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INTRODUCTION

The University of Michigan was awarded a five-year NSF ADVANCE Institutional Transformation grant in
fall 2001, to focus on recruitment, retention through climate improvement, and promotion of women
science and engineering faculty. Since then ADVANCE has continued with funding from the University,
with its focus broadened to include all faculty in all fields, but a continuing emphasis on women in STEM
(science, technology, engineering, and mathematics) and faculty from underrepresented groups,
especially faculty of color. Faculty and staff associated with the ADVANCE Program have worked to
engage discussion, stimulate new efforts, and develop optimal practices related to these efforts
throughout the campus.

During the fall of 2001, staff at the Institute for Research on Women and Gender (IRWG) administered
ADVANCE's first faculty climate survey; a final report from that study, released in fall 2002, is available
on the UM ADVANCE website®. In January 2004 analyses of the initial 2001 survey data assessing the
climate for faculty of color were reported, and a further qualitative study of the climate for faculty of
color was reported in September 20062. The results from these studies documented a relatively more
negative work environment for women and minority scientists and engineers than for white men. They
were used to make policy recommendations and identify practices that might improve the work
environment for women and minority science and engineering faculty and faculty generally, since many
measures taken to improve the climate for women and minority scientists and engineers benefit white
men as well. In particular, the initial survey findings have informed the design and implementation of
ADVANCE initiatives at UM.

In fall 2006, a second survey was conducted to assess change in the campus work environment for
scientists and engineers at the completion of the five-year NSF-supported period of UM’s ADVANCE
Program. This study was a cross-sectional comparison with the initial 2001 survey data; the initial study
was anonymous, and therefore, no longitudinal follow-up of identical people was possible. About one-
third of the 2006 survey respondents indicated that they had participated in the 2001 study. Another
third indicated that they had not, and the remaining respondents were not sure. Because the study was
cross-sectional, the new sample (like the original one) included faculty on campus at the time of the
survey, regardless of whether they had been on campus for the entire preceding five-year period.
Reports from this second study can be found on the UM ADVANCE website®.

The 2006 study suggested little change in the climate for science and engineering faculty and a
consistent pattern of a more negative climate for women faculty and faculty of color (especially female
faculty of color). There were, however, indications that some things were improving. In the case of

! http://www.umich.edu/~advproj/climatereport.pdf; for tables reporting results of analyses using sampling
weights, http://www.umich.edu/~advproj/weightedanalysis.htm

2 Both reports are available on the ADVANCE website: http://www.umich.edu/~advproj/S&E%20Race-
Ethnicity%20Report.pdf and http://www.umich.edu/~advproj/ncid/NCIDgualstudyreport final.pdf

3 http://sitemaker.umich.edu/advance/faculty-climate
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white women, the most dramatic change was the significant decrease in reports of unwanted sexual
attention over time. In addition, for all faculty except women of color, experiences of scholarly isolation
were lower.

Most recently, in the fall of 2012, a third survey was conducted. As before, this study was a cross-
sectional comparison with the previous two studies, and the sample included faculty on campus at the
time of the survey.

2012 STuDY

Our goal for this climate study was again to observe how scientists and engineers experience their
working environments at UM. The first climate study surveyed women and men scientists and engineers
as well as women social scientists. The same design was incorporated in the first follow-up study, and
included men social scientists as well. At the third follow-up, arts and humanities faculty were also
surveyed. However, this report is limited to assessment of the work environment for science and
engineering tenure track faculty at the three points in time: 2001 (Time 1), 2006 (Time 2), and 2012
(Time 3).

The three studies discussed in this report were initiated under the assumption that aggregate data
about difficulties faced by all or some STEM faculty at the University of Michigan would help us target
intervention efforts to improve the situation for these faculty and assess how well they were working
overall. We believe that our findings can, in fact, be helpful in this way. But we also offer a caution:
aggregate data can only provide a picture of the overall group—that picture may, in fact, be misleading
or simply irrelevant to any given individual person or particular unit. What this study can do—and we
hope it does—is to give us a picture in broad strokes across many different units and individuals. It does
not fill in the crucial shading and detail that only individual units and faculty can provide.

It is important to keep this in mind both in the case where an obstacle identified here may seem not to
apply, and in the case where an individual may feel she faces an obstacle, but it does not appear in the
aggregate data. For example, a particular woman faculty member may feel the climate in her
department is quite positive. If that’s so, that is great. But the aggregate data suggest that women, on
average, find the climate less positive than their male peers. So it is worthwhile for institutional
decision-makers to think about the problem, even if there are individual cases that are working fine. In
fact, it would be wise for decision-makers to examine those individual cases carefully, not because they
conflict with the aggregate data, but so we can learn how to ensure more women science and
engineering faculty, as well as underrepresented racial-ethnic minority faculty, experience their
departments as positively as white male science and engineering faculty.

* A subsequent report will assess results of analyses by discipline (science and engineering, social science, and arts
and humanities) in the 2012 data.
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SAMPLE SURVEYED

All tenure, research, and clinical track faculty with paid appointments at the University of Michigan-Ann
Arbor as of October, 2012, were sent the survey. Our focus for this report is the tenure track faculty in
the following groups:

o All female tenure track science and engineering faculty at or above the rank of assistant
professor (N=432).

e All male tenure track science and engineering faculty at or above the rank of assistant
professor (N=1,307).

All faculty of color from underrepresented groups (African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans),
and Asians and Asian Americans, were surveyed (N=440).

The sample included all science and engineering faculty on the UM campus. This included faculty from
the three largest schools with science and engineering faculty (Engineering, LSA, and Medicine) as well
as seven smaller schools (Dentistry, Information, Kinesiology, Natural Resources and Environment,
Nursing®, Pharmacy, and Public Health).

QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN

The 2012 Survey of University of Michigan Faculty focuses on institutional and unit/department climate
(see Appendix A for a copy of the survey). There are additional sections on professional employment,
teaching, resources, work and career satisfaction, recognition, mentoring, research, participation,
personal life, and demographics included to help us assess equivalence of faculty experiences. The 2012
survey generally replicates the 2001 and 2006 surveys to enable over-time comparisons. Minor changes
and modifications were suggested by the ADVANCE Program’s Evaluation Advisory Committee to
address problems identified with previous surveys. This report focuses exclusively on those responses to
the questions that are available at all time points and that address faculty experiences of the climate.
Future reports will address other areas and include questions added in 2012.

As was true for the initial study, due to the sensitivity of the information collected and the limited
number of women faculty and faculty of color in most science and engineering departments and
colleges, the ADVANCE Steering Committee and Evaluation Advisory Committee advised that survey
responses should continue to be anonymous, as well as confidential. To further preserve anonymity, the
questionnaire did not ask faculty to identify their appointing department(s), but only their school or
college. This step was critical, since some individuals would be completely identifiable if she or he
identified her/his department, gender, and race-ethnicity.

®> The demographic makeup of the School of Nursing is quite different from the other schools. However, because
preliminary analyses excluding Nursing school respondents were comparable to analyses in which they were
included, we decided to keep respondents from all schools in the analysis sample.
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DATA COLLECTION AND RESPONSE RATE

The survey was conducted through a web-based on-line survey; a hyperlink to the survey was initially
sent via e-mail to 2,918 instructional track faculty members® on October 15, 2012. Recipients could
easily access the survey by clicking on the hyperlink in the e-mail and submitting their responses
electronically when completed. The on-line survey allowed respondents to stop and return to the survey
as necessary before submitting it. A total of 1,373 responses from tenure track faculty, representing an
overall response rate of 47%’, were received by the end of November, 2012. Almost half of these were
from science and engineering tenure track faculty; the total science and engineering sample was 626,
including 452 male and 174 female faculty, and 501 white faculty and 125 faculty of color.

The overall response rate for tenure track faculty is higher than the response rates from the 2001 (41%)
and 2006 (31%) faculty surveys, which used paper and pencil mail-in surveys (2001) or a combination of
paper and on-line surveys (2006). It is possible that the ease of an on-line survey and ability to stop and
return to the survey contributed to the higher response rate. We also shortened the survey so that
individuals could complete it in 45 minutes or less.

The evidence suggests that the respondent sample was not fully representative of the larger pool of
tenure track science and engineering faculty surveyed. There were no differences between the
population surveyed and the respondents in terms of rank. However, women science and engineering
faculty (40%) responded at a higher rate than their male counterparts (35%); and white faculty (38%)
responded at a higher rate than faculty of color (28%). Preliminary analyses revealed few differences
among respondents when compared by school (Engineering, LSA, Medicine, and all others); however,
LSA faculty responded at a higher (47%) rate than those from Engineering (29%), Medicine (33%), and
the other schools (42%). To address these issues, all analyses were conducted using appropriate weights
and controls. Weighted data analyses adjust the raw survey data to represent the population from
which the sample is drawn. In this case the data were weighted on the basis of race, gender, and school
(Engineering, LSA, Medicine, and all others) of the UM science and engineering faculty population
surveyed.

The faculty surveyed at Time 1 (2001) included all female tenure track science and engineering faculty
(N=259) and a random subsample of male tenure track science and engineering faculty (N=339); 147 of
those surveyed were faculty of color. Responses from Time 1 included 135 female and 100 male science
and engineering faculty; 42 of them were faculty of color.

The sample surveyed at Time 2 (2006) included all female tenure track science and engineering faculty
(N=352) and a random subsample of male tenure track science and engineering faculty, stratified by
race and rank (N=620). An oversampling of faculty of color included nearly all faculty of color from

® This total includes 432 female and 1,307male tenure track science and engineering faculty. Research (N=413) and
clinical (N=848) track faculty were surveyed at the same time.

" There were 253 respondents who did not identify themselves as tenure track and/or science and engineering
faculty; therefore, they were excluded from these analyses.
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underrepresented groups (African Americans, Latinos, and Native Americans) in the target sample and a
substantial random sample of Asians and Asian Americans, totaling 208 faculty of color surveyed.
Responses from Time 2 included 128 female and 148 male science and engineering faculty; 55 of them
were faculty of color.

At Time 3 male scientists and engineers were older and had been at UM longer than all women
scientists and engineers; they also received their highest degree longer ago and were less likely to have
been hired within the past 10 years. Similarly, men scientists and engineers were more likely to be full
professors than women science and engineering faculty. These findings are similar to Time 1 and Time 2
data.

We found similar differences when comparing the white instructional track faculty with instructional
track faculty of color. White faculty were older than the faculty of color; they had also been at UM
longer and had received their degrees earlier. Faculty of color were also more likely to have been hired
in the last 10 years. These differences were also true at Time 1 and Time 2. At Time 1 and Time 3, faculty
of color were more likely to be at the assistant rank; white faculty were more likely to be at the rank of
full professor at all three time points. Given these differences, a variable assessing experience was
constructed, combining age, years at UM, year of degree, and rank. This measure of experience was
used as a control in all analyses and means that any statistical finding reported below cannot be
explained by differences in age, years at UM, year of degree, or rank.

INTERPRETING SELF-REPORT DATA

Survey data are, by necessity, self-report data. For our purposes—assessment of the work environment
experienced by faculty—this is actually exactly what we want. By definition, the felt work environment
can only be reported on by an individual from her or his point of view.

Nevertheless, it is often tempting to think of self-report differences as “merely” subjective. We must
emphasize that the subjective and the objective are identical when we are assessing aspects of personal
morale and satisfaction, and perceptions of the work environment. Of course it is possible to ask
whether people in general would see the situation the same way. But whether they would or would not
is actually not relevant to the assessment of any individual’s perspective. In the same way, a particular
individual may find an office or meeting room “too warm,” while another finds it “too cool.” The
thermostat may indicate that the temperature is 72 degrees Fahrenheit, but that outside measure is
really unrelated to the individual’s perception that the room is too warm (for her) or too cool (for her).
Her perception is the felt or relative temperature of the room. In the same way, we are interested in the
felt workplace environment for science and engineering faculty at the University of Michigan.

A somewhat different set of issues arises in the case of individuals’ reports of felt discrimination and
unwanted sexual attention (or sexual harassment). One reason an external standard may seem
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important in these cases is that the legal system applies particular standards when legal remedies are
being sought. In this study, as in other studies of faculty experience, we are not limiting our inquiry to
experiences that would meet a legal standard (and, in fact, legal remedies are not in question); we are
interested in experiences that may affect morale, whether or not they meet a legal standard.

DATA ANALYSIS STRATEGY

In this report we assessed experiences of women scientists and engineers on the tenure track compared
to men scientists and engineers on the tenure track; in addition, we assessed race-ethnicity by
comparing science and engineering faculty of color with white faculty. Preliminary analyses were
conducted comparing Asian/Asian American faculty to underrepresented minority faculty that revealed
few significant differences. Given this, and the small total number of faculty of color in the sample, we
combined Asian/Asian American faculty with underrepresented minority faculty in these analyses to
increase the power of the analyses. However, we do note in the discussion of findings the few instances
where we find significant results that vary for Asian/Asian American or underrepresented minority
faculty (we only had a sufficient number of faculty to do this with the 2012 data). Since there are few of
them relative to all the analyses computed, they may simply be the result of chance; nevertheless, we
thought it important to report them in the event that they are meaningful.

Analyses were completed using analysis of variance (ANOVASs) on scales and items from the survey to
assess differences by gender and race-ethnicity, comparing mean scores of white and minority women
scientists and engineers, and white and minority men scientists and engineers at the three data
collection points (Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3). Analysis of variance is a statistical procedure that
apportions variation in people’s scores on a variable to different factors—in this case, their membership
in one of the four faculty groups (white women scientists and engineers, women scientists and
engineers of color, white men scientists and engineers, and men scientists and engineers of color)—at
Time 1, Time 2, and Time 3. This design allows for two three-way ANOVAs (gender X race X time), first
comparing Time 3 to Time 1 and then comparing Time 3 to Time 2 (analyses reporting comparisons
between Time 2 and Time 1 were reported previously and are replicated here). When the ANOVA
indicated an overall significant difference in one of those individual or combined factors, we pursued
relevant planned comparisons between appropriate groups. In this report we discuss the comparisons
by gender or race, when overall effects were important, and for gender within race, or race within
gender, when more complex findings were indicated (such as interactions of gender and race with time).
This is a relatively conservative way to minimize error when conducting multiple tests.

When assessing frequency data (numbers of people, rather than scores), we used logistic regression,
which is appropriate when the dependent variable is dichotomous but there are continuous control
variables. In several instances the frequency of “presence” on a dichotomous variable was rare for some
groups, which is not surprising given the kinds of faculty experiences the climate study assesses (e.g.,
reports of unwanted sexual attention or discrimination). Even in such instances of rare occurrences,
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planned comparisons were pursued as it was important to understand how these experiences may differ
by gender/race-ethnicity faculty groups.

In the results discussed below, any references to significant differences or group differences refer
exclusively to differences found to be statistically significant (p<.05—that is, differences or effects that
would have occurred by chance (when there really was no difference or effect) at or less than 5 percent
of the time, which is a generally accepted standard of statistical significance in social science research).

Data tables® follow the report. Tables are produced for each set of analyses to allow us to show
differences among the four groups (i.e., comparing male faculty by race-ethnicity, female faculty by
race-ethnicity, white faculty by gender, and faculty of color by gender) as well as over time differences
for each of the four groups. Each table reports means or frequencies by group at Time 1, Time 2, and
Time 3 and identifies significant group differences within time as well as within group differences over
time.’

Scales created for the initial study to assess climate were replicated in the Time 2 and Time 3 data®.
Three scales, two composite scores, and one individual item assess University climate; eight scales
assess departmental climate. One additional item—evaluation of department leader as committed to
racial-ethnic diversity—was also used to assess departmental climate. The first four of these department
climate scales are designed to assess directly department climate issues as they relate specifically to
gender and/or race-ethnicity. The remaining five assess more general aspects of the climate. Following
are the scales created by category.

UNIVERSITY CLIMATE

e disparaging comments about women from students and faculty (2 items)
disparaging comments about men from students and faculty (2 items)

e disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups from students
and faculty (4 items)

e experiences of gender discrimination (presence of experience in any of six areas)
experiences of racial-ethnic discrimination (presence of experience in any of six areas)

e unwanted sexual attention (1 item)

DEPARTMENTAL CLIMATE

¢ tolerance of diversity (4 items)
e gender egalitarian atmosphere (9 items)
o felt tokenism (2 items)

® Data tables with standard deviations are available at http://sitemaker.umich.edu/advance/files/advance-report-
1-stdevtables-2012.pdf.

° A more complete set of tables, including standard deviations, is appended to this report.

%11 the initial study, we created scales of items as a data reduction strategy that minimized the likelihood of
findings resulting from chance, and maximized measurement reliability (see Cronbach, 1990, for a general account
of the measurement approach employed here). See report, http://www.umich.edu/~advproj/climatereport.pdf,
for explanation of how scales were created.




Assessing the Academic Work Environment for Science and Engineering Faculty at the University of Michigan
in 2001, 2006 and 2012: Gender & Race in Department- and University-Related Climate Factors

evaluation of departmental leader as committed to racial-ethnic diversity (1 item)
positive environment (6 items)

scholarly isolation (7 items)

felt surveillance (4 items)

evaluation of departmental leader as fair (3 items)

evaluation of departmental leader as able to create a positive environment (3 items)

OVERVIEW OF RESULTS

Our approach in this report is to describe gender differences (differences between men and women)
and racial-ethnic differences (differences between white faculty and faculty of color), as well as time
differences (comparing 2012 ratings to 2001 and 2006 ratings), in the work climate for science and
engineering faculty. We first examine over time differences within each of the four race/gender groups
and then consider differences between groups within time (differences by gender within race-ethnicity
groups and differences by race-ethnicity within gender groups). We begin by describing the findings
concerning the general University climate for these faculty and follow with a discussion of the
experiences of the department climate more directly, considering first those variables in which both
race and gender issues are implicated, and then those which are more broadly based.

We generally discuss results from aggregate data of the major scales used in the study and not the
results from individual items used to construct these scales; results of all analyses, however, are
included in the tables.

We next examine the relationship between the climate ratings and individuals’ overall career
satisfaction for white men and women and men and women of color. These relationships suggest that
negative climate and work satisfaction ratings are related to lower overall career satisfaction for all four
groups of faculty. Moreover, lower work satisfaction was associated with a desire to leave the University
for most faculty.

FINDINGS

UNIVERSITY CLIMATE: ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO GENDER (TABLES 1A-C)

The survey asked several questions regarding institutional climate that faculty may experience on the
UM campus: overheard disparaging comments about women and men, and about racial-ethnic
minorities and/or religious groups, gender and racial-ethnic discrimination, and unwanted and uninvited
sexual attention.

DISPARAGING COMMENTS ABOUT WOMEN AND MEN

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: Both groups of white faculty reported overhearing fewer disparaging
comments about women at Time 3 compared to Time 2 (and compared to Time 1 in the case of white
women). Men of color also reported fewer instances at both Time 2 and Time 3 compared to Time 1.
Reports by women of color were unchanged over time.
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Rates of overhearing disparaging comments about men decreased significantly for white men from Time
2 to Time 3 and for white women from Time 1 to Time 2 and Time 3. There were no differences in
reported rates for either group of faculty of color.

BETWEEN GRouUPS WITHIN TIME: White women reported overhearing more disparaging comments about
women compared to white men at all three time points. There were no differences in reports for the
two groups of faculty of color. And there were no differences comparing women of color and white
women at Time 3; white women'’s reports were higher at Time 2.

There were also few differences in these group comparisons of reports of overhearing disparaging
comments about men. Reports were higher for white women compared to women of color at Time 2
and compared to white men at Time 1 and Time 3.

GENDER DISCRIMINATION

Survey respondents were asked about their experiences of gender discrimination in six specific areas
(hiring, promotion, salary, space/equipment and other resources, access to administrative staff, and
graduate student or resident/fellow assignments). We examined each of these areas; however, in many
instances frequencies were too low to compare the four groups statistically. We did, however, find that,
across race-ethnicity groups, women reported more gender discrimination than men in promotion and
salary at Time 3; these results are similar to those found at Time 2. To test for gender discrimination in
these areas among the four groups, we created an overall felt gender discrimination score based on
experience of discrimination in any of the six areas.

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: There were no differences in reported gender discrimination over time for
any of the four groups of faculty.

BETWEEN GRouUPS WITHIN TIME: Both groups of women were more likely to report some form of gender
discrimination than their male counterparts at each of the three time points. There were no differences
comparing women of color and white women, nor comparing men of color and white men.

UNWANTED SEXUAL ATTENTION

VYIT!-|!N GROUP OVER TIME: White women reported Figure A: Experiences of

significantly lower levels of unwanted sexual attention at Unwanted Sexual Attention for

Time 2 and Time 3 compared to Time 1 (see Figure A). Rates |3ge  vnite Faculty OverTime

were low across time for the other three groups of faculty. 25% T = white men
I . . white women

There were no within group over time differences on [20%

others’ reports of unwanted sexual attention at Time 3 15%
10%

) . T
compared to Time 1 or Time 2.
p “
0% . -

BETWEEN GRoOUPS WITHIN TIME: The only significant S— > S—

difference in experiences of unwanted sexual attention error bars represent standard error

between groups was comparing white women to white men: white women reported higher levels at
both Time 1 and Time 3. White women were also more likely than white men to report that others
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reported unwanted sexual attention at Time 1 but not at Time 2 or Time 3; there were no differences
between women of color and men of color to report that others reported unwanted sexual attention.

At Time 3 underrepresented minority faculty were more likely than Asian/Asian American faculty to
indicate that they received reports of others’ experiences of unwanted sexual attention.

UNIVERSITY CLIMATE: ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO RACE-ETHNICITY (TABLES 2A-C)

DISPARAGING COMMENTS ABOUT RACIAL-ETHNIC MINORITIES AND/OR RELIGIOUS GROUPS

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: Both male and female faculty of color and white women reported
overhearing fewer disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups at Time
3 compared to Time 1. Similarly, both groups of white faculty reported overhearing fewer disparaging
comments about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups at Time 3 compared to Time 2.

BETWEEN GRouPs WITHIN TIME: Overall among scientists and engineers, faculty of color reported
hearing more disparaging remarks about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups than did white
faculty at Time 1, but not at the later data collection points. Comparison by racial-ethnic groups at Time
3 revealed that underrepresented minority faculty were more likely than Asian/Asian American faculty
to report overhearing disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups.
Within gender, women of color (both underrepresented minority and Asian/Asian American women)
were more likely than white women to report overhearing disparaging remarks about racial-ethnic
minorities and/or religious groups at Time 1; there were no differences between these two groups at
the two later data collection points.

RACIAL-ETHNIC DISCRIMINATION

As with gender discrimination, survey respondents were asked about their experiences of racial-ethnic
discrimination in the same six specific areas (hiring, promotion, salary, space/equipment and other
resources, access to administrative staff, and graduate student or resident/fellow assignments). Again,
frequencies on the individual items were generally too low to make statistical comparisons among the
four groups. Similar to our measure of gender discrimination, we created a measure of any racial-ethnic
discrimination (assessed across the six areas).

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: White faculty generally reported very low levels of racial-ethnic
discrimination (2% for both men and women at Time 3) and their reported mean rates were not
significantly different over time. Rates for faculty of color were higher (18% for men of color and 26% for
women of color at Time 3) and, again, did not differ significantly over time. The pattern was similar for
both Asian/Asian American faculty and underrepresented minority faculty.

BETWEEN GRoUPS WITHIN TIME: The rates of racial-ethnic discrimination for both Asian-Asian American
faculty and underrepresented minority faculty were significantly higher than that of white faculty at all
three time points. They were also both significantly lower in five of the individual items that comprise
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the overall racial-ethnic discrimination measure Time 3; in the case of space, equipment and other
resources and access to administrative staff only underrepresented minority faculty were significantly
more likely than white faculty to report such discrimination (Asian/Asian American faculty also were
more likely to report such discrimination but the rate did not reach statistical significance).We found no
differences comparing male and female faculty of color. Male faculty of color were significantly more
likely to report some form of racial-ethnic discrimination than white men at all three points in time;
women of color were more likely to report some form of racial-ethnic discrimination than white women
at Time 3 (but not earlier). At Time 3 men of color also were more likely to report some form of racial-
ethnic discrimination than white men in these specific areas: hiring, promotion, salary, and graduate
student or resident/fellow assignments.

DEPARTMENT CLIMATE (TABLES 3A-C)

The department climate was assessed with eight scales and one single item. Five of the scales assess the
department climate in general (positive climate, scholarly isolation, felt surveillance, department chair
as fair and department chair creates positive environment) and were combined to create a measure of
the general climate (where a higher number represents a more positive rating of the climate; thus,
negative scales were reverse-scored before combining with the positive scales)™*. The four remaining
measures address climate issues within the department specifically related to gender and/or race-
ethnicity: tolerant climate, gender egalitarian atmosphere, tokenism, and department chair committed
to racial-ethnic diversity. As with the general climate measure, these were combined to create a climate
for diversity measure on a similar 5 point scale’?.

ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO GENERAL DEPARTMENT CLIMATE ) ) )

] Figure B: General Climate Ratings by
WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: Women of color and both white . Gender-Race Groups Over Time
men and women rated their general department climate = Time 1 Time 3
more positively at Time 3 compared to the previous two |4

data collections (see Figure B). The ratings for men of color

. . . : 3
were not different over time, but were relatively high at all
three data points. 2
BETWEEN GRoOUPS WITHIN TIME: White men reported a 1

. . . Women White Whlte
more positive department climate compared to white of Color  Women ofCoIor
women at all three data points. Men of color and white error bars represent standard error

women reported a more positive climate than women of color at Time 1 and Time 2, but not at Time 3.

! The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .64 for all science and engineering faculty.
12 The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .85 for all science and engineering faculty.
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DEPARTMENT CLIMATE ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO GENDER AND RACE-ETHNICITY

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: The differences in climate Figure C: Climate for Diversity
related to gender and race-ethnicity are similar to findings FEIEE gﬁ:g%’;f:ce R
related to general climate. All groups reported significantly

higher mean ratings of the climate for diversity at Time 3

4
compared to Time 1 and Time 2 (see Figure C).

3 o
BETWEEN GROUPS WITHIN TIME: Despite these changes, both
groups of male faculty reported more positive climate for |2
diversity rates than their female colleagues at all three data

1 o

points. Moreover, white faculty reported more positively

mTime 1 = Time 3

Women White Whlte
than faulty of color at all three times. [At Time 1 and Time 3 of Color  Women of Color
that difference was specific to underrepresented minority 9”""’“’3’39"9““‘5""“"“"‘"

and white faculty; at Time 2 both underrepresented minority and Asian-Asian American faculty reported
scores significant lower than that for white faculty.] Within the four gender/race-ethnicity groups, men
of color reported a less positive climate for diversity than white men at all three times. Similarly, ratings
for women of color were significantly lower than those for white women at Time 1 and Time 2; there
was no difference between these two groups at Time 3.

Do THESE DIFFERENCES IN CLIMATE MATTER?

It is fair to ask whether the differences we have found in the climate as experienced by women scientists
and engineers and science and engineering faculty of color really matter. It is always difficult to address
the question of the magnitude of a difference found on a survey scale. The absolute values (from 1 as
low, or negative, to 5 as high, or positive) do not correspond to any external standard (the way the
values on a thermometer do), so we can’t tell whether a mean difference of nearly 1/2 point (which is
the difference, for example, between white female scientists’ and engineers’ scores on the aggregate
climate scale and white male scientists’ and engineers’ scores) is large or small.

One way of getting at this is to look at the middle of the distributions in absolute terms. The middle
(both mean and median) rating of the climate for white and minority women scientists and engineers is
between 3 and 4 on the 5 point scale (3.68 for women of color and 3.63 for white women at Time 3),
while the average rating for men scientists and engineers is closer to 4 (3.98 for men of color and 4.11
for white men at Time 3). Equally, we can examine the distribution of scores along the scale. The
distributions of ratings do overlap, but they are also quite different (see Figures D and E). There are
some women who rated the climate at Time 3 at or above 4 (34% for both white women and women of
color), but many more of the men did (61% of men of color and 63% of white men). Similarly, some men
rated the climate at or below 3 (5% of both men of color and white men), but again, more women did so
(11% of women of color and 20% of white women). On the basis of these findings, we believe it is
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reasonable to conclude that the difference in felt climate (between white and minority women scientists
and engineers and their male comparison groups) persists.

Figure D: Climate Ratings of Faculty Figure E: Chimate Ratings of White
of Color by Gender Time 3 Faculty by Gender Time 3
100% 100% -
80% mmen or color Cwomen of color 80% | = white men Owhite women
60% 60%
40% 40% |
20% | 20% j
0% - —— ‘ 0% -

rated climate 3 rated climate rated climate 4 rated climate 3‘ rated climate Irated climate 4I
or below between3 &4 or above or below between3 &4  or above

error bars represent standard error error bars represent standard emor

Nevertheless, when we compare these data to those from the 2001 and 2006 surveys, we see
improvement in the felt climate for women. In fact, the percentage of women of color and white women
who rated the climate 3 or below decreased significantly from Time 1 to Time 3; the same was true for
women of color comparing their ratings at Time 2 to Time 3. Moreover, the percentage of white women
(and white men) who rated the climate 4 or above also increased significantly from Time 2 to Time 3.
There were no differences when we compared the over time ratings for men of color.

OVERALL WORK SATISFACTION (TABLES 4A-C)

Another way to evaluate the importance of the climate differences is to examine work satisfaction.
Work satisfaction was assessed with 12 items (e.g., how satisfied | am with my sense of being valued for
my research, scholarship, or creativity by members of my department/unit or sense of being valued as a
teacher by my students). These items were combined to create an overall work satisfaction score.

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: All groups, except men of color, reported significantly higher overall work
satisfaction at Time 3 compared to Time 1, and also compared to Time 2 in the case of women of color
and white men. For men of color, the mean satisfaction scores increased over time, but the differences
were not statistically significant.

BETWEEN GRoups WITHIN TIME: White men reported significantly higher overall work satisfaction
compared to white women at Time 2 and Time 3. In contrast, there was no difference in overall work
satisfaction comparing men and women of color at Time 3 (men of color were higher on this measure at
Time 2). It also is interesting to note that the number of individual satisfaction items (that comprised the
overall measure) that were statistically different between white men and white women increased over
time (from five items at Time 2 to nine items at Time 3; men always reported higher satisfaction); in
contrast, the number of individual items that were significantly different decreased over time in the case
of men and women of color (from five items at Time 2 to no items at Time 3). There were no differences
comparing groups by race-ethnicity within gender on the overall work satisfaction measure at any time
point.
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The average level of work satisfaction at Time 3 was similar for Asian/Asian American and
underrepresented minority faculty; however, underrepresented minority faculty expressed a higher
level of satisfaction with their ability to attract students to work with them compared to Asian/Asian
American faculty.

OVERALL CAREER SATISFACTION (TABLES 5A-C)
Overall career satisfaction was assessed with the one item: how satisfied are you with your current
position at UM?

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: Mean scores showed significant improvement from Time 1 to Time 3 for
both groups of women (as well as an improvement from Time 2 to Time 3 for women of color). There
were no differences over time in overall career satisfaction for either group of men.

BETWEEN GRouPS WITHIN TIME: White men reported higher satisfaction than white women at all three
times and higher than men of color at Time 3; men of color reported higher satisfaction than women of
color only at Time 2.

DESIRE TO LEAVE UM (TABLES 5A-C)

At Time 2 and Time 3 we also asked respondents two questions about their intention to stay at UM:
how much you would like to stay at UM for your entire career, and how often do you think about leaving
UM. These were combined to create a measure assessing wanting to leave UM for these two data
collection points®.

WITHIN GROUP OVER TIME: Both groups of women and Figure F: Rating of Desire to Leave
: : e : UM by Race-Gender G

white men were less likely to indicate a desire to leave UM |5 e

at Time 3 compared to Time 2 (see Figure F). There wasno | , m Time 2 Time 3

over time difference in the mean ratings for men of color.

BETWEEN GRouUPS WITHIN TIME: White men were less likely - y " ’ -
than their female counterparts to report a desire to leave
1

UM at Time 2 and Time 3; men of color were less likely

) women men white white
than women of color to report the same at Time 2 (there ofcolor ofcolor women men
was no difference at Time 3 for faculty of color). error bars represent standard error

INTERCORRELATIONS: WWORK SATISFACTION AND CLIMATE INDICATORS WITH OVERALL CAREER SATISFACTION
AND DESIRE TO LEAVE UM (TABLE 6)

OVERALL CAREER SATISFACTION

We calculated correlations of the overall climate indicators (combining the general climate and climate
for diversity measures) and work satisfaction with overall career satisfaction with current position at UM
separately for the four groups of tenure track faculty at all three data collection points (Table 6). Work

3 The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .67 for the science and engineering faculty.
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satisfaction was significantly and strongly positively correlated with overall career satisfaction for all four
groups of faculty at all three time points. The same was true in the case of overall climate except for
women of color: overall climate was not related to overall career satisfaction at Time 3 for this group.

Experiencing disparaging comments was also important for some groups. Overhearing disparaging
comments about women was negatively related to white women’s overall career satisfaction at Time 1
and Time 3 and overall career satisfaction at Time 2 for women of color. Overhearing disparaging
comments about men was also negatively related to overall career satisfaction for both groups of white
faculty at Time 3. Gender discrimination was negatively related to white women’s overall career
satisfaction at all three points in time (at Time 2 it was a trend) and for both groups of men and women
of color at Time 3. Racial-ethnic discrimination was negatively associated with overall career satisfaction
for men of color at Time 2 and Time 3 (and also for white men at Time 3) but not for women of color.

DESIRE TO LEAVE UM

Correlations of desire to leave UM with the same climate items produced results similar to those for
overall career satisfaction. The intention to leave UM was strongly negatively correlated with work
satisfaction and the overall climate score for both groups of white faculty at Time 2 and Time 3. Results
were similar for men of color at Time 3; however, only climate was negatively associated with a desire to
leave at Time 2 for this group of faculty. Neither variable was significantly associated with a desire to
leave UM in the case of women of color.

All of the individual climate scales were positively associated with wanting to leave for white men at
Time 3 (but not Time 2). Similarly, disparaging comments about women and men as well as gender
discrimination were positively associated in the case of white women at Time 3; unwanted sexual
attention was also significant at Time 2. Only racial-ethnic discrimination was associated with wanting to
leave for male faculty on color at Time 3; no climate scales were associated with a desire to leave in the
case of women of color.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Following is a summary of the findings by groups of measures: University climate indicators,
department climate indicators, work satisfaction, and career satisfaction.

UNIVERSITY CLIMATE INDICATORS

GENDER

As was found in previous years, the University climate (assessed with measures of feelings of
discrimination and overhearing negative comments) continues to be more positive for men science and
engineering faculty than women science and engineering faculty in 2012. In particular, reported rates of
gender discrimination were higher for both white women and women of color in comparison to their
male colleagues. White women (but not women of color) also reported more experiences overhearing
disparaging comments about women than white men did, and this pattern persisted over time.
However, these reports by white women of overhearing these comments did decrease over time.
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Moreover, in 2012 reports of experiences of unwanted sexual attention were at the same level as they
were at Time 2, and significantly lower than at Time 1.

RACE-ETHNICITY

Faculty reports also suggest that the University climate continues to be more positive for white science
and engineering faculty than faculty of color in 2012, as was found in the two earlier data collections.
Specifically, reported rates of racial-ethnic discrimination for faculty of color did not change. Moreover,
the rate for faculty of color were significantly higher than that for white faculty at Time 3. However,
both male and female faculty of color reported fewer instances of overhearing disparaging comments
about racial-ethnic minorities and/or religious groups at Time 3 compared to Time 1.

DEPARTMENTAL CLIMATE INDICATORS

All groups reported a more positive department climate in at least some areas at Time 3. Nevertheless,
some differences by gender and race-ethnicity continued to be present at Time 3.

GENDER

In 2012 men faculty still reported a more positive department climate than women faculty, as they had
at Time 1 and Time 2—both in the more general assessments of climate as well as the climate as related
to diversity issues.

RACE-ETHNICITY

The general climate ratings were not different when comparing white faculty to faculty of color in 2012
(there were differences for women at Time 1 and Time 2—white women'’s ratings were more positive).
Moreover, the women of color reported a more positive general climate at Time 3 compared to the two
previous data collection points (rates for men of color were not different but were generally high all
three years). Climate for diversity ratings were higher Time 3 compared to Times 1 and 2 for all four
group. Men reported more positively at all three data points compared to their female colleagues. And
white faculty reported more positively than faculty of color.

WORK SATISFACTION AND CAREER SATISFACTION

Overall work satisfaction improved for all groups except men of color. However, rates of overall career
satisfaction were lower for white women compared to white men; in fact, white women reported lower
career satisfaction in almost all areas compared to white men. In contrast, the ratings for faculty of color
did not differ by gender at Time 3 (as they had in some areas at the two previous data collection points).

CONCLUSIONS

These data provide clear indications that things have improved over time for both women and men
science and engineering faculty. The overall findings from the survey indicate that white male science
and engineering faculty continue to enjoy a positive and, in some areas, improved department climate,
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including less scholarly isolation and felt surveillance and a more tolerant and gender egalitarian
atmosphere. They also reported higher satisfaction and decreased interest in leaving UM.

The overall department climate showed improvement for white women as well by Time 3. In particular,
they reported more gender egalitarianism and a more positive climate. Moreover, the rate of reported
experience of sexual harassment continued to be significantly lower for white women than reported
levels in 2001 (as was true in 2006). Work satisfaction and overall career satisfaction were also higher
for white women and they reported less desire to leave the University.

The situation for women of color also appeared to be better in some areas. We found no change in their
experience of racial-ethnic discrimination; however, they reported a more positive general department
climate and department climate for diversity at Time 3, and their ratings were not different from white
women at this latest data collection point (as they had been earlier). Similar to white women, women of
color indicated higher work satisfaction and higher overall career satisfaction in 2012 compared to
earlier reports, and they reported less desire to leave the University. Moreover, overall career
satisfaction was associated with gender discrimination for both women of color and white women at
Time 3; however, overall career satisfaction was not associated with racial-ethnic discrimination for
women of color as it was for men of color at Time 3. It is worth noting that the sample size for faculty of
color was relatively small (especially for women of color), which may have implications for our findings;
it is possible that with the statistical power of a larger sample more findings for faculty of color would
emerge.

The results for male faculty of color suggested some modest improvement. Specifically, they report a
better overall department climate. However, reported experiences of racial-ethnic discrimination did
not change over time (as was true for women of color) and their climate for diversity ratings were
significantly lower than those for white men at all three data points. Moreover, unlike other faculty,
work satisfaction did not improve for male faculty of color nor did their overall career satisfaction or
their desire to leave the University (however, rates for men of color were generally positive at all data
collection points).

Despite the positive changes noted, the data suggest that there continue to be clear and consistent
gender differences concerning some aspects of the climate at both the University and the department
levels indicating a more negative climate for women science and engineering faculty than for men as we
found in the earlier studies. In most instances these differences were relatively stable across time. They
also tended to be consistent across race. In the same way, race-ethnicity differences on measures
directly addressing race and ethnicity revealed a similarly negative climate for science and engineering
faculty of color. And again, these differences were generally consistent across time. In all instances these
differences cannot be accounted for by differences in experience (e.g., rank, years at UM) or by school.

It is useful to reiterate that the climate survey reports aggregate data and only represent experiences for
these four groups of faculty in general. Specific experiences to the contrary, for example in a particular
department, cannot be revealed with these data. For this reason, the ADVANCE Program uses several
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approaches (e.g., quantitative surveys and qualitative studies at the departmental level and of other
groups of faculty as well as institutional data) to assess the effect of the program on the campus climate.

Overall, the findings from the 2012 data suggest a real improvement in the climate for all four faculty
groups. The most striking change was at the department level; faculty reported a more positive and
welcoming department climate in terms of both general aspects as well as those specifically related to
gender and race-ethnicity. Given the clear relationship between science and engineering faculty ratings
of the climate and work satisfaction with their overall career satisfaction and desire to leave UM, this is
encouraging news. Clearly transforming the work environment for science and engineering faculty is a
slow process. However, the findings from this most recent study suggest that the efforts are beginning
to yield positive results and it is critical that we maintain the momentum we have now established.



Table 1a - Gender Related University Climate Indicators: Means and Percentages by Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three

Timepoints for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women
scientists & engineers scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers
mean mean mean mean
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 Tl T2 T3
n=24 n=29 n=83 n=18 n=26 n=36 n=74 n=112 n=349 n=101 n=95 n=134
Disparaging comments about women 1.81 1.45 1.26 1.76 1.65 1.46 1.43 1.47 1.31 1.95 1.87 1.64
Disparaging comments about men 1.77 1.50 1.38 1.60 1.32 1.50 1.54 1.63 1.40 1.91 1.62 1.55
percentage percentage percentage percentage
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Gender discrimination 8% 6% 7% 38% 47% 31% 3% 6% 4% | 46% 41% 38%
Hiring 0% 2% 3% 0% 8% 6% 2% 2% 1% 6% 6% 12%
Promotion 0% 0% 3% 14% 14% 17% 0% 2% 1% | 17% 11% 14%
Salary 2% 4% 5% | 24% 41% 25% 0% 3% 2% | 39% 32% 31%
Space/equipment, other resources 0% 0% 2% 14% 21% 17% 2% 1% 0% [ 19% 13% 11%
Access to administrative staff 0% 0% 0% 8% 7% 9% 0% 0% 0% 12% 13% 10%
Gra_duate student or resident/fellow 6% 204 204 6% 12% 8% 0% 0% 1% 6% 8% 6%
assignments
Unwanted sexual attention 6% 6% 1% 5% 3% 5% 5% 5% 1% | 21% 9% 10%
Individuals reporting others reported | g0, 995 1195 | 23% 27%  15% | 17% 15%  16% | 39%  24%  21%

unwanted sexual attention

Table 1b - Gender Related University Climate Indicators: Differences within Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups across Time for STEM Faculty

men of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

women of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

white men
scientists & engineers
differences within

white women
scientists & engineers
differences within

men of color women of color white men white women
T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1
Disparaging comments about women | -0.55 * -0.19 -0.36 *|-0.30 -0.19 -0.11 |-0.12 -0.16 * 0.04 |-0.30 * -0.23 * -0.08
Disparaging comments about men -0.39 -0.12  -0.27 |-0.10 0.18 -0.28 |-0.14 -0.24* 0.09 |-0.36 * -0.07 -0.29 *

differences within

differences within

differences within

differences within

men of color women of color white men white women
T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1| T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1

Gender discrimination -1% 1% -2% -8% -16% 9% 0% -2% 3% -8% -4% -5%
Hiring . 1% . . -2% . -1% -1% 0% 6% 7% -1%
Promotion ) 3% 3% 0% . -1% ) -3% 3% -6%
Salary 3% 1% 2% 1% -16% 17% -1% -8% -1% -8%
Space/equipment, other resources . ) ) 3% -4% 7% ) -8% -2% -6%
Access to administrative staff 0% 1% -1% -3% -4% 1%
Gra_duate student or resident/fellow 4% 0% 4% 206 4% 5% 1% 206 206
assignments

Unwanted sexual attention -5% 5% 0% 0% 2% -3% -4% 4% * 0% |-12% * 1% -12% *
Individuals reporting others reported 24% 206 -26% 8%  -12% 1% 206 1% 20 |-18% * -306 150 *

unwanted sexual attention

Table 1c - Gender Related University
STEM Faculty

Climate Indicators: Differences between Race-Eth

nicity-Gender Groups fo

r Three Timepoints for

differences between
men of color and

differences between
women of color and

differences between
white men and

differences between
men of color and

white men white women white women women of color
. (women of color - white (white men - white (men of color - women of
(men of color - white men)
women) women) color)
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Disparaging comments about women 0.38* -0.02 -0.05 |-0.18 -0.22* -0.18 |-0.52* -040* -0.33 * 0.05 -0.20 -0.20
Disparaging comments about men 0.23 -0.14 -0.02 |[-0.31 -0.30* -0.05 [-0.37* 0.01 -0.16 *| 0.17 0.18 -0.12

differences between
men of color and

differences between
women of color and

differences between
white men and

differences between
men of color and

white men white women white women women of color
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

Gender discrimination 5% 0% 3% -8% 6% 7% |-43% * -35% * -34% *| -30% * -41% * -24% *
Hiring i 0% 2% i 2% -71% -5% 4% -11% % - -6% -3%
Promotion i 2% -3% 3% 3% . -9% * -13% * . -14% *
Salary 1% 2% |-15% 9% -6% -28% * -28% *|-22%  -37% * -21% *
Space/equipment, other resources ) ) -5% 7% 6% |-17% * -12% * - - -14% *
Access to administrative staff -4% -6% -1% i i i
Gra_duate student or resident/fellow 1% 0% 2% 206 5%+ 0% -10% 6%
assignments
Unwanted sexual attention 1% 1% 0% |-16% -6% 5% |[-16% * -4% -9% * 1% 4% -4%
Individuals reporting others reported 17% 6% 5% | -16% 3% 6% | -2206 % -0 5% | 129 -18% 4%
unwanted sexual attention
Notes: Means and percentages are from weighted data. Significance indicators are from statistical analyses using ANOVA and Logistic
Regression with control variable. Comparisons were not run when 0% was present.
Ns vary slightly by item; N=max number of responses by group for items in table. Differences may vary slightly due to rounding.
Survey Years: T1=2001; T2=2006; T3=2012. 19

*Represents significance at p<.05 level; & Cannot compute, at least 1 criteria is too small.




Table 2a - Race Related University Climate Indicators: Means and Percentages by Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints

for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women
scientists & engineers scientists & engineers scientists & engineers scientists & engineers
mean mean mean mean
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
n=24 n=29 n=82 n=18 n=26 n=35 n=69 n=112 n=349 n=98 n=95 n=133
ISR ERMITETS Eleall e 168 135 125 | 164 165 131 | 1.28 132 118 | 144 140 122
ethnic minorities and/or religious groups
percentage percentage percentage percentage
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Racial-ethnic discrimination 39% 20% 18% | 26%  32% 26% 4% 3% 2% 0% 0% 2%
Hiring 14% 8% 8% 0% 7% 9% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2%
Promotion 0% 8% 6% | 26% 21% 17% 2% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%
Salary 12% 20% 8% | 12%  28% 17% 4% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2%
Space/equipment, other resources 6% 8% 5% 20% 17% 23% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Access to administrative staff 19% 8% 5% 20% 4% 9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Graduate student or resident/fellow 6% 0% 7% 12% 13% 8% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 1%

assignments

Table 2b - Race Related University Climate Indicators: Differences within Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups across Time for STEM Faculty

men of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

women of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

white men
scientists & engineers
differences within

white women
scientists & engineers
differences within

men of color women of color white men white women
T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1
Disparaging comments aboutracial- | 43« 19 033 |-034* -034 000 |-011 -015* 004 |-0.23* -0.18 * -0.05

ethnic minorities and/or religious groups

differences within

differences within

differences within

differences within

men of color women of color white men white women
T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1|T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1| T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1l
Racial-ethnic discrimination -21% 1% -19% 0% -5% 5% -2% -1% -1% - - -
Hiring -5% 1% -6% - 1% - 0% 0% -1% - - -
Promotion - 2% - -10% -4% -6% -1% 0% -1% - - -
Salary -4% -11% 7% 5% -11% 16% -2% 0% -3% - - -
Space/equipment, other resources -2% -3% 1% 3% 6% -3% - - - - - -
Access to administrative staff -14% 3%  -11% | -12% 5% -17% - - - - - -
Graduate student or resident/fellow 1% _ ) 4% 5% 1% ) 0% _ _ ) _

assignments

Table 2c - Race Related University Climate Indicators: Differences between Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints for

STEM Faculty

differences between
men of color and
white men

(men of color - white men)

differences between
women of color and
white women
(women of color - white

differences between
white men and
white women
(white men - white

differences between
men of color and
women of color
(men of color - women of

women) women) color)
T1 T2 T3 TL T2 T3 T1 T2 3 |11 T2 T3
DTETEEil) GOl e 040* 003 008 | 020* 025 009 |-0.16* -0.07 -0.04 | 004 -030 -0.06

ethnic minorities and/or religious groups

differences between
men of color and

differences between
women of color and

differences between
white men and

differences between
men of color and

white men white women white women women of color
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Racial-ethnic discrimination 35% * 17% * 16% *| - - 24% *| - - 0% 13% -12% -8%
Hiring 12% 7% 7% *| - - 6% *| - - -1% - 0% 0%
Promotion - 7% 5% *| - - 16% 2| - - 0% 23| - -13%  -11% *
Salary 9% 19% * 7% *| - - 15% 2| - - -1% 2 0% -8% -8%
Space/equipment, other resources 5% - - - - 21% 2| - - - -14% -9%  -18% *
Access to administrative staff - - - - - 8% 2| - - - -1% 4% -4%
Graduate student or resident/fellow _ _ 6% *| - _ 7 a| - ) 0% 2| -6% _ 1%

assignments

Notes: Means and percentages are from weighted data. Significance indicators are from statistical analyses using ANOVA and Logistic Regression
with control variable. Comparisons were not run when 0% was present.

Ns vary slightly by item; N=max number of responses by group for items in table. Differences may vary slightly due to rounding.
Survey Years: T1=2001; T2=2006; T3=2012.
*Represents significance at p<.05 level; ® Cannot compute, at least 1 criteria is too small.

20




Table 3a - Department Climate: Means by Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women
scientists & engineers scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers
mean mean mean mean
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
n=23 n=27 n=88 n=17 n=25 n=34 n=68 n=106 n=355 n=100 n=90 n=132
Climate for diversity 3.56 3.81 4.15 2.58 2.64 3.63 | 4.06 4.14 429 | 3.47 3.42 3.70
General climate 3.59 3.66 3.89 2.71 2.76 3.68 3.61 3.73 3.94 | 3.32 3.34 3.58

Table 3b - Department Climate: Differences within Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups ac

ross Time for STEM Faculty

men of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

women of color
scientists & engineers
differences within

white men

scientists & engineers
differences within

white women
scientists & engineers
differences within

men of color women of color white men white women
T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 [ T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1
Climate for diversity 059* 0.34* 0.25 1.04 * 0.99 * 0.05 0.23* 0.15* 0.08 | 0.22* 0.28 * -0.06
General climate 0.30 0.23 0.07 097 * 091* 0.05 0.33* 0.21* 011 | 0.27* 0.24* 0.02

Table 3c - Department Climate: Differences between Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints for

STEM Faculty

differences between
men of color and
white men

(men of color - white men)

differences between
women of color and
white women
(women of color - white

differences betw

een

white men and
white women
(white men - white

differences between
men of color and
women of color
(men of color - women of

women) women) color)
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Climate for diversity 2050 * -0.33 * -0.14 *| -0.89 * -0.78 * -0.07 | 0.59 * 0.72* 059 * 098 * 1.17 * 0.52 7|
General climate -0.02 -0.07 -005 |-0.61* -058* 0.09 [ 0.29* 038* 0.36* 0.88* 0.90* 0.21

Notes: Means are from weighted data. Significance indicators are from statistical analyses using ANOVA with control variable.
Ns vary slightly by item; N=max number of responses by group for items in table. Differences may vary slightly due to rounding.
Survey Years: T1=2001; T2=2006; T3=2012.
*Represents significance at p<.05 level.
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Table 4a - Work Satisfaction: Means by Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women
scientists & engineers scientists & engineers [ scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers
mean mean mean mean

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3

n=24 n=29 n=84 n=18 n=26 n=36 n=74 n=111 n=354 n=104 n=95 n=133
Overall work satisfaction 3.66 3.80 3.88 3.26 3.41 4.04 3.61 3.86 4.02 3.57 3.58 3.77
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 4.21 4.25 4.33 3.65 3.99 4.31 3.89 4.40 4.50 3.77 3.91 4.28
Amount of social interaction with members of 3.72 3.80 3.82 2.81 2.68 3.87 3.67 3.73 3.88 3.40 3.14 3.56
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 3.68 3.05 3.75 3.28 3.35 3.80 3.79 3.45 3.65 3.53 3.34 3.41
Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM 3.61 3.22 3.44 2.79 2.72 3.66 3.16 3.62 3.81 3.03 3.25 3.37
Ability to attract students to work with me 3.48 3.98 3.66 3.39 3.54 3.74 3.39 3.76 3.90 3.88 3.40 3.71
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 4.06 4.25 4.14 3.83 3.99 4.30 4.15 4.18 4.30 4.26 4.05 4.29
fti';ﬁg being valued as a mentor or advisor by 421 433 440 | 424 418 455 | 438 447 446 | 461 424 461
Sense of belng valued for my teaching by members of 3.86 3.90 3.68 290 283 3.95 3.50 3.66 3.89 3.43 351 347
department/unit
Sensg .Of being valued for research, schlolarshlp, or 3.44 3.78 373 263 286 411 3.59 3.70 3.08 3.36 3.40 358
creativity by members of department/unit
Lgvel of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts 363 3.77 3.72 3.27 3.02 2.01 3.64 3.87 2.02 3.46 3.48 3.69
with faculty colleagues
iiir;is;ir?;comrlbutmg to theoretical developments in my 3.74 4.16 2.08 3.58 4.20 4.95 2.01 421 4.29 4.00 3.86 4.07
Balance between professional and personal life 3.21 3.51 3.59 3.29 2.74 3.24 3.33 3.51 3.64 2.67 3.01 3.21
Table 4b - Work Satisfaction: Differences within Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups across Time for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women

scientists & engineers
differences within

scientists & engineers
differences within

scientists & engineers
differences within

scientists & engineers
differences within

men of color women of color white men white women

T3-T1  T3-T2  T2-71 [ T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 [ T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 [ T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1
Overall work satisfaction 0.22 0.08 0.14 0.78 * 0.63 * 0.15 041 * 0.16 * 0.25* 0.21 * 0.19 0.01
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 0.12 0.08 0.04 0.66 * 0.32 0.34 0.61 * 0.10 051 * 051* 037 * 0.14
ANIBITIE CIf SB[ IBH e Tii (ET IS @ 010 002 008 |106* 1.19* -013 | 021 015 006 | 016 042 * -0.26
department/unit
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 0.07 0.70 * -0.63 0.52 0.45 0.07 |-0.14 0.20 -0.34 |-0.12 0.07 -0.19
f(;‘”r;z';tuse"’;'aw in comparison with the salaries of UM | 517 025 039 | 0.87* 094+ -007 | 065* 019 046+ 034* 012 022
Ability to attract students to work with me 0.18 -0.32 0.50 0.35 0.20 0.15 051 * 0.14 0.37 |-0.17 031 -0.48 *
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 0.08 -0.11 0.19 047 * 0.31* 0.16 0.15 0.12 0.03 0.03 0.24 -0.21
Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by
students 0.19 0.07 0.12 0.31 * 0.37 * -0.06 0.08 -0.01 0.09 0.00 0.37 * -0.37
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of | 15 555 o4 | 105* 112+% -007 | 039* 023+ 016 | 004 -004 008
department/unit
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or 029 -005 034 | 148* 125* 023 | 039* 028* 011 | 022 018 0.4
creativity by members of department/unit
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts | 49 905 014 | 074* 099+ -025 | 038* 015 023 | 023 021 002
with faculty colleagues
jii’;ispﬁir?;con"'b““”g to theoretical developmentsinmy | 54 508 042 | 067 005 062 | 028* 008 020 | 007 021 -0.14
Balance between professional and personal life 0.38 0.08 0.30 |-0.05 0.50 -0.55* 0.31* 0.13 0.18 0.54 * 0.20 0.34 *

Table 4c - Work Satisfaction: Differences between Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints

for STEM Faculty

differences between
men of color and
white men

(men of color - white men)

differences between
women of color and
white women
(women of color - white

differences between
white men and
white women
(white men - white

differences between
men of color and
women of color
(men of color - women of

women) women) color)

T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
Overall work satisfaction 0.06 -0.06 -0.14 (-0.31 -0.17 0.27 | 0.04 0.28* 0.25* 040 0.39 * -0.16
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 0.32 -0.15 -0.17 |[-0.12 0.08 0.03 0.12 0.49 * 0.22* 056 * 0.26 0.02
Amount of social interaction with members of 005 007 -006 |-059 -046 031 | 027 059* 032% 09L* 1.12* -0.05
department/unit
Level of funding for research or creative efforts -0.11 -0.40 * 0.10 |-0.25 0.01 0.39 0.26 0.11 0.24 *| 040 -0.30 -0.05
f(;‘”r;z';tuse"’;'aw in comparison with the salaries of UM | 15 40+ 037 +|-024 053 029 | 013 037 044+ 082 050 -0.22
Ability to attract students to work with me 0.09 0.22 -0.24 |[-0.49 0.14 0.03 |-0.49 0.36 * 0.19 0.09 0.44 -0.08
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students -0.09 0.07 -0.16 [-0.43 * -0.06 0.01 |-0.11 0.13 0.01 0.23 0.26 -0.16
Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by
students -0.17 -0.14 -0.06 |[-0.37 * -0.06 -0.06 [-0.23 0.23 -0.15 [-0.03 0.15 -0.15
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of | 55 54 021 |.053 -0.68 048+ 007 015 042+ 096* 1.07* -0.27
department/unit
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or 015 008 -0.25*-073 -054 053* 023 030 040+ 081 092* -0.38
creativity by members of department/unit
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts | 561 19 030 |-019 -046 032 | 018 039* 033% 036 0.75* -0.29
with faculty colleagues
jii’;ispﬁir?;con"'b““”g totheoretical developmentsinmy | 57 05 021 |-042 034 018 | 001 035*% 022% 016 -0.04 -017
Balance between professional and personal life -0.12 0.00 -0.05 0.62 * -0.27 0.03 0.66 * 0.50 0.43 *| -0.08 0.77 * 0.35
Notes: Means are from weighted data. Significance indicators are from statistical analyses using ANOVA with control variable.
Ns vary slightly by item; N=max number of responses by group for items in table. Differences may vary slightly due to rounding.
Survey Years: T1=2001; T2=2006; T3=2012. 22
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Table 5a - Overall CareerSatisfaction and Desire to Leave UM: Means by Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three Timepoints

for STEM Faculty

men of color women of color white men white women
scientists & engineers scientists & engineers [ scientists & engineers | scientists & engineers
mean mean mean mean
T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3 T1 T2 T3
n=24 n=29 n=84 n=18 n=26 n=35 n=71 n=112 n=352 n=101 n=95 n=133
Overall career satisfaction 3.60 3.77 3.76 3.01 3.20 3.93 3.86 3.93 4.09 | 3.35 3.47 3.78
Want to leave B > 24 R 318 24 R 24 221 I 282 255

Table 5b - Overall Career Satisfaction and Desire to Leave UM: Differences within Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups across Time

for STEM Faculty

men of color
scientists & engineers
differences within
men of color

women of color
scientists & engineers
differences within
women of color

white men
scientists & engineers
differences within
white men

white women
scientists & engineers
differences within
white women

T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1 | T3-T1 T3-T2 T2-T1
Overall career satisfaction 0.16 -0.01 0.17 0.92 * 0.73* 0.19 0.23 0.16 0.07 0.43* 031 0.12
Want to leave B o -0.74 * -0.24 * -0.27 *

Table 5c - Overall Career Satisfaction and Desire to Leave UM: Differences between Race-Ethnicity-Gender Groups for Three
Timepoints for STEM Faculty

differences between
men of color and
white men

(men of color - white men)

differences between
women of color and
white women
(women of color - white

differences between
white men and
white women

(white men - white

differences between
men of color and
women of color
(men of color - women of

women) women) color)
T1 T2 13 T1 T2 13 T1 T2 13 | T1 T2 13
Overall career satisfaction [ -0.26  -0.16 -0.33*/-0.34 -027 015 [ 051* 046* 0.31* 059 0.57 * -0.17
Want to leave B o5 o022 I o037 -010 il 037* 034l _-059* 0.0

Notes: Means are from weighted data. Significance indicators are from statistical analyses using ANOVA with control variable.
Ns vary slightly by item; N=max number of responses by group for items in table. Differences may vary slightly due to rounding.
Survey Years: T1=2001; T2=2006; T3=2012.
*Represents significance at p<.05 level.
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Table 6 - Correlations of Overall Career Satisfaction and Wanting to Leave UM with Climate and Work Satisfaction Indicators by Race-Ethnicity-Gender

Groups for Three Timepoints for STEM Faculty

overall career satisfaction

want to leave UM

men women white white men women white white
Time 1 of color of color men women of color of color men women

n=24 n=18 n=71 n=101
Overall work satisfaction 0.87 *** 0.77 *** 0.50 *** 0.75 ***
Overall climate 0.73 *** 0.58 * 0.50 *** 0.63 ***
Disparaging comments about women 0.04 -0.26 -0.17 -0.25 **
Disparaging comments about men 0.23 -0.13 0.08 -0.16
Disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities 0.01 -0.08 -0.03 -0.11
Unwanted sexual attention 0.09 -0.42 -0.23 -0.17
Gender discrimination -0.03 -0.06 -0.16 -0.27 *
Racial-ethnic discrimination -0.30 -0.36 -0.04 a

overall career satisfaction want to leave UM

men women white white men women white white
Time 2 of color of color men women of color of color men women

n=29 n=26 n=112 n=95 n=29 n=26 n=110 n=94
Overall work satisfaction 0.47 ** 0.77 *** 0.68 *** 0.60 *** -0.19 -0.08 -0.47 *** -0.44 ***
Overall climate 0.59 ** 0.67 *** 0.59 *** 0.60 *** -0.56 ** -0.25 -0.55 *** -0.47 **=*
Disparaging comments about women 0.08 -0.43 * -0.05 -0.10 0.17 0.26 -0.03 0.20
Disparaging comments about men -0.04 -0.12 -0.11 0.05 0.01 0.19 0.06 0.12
Disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities -0.16 -0.04 -0.18 0.01 0.20 0.11 0.09 0.06
Unwanted sexual attention 0.08 -0.05 0.10 -0.07 -0.02 0.06 0.05 0.22 *
Gender discrimination 0.08 0.02 -0.05 -0.18 -0.15 0.26 0.09 0.05
Racial-ethnic discrimination -0.38 * -0.08 -0.03 a 0.13 0.29 0.10 a

overall career satisfaction want to leave UM

men women white white men women white white
Time 3 of color of color men women of color of color men women

n=84 n=35 n=352 n=133 n=83 n=36 n=351 n=132
Overall work satisfaction 0.74 *** 0.50 ** 0.71 *** 0.70 *** -0.51 *** -0.15 -0.56 *** -0.46 ***
Overall climate 0.57 *** 0.27 0.56 *** 0.66 *** -0.53 *** -0.18 -0.49 **=* -0.54 **=*
Disparaging comments about women 0.03 0.04 -0.09 -0.26 ** 0.06 -0.22 0.10 * 0.24 **
Disparaging comments about men 0.01 0.08 -0.15 ** -0.24 ** -0.01 -0.01 0.17 **=* 0.21 *
Disparaging comments about racial-ethnic minorities -0.01 -0.13 -0.14 ** -0.08 -0.03 -0.13 0.16 ** 0.14
Unwanted sexual attention 0.14 0.02 -0.09 -0.18 * -0.12 -0.08 0.11* 0.13
Gender discrimination -0.27 * -0.42 * -0.19 *** -0.34 *** 0.04 0.25 0.17 ** 0.31 ***
Racial-ethnic discrimination -0.26 * -0.10 -0.17 ** -0.04 0.25 * -0.17 0.14 * 0.03
Notes: Correlations were run with weighted data.
Ns vary slightly by item; N=max # of responses by group for items in table.
Survey Years: Time 1=2001; Time 2=2006; Time 3=2012.
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Survey of University of Michigan Faculty (2012)
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Survey of University of Michigan Faculty
Throughout this survey, “faculty” refers to all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

If you need to complete the survey in more than one sitting, please click on the “>>” button at the bottom of this page; this will save your responses. Once you have
advanced to the next page of the survey, you may then close your browser window and return to the full survey at a later time.

If you need to go back to a previous page in the survey, please click on the "<<" button at the bottom of the page. Please do not use the back button of your web
browser.

Procedures for Completing the Survey

Procedures for Completing the Survey

Thank you very much for participating in the University of Michigan Faculty Survey. Throughout this survey, “faculty” refers to all tenured and tenure-track,
primary research, and clinical track faculty. You are able to stop and return to your survey at a later time, until you click the final submit button at the end of
the survey. You may skip any questions you do not feel comfortable answering, and you have the opportunity to write additional comments near the end of the
suney.

We hope to receive completed surveys no later than November 16, 2012.

If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, or wish to obtain information, ask questions or discuss any concerns about this study with
someone other than the researcher(s), please contact the University of Michigan Health Sciences and Behavioral Sciences Institutional Review Board, 540 E
Liberty St., Ste 202, Ann Arbor, MI 48104-2210, (734) 936-0933 [or toll free, (866) 936-0933], irbhsbs@umich.edu.

PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT

PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT

In the chart below, please select the appropriate response option to indicate when you obtained your highest academic degree, your first UM appointment,
and when you started on the tenure track at UM (if applicable).

1960-64 1965-69 1970-74 1975-79 1980-84 1985-89 1990-94 1995-99 2000-04 2005-09 2010-12
year of highest degree
year of first UM appointment O (@) (@) (@) © O

year started tenure track at UM @) @) © © (@) (@) Q@ (@) (@) (@) Q@

Please indicate, in the following chart, your budgeted appointment for July 2011-June 2012 at UM, including the School or College in which you held the
appointment, as well as the rank and fraction of time associated with that appointment.

If you had multiple budgeted appointments, please list information for second, third, and fourth budgeted appointments, where applicable, as well. (Note:
Fraction amounts should not equal more than 100%, and all ranks include adjunct appointments.)

rank code appointment fraction

schoolicollege (note that all ranks include adjunct appointments) (e.g., 100%, 50%)

1st (only)
budgeted ‘ v ‘ ‘ v ‘ ‘ ‘
appointment

2nd
budgeted l v l [ M ] ‘ ‘
appointment

3rd
budgeted l v ‘ { v ] ‘ ‘
appointment

4th
budgeted l v ] [ v ] ‘ ‘
appointment

How would you classify the primary field of your UM appointment? (select only one)

() Social Science
() Science or Engineering (basic, natural, clinical & applied science)

() Artts/Humanities 26



() Other (please describe):

Do you currently have one or more dry (unfunded) appointments?

) yes

) no

PRIMARY DEPARTMENT/UNIT

PRIMARY DEPARTMENT/UNIT

Many of the following questions ask you to rate conditions in your "primary department/unit." If you have multiple appointments, we would like you to rate
the department/unit that you consider to be your primary appointment. Normally this would be the department/unit in which you spend the most time
(regardless of percentage of budgeted appointment).

However, we are most interested in learning about instructional departments/units, so if you have an administrative position and an additional
instructional appointment in another department/unit, please select the instructional department/unit. If you teach in two departments/units to an equal degree,
please simply choose one to rate for this questionnaire.

My primary department/unitis in the following school/college: v

My appointment in this department/unitis on the following track: v
RESOURCES

RESOURCES

In the chart below, please indicate your level of satisfaction with your current allocations of these items in your primary department/unit.

Office space:
somewhat somewhat
very dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied very satisfied not applicable
amount of space @) (@) @) @) (@) @)
location @ © (@) @ © ©
computer equipment @ © (@) @ (@) (@)

’CM(MML‘ @ o 0] o @) O

Research space:

somewhat somewhat
very dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied very satisfied not applicable
amount of space @) @) @) @) (@) (@)
location appropriate to needs of
research Q © Q© © © Q©
contiguity of space @ @ @ @ © (@)
computer equipment @ © (@) @ (@) (@)
lab equipment @ @ (@) @ (@) (@)
service from vendors (e.g., repairs,
supplies, upgrades) - o o - - o
safety @ @ @ @ (@) @)
ability to control temperature @) @) @) @) @) @)

maintananca fia  hiildina nrahlame 27



LSO HEIIUS (115, DUy PIUsISHTS . - . s _ .
addressed by physical plant) o © © O © O

IM(MMIM:_‘ @ o o) o @) (@)

Funding sources:

somewhat somewhat
very dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied very satisfied not applicable
University ‘ @ @ @ © © @)
external ‘ @) @) @) @) @) @)

Please describe any resource allocation issues in your primary department/unit that concern you:

Have you ever had an outside offer while at UM?

O yes
) no

Did an outside offer ever result in a salary increase?

) yes

) no

Why not?

CAREER SATISFACTION

CAREER SATISFACTION

How satisfied are you with the following dimensions of your professional development in your primary department/unit? Select the response option that best
expresses your level of satisfaction for each dimension below.

somewhat somewhat

very dissatisfied dissatisfied neutral satisfied very satisfied not applicable
opportunity to collaborate with other @) (@) @) @) (@) @)
faculty
amount of social interaction with . p
members of my department/unit A © © At © ©
level of funding for my research or . e
creative efforts A © © At © ©
current salary in comparison to the .
salaries of my UM colleagues © © © A © ©
ability to attract students to work with
me Q O Q Q © (&)
sense of being valued as a teacher by a a a @ @ 28



my students

sense of being valued as a mentor or
advisor by my students

sense of being valued for my teaching
by members of my department/unit

sense of being valued for myresearch,
scholarship, or creativity by members of (@]
my department/unit

level of intellectual stimulation in my
day-to-day contacts with faculty (@)
colleagues

sense of contributing to theoretical
developments in mydiscipline

balance between professional and
personal life

other (please specify):

o

o

o

o

o

o

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your current position at UM?

1-very dissatisfied 2

How likely is it that you will stay at UM for your entire career?
1-very unlikely 2

How much would you like to stay at UM for your entire career?
1-notatall 2

o o

How often do you think about leaving UM?

1-never 2

o o

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following items about your work experiences generally, as well as how you manage your work load in

your primary department/unit.

strongly disagree

I have significant autonomyin PN
determining how | do myjob.

| can decide on myown how to go
about doing my work.

I have considerable opportunity for
independence and freedom in how | do ©
myjob.

My impact on what happens in my
department/unitis large.

I have a great deal of control over what
happens in my department/unit.

I have significant influence over what
happens in my department/unit.

I regularly bring work home. @)

I respond to work-related
communications (e.g., emails, texts,
and phone calls) during my personal
time away from work.

I work during my vacations. @)

| allow work to interrupt me when |
spend time with my family or friends.

| continue to learn more and more as
time goes by.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

tend to disagree

o

o

o

o

o

o

neutral

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o o

L
jt 5-very?jtisﬁed
j‘ 5—ve71ikely
jf,‘ 5—ver‘y inuch
jf,‘ 5-c7ft/en

tend to agree

4 o
o o
o o
o o
o <
o <
o <
o <
o <
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I have developed a lot as a person.

@
@
© ©
@)
@

I find myself learning often.

O
©
©
©

RECOGNITION

RECOGNITION

Has your primary department/unit ever nominated you for an award in the following areas?

‘ yes no
teaching ‘ O O
research ‘ O O
clinical ‘ O O
service ‘ O O

Has your primary department/unit failed to nominate you for an award for which you were qualified?

O yes
() no
() ldon'tknow

Please elaborate:

MENTORING |

MENTORING

Ovwerall, how effective is your primary department/unit at mentoring its junior faculty?

1-very ineffective 2 3 5-very effective

(@) (@) o o (@)

IN

Do you hawe at least one mentor/career advisor?

() yes
) no

Please indicate how much of the various kinds of support/advice you currently receive from all your mentors/career advisors in each area listed:

none some alot too much
serves as a role model @) @) @) @)
promotes my career through - - . .
networking © © © ©
advises about preparation for

advancement (e.g., promotion, O O O @)

leadership positions)

advises about getting my work
published @ (@) O (@)
advises about department politics @) @ @ o 30




advises about obtaining the resources |
need © © © ©
advocates for me @) @) @) O

advises about balancing work and

family © © © ©
other (please specify):
@ @) @ @
MENTORING II
MENTORING

Do you serve as a mentor/career advisor to another faculty member(s)?
O yes

() no

Please indicate how much of the various kinds of support/advice you currently provide as a mentor/career advisor in each area listed:

none some alot too much
serve as a role model for mentee @) @) @) @)
promote mentee's career through
networking o - o -

advise mentee about preparation for
advancement (e.g., promotion, O @) O
leadership positions)

advise mentee about getting work
published o o o o

advise mentee about department
politics © © © ©
advise mentee about obtaining the
resources needed o o o o
advocate for mentee (@) (@) (@) (@)
advise mentee about balancing work
and family A A A A
other (please specify):
@) O @) O
TEACHING
TEACHING

Faculty on campus engage in teaching in a variety of ways. Some mainly provide one-on-one instruction, others offer classroom teaching through formal
courses, and many do a mixture. How would you characterize your main teaching responsibilities in each of the categories below?

none some most all
one-on-one instruction (@) (@) (@) (@)
formal seminar courses © © © @
formal lecture courses @) @) @) O
occasional lectures in large courses O @) @) O
modeling correct professional behavior © (@) © (@)

other (please describe):
@ @ @ @

How many formal courses, in a lecture and/or seminar format, do you teach each academic year?

31



How satisfied are you with your teaching load?

very dissatisfied somewhat dissatisfied neutral somewhat satisfied very satisfied not applicable

In a given year, for how many students do you serve as primary advisor?

graduate students ‘ ‘

undergraduate students ‘ ‘

RESEARCH

RESEARCH

Are you a member of a well-established research team? By this we mean a collaboration that has existed for one year or more, or has submitted research
proposals together, or has coauthored papers together.

() Yes, | belong to a well-established research team.

No, myresearch team cannot be considered a well-established one.
() lam nota member of a single research team. Depending on the project, | work with different teams.

() lusuallywork alone.

We would like to know about your general attitudes and satisfaction with your research collaboration. Please rate your views about your research
collaboration.

somewhat neither agree nor
strongly disagree disagree disagree somewhat agree strongly agree not applicable

In general, collaboration has improved

my research productivity. © o o o @) @)
In general, collaboration has improved PN
the quality of myresearch. < o o o © @)
Collaboration has posed a significant PN a a a a -
time burden in myresearch. o o o - e v

Thinking about your own experiences in the past, what barriers have you encountered when trying to establish research collaborations with investigators from
other departments, institutions, or organizations? Check all that apply; if this does not apply to your situation, please mark the box for 'NA'".

lack of time

0O O

lack of funding

]

lack of support staff to assist with collaborative research efforts

@

limited awareness of opportunities to network with people outside of my discipline

O

proximity to other researchers

O

lack of interest among potential partners

O

political or organizational pressures
[ | have notencountered any major barriers

[ | other (please specify):

[/ NA

PARTICIPATION

PARTICIPATION
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In a typical year:

how many department, college and/or university ‘ ‘
level committees do you serve on?

how many do you chair? ‘ ‘

Have you ever been asked to serve and/or served as department chair, department section/area/program chair, or center/lab/institute/program director or
administrator?

yes no
asked to serve: @) @)
served: O O

Do you feel you have been excluded from participating in important decision-making college and/or department level committees?

O yes

. no

INSTITUTIONAL/DEPARTMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS

INSTITUTIONAL/DEPARTMENTAL RELATIONSHIPS

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning conditions in your primary department/unit, and your relationships
with your primary department/unit colleagues by selecting the appropriate response option.

stronglydisagree  tend to disagree neutral tend to agree strongly agree not applicable

My research interests are valued by my
colleagues.

o o o o o o

| feel pressured to change myresearch
agenda in order to fitin. \—/ o © ) ©) O

| feel/felt pressured to change my
research agenda to make tenure/be (&) (&) © O (@) ©
promoted.

| am comfortable asking questions
about performance expectations.

o o o o o o

| am/was reluctant to bring up issues
that concern me for fear that it (@) (@) © © O
will/would affect my promotion/tenure.

My colleagues expect me to represent o | =) @
“the point of view” of my gender.

My colleagues expect me to represent o . =) @
“the point of view” of my race/ethnicity.

My colleagues solicit my opinions
about their research ideas and (&) (O] © O O ©
problems.

My colleagues have lower expectations

of me than of other faculty. @) @) @) @) @)

o o o o

| constantly feel under scrutiny by my — ‘ . .
colleagues.

I have/had to work harder than | believe
my colleagues do, in order to be/have (O} (&) © (&) () (&)
been perceived as a legitimate scholar.

There are many unwritten rules
concerning how one is expected to Q@ (@) (@) Q
interact with unit colleagues.

Others seem to find it easier than I to @ ‘ o o
“fitin”

| feel | have received adequate
information and feedback about what it © @ © © @ 33



takes to succeed as a facultymember.

How would you rate your primary department/unit’s executive leader (chair or director) in each of the following areas? Select the appropriate response option
for each item.

The chair/director of my primary department/unit...

poor below average average above average superior

maintains high academic standards. (@) (O] Q Q@ Q@
is open to constructive criticism. (@) Q@ Q@ Q© Q@
is an effective administrator. @) @) (@) @) @)
shows interestin faculty. (@) Q@ Q@ Q@ Q@
encourages and empowers faculty. B .
treats facultyin an even-handed way. (@) Q@ Q@ (@) Q@
helps me obtain resources | need. (@) (@) (@) (@) Q@
gives me useful feedback about my @ o o e o
performance. - - - - o
articulates a clear vision. (@) (©) Q@ (@) Q@
articulates clear criteria for P ‘
promotion/tenure. N - N N
honors agreements. (@) © © © ©
handles disputes/problems effectively. @) @) (@] @] ©
communicates consistently with faculty. @) @) @) O (@)
creates a cooperative and supportive @ o PN P P
environment. A v o (& O
shows commitment to racial-ethnic o

o o @) o @

diversity.

For each item, please select the response option that best corresponds to how much influence you feel you have over the following matters in your primary
department/unit:

substantial tremendous

reallyno influence  minorinfluence some influence influence influence not applicable
unit curriculum decisions @) @) @) @) (@) @)
size of salaryincreases | receive @) © (O] © (O] ©
obtaining money for travel to
professional meetings g o - o - o
securing the facilities or equipment |
need for myresearch g - - o h -
selecting new graduate students or ‘ ‘ ‘
residents/fellows g o o - - -
selecting new faculty members to be
hired © © © © © ©
determining who gets tenure O (@) (@)
selecting the next unit head .
affecting the overall unit climate/culture O O O O @) O

Please indicate in the chart below any job-related discrimination you have experienced at UM within the last five years.

Check the boxes indicating the basis for the discrimination (columns labeled: race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, etc.) and the areas in which the
discriminatory behavior has affected your career at UM (rows labeled: hiring, promotion, etc.).

Please select all that apply.

Areas affected by the
discriminatory behavior Basis for the discrimination
sexual physical religious
notapplicable  race/ ethnicity gender orientation disability affiliation other
hiring @ @ @ @ @ @ @
promotion @ @) @ @ @ @ @
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salary (5] (5] (] = (& = (&
spacelequipment, other resources @ @ @ @ @ @ @
access to administrative staff @ @ @ @ @ @ @
graduate student or resident/fellow @ @ @ @ @ o @

assignments

’M(MM:_‘ @ @ Q @ @) O O

Within the past 5 years, have you experienced any unwanted and uninvited sexual attention (defined as including unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or
questions; unwanted pressure for dates; unwanted letters, phone calls, or e-mails; unwanted touching, leaning over, cornering, or pinching; unwanted pressure
for sexual favors; stalking; rape or assault)?

O yes
®

no

Did you make an official report of it to anyone?

() yes
() no

Why?

Why not?

In your primary department/unit, how prevalent are instances of unwanted and uninvited sexual attention?

N

1-not at all prevalent 3 4 5-very prevalent

(@) (@) (@) o (@)

Within the past five years, how many individuals from UM have come to you concerned about behavior they experienced
that either you or they would define as unwanted and uninvited sexual attention?

Are you now, or in the past five years have you ever been, the officially designated person to whom people report incidences of unwanted sexual attention?

) yes
() no

INSTITUTIONAL/DEPARTMENTAL CLIMATE

INSTITUTIONAL/DEPARTMENTAL CLIMATE
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Please rate the climate of your primary department/unit on the following continuum.

friendly O O O O O hostle

racist non-racist
homogeneous ) (0 () () ()| diverse
disrespectful () () () () () respectful
collegial | <) () () (o () contentious

non-sexist | () () () () ()| sexst
collaborative ' () ) () () () individualistic
cooperative | () (. () () () | competitive
homophobic () () ( () () non-homophobic

notsupportive | () () () () () supportive

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning the atmosphere in your primary department/unit by selecting the

appropriate response option:

strongly disagree disagree neutral agree

Some faculty have a condescending . . . ‘
attitude toward women.

Sexistremarks are heard in the
classroom.

There is equal access for both men
and women to lab/research space.

The environment promotes adequate P P P ‘
collegial opportunities for women.

Men receive preferential treatmentin
the areas of recruitment and (O © O ©
promotions.

Men are more likely than women to
receive helpful career advice from @) (@) @ (@)
colleagues.

In meetings, people payjustas much
attention when women speak as when (@) © O ©
men do.

Women are appropriately represented
in senior positions. v N © ©

Sexdiscrimination is a big problem in PN PN P ‘
my department. - - o o

strongly agree

o

o

o

o

o

How often within the last five years at UM have you overheard insensitive or disparaging comments about the following types of people in general, or about

particular people as a member of that group, made by faculty or students? [This does not refer to comments about an individual as an individual.] Please

select one for each row. Select “never” if not applicable.
about women in general, or about particular women as “typical” of women

comment made by:

never once or twice/year couple of times/term  more than once/month
faculty © @] Q ©
students (@) © @ Q

about men in general, or about particular men as “typical” of men

comment made by:

never once or twice/year couple of times/term  more than once/month
faculty (@) © (&) (&)
students (@) © Q Q

about racial/ethnic minorities, or about particular persons of color as “typical” of a racial/ethnic group

comment made by:

weekly

o

weekly

o
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never

faculty (@)

students

once or twice/year

o

couple of times/term

o

about a religious group or about particular persons as “typical” of a religious group

comment made by:

never
faculty @)

students

o

once or twice/year
@)

o

couple of times/term

o

o

more than once/month weekly
@] @]
more than once/month weekly

about sexual minorities (that is, gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender individuals), or about particular persons as “typical” of a sexual

minority
comment made by:

never
faculty ©
students

o

about individuals based on their political perspectives

comment made by:

never
faculty
students B
about those from other countries
comment made by:

never
faculty ©
students O
Please mark all that apply for each statement.
In my primary department/unit...

men

I belong to this group. ]

as far as | know, there are NO faculty —
who belong to this group.

there is a supportive department -
community for these faculty.

the department environmentis one in
which these faculty feel comfortable J
and are included.

these faculty members voice their B
ideas in meetings as often as faculty J
not belonging to this group.

some facultymembers have a B
condescending attitude toward (@]
members of this group.

some faculty members expect more
from these faculty than from others.

some faculty members expect less
from these faculty than from others.

PERSONAL LIFE

once or twice/year

o

o

once or twice/year

once or twice/year

o

o

women

international

couple of times/term

o

o

couple of times/term

couple of times/term

o
o

racial/ethnic

minorities

more than once/month weekly
© ©
© ©
more than once/month weekly
more than once/month weekly
© ©
@ @
sexual minorities disabled
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PERSONAL LIFE

Do you currently have a spouse/partner?

O yes
) no

What, if any, is your spouse’s/partner's employment or career field?

What is your spouse’s/partner's employment status?

0 fulltime
() part-time

() notemployed

What is your spouse’s/partner’s preferred employment status at this time?

) full-time
() parttime

() notemployed

If your spouse/partner is employed at UM, what type of appointment does he or she have? Select all that apply.

[ faculty member [ | librarian/curator

|| primary research appointment || office or support staff

|| post-doctoral or fellowship [ health field
|| administrative/professional staff [ | other (please specify):
[] technical

Have you ever sought help from UM in attempting to find appropriate employment for your spouse/partner?
) yes
) no

() notapplicable

How satisfied were you with UM’s help in locating appropriate opportunities for your spouse/partner?

1-very dissatisfied 2 3 4

5-very satisfied
@ @ @ @

®
Have you ever considered leaving UM to improve career opportunities for your spouse/partner?

) yes
) no

() notapplicable

DEMOGRAPHICS
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Age (in years):

Sex:

() male

() female

U.S. citizen?

) yes

) no

Racial/Ethnic Identification (select one):

African American

© ©

Asian American

Euro American

O

) Latina/o or Hispanic American

C\

() Native American/American Indian
() Mixed (please describe):

Other (please describe):

Number of children for whom you do, or have, ‘ ‘
provide(d) care:

Age of youngest: ‘ ‘

Age of oldest: ‘ ‘

If you have children and a spouse/partner, how would you describe, in general, the distribution of parenting responsibilities between you and your

spouse/partner?
1 3
I handle most of the parenting The parenting responsibilities
responsibilities. 2 are shared equally.
O O @)

Are you responsible for taking care of another adult, including an adult family member?
) yes
) no

Please indicate your level of responsibility:

() lam solelyresponsible for taking care of another adult, including an adult family member.

() Ishare these responsibilities with others.

5
My spouse/partner handles most
of the parenting responsibilities.

IN

o (@)
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Please indicate if your professional life has been affected by any of the following in the past five years. Please select all that apply.

Having ongoing care responsibilities
for a person who is ill, disabled or
Having children has affected my aging has affected my professional life My own health issues have affected my
professional life in the following ways: in the following ways: professional life in the following ways:
not applicable @ @ @
professional travel curtailed @ @ @
inability to work evenings and @ @ @
weekends
disruptions of work during the day @ @ @
unexpected time away from work @ @ @
opportunities not offered @ @ @
opportunities not taken @ @ @
other: (please speci
y—tgua—‘ @] O @

Did you complete a similar faculty survey in fall, 2006?

O yes
) no
() maybe

Please describe/list the most positive or favorable aspects of your primary department/unit, as well as the most negative or unfavorable aspects of it:

Additional comments:

CAMPUS-WIDE INITIATIVES

CAMPUS-WIDE INITIATIVES

Please indicate if you have heard or read about any of the following new or existing initiatives at the University of Michigan.

Mcubed project:

) Yes
) No

©
Not sure

What do you think the Mcubed project is about?
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STEP workshops (Strategies Toward Excellent Practices (STEP) in Departments of Schools and Colleges):

) Yes
) No
() Notsure

What do you think the STEP workshops are about?

LIFT (Leadership and Integration in Faculty Transitions) workshops

() Yes
) No
() Notsure

What do you think the LIFT workshops are about?

PPFP (University of Michigan President’s Postdoctoral Fellowship Program )
() Yes
) No
() Notsure

What do you think the PPFP program is about?

END

This is the end of the survey. Please do not click on the ">>" button below until you have completed the survey. Once you click the ">>" button
on this page, you will no longer be able to access this survey. If you need to return to a previous page, please use the "<<" button. Thank you!
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