 1 for “strongly agree” and 5 for “strongly disagree”). For the purposes of

analysis, only respondents who answered all scale sub-questions were included in the analyses.

Confirmatory factor analyses using parallel analysis were conducted. The factor loading of each
item was examined to test whether the intended questions combined to represent the underlying
construct of each scale.?® The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the scale was

calculated to determine if the scale produced consistent results.

Factor Scores. The factor score for each of the scales was created by taking the average of the
scores for the sub-questions in each factor. Each response for individuals who answered all the
questions included in a given factor was assigned a score on a five-point scale. The factor was
then reverse coded so that higher scores on the Perceived Academic Success factor suggested a
student or constituent group perceived themselves as more academically successful and higher
scores on the Sense of Belonging factors suggested an individual or constituent group felt a
stronger sense of belonging at URI.

Means Testing Methodology. After creating the factor scores for respondents based on the factor
analyses and where n’s were of sufficient size, the means for respondents were analyzed to
determine whether the factor scores differed for categories in the demographic areas determined
by the CSWG.

25 Factor analysis is a particularly useful technique for scale construction. It is used to determine how well a set of
survey questions combine to measure a latent construct by measuring how similarly respondents answer those
questions.
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When only two categories existed for the specified demographic variable, a t-test for difference
of means was used. If the difference in means was significant, effect size was calculated using
Cohen’s d. Any moderate-to-large effects were noted. When the specific variable of interest had
more than two categories, an ANOVA was run to determine whether any differences existed. If
the ANOVA was significant, post-hoc tests were run to determine which differences between
pairs of means were significant. Additionally, if a difference in means was significant, effect size

was calculated using partial Eta?and any moderate-to-large effects were noted.

Qualitative Comments

Several survey questions provided respondents the opportunity to describe their experiences at
URI, elaborate upon their survey responses, and append additional thoughts. The survey solicited
comments (1) to give “voice” to the quantitative findings and (2) to highlight areas of concern
that might have been overlooked by the analyses of multiple-choice items because of the small
number of survey respondents from historically underrepresented populations at URI. For this
reason, some qualitative comments may not seem aligned with the quantitative findings;
however, they are important data. The R&A team reviewed?® these comments using standard
methods of thematic analysis. R&A reviewers read all comments and generated a list of common
themes based on their analysis. This methodology does not reflect a comprehensive qualitative
study. Comments were not used to develop grounded hypotheses independent of the quantitative
data.

26 Any comments provided in languages in addition to English were translated and incorporated into the qualitative
analysis.
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Results

This section of the report provides a description of the sample demographics, measures of
internal reliability, and a discussion of validity. Several analyses were conducted to determine
whether significant differences existed in the responses between participants from various
demographic categories. Where sample sizes were small, certain responses were combined into
categories to make comparisons between groups and to ensure respondents’ confidentiality.
Where significant differences occurred, endnotes (denoted by lowercase Roman numeral
superscripts) at the end of each section of this report provide the results of the significance

testing.

Description of the Sample?’

Four thousand five hundred fifty-five (4,555) surveys were returned for a 22.4% overall response
rate. Response rates by position status were 18% for Students, 42% for Faculty, and 43% for
Staff. The sample and population figures, chi-square analyses,?® and response rates are presented
in Table 2. All analyzed demographic categories showed statistically significant differences

between the sample data and the population data as provided by URI.

e Black/African/African American individuals, Latinx individuals, and individuals
whose racial/ethnic identity was categorized as Missing/International/Not Listed
were underrepresented in the sample. APIDA individuals, White individuals, and
Additional Respondents of Color were overrepresented in the sample.

e Students were underrepresented in the sample. Faculty and Staff were

overrepresented in the sample.

Table 2. University of Rhode Island Sample Demographics

Population Sample
Response
Characteristic Group N % n % rate
Student 17,671 85.0 3,225 70.8 18.3
Position status? Faculty 1,203 5.8 510 11.2 42.4
Staff 1,906 9.2 820 18.0 43.0

27 Frequency tables for each survey item are provided in Appendix B.

28 Chi-square tests were conducted only on those categories that were response options in the survey and included in
demographics provided by URI.
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Table 2. University of Rhode Island Sample Demographics

Population Sample Response
Characteristic Group N % n % rate
APIDA 815 3.9 261 57 32.0
Black/African/African American 1,004 4.8 175 3.8 17.4
Latinx 1,801 8.7 229 5.0 12.7
;Z%igi@thmc Additional Respondents of Color 51 0.2 44 1.0 86.3
White 14,933 71.9 3,370 74.0 22.6
Multiracial ND* ND* 331 7.3 ND*
Missing/International/Not Listed 2,176 10.5 145 3.2 6.7
Queer-spectrum ND* ND* 360 7.9 ND*
Asexual ND* ND* 121 2.7 ND*
Sexual identity Bisexual ND* ND* 349 7.7 ND*
Heterosexual ND* ND* 3,590 78.8 ND*
Missing/Not Listed ND* ND* 135 3.0 ND*
U.S. Citizen-Birth ND* ND* 3,995 87.7 ND*
Citizenship Naturalized/Permanent Status ND* ND* 331 7.3 ND*
status International ND*  ND* 168 3.7 ND*
Missing ND* ND* 61 1.3 ND*
Single Disability ND* ND* 551 121 ND*
No Disability ND* ND* 3,698 81.2 ND*
Disability status . o
Multiple Disabilities ND* ND* 269 5.9 ND*
Missing/Not Listed ND* ND* 37 0.8 ND*
Christian Religious Affiliation ND* ND* 1,912 42.0 ND*
Jewish Religious Affiliation ND* ND* 105 2.3 ND*
Religious Additional Religious Affiliation ND* ND* 220 4.8 ND*
affiliation No Religious Affiliation ND* ND* 1974 433 ND*
Multiple Religious Affiliations ND* ND* 188 4.1 ND*
Missing ND* ND* 156 3.4 ND*

Note: The total n for each demographic characteristic may differ as a result of missing data. The racial identity category APIDA
includes Asian/Asian American, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, and South Asian.

“ND: No Data available

aX? (2, n = 4,555) = 725.8, p < .001

X2 (5, n = 4,224) = 456.2, p < .001

Validity. Validity is the extent to which a measure truly reflects the phenomenon or concept
under study. The validation process for the survey instrument included both the development of

the survey items and consultation with subject matter experts. The survey items were constructed
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based on the work of Hurtado et al. (1999) and Smith et al. (1997) and were informed by
instruments used in Institutional and organizational studies by the consultant over the past 20
years. Several researchers working in the area of campus climate and diversity, experts in higher
education survey research methodology, and members of URI’s CSWG reviewed the bank of

items available for the survey.

Content validity was ensured, given that the items and response choices arose from literature
reviews, previous surveys, and input from CSWG members. Construct validity—the extent to
which scores on an instrument permit inferences about underlying traits, attitudes, and
behaviors—correlated measures being evaluated with variables known to be related to the
construct. For this investigation, correlations ideally ought to exist between item responses and
known instances of exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct, for example.
However, no reliable data to that effect were available. As such, attention was given to the way
questions were asked and response choices given. Items were constructed to be nonbiased, non-
leading, and nonjudgmental, and to preclude individuals from providing “socially acceptable”

responses.

Reliability — Internal Consistency of Responses.?® Correlations between the responses to
questions about overall campus climate on various dimensions (Questions 104 and 111) were
moderate-to-strong and statistically significant, indicating a positive relationship between
answers regarding the acceptance of various populations and the climate for those populations.
The consistency of these results suggests that the survey data were internally reliable. Pertinent

correlation coefficients® are provided in Table 3.

All correlations in the table were significantly different from zero at the .01 level; that is, there

was a relationship between all selected pairs of responses.

A moderate relationship (between .55 and .64) existed for all five pairs of variables, which

included: Positive for People of Color and Not Racist; Positive for People who Identify as

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

30 pearson correlation coefficients indicate the degree to which two variables are related. A value of 1 signifies
perfect correlation; 0 signifies no correlation.
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Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Pansexual, or Queer and Not Homophobic; Positive for Women and Not
Sexist; Positive for People of Low Socioeconomic Status and Not Classist (socioeconomic

status); and Positive for Persons with Disabilities and Not Ableist.

Table 3. Pearson Correlations Between Ratings of Acceptance and Campus Climate for Selected Groups
Climate characteristics

Not racist Not homophobic Not sexist Not classist Not ableist

Positive for People of Color 64"

Positive for Lesbian, Gay,
Bisexual, Pansexual, or
Queer People 55"

Positive for Women 57"

Positive for People of Low
Socioeconomic Status 63"

Positive for People with

Disabilities 62"
*p<0.01
Note: A correlation of .5 or higher is considered strong in behavioral research (Cohen, 1988).

Sample Characteristics®!

For the purposes of several analyses, the CSWG decided to collapse certain demographic
categories to make comparisons between groups and to ensure respondents’ confidentiality.
Analyses do not reveal in the narrative, figures, or tables where the number of respondents in a
category totaled less than five (n < 5). In some cases, an additional category was suppressed to
maintain additional confidentiality of respondents.

Respondents’ primary status data were collapsed into Student respondents, Faculty respondents,
and Staff respondents.®? Of respondents, 71% (n = 3,225) were Students, 11% (n = 510) were
Faculty, and 18% (n = 820) were Staff respondents (Figure 1). Ninety-three percent (n = 4,243)
of respondents were full-time in their primary positions. Subsequent analyses indicated that 93%
(n = 3,003) of Student respondents, 91% (n = 462) of Faculty respondents, and 95% (n = 778) of

Staff respondents were full-time in their primary positions.

3L Al percentages presented in the “Sample Characteristics” section of the report are actual percentages.
32 cSWG determined the collapsed position status variables.
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= Staff
= Faculty

= Student

11%

Figure 1. Respondents’ Collapsed Position Status (%)
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Ninety-two percent (n = 4,197) of respondents were primarily affiliated with the Kingston
campus, 5% (n = 214) with Narragansett Bay Campus, 2% (n = 90) with Feinstein Providence

Campus (Shepard Building), and 1% (n = 50) with Rhode Island Nursing Education Center.

Regarding respondents’ primary work unit affiliations, Table 4 indicates that Staff respondents
represented various academic divisions/colleges/departments across campus. Of Staff
respondents, 36% (n = 291) were affiliated with the Division of Academic Affairs, 18% (n =
148) were affiliated with the Division of Student Affairs, and 11% (n = 92) were affiliated with
the Division of Administration and Finance.

Table 4. Staff Respondents’ Primary Division/College/Department Affiliations

Academic division/college/department n %

Athletics 46 5.6
Administration (e.g., Equipment Room, Marketing & Promotions, Ticket
Office) 10 21.7
Women’s Athletics 14 30.4
Men’s Athletics 9 19.6
Missing 13 28.3

Division of Academic Affairs 291 355
Enrollment Services 9 3.1
Admissions 19 6.5
Alan Shawn Feinstein College of Education and Professional Studies 12 4.1
College of Arts and Sciences 26 8.9
College of Business 13 4.5
College of Engineering 15 5.2
College of the Environment and Life Sciences 19 6.5
College of Health Sciences 12 4.1
College of Nursing 5 1.7
College of Pharmacy 11 3.8
Graduate School of Oceanography 29 10.0
Information Technology Services 21 7.2
Office of International Education 6 2.1
University College for Academic Success 29 10.0
University Libraries 7 2.4
Missing 58 19.9
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Table 4. Staff Respondents’ Primary Division/College/Department Affiliations

Academic division/college/department n %
Division of Administration & Finance 92 11.2
Public Safety 14 15.2
Risk Management <5
Capital Planning and Design <5
Facilities Services 19 20.7
Purchasing <5
Property <5
Budget Office 13 14.1
Controller 5 5.4
Human Resources 14 15.2
Missing 32 34.8
Division of Research and Economic Development 37 45
Small Business Development Center <5
Research Office 25 67.6
Missing -- -
Division of Student Affairs 148 18.0
Campus Recreation 9 6.1
Counseling Center 8 5.4
Dean of Student Office 9 6.1
Dining Services 16 10.8
Housing and Residential Life 22 14.9
Health Services 20 135
Memorial Union 9 6.1

Office of Vice President (e.g., Center for Student Leadership Development,
Gender and Sexuality Center, Multicultural Student Services Center,

Women’s Center) 7 4.7
Talent Development 8 5.4
Missing 40 27.0
External Relations and Communications 33 4.0
Foundation and Alumni Engagement 45 5.5
Office of the President (e.g., General Counsel, Office of Legal and
Government Relations) 18 2.2
Missing 110 134

Note: Table reports responses only from Staff respondents (n = 820).
*Category suppressed to maintain confidentiality.
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Of Faculty respondents, 35% (n = 176) were affiliated with the College of Arts and Sciences, and
10% each with the College of Business (n = 53) and College of the Environment and Life
Sciences (n = 52) (Table 5).

Table 5. Faculty Respondents’ Primary College/Academic Unit Affiliations

Collee/academic unit n %
Alan Shawn Feinstein College of Education and Professional Studies -
College of Arts and Sciences 176 34.5
College of Business 53 104
College of Engineering 38 75
College of the Environment and Life Sciences 52 10.2
College of Health Sciences 47 9.2
College of Nursing 28 55
College of Pharmacy 32 6.3
Graduate School of Oceanography 34 6.7
University Libraries <5 -
Missing 32 6.3

Note: Table reports responses only from Faculty respondents (n = 510).
*Category suppressed to maintain confidentiality.

In terms of length of employment, 38% (n = 304) of Staff respondents were employed at URI
between 1 and 6 years, 14% (n = 114) between 7 and 10 years, 15% (n = 118) between 11 and 15
years, 11% (n = 92) between 16 and 20 years, and 11% (n = 92) between 21 and 30 years (Table
6). As for Faculty respondents, 33% (n = 161) were employed at URI between 1 and 6 years,
12% (n = 61) between 7 and 10 years, 13% (n = 62) between 11 and 15 years, 12% (n = 57)
between 16 and 20 years, and 15% (n = 73) between 21 and 30 years. Six percent (n = 50) of
Staff respondents and 11% (n = 53) of Faculty respondents were employed at URI more than 30

years.
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Table 6. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Length of Employment

Faculty respondents Staff respondents
Length of employment n % n %
Less than 1 year 29 5.8 41 51
1-6 years 161 325 304 375
7-10 years 61 12.3 114 141
11-15 years 62 125 118 145
16-20 years 57 115 92 11.3
21-30 years 73 14.7 92 11.3
More than 30 years 53 10.7 50 6.2

Note: Table reports responses only from Faculty and Staff respondents (n = 1,330).

More than half of the sample (67%, n = 3,049) were Women; 31% (n = 1,401) were Men.>® Less
than 1% of respondents identified as Genderqueer (n = 31), Gender Non-Conforming (n = 29),
Transgender (n = 23), Transman (n = 15), or Transwoman (n = 6). One percent identified as
Nonbinary (n = 61).3 Less than 1% of respondents marked “a gender not listed here” and offered

identities such as “agender,” “fluid woman,” “male,” and “there are only two genders.”

For the purpose of some analyses, the CSWG elected to collapse the categories Genderqueer,

Gender Non-Conforming, Transgender, Transman, Transwoman, Nonbinary, and “gender not
listed here” into the “Trans-spectrum” category (3%, n = 123). The CSWG also decided not to
include the Trans-spectrum category in some analyses to maintain the confidentiality of those

respondents.

3 The majority of respondents identified their birth sex as female (68%, n = 3,112), while 31% (n = 1,410) of
respondents identified as male and less than five identified as intersex. Additionally, 64% (n = 2,928) identified their
gender expression as feminine, 1% (n = 64) as genderfluid, 30% (n = 1,359) as masculine, 2% (n = 77) as
androgynous, and 1% (n = 36) as “a gender expression not listed here.”

34 Self-identification as transgender/trans-spectrum does not preclude identification as man or woman, nor do all
those who might fit the definition self-identify as transgender/trans-spectrum. Here, those who chose to self-identify
as transgender/trans-spectrum have been reported separately to reveal the presence of an identity that might
otherwise have been overlooked. When transgender/trans-spectrum respondents numbered less than five, no
analyses were conducted or included in that section to maintain the respondents’ confidentiality.
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Figure 2 illustrates that of the responding Students, 67% (n = 2,155) identified as women and
30% (n = 951) identified as men. A higher percentage of Faculty respondents identified as
women (59%, n = 296) than identified as men (39%, n = 197), and a higher percentage of Staff
respondents identifies as women (70%, n = 562) than identified as men (29%, n = 231). Three
percent (n = 105) of Student respondents, 2% (n = 9) of Faculty respondents, and 1% (n = 9) of

Staff respondents identified as Trans-spectrum,

Staff
70%

N 2%

B Trans-spectrum

Faculty
B Man

59%

B Woman

3%
Student 30%
67%

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

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

Figure 2. Respondents by Gender Identity and Position Status (%)
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Most respondents identified as Heterosexual® (79%, n = 3,590); 8% (n = 360) identified as
Queer-spectrum (i.e., lesbian, gay, pansexual, queer, or questioning), 8% (n = 349) identified as
Bisexual, and 3% (n = 121) identified as Asexual (Figure 3). Three percent (n = 135) of
respondents did not indicate their sexual identity and were recoded to Missing/Not Listed.

3,000

2,500

2,000

1,500

1,000

500

0

287

33 40

Queer-spectrum

M Student M Faculty m Staff

2,479
697
414
310
89 12 20 . 19 20 l
[ .
Asexual Bisexual Heterosexual

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

% Respondents who answered “other” in response to the question about their sexual identity and wrote “straight” or
“heterosexual” in the adjoining text box were recoded as Heterosexual. Additionally, this report uses the terms
“Queer-spectrum” to denote individuals who self-identified as leshian, gay, pansexual, queer, and questioning, as
well as those who wrote in “other” terms such as “demisexual,” “biromantic,” etc.
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Of Faculty respondents, 12% (n = 54) were between 25 and 34 years old, 28% (n = 125) were
between 35 and 44 years old, 23% (n = 104) were between 45 and 54 years old, 22% (n = 96)
were between 55 and 64 years old, and 14% (n = 62) were between 65 and 74 years old (Figure
4). Of Staff respondents, 15% (n = 108) were between 25 and 34 years old, 20% (n = 145) were
between 35 and 44 years old, 26% (n = 189) were between 45 and 54 years old, 31% (n = 230)
were between 55 and 64 years old, and 6% (n = 44) were between 65 and 74 years old.

250
230
H Faculty
m Staff
200 189
150 145
125
108 104
96
100
62
54
50 44
0 0 0 0
0 m
19 or 20-21 22-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and older

younger

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

Figure 4. Faculty and Staff Respondents by Age and Position Status (n)
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Of responding Students, 69% (n = 2,130) were between 18 and 21 years old, 16% (n = 502) were
between 22 and 24 years old, and 11% (n = 350) were between 25 and 34 years old (Figure 5).

1,200
1,052 1,078
1,000
800
600
502
400 350
200
74 .
11 7 0
. -
18-19 20-21 22-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75 and older

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

Figure 5. Student Respondents by Age (n)
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Regarding racial identity, 74% (n = 3,370) of the respondents identified as White/European
American (Figure 6). Seven percent (n = 331) of respondents identified as Multiracial, 5% each
were Hispanic/Latinx/Chicanx (n = 229) and Asian/Asian American (n = 214), 4% (n = 175)
were Black/African/African American, 1% were each South Asian (n = 43) or Middle Eastern (n
= 34), and less than 1% were each American Indian/Native American/Indigenous (n = 8), Pacific
Islander (n < 5), and Alaska Native (n < 5). Some individuals marked the response category “a
racial/ethnic identity not listed here” and wrote “Ashkenazi Jew,” “Azorean,” “Black/Haitian
American,” “Cape Verde and Puerto Rican,” “Cape Verdean,” “Caribbean Indian,” and “mixed

race” or identified with a specific country.

White/European American I 74%
Multiracial Il 7%
Hispanic/Latinx/Chicanx 1l 5%
Asian/Asian American [l 5%
Black/African/African American Wl 4%
South Asian | 1%
Middle Eastern | 1%
American Indian/Native American/Indigenous |
Pacific Islander
Alaska Native
A racial/ethnic identity not listed | 1%
Missing M 2%

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

Figure 6. Respondents by Racial/Ethnic Identity (%)
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Respondents were given the opportunity to mark multiple boxes regarding their racial identity,
allowing them to identify as biracial or multiracial. For the purposes of some analyses, the
CSWG created six racial identity categories. Given the opportunity to mark multiple responses,
many respondents chose only White (74%, n = 3,370) as their identity (Figure 7). Many
respondents identified as Multiracial®” (7%, n = 331), APIDA3® (6%, n = 261), Latinx®® (5%, n =
229), Black/African/African American (4%, n = 175), and Additional Respondents of Color*°
(1%, n = 44). A substantial percentage of respondents did not indicate their racial identity and
were recoded to Missing/Unknown (3%, n = 145).

White 74%
Multiracial 7%
APIDA 6%
Latinx 5%
Black/African/African American 4%

Additional Respondents of Color 1%

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

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

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

37 Per the CSWG, respondents who identified as more than one racial identity were recoded as Multiracial.

38 With the CSWG’s approval, the Asian Pacific Islander Desi American (APIDA) category included respondents
who identified as Asian/Asian American, Pacific Islander, South Asian, and Native Hawaiian.

39 With the CSWG’s approval, the Latinx category included respondents who identified as Hispanic, Latinx, or
Chicanx.

40 With the CSWG’s approval, the Additional Respondents of Color category included respondents who identified
as American Indian/Native American/Indigenous, Middle Eastern, and Alaska Native. When comparing significant
differences, all racial minorities are grouped together when low numbers of respondents existed (referred to, in this
report, as Additional Respondents of Color). Due to the low response rate within this category, this category is
excluded from many analyses to protect confidentiality of respondents.
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The survey question that queried respondents about their religious or spiritual affiliations offered
many response choices.** For the purposes of this report, the responses were collapsed into five
categories. Forty-three percent (n = 1,974) of respondents indicated No Religious Affiliation
(Figure 8). Forty-two percent (n = 1,912) of respondents identified as having a Christian
Religious Affiliation. Five percent (n = 220) identified with Additional Religious Affiliations,
and 4% (n = 188) of respondents chose Multiple Religious Affiliations. Two percent (n = 105) of
respondents chose Jewish Religious Affiliation. Three percent (n = 156) of respondents did not
indicate their religious affiliation and were recoded to Missing/Unknown.

No Affiliation [N 43%
Christian Affiliation [N 42%
Additional Affiliation [l 5%
Multiple Affiliations [l 4%
Jewish W 2%

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

Figure 8. Respondents by Religious Affiliation (%)

41 With the CSWG’s approval, religious/spiritual affiliation was collapsed into five categories: No Religious
Affiliation, Christian Religious Affiliation, Jewish Religious Affiliation, Multiple Religious Affiliations, and Other
Religious Affiliations. Jewish was identified as a separate category due to its response number that exceeded 100.
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Two survey items addressed respondents’ political party affiliations and views. Forty percent (n

= 1,807) of respondents indicated that they were affiliated with the Democrat party and 9%

identified as Republican (n = 398). Twenty-six percent (n = 1,195) of respondents identified as

having No Political Affiliation. Twenty-one percent (n = 953) identified as Independent, 1% (n =

26) identified as Green, and 1% (n = 57) of respondents chose a political affiliation not listed

above (Other Affiliation). Two percent (n = 74) of respondents did not indicate their political

party affiliation and were recoded to Missing/Unknown. Figure 9 illustrates party affiliation by

respondent position status.
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Figure 9. Respondents by Political Affiliation and Position Status (%)
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Thirty-four percent (n = 1,567) of respondents described their current political views as
Moderate. Thirty-two percent (n = 1,457) of respondents identified as Liberal/Progressive and
17% (n = 791) as Very Liberal/Progressive. Nine percent (n = 406) of respondents described
their current political views as Conservative and 1% (n = 54) as Very Conservative. Four percent
(n = 168) of respondent indicated that they held Political Views Not Listed Above. Three percent
(n =112) of respondents did not indicate their current political views and were recoded to

Missing/Unknown. Figure 10 depicts current political views by respondent position status.

H Very conservative M Conservative B Moderate Liberal/Progressive M Very Liberal/Progressive
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Figure 10. Respondents by Current Political Views and Position Status (%)
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Nineteen percent (n = 872) of all respondents, including 7% (n = 233) of Student respondents,
had substantial parenting or caregiving responsibilities. Figure 11 illustrates that of the 233
Student respondents who had caregiving responsibilities, 22% (n = 52) were caring for children
five years old or younger and 34% (n = 82) were caring for children between six and 18 years
old (Figure 11). Twenty-five percent (n = 59) of Student respondents who indicated they had

caregiving responsibilities were caring for senior or other family members.
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Figure 11. Student Respondents’ Caregiving Responsibilities by Student Status (%)

48



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
URI Final Report

Forty-eight percent (n = 243) of Staff respondents and 49% (n = 396) of Faculty respondents had
substantial parenting or caregiving responsibilities (Figure 12). Of the 243 Staff respondents and
396 Faculty respondents who had substantial parenting or caregiving responsibilities, 24% (n =
93) of Staff respondents and 32% (n = 78) of Faculty respondents were caring for children five
years old or younger. Forty-nine percent (n = 195) of Staff respondents and 55% (n = 134) of
Faculty respondents were caring for children ages 6 to 18 years. Twenty-one percent (n = 83) of
Staff respondents and 15% (n = 36) of Faculty respondents were caring for dependent children
more than 18 years old. Eleven percent (n = 44) of Staff respondents and 6% (n = 15) of Faculty
respondents had independent children more than 18 years old. Six percent (n = 22) of Staff
respondents and 5% (n = 12) of Faculty respondents were caring for partners/spouses with
disabilities or illnesses. Thirty-seven percent (n = 147) of Staff respondents and 21% (n = 52) of

Faculty respondents were caring for senior or other family members.
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Figure 12. Employee Respondents’ Caregiving Responsibilities by Position Status (%)

Data revealed that 90% (n = 4,093) of respondents had never served in the U.S. Armed Forces.
Less than 1% of respondents each were currently on active duty (n = 7), currently a member of

the National Guard (n = 18), currently a member of the Reserves (n =7), or in ROTC (n = 10)
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Two percent (n = 84) of respondents were not currently serving, but have served (i.e., retired,
veteran). Five percent (n = 215) of respondents identified as a child, spouse, or domestic partner

of a currently serving or former member of the U.S. Armed Forces.

Eighteen percent (n = 836) of respondents had conditions/disabilities that influenced their
learning, living, or working activities. Subsequent analyses indicated that 12% (n = 551) of
respondents had a single condition/disability that influenced learning, living, or working
activities and 6% (n = 269) had multiple conditions/disabilities that influenced their learning,
living, or working activities. Sixty-nine percent (n = 575) of respondents who indicated that they
had such conditions had mental health/psychological conditions, 31% (n = 256) had learning
disabilities, and 16% (n = 132) had chronic health diagnoses or medical conditions (Table 7).
Thirty-two percent (n = 224) of Student respondents who indicated that they had
conditions/disabilities noted that they were registered with Disability Services for Students.
Fifteen percent (n = 22) of Faculty and Staff respondents who noted that they had such

conditions indicated they were receiving accommodations for their disabilities.

Table 7. Respondents’ Conditions/Disabilities That Influence Learning, Living, or Working Activities

Condition/disability n %
Acquired/traumatic brain injury 11 1.3
Asperger’s/autism spectrum 33 3.9

Chronic diagnosis or medical condition (e.g., asthma, diabetes,

lupus, cancer, multiple sclerosis, fibromyalgia) 132 15.8
Hard of hearing or d/Deaf 23 2.8
Learning difference/disability (e.g., attention deficit/hyperactivity

disorder, cognitive/language-based) 256 30.6
Low vision or blind 11 1.3
Mental health/psychological condition (e.g., anxiety, depression) 575 68.8
Physical/mobility condition that affects walking 31 3.7
Physical/mobility condition that does not affect walking 25 3.0
Speech/communication condition 1 0.1
A disability/condition not listed here 44 5.3
Missing 35 4.2

Note: Table includes answers only from those respondents who indicated that they have a condition/disability in Question 71 (n =
836). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices.
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Table 8 depicts how respondents answered the survey item, “What is your citizenship/immigrant
status in the U.S.? Mark all that apply.” For the purposes of analyses, the CSWG created three
citizenship categories:*? 88% (n = 3,995) of respondents indicated that they were U.S. Citizens-
Birth, 7% (n = 331) indicated Naturalized/Permanent Status, and 4% (n = 168) indicated

International.

Table 8. Respondents’ Citizenship Status (Duplicated Totals)

Citizenship n %
Permanent immigrant status (e.g., lawful permanent resident,

refugee, asylee, T visa, VAWA) 122 2.7
Temporary resident — international student 123 2.7
Temporary resident — dual intent worker (e.g., H-1B visa holder) or

other temporary worker status 33 0.7
Unprotected status (no protections) 3 0.1
U.S. citizen by birth 3,995 87.7
Naturalized U.S. citizen 209 4.6
Other legally documented status 9 0.2
Missing 61 1.3

Eighty-seven percent (n = 3,980) of respondents indicated that English was their first language
and 7% (n = 339) of respondents indicated that English was not their first language. Four percent
(n = 185) of respondents indicated that they learned English along with other language(s). Some
of the languages other than English that respondents identified as their primary languages were
Akan, Albanian, Arabic, Bahasa, Bangla, Bengali, Cambodian, Cantonese, Cape Verdean
Creole, Cebuano, Chinese, Creole, Czech, Dutch, Farsi, Filipino, Finnish, French, German,
Greek, Gujarati, Haitian Creole, Hindi, Hmong, Hungarian, Igbo, Indonesian, Italian, Japanese,
Khmer, Korean, Laotian, Mandarin, Marathi, Nepali, Newari, Persian, Polish, Portuguese,
Russian, Spanish, Swedish, Tagalog, Teluga, Turkish, Twi, Ukrainian, Urdu, Vietnamese, and

Yoruba.

42 \With the CSWG’s approval, the collapsed categories for citizenship include U.S. Citizen-Birth,
Naturalized/Permanent Status, and International.
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they had completed was a master’s degree, 24% (n = 200) had a bachelor’s degree, 8% (n = 66)

had finished some graduate work, 7% (n = 59) had finished a doctoral degree, and 6% (n = 48)

had finished an associate’s degree.

Table 9 illustrates the level of education completed by Student respondents’ parents or legal

guardians. Subsequent analyses indicated that 33% (n = 1,500) of Student respondents were

First-Generation Students.*®

Table 9. Student Respondents’ Parents’/Guardians’ Highest Level of Education

Parent/legal guardian

Parent/legal guardian

Level of education n % n %
No high school 49 1.1 146 3.2
Some high school 88 1.9 110 24
Completed high school/GED 171 3.8 191 4.2
Some college 727 16.0 807 17.7
Business/technical certificate/degree 435 9.5 535 11.7
Associate’s degree 125 2.7 204 4.5
Bachelor’s degree 280 6.1 333 7.3
Some graduate work 1,262 21.7 1,238 27.2
Master’s degree (MA, MS, MBA) 81 1.8 75 1.6
Specialist degree (EdS) 890 19.5 591 13.0
Doctoral degree (PhD, EdD) 24 0.5 19 0.4
Professional degree (MD, JD) 218 4.8 95 2.1
Unknown 143 3.1 87 1.9
Not applicable 21 0.5 58 1.3
Missing 41 0.9 66 14

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225).

43 With the CSWG’s approval, “First-Generation Students” were identified as those with both parents/guardians
having completed no high school, some high school, high school/GED, or some college.
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As indicated in Table 10, 32% (n = 855) of Undergraduate Student respondents had been
enrolled at URI for less than one year, 6% (n = 147) had been at URI for one year, 24% (n =
646) had been at URI for two years, 20% (n = 533) for three years, 14% (n = 372) for four years,
and 3% (n = 74) of Undergraduate Student respondents had been at URI for five years. One

percent (n = 32) of Undergraduate Student respondents had been at URI for six or more years.

Table 10. Undergraduate Student Respondents’ Years at URI

Years n %
Less than one year 855 32.1
One year 147 5.5
Two years 646 24.3
Three years 533 20.0
Four years 372 14.0
Five years 74 2.8
Six or more years 32 1.2
Missing <5

Note: Table reports responses only from Undergraduate Student respondents (n = 2,660).
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Table 11 reveals that 7% of Undergraduate Student respondents were each majoring in

Psychology (n = 175) and Pharmaceutical Sciences (n = 195), 6% (n = 149) were majoring in

Nursing, and 4% were majoring each in Mechanical Engineering (n = 96) and Kinesiology (n =

107).

Table 11. Undergraduate Student Respondents’ Major (If Modified, Primary Department/Program,

Excluding Minors)

Major n %
Accounting 70 2.6
Animal Science and Technology 62 2.3
Biological Sciences 87 3.3
Biology 55 2.1
Business — Undeclared 69 2.6
Civil Engineering 53 2.0
Communication Studies 85 3.2
Communicative Disorders 65 2.4
Computer Science 71 2.7
Criminology and Criminal Justice 65 24
Elementary Education 58 2.2
Finance 63 2.4
Health Studies 71 2.7
Human Development and Family Science 74 2.8
Marketing 86 3.2
Mechanical Engineering 96 3.6
Nursing 149 5.6
Pharmaceutical Sciences 195 7.3
Political Science 76 2.9
Psychology 175 6.6
Public Relations 55 2.1
Spanish 66 2.5
Wildlife and Conservation Biology 52 2.0
Missing 14 0.5

Note: Table reports responses only from Undergraduate Student respondents (n = 2,660). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a
result of multiple response choices. For a full list of Undergraduate Student majors, please visit Table B24 in Appendix B.
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Table 12 indicates that, among Graduate Student respondents, 38% (n = 214) were in their first
year of their graduate degree programs, 29% (n = 161) were in their second year, 17% (n = 93)
were in their third year, 7% (n = 42) were in their fourth year, 6% (n = 34) were in their fifth
year, and 3% (n = 17) were in their sixth year or more.

Table 12. Graduate Student Respondents’ Years at URI

Years N %
First year 214 37.9
Second year 161 28.5
Third year 93 16.5
Fourth year 42 7.4
Fifth year 34 6.0
Sixth year or more S
Missing <5

Note: Table reports responses only from Graduate Student respondents (n = 565).
*Category suppressed to maintain confidentiality.

Twelve percent (n = 63) of Graduate Student respondents were enrolled in certificate programs,
62% (n = 352) were enrolled in Master’s Degree programs, 44% (n = 250) were enrolled in
Doctor of Philosophy programs, 5% (n = 27) were enrolled in Professional Doctorate in
Pharmacy programs, and 4% (n = 25) were enrolled in Doctor of Physical Therapy programs
(Table 13).

Table 13. Graduate Student Respondents’ Academic Division

Academic divisions n %
Post-Baccalaureate Certificate Programs 63 11.5
Master’s Degree 352 62.7
Post-Master’s Certificate Programs <5 ---
Doctor of Philosophy 250 44.4
Doctor of Nursing Practice 0 0.0
Doctor of Physical Therapy 25 4.4
Professional Doctorate in Business

Administration <5
Professional Doctorate in Pharmacy 27 4.8
Missing 14 2.5

Note: Table reports responses only from Graduate Student respondents (n = 565). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of
multiple response choices. For a full list of Graduate Student majors, please visit Table B25 in Appendix B.
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Fifty-three percent (n = 1,718) of Student respondents took most of their classes online at URI
since the fall 2020 semester (Figure 13). Thirty-one percent (n = 1,008) of Student respondents
took all of their classes online. Ninety-four percent (n = 2,965) of Student respondents indicated
that these courses were held online owing to the COVID-19 pandemic.

100%
90%
80%
70%

60%

53%

50%

40%
31%

30%

0,
20% 13%

I

All Most Some None

10%

0%

Figure 13. Percentage of Classes Taken Exclusively Online by Student Respondents (%)

Seventeen percent (n = 792) of Student respondents indicated that they or their families had an
annual income of less than $50,000. Nineteen percent (n = 882) of Student respondents indicated
an annual income between $50,000 and $99,999; 15% (n = 690) between $100,000 and
$149,999; 11% (n = 523) between $150,000 and $249,999; and 5% (n = 225) had an annual

income of $250,000 or more.

Information is provided for those Undergraduate and Graduate Student respondents who
indicated on the survey that they were financially independent (i.e., students were the sole
providers of their living and educational expenses) and those Student respondents who were

financially dependent on others (Figure 14).
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Figure 14. Student Respondents’ Income by Dependency Status (Dependent, Independent) and
Student Status (%)
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Twenty-three percent (n = 617) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 47% (n = 266) of
Graduate Student respondents were employed on campus, while 39% (n = 1,037) of
Undergraduate Student respondents and 37% (n = 211) of Graduate Student respondents were
employed off campus (Table 14). Of Undergraduate Student respondents who were employed on
campus, 51% (n = 307) worked between one and 10 hours per week. Of Graduate Student
respondents who were employed on campus, 63% (n = 165) worked between 11 and 20 hours
per week. Of Undergraduate Student respondents who were employed off campus, 39% (n =
390) worked between 11 and 20 hours per week. Of Graduate Student respondents who were

employed off campus, 32% (n = 64) worked between 11 and 20 hours per week.

Table 14. Student Employment

Undergraduate Student Graduate Student
respondents respondents
Employed n % n %
No 1,136 42.7 137 24.2
Yes, | work on campus 617 23.2 266 47.1
1-10 hours/week 307 50.6 47 18.0
11-20 hours/week 265 43.7 165 63.2
21-30 hours/week 31 5.1 26 10.0
31-40 hours/week <5 11 4.2
More than 40 hours/week 0 0 12 4.6
Yes, I work off campus 1,037 39.0 211 37.3
1-10 hours/week 307 30.5 44 21.7
11-20 hours/week 390 38.8 64 315
21-30 hours/week 207 20.6 22 10.8
31-40 hours/week 71 7.1 43 21.2
More than 40 hours/week 31 3.1 30 14.8

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225).

Forty-two percent (n = 1,348) of Student respondents experienced financial hardship while
attending URI, including 43% (n = 1,133) of Undergraduate Student respondents and 38% (n =
215) of Graduate Student respondents. Of these Undergraduate Student respondents, 67% (n =
761) had difficulty affording tuition, 47% (n = 529) had difficulty affording housing, and 58% (n
= 656) had difficulty affording books/course codes/materials (Table 15). Of these Graduate
Student respondents, 49% (n = 105) had difficulty affording housing, and 37% (n = 79) each had
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difficulty affording books/course codes/materials and other campus fees. Two percent (n = 52) of

Student respondents indicated other financial hardships not listed in the survey and provided

responses such as “bills,” “club dues,” “car insurance,” “meal plan,” “musical instruments,”

“parking,” “sorority dues,” and “work-related expenses.”

Table 15. Student Respondents Experienced Financial Hardship

Undergraduate Student

Graduate Student

respondents respondents

Financial hardship n % N %
Books/course codes/materials 656 57.9 79 36.7
Child care 12 11 10 4.7
Clothing 227 20.0 24 11.2
Cocurricular events or activities 72 6.4 13 6.0
Commuting to campus 316 27.9 43 20.0
Food 363 32.0 51 23.7
Health care 131 11.6 50 23.3
Housing 529 46.7 105 48.8
J term and summer sessions 256 22.6 35 16.3
Mental health services 155 13.7 21 9.8
Other campus fees 392 34.6 79 36.7
Other campus fees (e.g., course fees, health

services fees, lab fees, program fees) 392 34.6 79 36.7
Participation in social events 193 17.0 33 15.3
Spring break 145 12.8 20 9.3
Studying abroad 146 12.9 19 8.8
Technology 245 21.6 34 15.8
Travel during mandatory evacuation 37 3.3 <5 -
Travel to and from URI (e.g., returning home

during break) 151 13.3 26 12.1
Tuition 761 67.2 104 48.4
Unpaid internships/research opportunities 132 11.7 39 18.1
A financial hardship not listed here 40 3.5 12 5.6

Note: Table reports responses only of Students respondents who indicated on the survey that they

experienced financial hardship (n = 3,225).

Table 16 depicts how students were paying for college. Fifty-three percent (n = 1,699) of Student

respondents depended on family contributions to pay for their education at URI. Forty-nine
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percent (n = 1,585) of Student respondents relied on loans to pay for their education. Thirty-four
percent (n = 1,085) of Student respondents used Scholarships (University merit) to pay for
college, and 28% (n = 914) used Federal/state grants.

Table 16. How Student Respondents Were Paying for College

Source of funding n %
Family member contribution 1,699 52.7
Loans 1,585 49.1
Scholarship: University merit (e.g., athletic,

presidential, university, music) 1,085 33.6
Federal/state grant (e.g., Pell, Rhode Island Promise) 914 28.3
Personal contribution/job (resident assistant, off

campus job) 622 19.3
Scholarship: University need based (e.g., URI

Foundation) 496 154
Scholarship: External/community (e.g., College

Crusade, Gates, Rhode Island Credit Union) 359 111
Employer tuition

reimbursement/assistance/scholarship 327 10.1
Graduate assistantship/fellowship (e.qg.,

administrative, research, teaching) 267 8.3
Talent development (e.g., Hardge/Forleo) 154 4.8
A method of payment not listed here 104 3.2
Military education benefits (e.g., Gl Bill, STAP

Waiver, ROTC) 75 2.3
Home government sponsorship 25 0.8
Missing 24 0.7

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225).

Table 17 illustrates some differences in the ways that student respondents were paying for

college based on their income status** or first-generation status.

4 \With the CSWG’s approval, Low-Income Student respondents were identified as those students whose families
earn less than $30,000 annually.
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Table 17. How Students Were Paying for College by Income and First-Generation Status

Low-Income Not-Low-Income Not-First-
Student Student First-Generation Generation Student
respondents respondents Student respondents respondents
Source of funding n % n % n % n %
Family member
contribution 84 17.8 58.7 1,550 315 33.2 1,378 61.0
Loans 195 41.4 1,350 51.1 542 57.1 1,040 46.1

Scholarship: University

merit (e.g., athletic,

presidential, university,

music) 71 15.1 972 36.8 232 24.4 850 37.6
Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225).

Sixty-eight percent (n = 2,206) of Student respondents received support for living/educational
expenses from their family/guardian (i.e., they were financially dependent) and 30% (n = 974) of
Student respondents received no support for living/educational expenses from their
family/guardian (i.e., they were financially independent). Subsequent analyses indicated that
69% (n = 324) of Low-Income Student respondents, 24% (n = 631) of Not-Low-Income Student
respondents, 44% (n = 418) of First-Generation Student respondents, and 25% (n = 551) of Not-

First-Generation Student respondents were financially independent.

Of the Students completing the survey, 46% (n = 1,490) lived in off campus housing in
apartments or houses, 25% (n = 803) lived in undergraduate residence halls, 23% (n = 727) lived
with family members/guardians, 2% (n = 53) lived in Graduate Village, and 1% lived in each
sorority houses (n = 46), fraternity houses (n = 20), and International Engineering Program

housing (n = 19). Five respondents identified as housing insecure (Table 18).

Table 18. Student Respondents’ Residence

Residence n %
Off campus in apartment or house 1,490 46.2
Undergraduate residence hall 803 24.9
Living with family member/guardian 727 22.5
Graduate Village 53 1.6
Other 50 1.6
Sorority house 46 1.4
Fraternity house 20 0.6
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Residence n %
International Engineering Program housing 19 0.6
Missing 12 0.4
Housing insecure (e.g., on a friend’s couch, sleeping

in a car, sleeping in a campus office/laboratory) 5 0.2

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225)

URI Final Report

Thirty-eight percent (n = 1,215) of Student respondents did not participate in any clubs,

organizations, or societies at URI (Table 19). Seventeen percent of Student respondents (n = 540)

participated in Greek life, 15% (n = 493) participated in academic/major clubs, and 11%

participated in each student employment related clubs, organizations, or societies (n = 353) and

academic and academic honorary clubs, organizations, or societies (n = 344).

Table 19. Student Respondents’ Participation in Clubs, Organizations, or Societies at URI

Clubs/Organizations/Societies n %
I do not participate in any clubs, organizations, or societies at URI. 1,215 37.7
Greek Life (e.g., Kappa Delta, Sigma Alpha Mu) 540 16.7
Academic/major (e.g., Psychology Club, CELS Seeds of Success [SOS], Society

for Women in Marine Science [SWMS]) 493 15.3
Student employment related (e.g., tour guide, RA, orientation leader) 353 10.9
Academic and academic honorary (e.g., National Society of Collegiate Scholars,

Phi Kappa Phi) 344 10.7
A student association, club, group, organization, society, or team not listed above 322 10.0
Recreational (e.g., Gaming Club, Outing Club, Paranormal Society, Intramurals,

Quidditch Club) 312 9.7
Club sport (e.g., gymnastics, sailing) 271 8.4
Professional or pre-professional (e.g., National Society for Black Engineers, Public

Relations Student Society of America) 197 6.1
Service or philanthropic (e.g., Habitat for Humanity, SAVES) 187 5.8
Culture and identity-specific (e.g., Cape Verdean Student Associations [CVSA],

Latin American Student Association [LASA], LGBTQ+, We’re Offering Woman

Wisdom [WOWW]) 135 4.2
Athletic team (e.g., basketball, track & field) 113 3.5
Religious or spirituality-based (e.g., InterVarsity Christian Fellowship, Muslim

Students Association) 114 3.5
Health and wellness (e.g., Active Minds, Counseling Center Groups, Public Health

Club) 88 2.7
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Clubs/Organizations/Societies n %
Performance (e.g., Alima International Dance Association, eXposure, URI

Ramettes) 87 2.7
Governance (e.g., Graduate Student Association, Student Senate) 60 1.9
Political or issue-oriented (e.g., ACLU of URI, College Republications) 58 1.8
Publication/media (e.g., Renaissance Yearbook, The Good 5 Cent Cigar) 51 1.6
Missing 47 15

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225)

Table 20 shows that most Student respondents indicated that they earned passing grades. Fifty-

seven percent (n = 1,249) indicated that they earned above a 3.5 grade point average (GPA).

Table 20. Student Respondents’ Reported Cumulative GPA at the End of Last Semester

Undergraduate Student

respondents Graduate Student respondents

Grade Point Average (GPA) n % n %
No GPA at the time — first

semester at URI 74 2.8 15 2.7
3.75-4.00 804 30.4 356 63.9
3.50-3.74 569 21.5 114 20.5
3.25-3.49 477 18.0 42 7.5
3.00-3.24 317 12.0 25 45
2.75-2.99 199 7.5 <5
2.50-2.74 75 2.8 <5
2.25-2.49 55 2.1 0 0
2.00-2.24 43 1.6 0 0
1.99 and below 34 1.3 0 0

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents (n = 3,225).
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Figure 15 illustrates that 48% (n = 1,535) of Student respondents, 75% (n = 380) of Faculty
respondents, and 84% (n = 676) of Staff respondents indicated that their personal vehicles were

their primary method of transportation to campus.
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Figure 15. Respondents’ Primary Methods of Transportation to Campus (%)
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Campus Climate Assessment Findings*

The following section reviews the major findings of this study.*® The review explores the climate
at URI through an examination of respondents’ personal experiences, their general perceptions of
campus climate, and their perceptions of Institutional actions regarding climate on campus,
including administrative policies and academic initiatives. Each of these issues was examined in
relation to certain demographic characteristics and status of the respondents. Where sample sizes
were small, certain responses were combined into categories to make comparisons between

groups and to ensure respondents’ confidentiality.

Comfort With the Climate at URI

The survey posed questions regarding respondents’ levels of comfort with URI’s campus
climate. Table 21 illustrates that 69% (n = 3,147) of the survey respondents were “very
comfortable” or “comfortable” with the overall climate at URI. Seventy percent (n = 930) of
Faculty and Staff respondents were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with the climate in their
department, division, or college. Seventy-six percent (n = 2,832) of Student and Faculty

respondents were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with the climate in their classes.

Table 21. Respondents’ Comfort With the Climate at URI

Comfort with climate

Comfort with overall in department/ Comfort with climate
climate division/college * in class**

Level of comfort n % n % n %
Very comfortable 864 19.0 395 29.8 842 22.7
Comfortable 2,283 50.1 535 40.3 1,990 53.6
Neither comfortable
nor uncomfortable 992 21.8 202 15.2 675 18.2
Uncomfortable 326 7.2 142 10.7 165 4.4
Very uncomfortable 88 1.9 53 4.0 40 1.1

*Responses only from Faculty and Staff respondents (n = 1,330).
**Responses only from Faculty and Student respondents (n = 3,735).

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

46 The percentages presented in this section of the report are valid percentages (i.e., percentages are derived from the
number of respondents who answered an individual item).
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Several analyses were conducted to determine whether respondents’ levels of comfort with the
overall climate, the climate in their department, division, or college, or the climate in their

classes differed based on various demographic characteristics.*’

Figure 16 illustrates that statistically significant differences existed by position status for
respondents regarding their comfort with the overall campus climate. Specifically, a lower
percentage of Student respondents (18%, n = 575) than Staff respondents (22%, n = 181) felt
“very comfortable” with the overall climate at URI (Faculty respondents [21%, n = 108] did not
differ statistically). Also, lower percentages of Staff respondents (45%, n = 365) and Faculty
respondents (40%, n = 203) than Student respondents (53%, n = 1,715) felt “comfortable” with
the overall climate at URI. A higher percentage of Faculty respondents (12%, n = 59) than
Student respondents (6%, n = 200) felt “uncomfortable” with the overall climate at URI (Staff
respondents [8%, n = 67] did not differ statistically from other groups).!

B Very comfortable B Comfortable
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable Uncomfortable
H Very uncomfortable

P 8%
P e 53%
Student 22%
6%
B 1%

P 21%
Faculty 24%
12%
M 3%

40%

e 22%
P e 45%
Staff 22%
8%
M 4%

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

Figure 16. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Position Status (%)

47 Figures include percentages rounded to the nearest whole number. As a result, the percentages in figures may
appear to total to more or less than 100.
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No significant differences existed for Student respondents by position status (e.g., Undergraduate

and Graduate) regarding their comfort with the overall climate.

No significant differences existed for Faculty (e.g., Assistant Professor, Associate Professor,
Professor) and Staff (e.g., Non-Classified, Classified-Service/Maintenance, Classified-
Administrative/Technical) respondents by position status regarding their comfort with the overall

climate and comfort with their department, division, or college.

When analyzed by position status, significant differences emerged with respect to level of
comfort with the climate in classes (Figure 17). A lower percentage of Student respondents
(21%, n = 691) compared with Faculty respondents (31%, n = 151) were “very comfortable”

with the climate in their classes."
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Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 17. Faculty and Student Respondents” Comfort With Climate in Classes by Position
Status (%)
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A lower percentage of Undergraduate Student respondents (19%, n = 512) compared with
Graduate Student respondents (32%, n = 179) were “very comfortable” with the climate in their

classes (Figure 18).'"
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Figure 18. Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Classes by Student Status (%)
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By gender identity,*® lower percentages of Trans-spectrum respondents (12%, n = 15) and
Women respondents (17%, n = 515) compared with Men respondents (24%, n = 330) felt “very
comfortable” with the overall climate at URI (Figure 19). Also, a higher percentage of Women
respondents (53%, n = 1,581) than Men respondents (47%, n = 647) and Trans-spectrum
respondents (40%, n = 49) were “comfortable” with the overall climate at URI. Furthermore, a
higher percentage of Trans-spectrum respondents (13%, n = 16) than Women respondents (7%, n
= 212) and Men respondents (6%, n = 87), and Men respondents (3%, n = 35) than Women
respondents (1%, n = 42) (Trans-spectrum respondents [n < 5] did not differ statistically from

other groups) felt “very uncomfortable” with the overall climate at URLY
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Figure 19. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Gender Identity (%)

48 With the CSWG’s approval, gender identity was recoded into the categories Men (n = 1,379), Women (n =
3,013), and Trans-spectrum (n = 123), where Trans-spectrum respondents included those individuals who marked
“Genderqueer,” “Gender Non-Conforming,” “Nonbinary,” “Transgender,” “Transman,” and “Transwoman” only for
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A lower percentage of Women Faculty and Staff respondents (27%, n = 232) than Men Faculty

and Staff respondents (36%, n = 156) felt “very comfortable” with the climate in their

department, division, or college (Figure 20) (Trans-spectrum Faculty and Staff respondents

[28%, n = 5] did not differ statistically from other groups).’
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Figure 20. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Department, Division or
College by Gender Identity (%)

the question, “What is your gender/gender identity (mark all that apply)?” Trans-spectrum respondents were not
included when results compromised the confidentiality of the respondents.
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A lower percentage of Women Faculty and Student respondents (21%, n = 511) compared with
Men Faculty and Student respondents (27%, n = 305) felt “very comfortable” with the climate in
their classes (Trans-spectrum Faculty and Student respondents [19%, n = 22] did not differ
statistically from other groups) (Figure 21). Also, a higher percentage of Women Faculty and
Student respondents (56%, n = 1,358) than Men Faculty and Student respondents (50%, n = 566)
were “comfortable” with the climate in their classes (Trans-spectrum respondents [52%, n = 59]

did not differ statistically from other groups)."
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Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 21. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Classes by Gender
Identity (%)
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By racial identity,*® a lower percentage of Black/African/African American respondents (6%, n =
11) than Multiracial respondents (15%, n = 49), Latinx respondents (15%, n = 35), and White
respondents (21%, n = 705) were “very comfortable” with the overall climate at URI (APIDA
respondents [15%, n = 38] did not differ statistically from other groups) (Figure 22). Higher
percentages of Black/African/African American respondents (13%, n = 22) and Multiracial
respondents (13%, n = 42) than White respondents (6%, n = 202) were “uncomfortable” with the
overall climate at URI (APIDA respondents [6%, n = 16], Latinx respondents [10%, n = 23], and
Additional Respondents of Color [n < 5] did not differ statistically from other groups).""
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Figure 22. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Racial Identity (%)

49 With the CSWG’s approval, racial identity was collapsed into five categories including Asian/Asian
American/Pacific Islander/South Asian (APIDA), Black/African/African American, Latinx, White, and Multiracial.
The Additional People of Color category (American Indian/Native American/Indigenous, Middle Eastern, and
Alaska Native, n = 44) was not maintained in this first level analysis in order to protect confidentiality. For the
purposes of some analyses and to protect confidentiality, this report further collapses racial identity into three
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A higher percentage of Multiracial Faculty and Staff respondents (23%, n = 17) than White
Faculty and Staff respondents (9%, n = 94) felt “uncomfortable” with the climate in their
department, division, or college (Faculty and Staff Respondents of Color [15%, n = 21] did not
differ statistically from other groups) (Figure 23). Also, a higher percentage of Faculty and Staff
Respondents of Color (9%, n = 13) than White Faculty and Staff respondents (3%, n = 28) and
Multiracial Faculty and Staff respondents (0%, n = 0) felt “very uncomfortable” with the climate

in their department, division, or college.""
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Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 23. Faculty and Staff Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Department, Division or
College by Racial Identity (%)

categories including White, Respondents of Color, and Multiracial, where the APIDA, Black/African/African
American, Latinx, American Indian/Native American/Indigenous, Middle Eastern, and Alaska Native categories
were collapsed into one Respondents of Color category.

73



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
URI Final Report
Figure 24 illustrates that a lower percentage of Black/African/African American Faculty and
Student respondents (10%, n = 14) compared with Multiracial Faculty and Student respondents
(21%, n = 61) and White Faculty and Student respondents (25%, n = 657) felt “very
comfortable” with the climate in their classes (APIDA respondents [18%, n = 44], Latinx
respondents [18%, n = 39], and Additional Respondents of Color [21%, n = 8] did not differ

statistically from other groups).”™
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Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 24. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Classes by Racial
Identity (%)
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The survey revealed a significant difference in respondents’ level of comfort with the overall
climate based on sexual identity® (Figure 25). A higher percentage of Queer-spectrum
respondents (10%, n = 37) than Heterosexual respondents (6%, n = 231) felt “uncomfortable”
with the overall climate at URI (Bisexual respondents [9%, n = 31] and Asexual respondents
[6%, n = 7] did not differ statistically from other groups).*
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Note: Responses with n < 5 are not presented in the figure.

Figure 25. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Sexual Identity (%)

Significance testing could not be conducted for Faculty and Staff respondents by sexual identity
regarding their comfort in their department, division, or college owing to the sample’s low

response rates in some of the demographic categories.

50 With the CSWG’s approval, sexual identity was collapsed into four categories including Queer-spectrum,
Asexual, Bisexual and Heterosexual. For the purposes of some analyses and to protect confidentiality, this report
further collapses sexual identity into three categories including Queer-spectrum (including Asexual), Bisexual, and
Heterosexual.
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The survey revealed a significant difference in respondents’ level of comfort with the climate in
their classes based on sexual identity (Figure 26). A lower percentage of Bisexual Faculty and
Student respondents (15%, n = 48) compared with Heterosexual Faculty and Student respondents
(24%, n = 692) felt “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes (Asexual respondents
[24%, n = 24] and Queer-spectrum respondents [19%, n = 59] did not differ statistically from

other groups).X!
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Figure 26. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Classes by Sexual
Identity (%)
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Significant differences existed by disability status.>* Figure 27 illustrates that lower percentages
of Respondents with A Single Disability (13%, n = 69) and with Multiple Disabilities (12%, n =
33) compared with Respondents with No Disability (21%, n = 758) were “very comfortable”
with the overall climate at URIX"
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Figure 27. Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Disability Status (%)

Significance testing could not be conducted for Faculty and Staff respondents by disability status
regarding their comfort in their department, division, or college owing to the sample’s low

response rates in some of the demographic categories.

°1 With the CSWG’s approval, disability status was collapsed into three categories (No Disability, Single Disability,
and Multiple Disabilities). For the purposes of some analyses, this report further collapses disability status into two
categories (No Disability and At Least One Disability), where Single Disability and Multiple Disabilities were
collapsed into one Disability category.
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Figure 28 illustrates that a lower percentage of Faculty and Student Respondents with Multiple
Disabilities (16%, n = 39) compared with Faculty and Student Respondents with No Disability
(24%, n = 705) were “very comfortable” with the climate in their classes (Faculty and Student
Respondents with a Single Disability [19%, n = 93] did not differ statistically from other
groups). Also, a higher percentage of Faculty and Student respondents with A Single Disability
(2%, n = 11) than those with No Disability (1%, n = 26) felt “very uncomfortable” with their
classroom climate (Faculty and Student Respondents with Multiple Disabilities [n < 5] did not

differ statistically from other groups). X"
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Figure 28. Faculty and Student Respondents’ Comfort With Climate in Classes by Disability
Status (%)
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In terms of Student respondents’ income status and comfort with the overall climate on campus,
significant differences emerged (Figure 29). A lower percentage of Low-Income Student
respondents (47%, n = 223) were “very comfortable” with the overall climate when compared
with that of Not-Low-Income Student respondents (55%, n = 1,441).XV
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Figure 29. Student Respondents’ Comfort With Overall Climate by Income Status (%)

No significant differences existed for Student respondents by income status regarding their

comfort with the climate in their classes.

No significant differences existed for respondents by first-generation status and citizenship status
regarding their comfort with the overall climate, the climate in their department, division, or

college, and the climate in their classes.

Barriers at URI for Respondents With Disabilities

One survey item asked Respondents with Disabilities if they had experienced barriers in
facilities, technology/online environment, identity, or instructional/campus materials at URI
within the past year. The following tables highlight where Respondents with Disabilities most
often experienced barriers at URI. With regard to campus facilities, 15% (n = 114) of
Respondents with Disabilities noted that they experienced barriers in classroom buildings, 12%
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(n = 95) experienced barriers classrooms, laboratories (including computer labs), 11% (n = 88) in

college housing, and 10% (n = 78) in campus transportation/parking (Table 22).

Table 22. Facilities Barriers Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable

Facilities n % n % n %
Classroom buildings 114 14.6 368 47.1 300 38.4
Classrooms, laboratories (including computer labs) 95 12.1 368 46.9 321 40.9
College housing 88 11.3 320 41.0 372 47.7
Campus transportation/parking 78 10.1 370 47.7 328 42.3
Dining facilities 68 8.7 343 44.1 367 47.2
Health Services 53 6.8 389 50.1 334 43.0
Walkways, pedestrian paths, crosswalks 47 6.1 389 50.6 333 43.3
Temporary barriers because of construction or

maintenance 44 5.7 385 50.0 341 44.3
Athletic and recreational facilities 42 5.4 343 43.8 398 50.8
Other campus buildings 38 4.9 406 52.4 331 42.7
Restrooms 38 4.9 412 53.2 325 41.9
Elevators/lifts 36 4.6 396 51.1 343 44.3
Doors 31 4.0 401 51.5 346 44.5
Office furniture (e.g., chair, desk) 31 4.0 400 51.6 344 44.4
Emergency preparedness 29 3.7 397 51.1 351 45.2
Podium 20 2.6 387 50.0 367 47.4
Signage 20 2.6 408 52.6 348 44.8
Studios/performing arts spaces 17 2.2 366 47.3 390 50.5

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they had a disability (n = 836).

Table 23 illustrates that, in terms of the technological or online environment, 10% (n = 72) of

Respondents with Disabilities experienced barriers related to Brightspace/Sakai and 9% (n = 72)

experienced barriers related to an accessible electronic format.

Table 23. Technology/Online Barriers Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable
Technology/Online n % n % n %
Brightspace/Sakai 72 9.5 429 56.5 258 34.0
Accessible electronic format 72 9.4 429 56.2 262 343
Computer equipment (e.g., screens, mouse, keyboard) 39 5.1 443 58.3 278 36.6
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Table 23. Technology/Online Barriers Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable
Technology/Online n % n % n %
Software (e.g., voice recognition/audiobooks) 38 5.0 442 58.3 278 36.7
Video/video audio descriptions 38 5.0 448 59.0 273 36.0
Electronic forms 36 4.7 460 60.4 266 34.9
Websites 35 4.7 460 61.2 257 34.2
Library databases 33 4.3 440 57.8 288 37.8
Phone/phone equipment 28 3.7 449 59.1 283 37.2
Electronic surveys (including this one) 23 3.0 470 61.8 267 35.1
Electronic signage 22 2.9 457 60.2 280 36.9
Clickers 15 2.0 397 52.2 348 45.8
Kiosks 10 13 429 56.4 321 42.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they had a disability (n = 836).

In terms of identity, 8% of Respondents with Disabilities experienced barriers each with learning

technology (n = 60) and electronic databases (n = 59) (Table 24).

Table 24. Barriers in Resources Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable
Resources n % n % n %
Learning technology 60 7.9 455 60.2 241 31.9
Electronic databases (e.g., e-Campus) 59 7.8 458 60.3 243 32.0
Intake forms (e.g., Health Services) 41 54 454 59.8 264 34.8
Email account 40 53 471 62.3 245 324
Surveys 31 4.1 481 63.9 241 32.0

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they had a disability (n = 836).
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In terms of instructional and campus materials, 9% (n = 67) of Respondents with Disabilities
experienced barriers related to textbooks and 6% related each to video-closed captioning and text
descriptions (n = 47) and food menus (n = 43) (Table 25).

Table 25. Barriers in Instructional/Campus Materials Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable
Instructional/Campus Materials n % n % n %
Textbooks 67 8.8 421 55.5 270 35.6
Video-closed captioning and text descriptions 47 6.3 420 56.1 282 37.7
Food menus 43 5.7 398 52.6 316 41.7
Syllabi 40 5.3 449 59.3 268 354
Forms 24 3.2 447 59.2 284 37.6
Journal articles 24 3.2 457 60.4 276 36.5
Library books 19 2.5 447 59.1 290 38.4
Other publications 17 2.2 458 60.5 282 37.3
Brochures 12 1.6 438 57.7 309 40.7

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they had a disability (n = 836).

In terms of support services, 12% (n = 90) of Respondents with Disabilities experienced barriers

related to accommodations from faculty (Table 26).

Table 26. Barriers in Support Services Experienced by Respondents With Disabilities

Yes No Not applicable
Support Services n % n % n %
Accommodations from faculty 90 11.9 386 50.9 282 37.2
Lighting 31 41 411 540 319 419
Aide Support 18 2.4 393 51.7 349 45.9
Translating/Interpreting 9 1.2 391 51.6 358 47.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they had a disability (n = 836).

Two hundred thirty-two Faculty, Staff, and Students respondents from URI elaborated on their
experiences regarding accessibility at the institution. Four themes emerged from the responses:
facilities and environments not conducive for those with physical disabilities, issues with
services related to disability and mental health, problems with online learning, as well as the

perception that faculty and staff were not accommodating.
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Facilities and Environments Not Conducive for Those With Physical Disabilities. Respondents
named that they had encountered spaces and facilities on campus that were not conducive for
those with physical disabilities. One Undergraduate Student respondent stated, “The level of
accessibility for physically disabled students, especially in regards to building access, is
shameful.” One Staff respondent shared, “Campus construction makes navigating the campus
difficult for someone with mobility issues. Sidewalks are a mess and a hazard.” Additionally,
another Undergraduate Student respondent noted, “Lots of buildings still don’t have wheelchair
access and/or water stations.” A Faculty respondent commented, “I was temporarily disabled
during [year] and found the parking spaces to be a pretty significant problem. Some buildings
had just a few handicap spaces that were always taken. Our building has many handicap spaces
but some are not close to the building and | was better off trying to wait to see if someone parked
close to the building left.”

Some of the main areas that respondents viewed as inaccessible on campus were bathrooms,
signage, and navigating campus in a wheelchair. When it comes to bathrooms, one Faculty
respondent shared, “There are various restrooms across campus that are barely accessible. The
women's bathrooms in the Union are outrageously inaccessible.” A Graduate Student respondent
stated, “Bathrooms marked as accessible often do not accommodate wheelchairs.” For signage,
one Undergraduate Student respondent noted, “Signage around buildings needs to be improved
for those that can’t see/have trouble seeing.” A Staff respondent added, “The COVID related
signage on this campus is laughably confusing. It seems that at least 50% of the outside door
signs are wrong or confusing.” Concerning navigating campus in a wheelchair, one Graduate
Student stated, “I don’t think the buildings are handicap accessible. That statistics building is
particularly horrendous.” A Faculty respondent wrote, “Walkways and access to buildings on
campus is terrible for those with mobility issues. Crossing Upper College Road is downright

dangerous, and there are no appropriate sidewalks or sidewalk cutouts in many areas.”

Issues With Services Related to Disability and Mental Health. Respondents shared that they
encountered issues with campus resources intended to support those with disabilities and mental
health concerns. Concerning disability services, one Undergraduate Student stated, “It is really
hard to go through disability services and get accommodations.” Another Undergraduate Student

respondent wrote about a particular example naming Disability, Access, and Inclusion, “I started
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U.R.I with a running start which makes me feel uncomfortable. | was told by disabilities service
that they would contact me before the start of classes. Also, in the climate of COVID, no [one]
returns phone calls or emails i.e., | never got a return email from a transfer evaluator.” One
Undergraduate Student respondent also added, “The coordination between disability services and

instructors is lacking.”

When it comes to mental health resources, several respondents discussed the issues in accessing
the counseling center on campus. Respondents shared, “Counseling center has not been
supportive whatsoever” and “Counseling center and psychological consultation center needs
more resources and increased accessibility and options for support.” One Undergraduate Student
shared a particular instance, naming, “I have severe anxiety/depression and I found that it was
very hard to make an appointment to speak with a counselor. In my high school, you could drop
in at any time and someone would speak with you. I think it’s surprising that this format is not
consistent with URL.” A Graduate Student respondent stated, “Depression and anxiety make it
difficult to make phone calls. Having mental health services exclusively phone-based makes it
difficult to access when | am unable to make phone calls. However, | do understand that it is a
COVID precaution.”

Problems With Online Learning. Respondents described the problems that they had concerning
accessibility when it came to online learning. One Undergraduate Student respondent stated, “I
rely on subtitles/closed captioning to help me most of the time, and most videos or lectures
posted by professors don’t have that option. | feel that not just for me (because I can mostly get
by without them with some replaying of certain parts) but for people who are hard of hearing,
there needs to be more of an effort to provide captions on media.” Another Undergraduate
Student respondent added, “Closed captions for remote classes would make life easier.” A
Graduate Student respondent noted, “Since classes have gone online, | find that my online
lectures are cutting out randomly during class time. This worries me that I miss something
important that was said. It also worries me my professor thinks I am just leaving and rejoining
class when I’m not, there are just a lot of technical issues when it comes to having over 100
people in an online class lecture.” Additionally, a Faculty respondent stated, “Making forms,

surveys, and online tools available in large fonts that can be seen would be so great!”
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Perception that Faculty and Staff Were Not Accommodating. Respondents also shared that they
perceived and encountered faculty and staff members at the institution who were not
accommodating for those with disabilities; some named faculty members specifically. One
Undergraduate Student respondent stated, “However I have not disclosed this recommendation
or my disabilities to my instructors because (a) in the past if | have mentioned this to a professor,
they seem aggravated/annoyed by having to now accommodate this and (b) a professor | had last
semester said that students who get extended time on exams must take exams while on zoom
with their camera on with the professor (online synchronous class), which seems intrusive and
distracting to me.” Another Undergraduate Student respondent wrote, “Accessibility can possibly
be assisted in how professors can be crude to students with inconsistent health issues. | have
been accused on numerous occasions of overstretching the validity of my illness....” A Graduate
Student respondent commented, “If I told all my professors about my diagnosis and struggles
with mental health, it would likely be an additional point of critique and something they included

in their evaluations of my performance as a [degree] student.”

Other respondents described instances with staff members on campus where they were not
understanding of their disabilities. An Undergraduate Student respondent shared, “I had a staff
member mock me for using a handicap parking space that | am legally allowed to use and have
also experienced service vehicles parked illegally in handicapped spaces.” Another
Undergraduate Student respondent added, “I did not like one of the nurse practitioners at health
services. I did not feel good at all and she did not comfort me or make me feel better at all.” One
Graduate Student respondent wrote, “Parking service yelled at me when I was contracted in over
the month of [date]. | was a full time employee and they refused to give me a parking pass. They
made me pay $6 a day for parking. | do not think I should have done that. The lady on the phone
was very rude and mocked me.” An Undergraduate Student respondent named, “The faculty and
staff at URI plays a major role in me being mentally and physically unhealthy. It confuses me
when URI expects me to reach out to people for help who are currently the ones making my life

worse.”
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Barriers at URI for Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender,
Transman, and Transwoman Respondents

One survey item asked Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender,
Transman, and Transwoman respondents if they had experienced barriers in facilities or identity
accuracy at URI within the past year. Table 27 and Table 28 depict where Genderqueer, Gender
Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman respondents most often
experienced barriers at URI. With regard to campus facilities, 35% (n = 39) of Genderqueer,
Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman respondents
experienced barriers in restrooms, and 30% (n = 33) experienced barriers in signage within the

past year.

Table 27. Facilities Barriers Experienced by Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary,
Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman Respondents

Not
Yes No applicable
Facilities n % n % n %
Restrooms 39 34.5 46 40.7 28 24.8
Signage 33 29.5 41 36.6 38 33.9
Changing rooms/locker rooms 18 16.1 32 28.6 62 55.4
Athletic and recreational facilities 16 14.4 34 30.6 61 55.0

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they identified their gender identity as
Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman (n = 123).

In terms of identity accuracy, 21% of Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary,

Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman respondents had difficulty each with electronic
databases (n = 24) and intake forms (n = 24).

Table 28. Identity Accuracy Barriers Experienced by Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary,
Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman Respondents

Not
Yes No applicable
Identity accuracy n % n % n %
Electronic databases (e.g., e-Campus 24 21.4 70 62.5 18 16.1
Intake forms (e.g., Health Services) 24 21.2 60 53.1 29 25.7
URI ID card 21 18.8 68 60.7 23 20.5
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Table 28. Identity Accuracy Barriers Experienced by Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary,
Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman Respondents

Not
Yes No applicable
Identity accuracy n % n % n %
Name change 18 15.9 56 49.6 39 34.5
Surveys 17 155 70 63.6 23 20.9
Email account 15 135 78 70.3 18 16.2
Learning technology 12 10.7 77 68.8 23 20.5
Public Affairs 12 10.7 69 61.6 31 21.7

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they identified their gender identity as
Genderqueer, Gender Non-Conforming, Nonbinary, Transgender, Transman, and Transwoman (n = 123).

Thirty-seven Graduate Student, Staff, and Undergraduate Student respondents who identify as
genderqueer, gender non-conforming, nonbinary, transgender, transman, and transwoman
offered elaborated on their experiences at URI. Themes that emerged described limited

interactions or exclusionary university practices.

Limited Interactions. Respondents who identified genderqueer, gender non-conforming,
nonbinary, transgender, transman, and transwoman offered elaborated responses to their limited
interactions or challenges about their experiences at URI. One respondent noted, “I have not
experienced life at URI as a genderqueer person yet as | have just figured it out.” Similarly,
another respondent who has yet to experience the campus as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic
noted, “I have not yet been on campus, only remote learning, but | have not had any problems
with any of the forms | have filled out or surveys | have done. | have been identified correctly in
all.” A Staff respondent who works remotely offered another similar response and explained, I
am a full time remote (teleworking) employee, so my interactions are limited.” Lastly, as student
who is more recently “out” offered, “To be honest, I’m like only just starting to be out on

campus. | have no idea what barriers would actually exist.”

Exclusionary Practices. Respondents who identified genderqueer, gender non-conforming,
nonbinary, transgender, transman, and transwoman offered elaborated responses on how they
feel excluded at URI. A respondent who felt excluded based on their chosen identity expressed,
“Surveys often don’t have comprehensive categories for gender identification or a write in
option.” Another respondent offered, “It lists the wrong gender on e-Campus though I was clear
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about it in my application.” Moreover, another respondent explained, “People want to know what
| was assigned at birth. I literally had surgery about the fact that this assignment was wrong.
STOP ASKING.”

Respondents also described exclusionary feelings as it pertained to the appropriate use of their
name and pronouns. One respondent explained, “My URI ID card has my deadname on it, as
well as the medical center usually calls me by my deadname on phone calls. I’ve also had a lot of
trouble with my middle name not being changed to the preferred one when | sign up for events
and it is connected to some accounts such as my lunch plan. The middle name is not as much of
a big deal as my first name but it still makes me afraid of being outed.” Similarly, an
Undergraduate Student respondent offered, “I personally haven’t had issues, but I know many of
my friends have.” The respondent elaborated, “Such as my boyfriend who is trans having his
deadname in the databases and there being no information on how to have that changed and him
having his deadname as his email as well, which whenever he gets emails sends him his
deadname | believe. These things can be extremely disheartening.” Another respondent who
described the inability to use a chosen name in university systems offered, “The inability to set a
different ‘display’ name than a legal name on learning tech and URI accounts should be
considered, in particular for students who have not legally changed their names but plan to.”
Similar challenges surrounding the use of their chosen name is noted by an Undergraduate
Student respondent who wrote, “Despite my name being different on ecampus and being listed as

a preferred name, often times my birth name is used in documents from the University.”

University facilities and signage were among other items elaborated on by respondents who
identified as genderqueer, gender non-conforming, nonbinary, transgender, transman, and
transwoman. One respondent explained, “The lack of gender inclusive restrooms on campus is
ridiculous. | have had to go into different buildings DURING CLASS so that I could relieve
myself!!! It is completely unacceptable that my academic experience should be diminished by
the university’s refusal to be accessible to myself and others.” Another respondent also offered,
“As someone who prefers a gender-neutral bathroom, they are hardly available on campus
despite the advocacy work that's been active on campus for years. Gendered bathrooms are
uncomfortable spaces for me but I’m usually forced to use them. The only place that they've
been abundant is in dorms but even then they are utilized by cisgender people which makes me
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avoid them...” This respondent further addresses concerns they have with the misuse of their
name. They explain, “...When | go into e-campus my deadname still shows up quite prominently
and is used by personal in different administrative offices on campus. There needs to be more
insurance that preferred names are respected and displayed as opposed to deadnames.” Similarly,
another respondent noted, “There is a distinct lack of gender neutral bathrooms on campus, and
the university defaults to legal name and legal gender on e-Campus and the Study Abroad
website with no option for students to change it.” Lastly, a respondent simply expressed, “l do
definitely think that there should be more gender-neutral spaces and bathrooms within URI.”
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Personal Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct®?
Fifteen percent (n = 685) of respondents indicated that they personally had experienced
exclusionary (e.g., shunned, ignored), intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile (bullied, harassed)
conduct that had interfered with their ability to learn, live, or work at URI within the past year.>

Of the respondents who experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile
conduct, 20% (n = 137) indicated that they experienced the conduct only once during the past
year, 24% (n = 160) experienced the conduct twice during the past year, 20% (n = 134)
experienced the conduct three times during the past year, 6% (n = 41) experienced the conduct
four times during the past year, and 30% (n = 199) experienced the conduct more than five times

during the past year (Figure 30).

1 instance 20%
2 instances 24%
3 instances 20%
4 instances 6%
5 or more instances 30%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Figure 30. Number of Instances Respondents Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating,
Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct During the Past Year (%)

Of the respondents who experienced such conduct, 25% (n = 169) indicated that the conduct was
based on their position status at URI. Nineteen percent (n = 132) noted that the conduct was
based on their gender identity, 14% (n = 97) felt that it was based on their age, and 13% (n = 91)

felt that it was based on their racial identity.

In terms of position status, significant differences existed between respondents who indicated on

the survey that they had experienced this conduct (Figure 31). Twenty-nine percent (n = 147) of

52 This report uses the phrases “conduct” and “exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct” as a
shortened version of conduct that someone has “personally experienced” including “exclusionary (e.g., shunned,
ignored), intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile (bullying, harassing) conduct.”

53 The literature on microaggressions reports that this type of conduct has a negative influence on people who
experience the conduct, even if they feel at the time that it had no impact (Sue, 2010; Yosso et al., 2009).
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Faculty respondents, 22% (n = 178) of Staff respondents, and 11% (n = 360) of Student

respondents indicated that they had experienced this conduct.”¥ Of those respondents who had
experienced this conduct, a higher percentage of Staff respondents (40%, n = 72) and Faculty
respondents (30%, n = 44) than Student respondents (15%, n = 53) suggested that the conduct

was based on their position status.*!

100%

B Student
90% ® Faculty
80% o Staff
70%
60%
50%
40%
40%
29% 30%
30%
22%
20% 15%
11%
- - -
0%
Overall experienced conduct Of those who experienced exclusionary conduct,

indicated they experienced the conduct because of their
position status

Figure 31. Respondents’ Personal Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct as a Result of Their Position Status (%)
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By gender identity, higher percentages of Trans-spectrum respondents (20%, n = 24) and
Women respondents (16%, n = 479) than Men respondents (12%, n = 165) indicated that they
had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct within the past year
(Figure 32).VI Higher percentages of Trans-spectrum respondents (33%, n = 8) and Women
respondents (23%, n = 109) than Men respondents (7%, n = 12) who had experienced
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct indicated that the conduct was based

on their gender identity V'

100%

B Women
90%
B Men
80%
M Trans-spectrum

70%
60%
50%

40% 33%

20%

30% 23%
20% 16%
12%
- - - “
. ]

Overall experienced conduct Of those who experienced exclusionary conduct,
indicated they experienced this conduct because of their
gender identity

Figure 32. Respondents’ Personal Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct as a Result of Their Gender Identity (%)
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By age, higher percentages of respondents who were 65-74 Years of Age (23%, n = 26), 55-64
Years of Age (22%, n = 74), 45-54 Years of Age (23%, n = 75), and 35-44 Years of Age (20%, n
= 68) than respondents who were 22-24 Years of Age (12%, n = 60), 20-21 Years of Age (11%,
n =119), and 18-19 Years of Age (10%, n = 104) indicated that they had exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct within the past year (respondents who were 25-34
Years of Age [16%, n = 82] did not differ statistically from other groups; Figure 33).X* No
respondents 75 years and older indicated that they had experienced this conduct. A higher
percentage of respondents who were 25-43 Years of Age (27%, n = 22) than respondents who
were 20-21 Years of Age (8%, n =9), 45-54 Years of Age (7%, n =5), and 18-19 Years of Age
(5%, n = 5) who had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct
indicated that the conduct was based on their age (respondents who were 22-24 Years of Age
[18%, n = 11], 35-44 Years of Age [16%, n = 11], 55-64 Years of Age [19%, n = 14], and 65-74
Years of Age [23%, n = 6] did not differ statistically from other groups).™

m18-19 m20-21 22-24 25-34 m35-44 m45-54 m55-64 mWM65-74 W75andolder

50%
45%
40%

35%

30% 27%
25% 23% 590, 23% 23%
20%
20% 18% 19%
16% 16%
0,
15% 10% 11% 12%
10% 8% 7%
I . I
] i
0%
Overall experienced conduct Of those who experienced exclusionary conduct,
indicated they experienced this conduct because of their
age

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

Figure 33. Respondents’ Personal Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct as a Result of Their Age (%)

93



Rankin & Associates Consulting
Campus Climate Assessment Project
URI Final Report

By racial identity, higher percentages of Multiracial respondents (20%, n = 65) and APIDA
respondents (21%, n = 54) than White respondents (13%, n = 447) indicated that they had
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct within the past year (Figure 34)
(Black/African/African American respondents [19%, n = 33] and Latinx respondents [14%, n =
33] did not differ statistically from other groups).* Higher percentages of Black/African/African
American respondents (52%, n = 17), APIDA respondents (48%, n = 26), Multiracial
respondents (29%, n = 19), and Latinx respondents (27%, n = 9) than White respondents (3%, n
= 12) who had experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct

indicated that the conduct was based on their racial identity. "

m APIDA m Black/African/African American Latinx White W Multiracial
70%
60%
52%
50% 48%
40%
0,
30% 27% 29%
20% 1% 2%
’ 14% 139
10%
3%
0%
Overall experienced conduct Of those who experienced exclusionary conduct,

indicated they experienced this conduct because of
their racial identity

Figure 34. Respondents’ Personal Experiences of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct as a Result of Their Racial Identity (%)

Table 29 and Table 30 depict the top four perceived bases of exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct by position status. Of the Staff respondents who experienced
such conduct, 40% (n = 72) indicated that the conduct was based on position. Twenty-three
percent (n = 40) noted that the conduct was based on their educational credentials, 21% (n = 37)
felt that it was based on their age, and 20% (n = 36) noted the basis as length of service at URI.
“Reasons not listed above” included responses such as “cronyism,” “dismissive leader,”

29 ¢¢

“funding of my position,” “general feeling of being undervalued,” “gun owner,” “hostile
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99 ¢¢ 99 C¢y 99 C6y 29 ¢c

coworker,” “overweight people,” “insecurity of supervisor,” “irrational supervisor,” “male

29 ¢c 29 ¢¢ 29 ¢C

chauvinistic attitudes,” “managerial style and personality,” “office politics,” “perceived social

29 ¢

class,” “professional area of focus,” and “violations of interview process, pay inequity, lack of

action by PSA union.”

Table 29. Staff Respondents’ Top Bases of Experienced Conduct

Basis of conduct n %
Position 72 40.4
Educational credentials 40 22.5
Age 37 20.8
Length of service at URI 36 20.2

Note: Table reports responses only from Staff respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 178). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of bases, please see Table B50 in Appendix B.

Of the Faculty respondents who experienced such conduct, 30% (n = 44) indicated that the
conduct was based each on gender/gender identity and position status (Table 30). Twenty percent
(n = 30) noted that the conduct was based on their racial identity and 14% (n = 20) felt that it was

based on their age. “Reasons not listed above” included responses such as “a bully in my

99 ¢¢ 99 ¢

department,” “student was very hostile towards me,” “as an adjunct I am not informed about

99 ¢¢

anything...,” “because she is senior faculty and I’m junior,” “contempt for traditional lifestyle,”

“elitism,” “favoritism,” “harassed for viewpoint that was not considered to be politically

9% ¢ 29 ¢

correct,” “my physical characteristics — height and weight,” “perception of research success,”

“pregnancy,” and “vastly different ethos concerning our duties as educators.”

Table 30. Faculty Respondents’ Top Bases of Experienced Conduct

Basis of conduct n %
Gender/Gender identity 44 29.9
Position 44 29.9
Racial identity 30 20.4
Age 20 13.6

Note: Table reports responses only from Faculty respondents who indicated on the survey that they exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 147). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of bases, please see Table B50 in Appendix B.
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Of the Student respondents who experienced such conduct, 19% (n = 69) indicated that the
conduct was based on their mental health/psychological disability (Table 31). Eighteen percent
(n = 65) noted that the conduct was based on their gender-gender identity, 16% (n = 58) felt that
it was based on their academic performance, and 15% (n = 55) indicated that the basis was

ethnicity (15%, n = 55). “Reasons not listed above” included responses such as “power dynamics

99 ¢ 29 ¢¢

by major,” “being white,” “being unattractive,” “cliquey nature,” “clothes worn,” “different

9 ¢¢ 99 ¢

priorities,” “different viewpoints,” “girls can be really mean sometimes,” “Greek life,” “told my

an advisor that I did not have the intelligence to succeed...,” “last name,” “lifestyle choices,”

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢

“living situation,” “my view regarding covid,” “parents being immigrants,” “weight and physical

99 ¢¢

appearance,” “personality,

99 ¢¢

the need for success,” and “traumatic experience.”

Table 31. Student Respondents’ Top Bases of Experienced Conduct

Basis of conduct n %
Mental health/psychological disability 69 19.2
Gender/gender identity 65 18.1
Academic performance 58 16.1
Ethnicity 55 15.3

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 360). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of bases, please see Table B50 in Appendix B.

Table 32 illustrates the forms in which respondents experienced exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct. Forty-six percent (n = 314) felt ignored or excluded, 42% (n =
285) felt silenced, 38% (n = 263) felt isolated or left out, 30% (n = 208) felt they experienced a
hostile work environment, and 29% (n = 195) felt intimidated/bullied. Additional forms of such

99 <6

conduct included “general mistrust of intentions,” “professor made fun of my [disability],” “a

29 ¢

teacher made my entire class feel unwelcome,” “rarely, if ever, acknowledged for my work,”

“hostile living space,” “felt left out because of covid,” “felt unwelcome at my dorm,” “had items

29 ¢¢

that belonged to me stolen and damaged,” “lack of communication,” “my authority questioned,”
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“my belongings vandalized,” “sexual harassment and assault,” and “was called derogatory

names.”

Table 32. Top Forms of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of those who
experienced the

Form of conduct n conduct
I was ignored or excluded. 314 45.8
I was silenced/I felt silenced. 285 41.6
I was isolated or left out. 263 38.4
I experienced a hostile work environment. 208 30.4
I was intimidated/bullied. 195 28.5
I was the target of derogatory verbal remarks 174 25.4
I was the target of workplace incivility. 143 20.9
| felt others staring at me. 90 13.1
I received a low or unfair performance evaluation. 71 104
| received derogatory phone calls/text messages/email. 70 10.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 685). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of forms, please see Table B52 in Appendix B.

Figure 35 depict the forms in which respondents experienced exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct by position status. Forty-six percent (n = 68) of Faculty
respondents who experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct felt
ignored or excluded, 42% (n = 61) felt silenced, and 39% (n = 57) experienced a hostile work
environment. Fifty-two percent (n = 93) of Staff respondents who experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct experienced a hostile work environment, 50% (n
= 89) felt ignored or excluded, and 43% (n = 77) felt silenced. Forty-four percent (n = 157) of
Student respondents who experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile
conduct felt ignored or excluded, and 41% each felt silenced (n = 147) or isolated or left out (n =
149).
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Figure 35. Employee Respondents’ Forms of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating,
Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct by Position Status (%)
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Respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct noted that it occurred on phone calls/text messages/email (26%,
n = 175) and while working at a URI job (26%, n = 175), in a meeting with a group of people
(25%, n = 168), and in an online meeting/class (20%, n = 137). Some respondents who marked

“a location not listed above” identified, “Academic Summit,” “on a regular basis,” “behind my

29 ¢¢

back to students and colleagues,” “campus grounds, “‘comments to my supervisor,” “during a

99 ¢¢ 99 ¢

field trip,” “frat functions,” “non-URI workplace,” “on a public website,” “ongoing meetings of

29 ¢¢

P&T committee,” “quad,” and “Zoom” class meeting.

Table 33 depicts the top five locations where Staff respondents experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct, including in a meeting with a group of people
(65%, n = 116), while working at a URI job (52%, n = 93), in a staff or administrative office
(32%, n = 56), on phone calls/text messages/email (28%, n = 49), and in a URI administrative
building (16%, n = 29).

Table 33. Staff Respondents’ Top Locations of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct

% of Staff
respondents who
experienced the

Location of conduct n conduct
In a meeting with a group of people 116 65.2
While working at a URI job 93 52.2
In a staff or administrative office 56 315
On phone calls/text messages/email 49 27.5
In a URI administrative building 29 16.3

Note: Table reports responses only from Staff respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 178). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of locations, please see Table B53 in Appendix B.

Faculty respondents experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct
most often on phone calls/text messages/emails (37%, n = 55), while working at a URI job (35%,
n =51), in a meeting with a group of people (33%, n = 49), in a meeting with one other person
(23%, n = 34), and in a staff or administrative office (14%, n = 20) (Table 34).
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Table 34. Faculty Respondents’ Top Locations of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive,
and/or Hostile Conduct

% of Faculty
respondents who
experienced the

Location of conduct n conduct
On phone calls/text messages/email 55 37.4
While working at a URI job 51 34.7
In a meeting with a group of people 49 33.3
In a meeting with one other person 34 23.1
In a staff or administrative office 20 13.6

Note: Table reports responses only from Faculty respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 147). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of locations, please see Table B53 in Appendix B.

Student respondents experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct
most often in campus housing (26%, n = 93), in an online meeting/class (21%, n = 76), on phone
calls/text messages/email (20%, n = 71), in a face-to-face class/laboratory (18%, n = 64), and in
other public spaces at URI (18%, n = 64) (Table 35).

Table 35. Student Respondents’ Top Locations of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive,
and/or Hostile Conduct

% of Student

respondents who

experienced the

Location of conduct n conduct
In campus housing 93 25.8
In an online meeting/class 76 21.1
On phone calls/text messages/email 71 19.7
In a face-to-face class/laboratory 64 17.8
In other public spaces at URI 64 17.8

Note: Table reports responses only from Student respondents who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 360). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of locations, please see Table B53 in Appendix B.

Thirty-two percent (n = 221) of the respondents who indicated on the survey that they
experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct identified students as
the source of the conduct, 25% (n = 171) identified faculty members/other instructional staff, and

22% (n = 151) identified coworkers/colleagues as the source of the conduct (Table 36).
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Table 36. Top Sources of Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who experienced

Source of conduct n the conduct
Student 221 323
Faculty member/other instructional staff 171 25.0
Coworker/colleague 151 22.0
Supervisor or manager 114 16.6
Staff member 93 13.6
Senior administrator (e.g., dean, vice president, provost) 83 12.1
Department/program chair 81 11.8
Friend/acquaintance 80 11.7

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 685). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices. For a complete list of sources, please see Table B54 in Appendix B.
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Faculty respondents most often cited coworkers/colleagues, faculty members/instructional staff
members, department/program chairs, and senior administrators as the source of the conduct
(Figure 36). Staff respondents most often identified supervisors/managers, coworkers/colleagues,
other staff members, and senior administrators as the source of exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct. Student respondents most often identified other students,
faculty members/instructional staff members, friends/acquaintances, and strangers as the source

of exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct.

Coworker/colleague NN 38%
Faculty/instruct staff [N 37%
Department/program... NG 31%
Senior administrator [N 29%
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Stranger [ 12%
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Figure 36. Respondents’ Sources of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile
Conduct by Position Status (%)
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In response to this conduct, 63% (n = 430) of respondents felt angry, 56% (n = 382) felt
distressed, 46% (n = 317) felt sad, 38% (n = 260) felt embarrassed, 22% (n = 149) felt afraid, and
18% (n = 124) felt somehow responsible (Table 37). Of respondents who indicated that their
emotional response was not listed, several added comments that they felt “a failure who would

29 ¢¢ 99 ¢¢

never get their degree,” “agitated, upset, frustrated,” “alone,” “annoyed,” “anxious,” “belittled,”

“betrayed,” “confused,” “defeated,” “demoralized,” “depressed,” “disgusted,” “disillusioned,”
“exhausted,” “frustrated,” “hared,” “helpless,” “hurt,” “that I don’t matter,” “incompetent,”
99 ¢¢

“insulted,” “invalidated,” “invisible,” “irrelevant,” “offended,” “paranoid,” “shamed,”

“shocked,” “tired,” “uncomfortable,” “unimportant,” and “worthless.”

Table 37. Respondents’ Emotional Responses to Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who experienced

Emotional response to conduct n conduct
Angry 430 62.8
Distressed 382 55.8
Sad 317 46.3
Embarrassed 260 38.0
Afraid 149 21.8
Somehow responsible 124 18.1
A feeling not listed above 129 18.8

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 685). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices.

Additionally, in response to experiencing the conduct, 42% (n = 286) of respondents told a
friend, 37% (n = 254) told a family member, 35% (n = 241) avoided the person/venue, 27% (n =
185) told a coworker, and 23% (n = 157) did not do anything (Table 38). Of the 23% (n = 157)
of respondents who sought support from a URI resource, 27% (n = 41) sought support from
supervisors, 25% (n = 38) sought help from faculty members, and 22% (n = 34) sought support

from a union representative. Some “response not listed above” comments were “saved a copy of

29 ¢¢ 29 ¢¢

the message,” “AAUP,” “attempted to confront,” “ceased donations,” “contacted the police,”

“defended my position,” “did not participate during class after incident,” “discussed with

2 ¢¢ 29 <6

counselor,” “emailed entire committee,” “filed bias complaint,” “currently searching for any

other university to go to,” “I don’t have faith that URI really care or values employees enough to
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do anything about climate,” “I eventually transferred to a new major...,” “I reported to housing,”

99 ¢¢

“I sought medical advice...,

therapist,” and “wrote about it in professor evaluation.”

Table 38. Respondents’ Actions in Response to Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or

Hostile Conduct

% of respondents who

Actions in response to conduct n experienced conduct
| told a friend. 286 41.8
| told a family member. 254 37.1
| avoided the person/venue. 241 35.2
| told a coworker. 185 27.0
I did not do anything. 157 22.9
| contacted a URI resource 154 22.5
Supervisor 41 26.6
Faculty member 38 24.7
Union representative 34 22.1
Senior administrator (e.g., dean, vice president, provost) 29 18.8
Staff person 25 16.2
Counseling Center 18 11.7
Academic advisor 17 11.0
Human Resource Administration 17 11.0
I did not know to whom to go. 117 17.1
I confronted the person(s) at the time. 109 15.9
I confronted the person(s) later. 93 13.6
I sought information online. 45 6.6
I sought support from off-campus hotline/advocacy services. 25 3.6
I sought support from a religious/spiritual leader. 8 1.2
A response not listed above 56 8.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 685). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response

choices. For a complete list of response, please see Table B56 in Appendix B.

Table 39 illustrates that 87% (n = 588) of respondents who experienced exclusionary,

intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct did not report the incident and that 13% (n = 88)

of respondents did report the incident. Of the respondents who reported the incident, 51% (n =

36) felt the incident was not appropriately addressed, 20% (n = 14) were satisfied with the

outcome, 11% (n = 8) felt that their complaint was addressed appropriately, 10% (n =7)
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indicated that the outcome of their complaint was not shared with them, and 9% (n = 6) reported

that the outcome was still pending.

Table 39. Respondents’ Reporting in Response to Experienced Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive,
and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents who

Reporting in response to conduct n experienced conduct
No, I did not report it. 588 87.0
Yes, | reported it. 88 13.0

Yes, | reported the conduct but felt that it was not
addressed appropriately. 36 50.7

Yes, | reported the conduct and was satisfied with the
outcome. 14 19.7

Yes, | reported the conduct and, while the outcome was not
what | had hoped for, | felt as though my complaint was

addressed appropriately. 8 11.3
Yes, | reported the conduct, but the outcome was not

shared. 7 9.9
Yes, | reported the conduct and the outcome is still

pending. 6 8.5

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they experienced exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 685). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response
choices.

Qualitative comment analyses

Two hundred-eleven respondents classified as Faculty: Non-Tenure-Track Academic
Appointment, Faculty PTF/per-course, Faculty Tenure-Track, Graduate Student, Staff, and
Undergraduate Student offered elaborated responses about their personal experiences in the
community surrounding their campus. Themes that emerged among Faculty: Non-Tenure-Track
Academic Appointment, Faculty PTF/per-course, Faculty Tenure-Track, and Staff respondents
described the community as unwelcoming and hostile and welcoming and supportive; another
theme addressed a lack of action or response. Themes that emerged among Graduate Student and
Undergraduate Student respondents described the community as unwelcoming and hostile and

welcoming and supportive.

Faculty and Staff respondents

Unwelcoming and Hostile. Faculty and Staff respondents offered elaborated responses on their
personal experiences in the community surrounding their campus. A Staff respondent offered, “I

have no personal experiences in the community surrounding URI. It is a foreign community that
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does not feel like a place I would be welcome so | would be hesitant to be involved outside of
campus for fear of ending up in a situation where my life or my safety is endangered. As a Black
person, | am very cautious about environments that | am not used to because of how easy it is to
become a target.” Another respondent who described a hostile and unwelcoming environment
noted, “Over the years, | have consistently been pulled over by the police. Once, | was pulled
over and the police officer had his hand on his gun. I don't feel safe in the more rural
communities of Rhode Island, especially because of the police.” Similarly, another respondent
explained, “WELL | GET STOPPED BY THE POLICE GOING TO AND LEAVING WORK
QUITE FREQUENTLY.” A respondent who also tied their remarks to racial profiling noted, “I
do not feel comfortable as a person of mixed race in the community surrounding campus and
rarely visit this area when | do not have to for work.” Comments regarding the unwelcoming and
hostile nature of the community as noted by other Faculty respondents explained, “Aside from
seeing instances of anti-Semitism in the community, there has been Islamophobic action nearby,
although it is not recent” and “It's not welcoming. I've had people following me in their car as |
walk through my own neighborhood.” Lastly, another respondent offered, “Honestly, | find the
area surrounding URI, south county, to be a hostile racist environment. | do my best to come to
campus and leave as quickly as possible. I reroute so that | do not have to get gas at area gas
stations. It was a relief when things went remote so that | would not have to traverse the
community surrounding campus even by car. Yesterday, at a stop light ...a man started yelling
racist epithets at me in his car.”

Faculty and Staff respondents also described an unwelcoming and hostile environment within the
URI community. One respondent explained, “If you are not the woke left you are an outcast here
at URI. Tolerance as long as you agree with their ideology.” Similarly, another respondent
offered, “I routinely experience harassment from specifically hostile colleagues and have also
experienced it from a few (white, male) students in the classroom.” Lastly, a Staff respondent
offered, “Overall my work environment at URI is ok.” They further elaborated that, “We have a
co-worker in the office that says derogatory jokes all the time about women, people, and religion
all the time. It's not funny or appropriate and when asked to stop making these comments he
won't. | feel my supervisor could be more assertive in supporting our managerial staff and

creating a more cohesive, less divisive environment...”
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Welcoming and Supportive. Faculty and Staff respondents who offered elaborated responses on
their personal experiences in the community surrounding campus described the community as
welcoming and supportive. One respondent noted, “Kingston is a great community to live/work
in.” Another respondent who identified as living in Kingston also noted, “I live in South
Kingstown, Rhode Island, and it is an excellent community. My kids loved growing up here, and
my wife and | plan to remain here when we retire. It is a progressive place and relatively diverse
for a suburban community.” Other respondents offered, “I never had a bad experience” and “I
believe you are asking about the community within which | live. If that is the case, | feel very
comfortable within my community. I really enjoy living here.” Respondents also included

remarks like “No problems” and “Great Community.”

Graduate Student and Undergraduate Student respondents

Unwelcoming and Hostile. An Undergraduate Student respondent who offered an elaborated
response on their personal experiences in the community surrounding campus reported “I have
been called out on the sidewalk while a group of people called me a name...” Another
respondent offered, “l don't have a sense of community off this campus. Because it is
predominantly white, I find that | don't belong.” Additionally, Student respondents described the
community as an “Extremely biased environment” and noted that outside of URI, “...people
stare at me which makes me uncomfortable.” Lastly, a respondent noted hostile situations where
“people constantly call me racial slurs, ask me why my race is a certain way, chased me down,

took videos of me without my consent, said my race is loud and obnoxious, said my race is

ugly...”

In an incident outside of URI, a student respondent explained that they were ... kicked out of a
club because of my political beliefs.” While another respondent offered, “Since | moved to URI |
was being followed twice from a stranger and | did confront him because | was afraid that he
might do something bad if I did so.” Responses from Undergraduate Student respondents also
described an unwelcoming and hostile environment within Greek Life. One respondent
explained, “I have felt extremely bullied and isolated by girls in my sorority, especially when |
was a member of the executive board. | was often bullied, put down and told that my ideas
weren't good.” While another respondent offered, “Greek life is an unhealthy community and
makes many people in these organizations feel excluded and bullied.”
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Respondents also described their experiences with on-campus living. One Student respondent
noted, “My suitemate was breaking rules from the student handbook blatantly. She also made me
fear my own safety as well as her own.” They further explain that “Even with continuous reports,
nothing was done...” While another respondent who wrote about campus living noted, “My
experience was one in which | was aggressively sexually harassed (verbally) by a resident in my
on campus housing during my time as a resident assistant. | reported it and although 1 felt
supported by my housing director and staff, the student received no disciplinary action. This is in
contrast to a student who during that same year got written up for having a few beers in his room

and had to complete a service project as well as pay a fine.”

Welcoming and Supportive. A student respondent who offered an elaborated response on their
positive personal experiences in the community surrounding their campus explained, “I have
nothing but positive feeling towards the community surrounding this campus. Overall, everyone
is welcoming and accepting.” Another respondent also described, “I have had experiences where
people in the surrounding areas that are residents where they have been kind or nice.” Moreover,
the respondent also noted, “There have been other times where I've felt uncomfortable because
of my race and ethnicity in the surrounding areas as | am not the majority.” Lastly, respondents
also used words like “okay” and “alright” to describe their welcoming or positive experiences in

the community surrounding their campus.

Additional accounts of positive experiences within the campus community include, “I have never
felt uncomfortable while I was on campus”, “Overall my suitemates have been super welcoming
and nice...”, and “I have overall felt very comfortable at URI. Everyone on campus is
welcoming, helpful, and respectful.” Some respondents described an overall positive experience
but also noted an undesirable experience. For example, a respondent wrote, “l am satisfied with
my experience, except for the one experience which I reached out to Housing and Residential life
about.” Another respondent also offered, “Campus is fine, the people are nice, the only issue is

the frats and sorority people constantly trying to sell you stuff in front of the union...”
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Observations of Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct
Respondents’ observations of others experiencing exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or
hostile conduct also may contribute to their perceptions of campus climate. Seventeen percent (n
= 754) of survey respondents observed conduct directed toward a person or group of people on
campus that they believe created an exclusionary (e.g., shunned, ignored), intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile (bullying, harassing) learning or working environment at URI®* within

the past year.

Twenty-eight percent (n = 201) of respondents who observed such conduct indicated that they
witnessed one instance in the past year, 23% (n = 165) observed two instances, 15% (n = 108)
observed three instances, 4% (n = 31) observed four instances, and 31% (n = 227) witnessed five

or more instances of such conduct in the past year (Figure 37).

linstance I 28%
2 instances NN 23%
3instances N 15%

4 instances WM 4%

5 or more instances IS 31%
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Figure 37. Number of Instances Respondents Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive,
and/or Hostile Conduct During the Past Year (%)

% This report uses “conduct” and “exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct” as a shortened
version of “conduct directed toward a person or group of people on campus that you believe created an exclusionary
(e.g., shunned, ignored), intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile (bullying, harassing) working or learning
environment at URI?”
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Most of the observed exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct was based on
racial identity (30%, n = 229), gender/gender identity (23%, n = 171), ethnicity (22%, n = 167),
political views (18%, n = 134), position status (17%, n = 127), and sexuality (15%, n = 113)
(Table 40).

Table 40. Top Bases of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents who

Basis of conduct n observed conduct
Racial identity 229 30.4
Gender/gender identity 171 22.7
Ethnicity 167 22.1
Political views 134 17.8
Position status (e.g., staff, faculty, student) 127 16.8
Sexuality 113 15.0

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of characteristics, please see Table B103 in Appendix B.

Figure 38 and Figure 39 separate by demographic categories (i.e., racial identity, gender identity,
position, and sexual identity) the responses of those individuals who indicated on the survey that
they observed exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct within the past year.
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A significantly higher percentage of Multiracial respondents (24%, n = 80) than White
respondents (15%, n = 508) observed exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile
conduct (Figure 38; Black/African/African American respondents [21%, n = 37], APIDA
respondents [19%, n = 48], and Latinx respondents [16%, n = 36] did not differ statistically from
other groups).® A higher percentage of Trans-spectrum respondents (27%, n = 33) than
Women respondents (17%, n = 503) and Men respondents (15%, n = 203) observed such
conduct. ¥V

Multiracial _ 24%
Black/African/African Amer _ 21%
AeioA [ 1%
Latinx [N 16%
white [ 5%
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Figure 38. Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct by
Respondents’ Racial Identity and Gender Identity (%)
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In terms of position, higher percentages of Faculty respondents (26%, n = 130) and Staff
respondents (22%, n = 179) than Student respondents (14%, n = 445) witnessed exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (Figure 39).¥ A higher percentage of Queer-
spectrum respondents (24%, n = 85) than Heterosexual respondents (15%, n = 547) witnessed
this conduct (Asexual respondents [17%, n = 21] and Bisexual respondents [19%, n = 67] did not

differ statistically from other groups).*"!
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Figure 39. Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct by
Respondents’ Position and Sexual Identity (%)
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Table 41 illustrates that respondents most often observed this conduct in the form of someone
being ignored or excluded (33%, n = 250), the target of derogatory remarks (33%, n = 246),

isolated or left out (31%, n = 235), and intimidated/bullied (30%, n = 225).

Table 41. Top Forms of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Form of conduct n conduct
Person ignored or excluded 250 33.2
Derogatory verbal remarks 246 32.6
Person isolated or left out 235 31.2
Person intimidated or bullied 225 29.8
Person was silenced 170 225
Person experienced a hostile work environment 161 21.4
Person received a low or unfair performance evaluation 145 19.2
Person was the target of workplace incivility 124 16.4
Person experienced a hostile classroom environment 105 13.9
Racial/ethnic profiling 102 135
Derogatory written comments 90 11.9
Target of cyberbullying 84 11.1

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of forms, please see Table B104 in Appendix B.

Additionally, 19% (n = 142) of the respondents who indicated on the survey that they observed
such conduct noted that it happened in an online meeting/class (Table 42). Some respondents
noted that the incidents occurred in a meeting with a group of people (18%, n = 134), in other
public spaces at URI (16%, n = 119), on phone calls/text messages/email (15%, n = 115), while
working at a URI job (15%, n = 115), and in campus housing (15%, n = 110).

Table 42. Locations of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Location of conduct n conduct
In an online meeting/class (e.g., Google hangout, Webex, Zoom) 142 18.8
In a meeting with a group of people 134 17.8
In other public spaces at URI 119 15.8
On phone calls/text messages/email 115 15.3
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Table 42. Locations of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Location of conduct n conduct
While working at a URI job 115 15.3
In campus housing 110 14.6
In a face-to-face class/laboratory 98 13.0
While walking on campus 91 12.1
Off campus 79 10.5
In a staff or administrative office 77 10.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of locations, please see Table B105 in Appendix B.

Fifty-three percent (n = 401) of respondents who indicated on the survey that they observed
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct noted that the targets of the conduct
were students (Table 43). Other respondents identified coworkers/colleagues (19%, n = 141),
friends/acquaintances (17%, n = 129), and staff members (16%, n = 120).

Table 43. Top Targets of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Target n conduct
Student 401 53.2
Coworker/colleague 141 18.7
Friend/acquaintance 129 17.1
Staff member 120 15.9
Faculty member/other instructional staff 92 12.2
Stranger 77 10.2

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of targets, please see Table B100 in Appendix B.

Of respondents who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct directed at others, 36% (n = 270) noted that students were the
sources of the conduct (Table 44). Respondents identified additional sources as faculty
members/other instructional staff members (25%, n = 188), staff members (14%, n = 104),

coworkers/colleagues (13%, n = 94), and supervisors/managers (11%, n = 79).
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Table 44. Sources of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Source n conduct
Student 270 35.8
Faculty member/other instructional staff 188 24.9
Staff member 104 13.8
Coworker/colleague 94 125
Supervisor or manager 79 10.5

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of source, please see Table B101 in Appendix B.

In response to this conduct, 62% (n = 466) of respondents felt angry, 42% (n = 316) felt sad,
39% (n = 291) felt distressed, 25% (n = 190) felt embarrassed, 11% (n = 84) felt afraid, and 10%
(n = 73) felt somehow responsible (Table 45). Of respondents who indicated their emotional
response was not listed, several added comments that they felt “alone,” “amazed,” “annoyed,”
“anxious,” “appalled,” “confused,” “disappointed,” “disgusted,” “frustrated,” “helpless,”

“nothing,” “offended,” “pissed,” “shocked,” “uncomfortable,” and “unprofessional.”

Table 45. Respondents’ Emotional Responses to Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Emotional response to conduct n conduct
Angry 466 61.8
Sad 316 41.9
Distressed 291 38.6
Embarrassed 190 25.2
Afraid 84 111
Somehow responsible 73 9.7
A feeling not listed above 72 9.5

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices.

Also, in response to observing the exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct,
32% (n = 241) told a friend, 22% each did not do anything (n = 165) and/or told a coworker (n =

165), 16% (n = 119) told a family member, and 15% each avoided the person/venue (n = 115)
and/or confronted the person(s) at the time (n = 114) (Table 46). Of the respondents (16%, n =
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118) who contacted a URI resource, 30% (n = 35) sought support from a faculty member, 28%
(n = 33) sought support from a supervisor, 20% (n = 24) sought support from a staff person, and

15% (n = 18) sought support from a union representative.

Table 46. Respondents’ Actions in Response to Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or
Hostile Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Actions in response to observed conduct n conduct
I told a friend. 241 320
I did not do anything. 165 21.9
I told a coworker. 165 219
I told a family member. 119 15.8
I contacted a URI resource 118 15.6

Faculty member 35 29.7

Supervisor 33 28.0

Staff person 24 20.3

Union representative 18 15.3
| avoided the person/venue. 115 15.3
I confronted the person(s) at the time. 114 15.1
I did not know to whom to go. 94 12,5
I confronted the person(s) later. 83 11.0

Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 754). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices. For a
complete list of responses, please see Table B107 in Appendix B.

Table 47 illustrates that 90% (n = 660) of respondents did not report the incident and that 10% (n
= 70) of respondents did report the incident. Of the respondents who reported the incident, 39%
(n =14) felt it was not addressed appropriately, 22% (n = 8) indicated that the outcome was not
shared, 17% (n = 6) indicated that the outcome was still pending, and less than five each were

satisfied with the outcome and felt as though their complaint was addressed appropriately.

Table 47. Respondents’ Reporting of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile
Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Reporting the observed conduct n conduct
No, I did not report it. 660 90.4
Yes, | reported it. 70 9.6
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Table 47. Respondents’ Reporting of Observed Exclusionary, Intimidating, Offensive, and/or Hostile
Conduct

% of respondents
who observed

Reporting the observed conduct n conduct
Yes, | reported the conduct but felt that it was not addressed
appropriately. 14 38.9
Yes, | reported the conduct, but the outcome was not shared. 8 22.2
Yes, | reported the conduct and the outcome is still pending. 6 16.7
Yes, | reported the conduct and was satisfied with the outcome. <5 111

Yes, | reported the conduct and, while the outcome was not what

I had hoped for, | felt as though my complaint was addressed

appropriately. <5 11.1
Note: Table reports responses only from individuals who indicated on the survey that they observed exclusionary, intimidating,
offensive, and/or hostile conduct (n = 784). Percentages may not sum to 100 as a result of multiple response choices.

Qualitative Comment Analyses

Two hundred sixteen Student, Staff, and Faculty respondents elaborated on their observations of
conduct that created an exclusionary learning or working environment. Five themes emerged
from the responses: race-based discrimination, LGBTQ-based discrimination, gender-based
discrimination, marginalization by faculty members, as well as targeted comments toward

conservative and white people.

Race-Based Discrimination. Respondents stated that there was a lack of career advancement
opportunities at the institution. Respondents provided statements such as “Casual racism appears
not uncommon,” “There are derogatory signs and graffiti present in many dorms and there is
racial bullying and there is a lot of hate against Asians and URI hasn't responded properly,” and
“I have friends that have been discriminated against in Greek life due to their ethnicity/race or
their general physical characteristics.” One Faculty respondent stated, “I have witnessed Black
students being asked to leave a library space they were authorized to be in. | have witnessed my
POC colleagues being tokenized on MANY occasions. | have witnessed POC concerns being
ignored openly. I have witnessed gas lighting.” One Graduate Student respondent shared, “Work
office culture has allowed for people to feel comfortable making derogatory comments,
statements, etc. that are racist in nature. These comments can be made about another co-worker,
or random ‘strangers’ students that frequent our facility.” One Undergraduate Student respondent
provided, “A close friend of mine was sent a text message containing derogatory language and

racial slurs. He reported it to the university and they did nothing about it.”
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LGBTQ-Based Discrimination. Respondents noted instances of discrimination toward members
of the LGBTQ+ community that created an exclusionary learning or working environment.
Respondents offered comments such as “The climate of URI is still exclusionary against the
LGBTQ+ community.” One Undergraduate Student respondent wrote, “I wasn't there when it
happened, but | heard that someone was on the quad, preaching very religious and anti-LGBTQ+
remarks. Lots of people on campus were distressed by this.” Another Undergraduate Student
offered a particular example, noting, “I was at a gathering of students and a bunch of people kept
saying faggot, and retard.” One Faculty respondent provided another example, stating, “The
experience | am referring to is unusual in that what would normally be considered a matter of
academic freedom (a faculty member expresses her trans-phobic opinions ...though in the guise
of science based research) also is proving to have a negative impact on the experience of students

in her classes, or in fact, of students in general who have learned to avoid her classes.”

Gender-Based Discrimination. Respondents also described witnessing discrimination on the
basis of someone’s gender that in turn created an exclusionary learning or working environment.
One Faculty respondent shared a particular instance with a staff member, writing, “In one
instance a female student felt intimidated by a senior male staff member.” A Staff respondent
offered another example: “A male co-worker commented on the ‘slender silhouette’ of a female
co-worker. There are often jokes about how there are so many good looking women in the
department and it makes them feel like they are being assessed.” One Undergraduate Student
respondent stated, “Boys on balconies of on-campus housing catcalling and intimidating girls.”
Another Undergraduate Student respondent wrote, “There is a man in my department that is

known for bothering/harassing women; the faculty is aware but will not do anything about it.”

Marginalization by Faculty Members. Respondents named particular incidents where they
witnessed faculty members engaging in conduct that created an exclusionary learning and
working environment. One Undergraduate Student respondent wrote, “Some professors have
been making us feel super stupid and I just wish they would understand that a lot of us have jobs
and other responsibilities too.” A Graduate Student added, “Faculty member that was incredibly
rude and inconsiderate in one of my courses. Constantly induced unnecessary distress in the
class. Belittled the class multiple times, ignored the fact that many of us were struggling with

school and the pandemic and overall made my semester pretty awful.” One Staff respondent also
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noted, “If I was going to detail the experiences of others treated poorly (not just staff, faculty of
other colleges as well) by my college's faculty | would publish. At the very least | could produce
the case studies for work place hostility, micro-aggression and remaining civil while working
with people with a severe and undeserved superiority complex.” A Faculty respondent described,
“A faculty member regularly bullies students who question her in class. They are targeted
throughout their graduate career here. A group of students bravely reported this to the dean but

nothing has changed.”

Targeted Comments Toward Conservative and White People. Respondents also shared that they
had experienced targeted comments based on their conservative ideologies or their white racial
identity. One Undergraduate Student respondent stated, “There is a definite militant attitude
towards individuals that do not endorse or accept the current extreme leftist political views of
many of the faculty at the university. This is [an] embarrassing situation for a university.”
Another Undergraduate Student respondent named, “URI leadership paid for and promoted an
event where white people are repeatedly told there is something wrong with all of them because
of the color of their skin. How is that not racist?”” A Faculty respondent wrote, “The targeted
remarks on political ideology directed at conservatives as being racist; discussions on the current
political climate with continual degradation of other people’s views. The fear to speak up for
what you believe in due to these hostile meetings, took place all summer and fall.” Another
Faculty respondent also noted, “All of the events centering around ‘whiteness’ as a pejorative
need to end. Email messages, speakers, events, etc. that invoke blame on one group is
unacceptable. There should be not racial scapegoating of any kind, which most of us were

trained to avoid. Now it is trendy but it needs to stop.”

Summary

Sixty-nine percent (n = 3,147) of respondents were “very comfortable” or “comfortable” with the
overall climate at URI, and 70% (n = 930) of Faculty and Staff respondents were “very
comfortable” or “comfortable” with the climate in their department, division, or college.
Seventy-six percent (n = 2,832) of Student and Faculty respondents were “very comfortable” or
“comfortable” with the climate in their classes. The findings from investigations at higher

education Institutions across the country (Rankin & Associates Consulting, 2020) suggest that
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70% to 80% of respondents felt positively toward their campus climate. URI respondents held

similar views with regard to the climate at URI as other institutions nationally.

Twenty percent to 25% of individuals in similar investigations indicated that they personally had
experienced exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct (Rankin & Associates,
2020). At URI, 15% (n = 685) of respondents noted that they personally had experienced
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct. Most of the exclusionary,
intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct was based on their position status at URI, gender
identity, age, and racial identity. These results do parallel the findings of other climate studies of
specific constituent groups offered in the literature, where higher percentages of members of
historically underrepresented and underserved groups had experienced various forms of
exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct and discrimination than did
percentages of those in the majority (Ellis et al., 2018; Harper, 2015; Harper & Hurtado, 2007;
Kim & Aquino, 2017; Leath & Chavous, 2018; Museus & Park, 2015; Pittman, 2012; Quinton,
2018; Seelman et al., 2017; Sue, 2010).

Seventeen percent (n = 754) of URI survey respondents indicated that they had observed conduct
or communications directed toward a person or group of people at URI that they believed created
an exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile working or learning environment within
the past year. Most of the observed exclusionary, intimidating, offensive, and/or hostile conduct
was based on racial identity, gender/gender identity, ethnicity, political views, position status,
and sexuality. Similar to personal experiences with such conduct, members of minority iden