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Executive	Summary 

During	the	2014-15	academic	year,	the	Committee	on	Faculty	Diversity	and	Development	(FDD)	
developed	and	administered	an	online	survey	to	learn	more	about	the	social	composition	of	the	
full-time	faculty	and	their	views	about	faculty	diversity	and	climate	at	Barnard.	The	response	
rate	was	75%	of	all	full-time	voting	members	of	the	faculty	and	respondents’	self-reported	sex,	
race/ethnicity,	rank,	and	voting	division	closely	mirrored	that	of	the	population	surveyed. 

The	report	that	follows	outlines	the	results	from	the	survey,	including	discussion	of	open-ended	
responses.	In	this	Executive	Summary	we	briefly	describe	the	social	characteristics	of	the	
Barnard	faculty	and	highlight	(1)	faculty	views	on	administrative	leadership	with	respect	to	
advancing	faculty	diversity	and	inclusion;	(2)	concerns	about	various	aspects	of	faculty	
composition	and	the	equitable	treatment	of	faculty	from	diverse	backgrounds;	and	(3)	
significant	group	differences	which	suggest	that	those	faculty	who	themselves	bring	diversity	to	
the	college,	especially	in	terms	of	gender,	race,	and	sexuality,	are	not	only	more	critical	of	the	
college’s	diversity	initiatives,	but	that	they	have	substantially	different	experiences	of	the	
college	in	terms	openness,	inclusion,	and	equitable	treatment. 

Social	Characteristics	of	the	Faculty 

The	Barnard	faculty	is	not	very	diverse	in	terms	of	historically	underrepresented	groups	in	
academia.	At	the	time	of	the	survey,	administrative	data	reported	that	7%	of	faculty	were	Black	
and	6%	Hispanic;	9%	of	the	faculty	were	Asian,	with	no	Native	American	or	Native	Hawaiian	
faculty	(self-reported	survey	data	indicates	some	differences	due	to	differential	response	rates	
and/or	self-identification).	Although	not	strictly	comparable,	18%	of	survey	respondents	self-
identify	as	a	person	of	color.	The	survey	also	asks	about	other	relevant	background	
characteristics:	27%	of	faculty	respondents	indicate	that	they	are	first-generation	college	
students;	32%	indicate	that	they	consider	themselves	to	be	from	a	lower-	or	working-class	
background;	16%	identify	as	LGBTQ;	and	3%	self-identify	as	a	person	with	a	disability. 

Administrative	Leadership	
	
● Two-thirds	of	respondents	agree	that	Barnard	“has	a	long-standing	commitment	to	

faculty	diversity”	and	“has	senior	administrators	who	regularly	speak	about	the	value	of	
faculty	diversity.”	Women,	faculty	of	color,	LGBTQ	faculty,	and	associate	professors	are	
significantly	less	likely	to	agree	with	both	of	these	statements.	

● Only	one-third	of	the	faculty	are	satisfied	with	how	the	administration	responds	to	
faculty	concerns	about	exclusion	or	marginality.	Faculty	of	color	are	more	than	twice	as	
likely	as	others	to	be	dissatisfied	with	administrative	responses	to	such	concerns	(63%	
compared	to	28%)	and	women	faculty	are	significantly	more	critical	than	men	(43%	
versus	22%).	
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● There	is	a	great	deal	of	expressed	dissatisfaction	with	Barnard’s	commitment	to	the	
recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds	
(43%	dissatisfied),	those	with	disabilities	(31%),	interdisciplinary	scholars	(33%),	
international	faculty	(26%),	and	faculty	of	color	(24%).	
	

Diversity,	Equity	and	Inclusion	
	
● Faculty	are	generally	satisfied	with	the	gender	composition	of	the	faculty,	but	there	is	a	

great	deal	of	dissatisfaction	with	respect	to	the	socioeconomic	and	racial/ethnic	
composition	of	the	faculty	(41%	and	33%	dissatisfied,	respectively).	Self-identified	
faculty	of	color	are	significantly	more	dissatisfied	with	the	racial/ethnic	composition	of	
the	faculty	(48%	somewhat	or	very	dissatisfied	compared	to	18%),	as	are	LGBTQ	faculty	
(65%	versus	29%).	Women	are	significantly	less	satisfied	than	men	with	the	gender,	
international,	racial/ethnic,	and	socioeconomic	composition	of	the	faculty.	

● 22%	of	respondents	think	that	faculty	with	disabilities	are	treated	less	equitably	by	the	
institution,	and	14%	believe	that	women	and	faculty	of	color	are	treated	less	equitably.	

● 55%	of	the	respondents	agree	that	faculty	engaged	in	interdisciplinary	scholarship	have	
to	work	harder	than	their	colleagues	to	be	perceived	as	comparable	scholars,	and	over	
40%	agree	that	faculty	with	advanced	degrees	from	non-elite	universities	(45%),	faculty	
from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds	(43%),	faculty	of	color	(43%),	and	
women	(43%)	need	to	work	harder	than	other	colleagues.		

● A	substantial	percentage	of	respondents	are	dissatisfied	with	the	following	aspects	of	
their	departments:	(1)	representation	of	racial/ethnic	minorities	(30%	dissatisfied);	(2)	
commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	of	color	(22%),	faculty	working	
in	interdisciplinary	areas	(21%),	and	those	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	
backgrounds	(24%);	and	(3)	tolerance	of	different	faculty	opinions	and	beliefs	(23%).	
	

Differential	Experiences	
	
● Slightly	more	than	half	of	respondents	rate	the	general	climate	of	Barnard	as	“inclusive.”	

There	are	significant	group	differences,	with	women,	faculty	of	color	and	LGBTQ	faculty	
significantly	less	likely	to	view	the	climate	as	inclusive.	

● Overall,	women,	faculty	of	color,	and	LGBTQ	faculty	are	all	significantly	more	likely	to	
perceive	inequities	in	the	treatment	of	specific	groups	of	faculty,	which	provides	indirect	
evidence	that	members	of	these	social	groups	themselves	experience	these	inequities	
and	exclusions	to	a	greater	degree	than	others.	
 

The	findings	we	have	highlighted	here	are	troubling.	At	the	same	time,	almost	all	faculty	
members	who	have	shared	their	views	with	the	FDD	are	committed	to	maintaining	and	
enhancing	diversity	at	Barnard,	with	94%	indicating	that	a	diverse	student	body	is	important	to	
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them,	followed	by	90%	endorsing	the	importance	of	having	a	diverse	faculty,	and	81%	affirming	
the	importance	of	a	curriculum	that	addresses	diverse	issues.	Importantly,	there	are	no	
significant	differences	across	rank,	division,	or	social	group,	which	we	take	as	evidence	for	a	
shared	mandate	in	support	of	the	College’s	efforts	to	create	a	more	representative	campus. 

The	central	question,	then,	is	how	do	we	bridge	the	gap	between	support	for	diversity	and	the	
concerns	more	fully	outlined	in	the	report	that	follows?	Although	we	do	not	make	
recommendations	here,	the	FDD	believes	that	the	central	challenges	that	the	College	faces	as	it	
moves	forward	include	bridging	the	gap	between	perceptions	of	diversity	and	excellence,	
recognizing	the	varied	experiences	and	perceptions	of	faculty	from	different	backgrounds,	and	
defining	clearly	specified	goals	and	initiatives	that	require	accountability	at	the	individual,	
departmental,	and	administrative	level. 
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Background	and	Methodology	
During	the	fall	of	2014,	the	Faculty	Diversity	and	Development	(FDD)	Committee	worked	with	
the	Office	of	Institutional	Research	and	Assessment	to	develop	a	survey	of	faculty	to	better	
understand	the	social	composition	of	the	full-time	faculty	and	views	about	faculty	diversity	and	
climate	at	Barnard.	

All	full-time	voting	members1	of	the	faculty	(N=183)	were	invited	to	complete	the	online	survey,	
administered	by	the	Office	of	Institutional	Research	using	the	Qualtrics	survey	tool	with	unique,	
anonymized	links.	The	FDD	made	a	brief	presentation	about	the	survey	and	its	goals	at	the	
December	1,	2014	faculty	meeting.	The	survey	launched	the	next	morning.	Reminders	to	non-
respondents	were	sent	on	December	5,	9,	and	17	and	the	survey	closed	on	December	23,	2014.	

Appendix	B	includes	the	survey	instrument.	Most	questions	were	in	banks	of	similar	questions	
with	five-point	response	scales.	Where	appropriate,	a	sixth	response	category,	“no	basis	to	
evaluate”	was	offered.	These	responses	were	excluded	from	analyses.	

Responses	to	all	questions	were	analyzed	by	each	of	the	following	categories,	with	statistical	
significance	at	the	p<	.05	level,	as	determined	by	chi-square	tests:	

• gender;	
• race/ethnicity,	measured	by	self-identification	as	a	person	of	color;	
• less	advantaged	background,	measured	by	self-identification	as	a	first-generation	

college	student	or	as	“coming	from	a	lower-	or	working-class	background”;	
• LGBTQ,	measured	by	self-identification;	
• voting	division2;	and		
• rank,	measured	as	assistant	professor,	associate	professor,	full	professor,	or	off-ladder	

faculty.3	
	

The	response	rate	was	75%	and	respondents’	self-reported	sex,	race/ethnicity,	rank,	and	voting	
division	closely	mirrored	that	of	the	population	surveyed	(see	Table	A1	in	Appendix	A).	

                                                
1	Visiting	and	term	faculty	were	not	eligible	for	the	survey.	
2	To	assure	comprehensive	representations,	elections	and	some	appointments	to	committees	are	organized	by	the	
following	divisions:		(1)	Architecture,	Art	History,	Dance,	English,	Music,	Theatre;	(2)	Biological	Sciences,	Chemistry,	
Environmental	Science,	Mathematics,	Physical	Education,	Physics	and	Astronomy,	Psychology;	(3)	Anthropology,	
Economics,	Education,	History,	Political	Science,	Sociology,	Urban	Studies;	(4)	Africana	Studies,	Asian	and	Middle	
Eastern	Cultures,	Classics,	French,	German,	Italian,	Philosophy,	Religion,	Slavic,	Spanish	and	Latin	American	
Cultures,	Women’s	Studies.		
3	Note	that	rank	and	voting	division	are	each	analyzed	as	four-category	variables	in	order	to	minimize	identification	
of	respondents.	This	strategy	also	diminishes	the	likelihood	of	statistically	significant	results.	Significant	differences	
by	groups	within	rank	or	voting	division	may	exist	on	some	questions.	For	example,	faculty	in	a	single	division	or	
rank	may	hold	significantly	different	views	on	some	items	than	the	rest	of	the	faculty	combined.	These	possibilities	
are	not	tested	for.	
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The	Faculty	Diversity	and	Development	Committee	presented	survey	results	to	a	faculty-only	
caucus	on	March	30,	2015	and	to	a	full	faculty	meeting	on	April	6,	2015	and	extensive	
information	about	the	survey	implementation	and	results	were	made	available	through	the	
faculty	portal.	In	Spring	2016,	representatives	of	the	FDD	Committee	also	met	with	all	elected	
faculty	governance	committees	(FGP,	ATP,	COI,	FPBC,	FFRC,	Off-Ladder	Faculty	Advisory	
Committee,	and	the	Grants	Committee),	as	well	as	department/program	chairs	at	the	March	
2016	Chair’s	meeting,	in	order	to	further	disseminate	the	survey	results	and	begin	targeted	
discussion	of	key	findings.	

Key	Findings	

1. Importance	of	Faculty	Diversity	and	Inclusion	at	Barnard	

Faculty	were	asked	a	set	of	three	questions	about	the	importance	of	diversity	at	Barnard	to	
them.	A	core	finding	from	the	survey	is	that	there	is	widespread	agreement	that	diversity	of	
students,	faculty	and	the	curriculum	are	personally	important	to	our	faculty.	The	results	
presented	in	Figure	1	show	the	strongest	support	for	a	diverse	student	body,	followed	by	a	
diverse	faculty,	and	somewhat	weaker	support,	although	still	strong,	for	“a	curriculum	that	
addresses	issues	of	diversity	in	content	or	pedagogy.”	There	are	no	statistically	significant	
differences	on	these	questions	among	any	of	the	subgroups	identified	above.	

A	separate	question	asked	respondents	to	rate	the	general	climate	of	the	College	“in	terms	of	
openness	to	students,	faculty	and	staff	from	a	variety	of	backgrounds”	as	inclusive,	
exclusionary,	or	neither	(Figure	2).	A	majority	of	respondents	(55%)	selected	“inclusive”	but	
there	are	large	differences	by	demographic	characteristics	and	rank.	Women	(47%),	faculty	of	
color	(30%)	and	LGBTQ	faculty	(25%)	are	less	likely	to	select	“inclusive”	than	are	their	
counterparts.	Full	professors	are	most	likely	to	select	both	“inclusive”	(63%)	and	“exclusive”	

2%

4%

6%

94%

90%

81%

4%

6%

13%

Having a diverse student body at Barnard is very
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Having a diverse faculty at Barnard is very
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important to me
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Figure 1. Importance of Diversity
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(16%).	Associate	professors	are	least	likely	to	select	“inclusive”	(33%)	(see	Table	A2	in	
Appendix	A).	

 
Although	conceptually	distinct,	another	question	asks	faculty	to	reflect	on	the	overall	sense	of	
community	among	faculty.	Respondents	are	moderately	satisfied	(62%)	with	the	overall	sense	
of	community	among	faculty,	although	this	varies	by	rank,	with	one-third	of	the	non-tenure-
track	faculty	dissatisfied.	A	related	item	asks	about	satisfaction	with	the	interactions	among	
faculty	from	different	racial	and	ethnic	backgrounds.	Although	more	than	half	(54%)	of	
respondents	indicate	that	they	are	satisfied,	faculty	of	color	are	significantly	less	satisfied	(33%)	
than	others	(59%)	with	this	more	specific	dimension	of	community	(Table	A3).	

	

2. Faculty	Composition	

The	survey	results	provide	an	opportunity	to	examine	the	demographic	and	social	composition	
of	our	faculty,	both	in	terms	of	objective	indicators	and	levels	of	faculty	satisfaction	about	
representativeness	and	diversity	more	broadly	defined.	
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Overall,	there	is	an	underrepresentation	of	faculty	of	color,	especially	compared	to	our	students	
and	given	our	location	in	New	York	City.	Looking	at	administrative	data	collected	by	the	College,	
13%	of	our	faculty	are	from	historically	underrepresented	groups	in	higher	education	(7%	Black,	
6%	Hispanic,	0%	Native	American).4	Compared	to	50	highly-ranked	liberal	arts	colleges,	Barnard	
ranks	somewhat	above	the	25th	percentile	for	the	percentage	of	tenure-track	faculty	who	are	
underrepresented.	With	respect	to	tenured	faculty,	Barnard	ranks	in	the	top	25%	of	the	same	
group	of	colleges	(data	from	AY13).	Among	Barnard	students,	in	AY	2014,	21%	were	from	
historically	underrepresented	groups	(Black,	Latina,	or	Native	American).		

In	an	effort	to	gain	a	broader	understanding	of	who	are	our	faculty	are,	the	survey	provided	
respondents	with	the	opportunity	to	describe	their	social	characteristics.	Asked	about	whether	
they	identify	as	a	person	of	color,	18%	of	survey	respondents	respond	affirmatively.	In	terms	of	
socioeconomic	background,	27%	of	faculty	respondents	indicate	that	they	are	first-generation	
college	students	and	32%	indicate	that	they	consider	themselves	to	be	from	a	lower-	or	
working-class	background.	Further,	16%	of	faculty	identify	as	LGBTQ	and	3%	self-identify	as	a	
person	with	a	disability. 

Beyond	self-reports	that	allow	us	to	paint	a	more	nuanced	picture	of	the	composition	of	the	
Barnard	faculty,	respondents	were	asked	to	rate	their	satisfaction	with	four	dimensions	of	
diversity.	Overall,	as	shown	in	Figure	4,	there	are	varying	levels	of	satisfaction	with	the	gender,	
international,	racial/ethnic,	and	socioeconomic	composition	of	the	faculty.		

	

                                                
4	See	Table	A1.	Self-reports	from	the	survey	also	indicate	that	there	are	a	small	number	of	faculty	who	identify	
themselves	as	Native	American	or	Native	Hawaiian.	
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Respondents	are	most	satisfied	(71%	somewhat	or	very	satisfied)	with	the	gender	composition	
of	the	faculty	and	this	is	the	only	dimension	on	which	fewer	than	20%	report	dissatisfaction.	
Barnard’s	full-time	faculty	is	roughly	61%	female.		Male	faculty	members	are	significantly	more	
satisfied	with	the	gender	composition	of	the	faculty,	with	no	other	statistically	significant	group	
differences	identified.	

Dissatisfaction	is	greatest	with	the	socioeconomic	composition	of	the	faculty	(41%	somewhat	or	
very	dissatisfied),	although	one-third	of	faculty	indicate	that	they	had	no	basis	to	respond	(data	
not	shown),	presumably	because	this	is	not	a	“visible”	measure	of	faculty	diversity.	
Interestingly,	more	than	one-third	(38%)	of	respondents	self-identify	as	first-generation	college	
students	and/or	from	a	lower-	or	working-class	background.	Faculty	members	identifying	with	
this	group	do	not	differ	significantly	from	others	in	terms	of	satisfaction	with	the	socio-
economic	composition	of	the	faculty;	women	are	significantly	less	satisfied	than	male	faculty	
members	(Table	A4).	

Fewer	than	half	of	respondents	express	satisfaction	with	the	racial/ethnic	composition,	with	
some	relevant	differences	across	groups.		Overall,	one-third	of	faculty	respondents	are	
dissatisfied	with	the	racial/ethnic	composition	of	the	faculty.	Women	(44%	v.	18%	of	men),	
faculty	of	color	(48%	vs.	32%)	and	LGBTQ	faculty	(65%	vs.	29%)	are	significantly	less	satisfied	
than	their	counterparts	with	this	aspect	of	faculty	representation.	This	is	also	the	only	
dimension	of	faculty	composition	where	there	are	significant	differences	by	divisions:	
respondents	from	Division	1	(Architecture,	Art	History,	Dance,	English,	Music	and	Theater)	are	
the	least	satisfied	and	those	from	Division	3	(Anthropology,	Economics,	Education,	History,	
Political	Science,	Sociology,	and	Urban	Studies)	are	significantly	more	satisfied	than	others.	

Fewer	than	half	of	respondents	express	satisfaction	with	the	international	composition	of	the	
faculty,	with	female	faculty	members	significantly	more	dissatisfied	compared	to	men	(26%	v.	
18%).	Divisional	differences	are	also	evident,	again	with	faculty	in	Division	1	the	least	satisfied	
and	faculty	in	Division	3	significantly	more	satisfied.	

3. Administrative	Commitment	to	Diversity	
There	is	a	wide	range	of	opinion	about	administrative	advocacy	for,	and	commitment	to,	faculty	
diversity.	Whereas	faculty	are	generally	positive	about	Barnard’s	commitment	to	having	a	
diverse	faculty,	responses	to	more	specific	items	and	significant	differences	across	subgroups	
reveal	more	dissatisfaction.	

Two-thirds	of	respondents	agree	that	Barnard	“has	a	long-standing	commitment	to	faculty	
diversity”	and	“has	senior	administrators	who	regularly	speak	about	the	value	of	faculty	
diversity”	(Figure	5).	However,	women,	faculty	of	color,	LGBTQ	faculty,	and	associate	professors	
are	much	less	likely	than	their	counterparts	to	agree	with	both	of	these	statements	(Table	A5).	
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Figure	5	also	demonstrates	that,	although	58%	of	respondents	agree	that	Barnard	“has	
effective	hiring	practices	and	policies	that	increase	faculty	diversity,”	only	42%	agree	that	the	
college	has	“effective	retention	practices”	that	increase	diversity.	With	respect	to	hiring	
practices,	women,	faculty	of	color,	and	LGBTQ	faculty	are	much	less	likely	than	their	
counterparts	to	agree	that	Barnard’s	practices	are	effective.	Differences	by	rank	are	also	
evident,	with	full	professors	the	most	likely	to	affirm	the	effectiveness	of	both	hiring	and	
retention	practices	and	associate	professors	most	likely	to	disagree	with	both	statements	(Table	
A5).	

Faculty	are	about	evenly	split	on	whether	Barnard	“rewards	faculty	for	their	participation	in	
diversity	efforts”	with	a	large	minority	either	neutral	or	having	no	basis	on	which	to	evaluate	
the	statement.	Women,	faculty	of	color,	and	associate	professors	are	much	more	negative	in	
their	assessment	of	this	measure.	

	

A	final	question	probes	the	extent	of	faculty	satisfaction	with	“administrative	response	to	
faculty	concerns	about	exclusion	or	marginality”	(note	the	difference	in	the	response	scale).	
Only	29%	of	respondents	indicate	that	they	are	somewhat	or	very	satisfied,	whereas	34%	are	
somewhat	or	very	dissatisfied.	Notably,	faculty	of	color	are	more	than	twice	as	likely	as	others	
to	be	dissatisfied	with	administrative	responsiveness	and	women	faculty	are	also	significantly	
more	critical	than	men	on	this	dimension	(Table	A5).	It	is	also	the	case	that	a	more	substantial	
percentage	of	faculty	respondents	are	neutral	on	this	question	than	the	others	that	tap	
administrative	commitment	to	diversity.	
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Figure 5. Institutional Commitment to Diversity

          Agreement that Barnard...



	 10	

4. Specific	Dimensions	of	Faculty	Diversity	at	the	College	Level	

Three	sets	of	questions	focused	more	directly	on	faculty	perceptions	about	the	treatment	and	
experiences	of	specific	categories	of	faculty	that	contribute	to	a	diverse	faculty	(for	example,	
women,	faculty	of	color,	international	faculty,	etc.).	These	questions	probed:	

• satisfaction	with	administrative	commitment	to	their	recruitment	and	retention;	
• agreement	that	the	institution	treats	these	faculty	equitably;	and	
• agreement	that	faculty	in	these	groups	have	to	work	harder	than	their	colleagues	to	be	

perceived	as	comparable	scholars.	
	
Patterns	of	response	are	roughly	comparable	across	these	three	banks	of	questions	(see	Figures	
6–8),	with	some	notable	differences.	In	general,	there	is	least	dissatisfaction	with	respect	to	
women,	LGBTQ,	and	international	faculty	and	most	dissatisfaction	with	respect	to	faculty	from	
disadvantaged	backgrounds,	those	with	advanced	degrees	from	non-elite	universities,	and	
interdisciplinary	scholars.	

There	is	mixed	assessment	of	the	College’s	commitment	to	recruiting	and	retaining	faculty	who	
contribute	to	faculty	and	curricular	diversity.	Whereas	satisfaction	is	highest	with	regard	to	
women	and	LGBTQ	faculty,	dissatisfaction	with	Barnard’s	administrative	commitment	to	
recruitment	and	retention	is	greatest	with	respect	to	faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	
backgrounds,	those	with	disabilities,	interdisciplinary	scholars,	international	faculty,	and	faculty	
of	color	(Figure	6).	
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Figure 6. Administrative Commitment to Recruitment & Retention
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There	are	also	concerns	about	the	equitable	treatment	of	different	categories	of	faculty.	Most	
pronounced	is	the	finding	that	faculty	with	disabilities	are	identified	by	22%	of	respondents	as	
being	treated	less	equitably	by	the	institution,	compared	to	LGBTQ	faculty,	women,	and	faculty	
of	color	(Figure	7).

		

A	final	question	explores	perceptions	of	comparable	worth	among	the	faculty,	measured	by	the	
extent	of	agreement	with	the	statement	that	specific	groups	of	faculty	have	to	work	harder	
than	colleagues	to	be	perceived	as	comparable	scholars	(Figure	8).	Over	50%	of	the	faculty	
agree	that	faculty	engaged	in	interdisciplinary	scholarship	have	to	work	harder	than	their	
colleagues	to	be	perceived	as	comparable	scholars.	Significant	proportions	of	the	faculty,	
ranging	from	43-45%,	also	agree	that	faculty	with	advanced	degrees	from	non-elite	universities,	
faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds,	faculty	of	color,	and	women	need	to	
work	harder	than	other	colleagues.	A	smaller	percentage	of	faculty	think	that	LGBTQ	faculty,	
international	faculty	and	faculty	with	disabilities	face	similar	barriers	to	legitimacy	but	there	is	
still	some	evidence	that	faculty	in	these	groups	are	not	considered	equal	or	comparable	to	
other	colleagues.	

There	are	significant	differences	in	responses	to	these	three	sets	of	questions	by	subgroups	of	
faculty	(see	Tables	6A,	7A,	and	8A	in	Appendix	A).	Women,	faculty	of	color,	and	LGBTQ	faculty	
are	more	likely	to	see	inequity	for	some	or	all	identified	groups	of	faculty.	For	example,	women	
faculty	are	significantly	more	dissatisfied	than	male	faculty	with	the	administration’s	
commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	many	of	the	kinds	of	faculty	who	bring	
diversity	to	campus	and	they	are	more	likely	to	question	the	college’s	equitable	treatment	of	
women	faculty,	LGBTQ	faculty,	faculty	of	color	and	faculty	with	disabilities.	Women	are	also	
significantly	more	likely	than	male	faculty	to	agree	that	all	groups	of	faculty	who	represent	
cores	aspects	of	diversity	need	to	work	harder	to	be	perceived	as	comparable	scholars.		
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Respondents	who	identify	as	faculty	of	color	are	also	more	critical	than	those	who	do	not	
identify	in	this	way:	they	are	more	likely	to	express	dissatisfaction	with	the	College’s	efforts	to	
recruit	and	retain	faculty	of	color,	interdisciplinary	scholars	and	faculty	from	less	privileged	
economic	backgrounds;	they	are	more	likely	to	disagree	that	faculty	of	color	and	LGBTQ	faculty	
are	treated	equitably;	and	they	are	significantly	more	likely	to	agree	that	faculty	of	color	need	
to	work	hard	to	be	perceived	as	comparable	scholars.		

The	more	general	pattern	of	women,	faculty	of	color,	and	LGBTQ-identified	being	more	critical	
than	their	counterparts	with	respect	to	these	three	dimensions	of	equity	and	inclusion	also	
maps	onto	significant	differences	in	evaluations	of	the	College’s	inclusiveness	discussed	above.	
Taken	together,	such	statistically	significant	differences	can	be	interpreted	as	indirect	evidence	
that	members	of	these	social	groups	themselves	experience	these	inequities	and	exclusions.		

5. Diversity	and	Inclusion	at	the	Department	Level	
One	set	of	questions	asks	about	satisfaction	with	one’s	department	on	issues	related	to	faculty	
diversity.	Responses	are	generally	positive	with	respect	to	women	and	LGBTQ	faculty	(Figure	9).	
However,	between	20%	and	30%	of	respondents	express	dissatisfaction	with:	

• the	representation	of	racial/ethnic	minorities;	
• commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	of	color,	faculty	working	in	

interdisciplinary	areas,	and	those	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds;	and	
• tolerance	of	different	faculty	opinions	and	beliefs.	
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Differences	by	subgroup	on	these	questions	tend	not	to	be	by	demographic	characteristic	(e.g.,	
gender,	race/ethnicity)	but	by	rank	and	voting	division	(see	Table	A9).	Following	are	the	most	
striking	differences:	

• Non-tenure	track	faculty	(Professors	of	Professional	Practice	(PoPPs),	Lecturers,	and	
Associates)	are	the	least	positive	faculty	rank	about	their	departments’	commitment	to	
the	recruitment	and	retention	of	women	and	to	faculty	working	in	interdisciplinary	
areas.	

• Non-tenure	track	faculty	and	assistant	professors	are	significantly	less	positive	than	
associate	and	full	professors	about	their	departments’	tolerance	of	different	faculty	
opinions	and	beliefs.	

• Faculty	in	Division	1	(Architecture,	Art	History,	Dance,	English,	Music,	Theatre)	are	the	
most	negative	about	the	faculty	members’	departmental	commitment	to	recruitment	
and	retention	of	faculty	of	color	and	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds	
and	tolerance	of	different	faculty	opinions	and	beliefs.	

• Faculty	in	Division	2	(mainly	the	natural	sciences)	are	also	fairly	negative	about	their	
departments’	commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	of	color.	

• Faculty	in	Division	3	(comprising	mainly	the	social	sciences)	are	also	fairly	negative	about	
their	departments’	tolerance	of	different	faculty	opinions	and	beliefs.	
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In	response	to	a	question	about	department	climate,	fewer	than	15%	of	respondents	indicate	
that	they	are	somewhat	or	very	uncomfortable	discussing	issues	of	diversity	in	their	
department,	but	faculty	of	color	are	significantly	more	likely	to	express	discomfort	(31%)	
compared	to	their	counterparts	(10%)	(data	not	shown).	

6. Diversity	in	the	Curriculum	
As	noted	above,	most	faculty	agree	that	having	a	curriculum	that	addresses	issues	of	diversity	
in	content	or	pedagogy	is	very	important	to	them.	Two	additional	questions	ask	about	their	
satisfaction	with	the	current	state	of	the	Barnard	curriculum	in	this	respect.	Almost	two-thirds	
of	respondents	are	satisfied	with	their	department’s	commitment	to	offering	courses	
addressing	issues	of	diversity,	but	somewhat	fewer	(57%)	are	satisfied	with	the	degree	to	which	
issues	of	diversity	are	present	in	the	Barnard	curriculum	as	a	whole	(Figure	10).	

	

Voting	division	is	the	only	variable	on	which	satisfaction	with	departmental	commitment	to	
offering	courses	addressing	diversity	differs	(see	Table	A10).	Faculty	in	the	natural	sciences	
(Division	2)	are	much	more	likely	than	others	to	be	neutral	(46%)	on	this	question.	Faculty	in	
Division	1	are	significantly	less	satisfied	than	faculty	in	Divisions	3	and	4	with	their	departments’	
course	offerings.	

There	is	considerably	more	difference	regarding	the	undergraduate	curriculum	as	a	whole.	
Faculty	of	color	(67%),	LGBTQ	faculty	(50%),	and	women	(32%)	are	dissatisfied	to	a	significantly	
greater	extent	than	their	counterparts.	

Faculty	Priorities	and	Suggestions		

At	the	completion	of	the	survey,	faculty	were	given	the	opportunity	to	answer	two	open-ended	
questions:		
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• What	do	you	think	the	top	priorities	of	the	College	should	be	with	respect	to	enhancing	
faculty	diversity	and	inclusion?	(~90	responses)	

• Do	you	have	any	suggestions	for	the	FDD	Committee?	In	particular,	what	do	you	think	
should	be	the	mission,	role	and	work	of	the	FDD	Committee	to	make	Barnard	a	more	
attractive	and	favorable	work	environment	for	all	faculty?	(~60	responses)	

A	number	of	key	themes	emerged	from	the	qualitative	responses	that	both	reinforce	the	
quantitative	results	and	go	beyond	them	(see	Table	1	on	p.	16).	

The	top	priority	for	faculty	respondents	is	to	improve	recruitment	and	retention,	including	
through	mentoring	(27	comments	across	ranks).	Specific	faculty	groups	that	were	mentioned	
with	respect	to	recruitment	included	Asian-Americans,	Latinos,	and	international	scholars.	
Another	consistent	theme	is	the	need	to	support	non-traditional	scholarship	and	
interdisciplinary	work.	Many	responses	also	highlight	the	need	to	focus	on	issues	of	social	class	
as	a	priority	for	the	College,	along	with	working	to	diversify	the	curriculum.	Another	expressed	
priority	is	improving	faculty	mentoring	and	orientation.	At	the	same	time,	and	echoing	the	
quantitative	results,	a	significant	number	of	colleagues	express	concerns	about	campus	
leadership	in	the	area	of	diversity	and	indicate	that	leadership	from	the	top,	including	
highlighting	diversity	in	the	capital	campaign,	is	an	important	priority.		

The	open-ended	results	also	indicate	a	sense	among	some	faculty	that	the	quality	of	
community	and	intellectual	interaction	could	be	improved	across	the	College,	echoing	the	
finding	reported	earlier	that,	although	a	majority	of	respondents	are	satisfied	with	the	overall	
sense	of	community	among	faculty,	a	substantial	portion	are	somewhat	or	very	dissatisfied	
(particularly	non-tenure-track	faculty).	Some	comments	point	to	the	need	to	improve	climate	
and	faculty	morale	through	formal	and	informal	social	interactions	and	intellectual	exchanges,	
and	suggest	re-establishing	a	faculty	dining	room.	Other	comments	draw	attention	to	concerns	
about	the	lack	of	respect	for	intellectual	diversity.	There	is	also	an	expressed	interest	in	reviving	
the	Difficult	Dialogues	or	other	workshop	programs	to	educate	the	community.	

Many	of	the	open-ended	responses	focus	on	the	“culture	of	overwork”	at	the	College,	
especially	with	regard	to	service	obligations	that	are	perceived	to	be	distributed	unequally	
across	faculty	in	different	ranks	and	social	categories,	particularly	race/ethnicity	and	gender.	
Translated	into	the	language	of	College	priorities,	respondents	point	to	the	need	to	equitably	
distribute	and	reward	service,	advising,	and	teaching	loads.	

Faculty	also	note	a	number	of	material	resource	priorities.	In	addition	to	offering	more	
competitive	salaries,	responses	point	to	the	need	for	more	childcare	support/options	as	well	as	
other	benefits	such	as	housing.	A	related	theme	is	the	need	for	clearer	communication	about	
the	availability	of	benefits	and	information.	A	small	handful	of	respondents	also	highlight	the	
need	for	more	accessibility	support	for	faculty	with	disabilities.	
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Table	1.	Open-Ended	Comments:	Themes	and	Frequency	of	Response*	

Faculty	Diversity	and	Inclusion	at	Barnard	
• (P)	Improve	climate	with	support	for	social	interactions	(including	dining	room)	(7	across	ranks)	
• (S)	Revive	Difficult	dialogues	or	other	workshop	program	to	educate	community	(10	Assoc/Full/OLFAC)	
• (S)	Improve	mentoring	and	orientation	(5	across	ranks)	
• (S)	In	general,	work	to	boost	faculty	morale	through	formal	and	informal	social	interactions	and	

intellectual	exchanges,	perhaps	in	the	dining	room	(5	across	ranks)	

Faculty	Composition	
• (P)	Improve	recruitment	and	retention	including	through	mentoring	(27	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Focus	on	class	(11	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Attract	international	faculty	(9	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Concerns	about	the	lack	of/lack	of	respect	for	intellectual	diversity	(5	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Recruit/retain	Latinos/as	(3	Full)	
• (P)	Recruit/retain	Asian-Americans	(2	Full)	
• (P)	Offer	postdocs	to	develop	a	diverse	applicant	pool	(1	Assoc)	

Administrative	Commitment	to	Diversity	
• (P)	Leadership	from	the	top,	including	involving	diversity	in	the	capital	campaign	(6	Assoc/Full)	

Specific	Dimensions	of	Faculty	Diversity	at	the	College	Level	
• (P)	Support	for	non-traditional	scholarship/interdisciplinary	work	(9	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Childcare	(5	Asst/Full)	
• (P)	Concerns	about	the	lack	of/lack	of	respect	for	intellectual	diversity	(5	across	ranks)	
• (P)	More	accessibility	support	for	faculty	with	disabilities	(3	across	ranks)	
• (P)	Improve	housing	(3	Full,	OLFAC)	
• (P)	Offer	more	competitive	salaries	(3	across	ranks)	
• (S)	Better	communication	around	the	benefits	available	(3	Asst/Assoc/Full)	
• (S)	Support	interdisciplinary	programs	(2	Asst/Full)	
• (S)	Offer	better	pay	and	more	resources,	especially	better	support	with	childcare	(4	Asst/Assoc/OLFAC)	

Diversity	at	the	Departmental	Level	
• (P)	Equalize	service	burdens	(3	Asst,	Full)	
• (P)	Prioritize	maintaining	standards	(3	across	ranks)	
• (S)	Equitably	distribute	and	reward	service/advising/teaching	load	(2	Assoc/OLFAC)	

Diversity	in	the	Curriculum	
• (P)	Diversify	the	curriculum	(5	Assoc	and	Full)	

Reasons	to	not	Prioritize	
• (P)	We’re	doing	fine	(6,	primarily	Full)	
• (P)	We	can’t	do	anything	because	of	Columbia	(3)	

Cross-cutting	Priorities	and	Suggestions	
• Need	an	ongoing	emphasis	on	recruitment	and	retention	
• Need	for	a	focus	on	issues	of	class	
• Concerns	about	campus	leadership	
• Need	to	revamp	the	mentoring	system	
• Need	to	improve	faculty	morale	through	collegial	interactions	
• Need	to	equalize	and	value	faculty	service	
• Need	for	more	childcare	support/options	as	well	as	other	benefits	such	as	housing.		Also	a	need	for	

clearer	communication	about	the	availability	of	such	things	
*Each	entry	is	categorized	as	a	Priority	(P)	or	Suggestion	(S)	and	includes	the	number	of	responses	related	to	the	
entry	as	well	as	the	rank	of	the	respondents	commenting.	
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It	is	also	important	to	note	that	a	small	number	of	faculty	stated	that	they	do	not	think	it	is	
necessary	to	prioritize	diversity	since	the	College	is	doing	fine	or	we	can’t	do	anything	because	
of	our	relationship	to	Columbia.	A	few	colleagues	also	stress	that	the	top	priority	for	the	college	
should	be	maintaining	academic/intellectual	standards.	

	



Appendix	A:	 Supplemental	Tables	
 

Shaded	results	are	significant	at	the	p	<	0.05	level.	
	 18	

Table	A1.	Characteristics	of	FDD	Survey	Respondents	Compared	to	Administrative	Data	

Demographic	Background	 Respondents	 Population	

Race/ethnicity	categories	(multiple	choices	allowed)	 	 	
Asian	 5%	 9%	

Black	 9%	 7%	

Hispanic	 8%	 6%	

Native	 1%	 0%	

Native	Hawaiian		 1%	 0%	
White	 83%	 79%	

Do	you	identify	as	a	person	of	color?	 18%	 	
Were	you	a	first-generation	college	student?	 27%	 	

Do	you	consider	yourself	to	be	from	a	lower-	or	working-	class	background?	 32%	 	
First	generation	and/or	lower/working	class	background	 38%	 	

Do	you	identify	as	LGBTQ?	 16%	 	

Do	you	identify	as	a	person	with	a	disability?	 3%	 	
	 	 	
Faculty	Rank/Appointment	 		 		

Assistant	professor	 18%	 18%	

Associate	professor	 18%	 16%	

Full	professor	 39%	 42%	

Off-ladder	Faculty	 24%	 23%	
		 		 		
Primary	Division	 		 		
I.	Architecture,	Art	History,	Dance,	English,	Music,	Theatre	 21%	 22%	
II.	Biology,	Chemistry,	Environmental	Science,	Math,	Physical	Education,	
Physics/Astronomy,	Psychology	 27%	 28%	

III.	Anthropology,	Economics,	Education,	History,	Political	Science,	Sociology,	Urban		 24%	 26%	

IV.	Africana,	AMEC,	Classics,	Languages,	Philosophy,	Religion,	WGSS	 28%	 24%	
		 	 		
Gender		 		 		

Female	 59%	 61%	
Male	 41%	 39%	
		 		 		
International	Background	 		 		

Born	or	raised	primarily	outside	of	the	U.S.	 25%	 	

If	raised	outside	the	US,	where	primarily?	 	 		
Europe	 58%	 		

Asia	 15%	 		
Mexico,	Caribbean,	Central	and	South	America	 12%	 		
Africa	 9%	 		

Canada	 6%	 		
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Table	A2.	Group	Differences	in	Perceptions	of	General	Climate	(Percentages)	

	 Barnard’s	general	climate	is…	

Respondent	Characteristic	 Inclusive	 Neither	 Exclusionary	

Gender		
Women	 			47%	 			37%	 		16%	
Men	 66	 30	 4	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 30	 57	 13	
Other	 61	 28	 11	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 25	 55	 20	
Other	 61	 30	 9	

Social	Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 59	 29	 12	
Other	 49	 41	 10	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 63	 38	 0	
Associate	Prof.	 33	 58	 8	
Full	Professor	 63	 22	 16	
OLFAC	 58	 29	 13	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 52	 37	 11	
Division	2	 74	 24	 3	
Division	3	 48	 39	 13	
Division	4	 53	 31	 17	

	
	
	

Table	A3.	Group	Differences	in	Community	and	Faculty	Interaction		
(%	Somewhat	or	Very	Dissatisfied)	

	

	 Dissatisfaction	with…	

Respondent	Characteristic	
Overall	Sense	of	
Community	

Faculty	
Interactions	

Gender	
Women	 22%	 25%	
Men	 27	 11	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 22 33 
Other	 24 17 

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 15 20 
Other	 24 19 

Class	
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 23 20 

Other	 22 20 

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 9 13 
Associate	Prof.	 21 25 
Full	Professor	 24 18 

OLFAC	 32 22 

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 15 8 
Division	2	 21 16 
Division	3	 29 13 
Division	4	 22 34 
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Table	A4.	Group	Differences	in	Satisfaction	with	Faculty	Composition		

(%	Somewhat	or	Very	Dissatisfied)	

	 %	Dissatisfied	with	Aspects	of	Faculty	Composition	

Respondent	Characteristic	 Gender	 Int’l	
Racial/	
ethnic	

Socio-
economic	

Gender		
Women	 			9%	 			26%	 			44%	 			53%	
Men	 4	 18	 18	 26	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 4	 26	 48	 50	
Other	 7	 21	 32	 39	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 10	 25	 65	 63	
Other	 6	 22	 29	 35	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 10	 32	 38	 36	
Other	 4	 18	 33	 43	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 4	 18	 22	 44	
Associate	Prof.	 0	 14	 50	 43	
Full	Professor	 6	 19	 33	 39	
OLFAC	 13	 39	 33	 40	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 11	 44	 36	 35	
Division	2	 3	 3	 39	 29	
Division	3	 6	 21	 26	 39	
Division	4	 6	 24	 34	 57	

	
	

Table	A5.	Group	Differences	in	Perceptions	of	Institutional	Commitment	to	Diversity		
(%	Somewhat	or	Strongly	Disagree)	

	

	

Dimension	of	Institutional	Commitment		
%	disagreement		

	

Respondent	Characteristic	

Advocacy	
by	senior	
leaders	

Long-
standing	

commitment		

Effective	
hiring	

practices	

Effective	
retention	
practices	

Rewards	
partici-
pation	

Responsive-
ness	(%	

dissatisfied)	

Gender		
Women	 			33%	 			32%	 		31%	 			43%	 			42%	 			43%	
Men	 13	 11	 10	 23	 28	 22	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 61	 41	 41	 40	 63	 63	
Other	 16	 20	 17	 33	 29	 28	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 37	 37	 37	 47	 41	 53	
Other	 24	 22	 21	 33	 35	 29	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 26	 26	 26	 31	 40	 32	
Other	 26	 23	 22	 39	 35	 36	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 23	 18	 25	 28	 27	 38	
Associate	Prof.	 54	 43	 35	 52	 64	 33	
Full	Professor	 16	 14	 15	 24	 26	 24	
OLFAC	 22	 31	 26	 41	 33	 50	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 30	 30	 33	 36	 33	 27	
Division	2	 20	 13	 14	 35	 26	 29	
Division	3	 19	 23	 17	 35	 36	 22	
Division	4	 32	 29	 29	 36	 41	 52	
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Table	A6.	Group	Differences	in	Satisfaction	with	Administrative	Commitment	to	Recruitment	and	
Retention	(%	Somewhat	or	Very	Dissatisfied)	

	

	
%	Dissatisfied	with	Administrative	Commitment	to	Recruitment	and	Retention	of…	
	

Respondent	Characteristic	 Women	 LGBTQ	
Faculty	
of	Color	

Int’l	
faculty	

Interdisciplinary	
Scholars	

Faculty	with	
disabilities	 SES	

Gender		
Women	 	11%	 10%	 			34%	 			32%	 			40%	 			42%	 			63%	
Men	 6	 7	 10	 20	 24	 18	 21	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 5	 13	 41	 29	 60	 31	 79	
Other	 10	 7	 20	 24	 27	 32	 37	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 11	 6	 42	 29	 41	 50	 71	
Other	 8	 7	 20	 26	 32	 28	 37	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 12	 9	 30	 38	 33	 34	 48	
Other	 6	 7	 21	 20	 34	 30	 40	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 14	 7	 21	 36	 29	 38	 62	
Associate	Prof.	 0	 11	 33	 26	 29	 37	 59	
Full	Professor	 6	 6	 19	 15	 33	 29	 31	
OLFAC	 15	 10	 25	 40	 43	 22	 31	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 12	 6	 33	 37	 41	 36	 53	
Division	2	 14	 14	 15	 24	 20	 24	 26	
Division	3	 0	 0	 13	 21	 30	 25	 43	
Division	4	 9	 8	 32	 21	 43	 35	 43	

	
	
	

Table	A7.	Group	Differences	in	Perceptions	of	Equitable	Treatment	(%	Somewhat	or	
Very	Dissatisfied)	

	

	

Barnard	treats	following	faculty	groups	
equitably	(%	disagree)	

	

Respondent	Characteristic	 Women	 LGBTQ	
Faculty	
of	Color	

Faculty	with	
Disabilities	

Gender		
Women	 				20%	 				11%	 				22%	 			28%	
Men	 6	 0	 2	 16	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 9	 12	 17	 12	
Other	 14	 5	 12	 24	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 21	 12	 22	 50	
Other	 12	 5	 12	 17	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 16	 9	 3	 17	
Other	 13	 5	 22	 26	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 15	 6	 12	 36	
Associate	Prof.	 13	 11	 15	 28	
Full	Professor	 14	 5	 17	 24	
OLFAC	 11	 4	 8	 10	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 19	 9	 8	 30	
Division	2	 7	 5	 14	 26	
Division	3	 16	 0	 15	 14	
Division	4	 11	 10	 17	 21	
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Table	A8.	Group	Differences	in	Perceptions	of	Comparable	Worth	(%	Somewhat	or	Strongly	Agree)	
	

	

	
%	agreement	that	specified	faculty	have	to	work	harder	to	be	perceived	as	

comparable	scholars	
	

Respondent	Characteristic	

Interdisci-
plinary	
scholars	

Non-elite	
degree	

1st	gen/	
wkg	class	
faculty	

Faculty	
of	color	

Women	
faculty	

Faculty	with	
disabilities	

Int’l	
faculty	

LGBTQ	
faculty	

Gender		
Women	 			69%	 			61%	 	66%	 			61%	 		64%	 			30%	 	29%	 			25%	
Men	 38	 26	 15	 20	 13	 7	 10	 7	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 61	 67	 67	 70	 60	 31	 27	 29	
Other	 53	 44	 42	 39	 39	 18	 18	 15	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 61	 65	 60	 67	 63	 31	 31	 35	
Other	 53	 43	 41	 41	 39	 18	 18	 14	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 51	 49	 52	 47	 49	 16	 29	 30	
Other	 57	 44	 41	 43	 39	 21	 14	 10	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 26	 60	 36	 45	 38	 25	 20	 6	
Associate	Prof.	 82	 60	 63	 59	 43	 19	 22	 14	
Full	Professor	 51	 39	 36	 38	 38	 22	 13	 19	
OLFAC	 55	 39	 47	 38	 48	 11	 24	 26	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 54	 40	 47	 50	 56	 10	 5	 19	
Division	2	 44	 41	 33	 39	 33	 17	 14	 12	
Division	3	 50	 45	 37	 31	 29	 6	 13	 10	
Division	4	 61	 50	 52	 53	 47	 43	 37	 29	
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Table	A9.	Group	Differences	in	Satisfaction	with	Departmental	Diversity	and	Inclusion		

(%	Somewhat	or	Very	Dissatisfied)	
	

	
Dimension	of	Departmental	Diversity	and	Inclusion	–		

%	Dissatisfied	

Respondent	Characteristic	

Accep-
tance	of	
sexual	
orien-
tation/	
identity	

Gender	
compositi

on	

Recruit/	
retain	
women	

Tolerance		
of	opinions/	

beliefs	

Recruit/	
retain		

faculty	of	
color	

Recruit/	
retain	
inter-
discipli-
nary	
faculty	

Racial/	
ethnic	
repre-
senta-
tion	

Socio-
economic	
represen-
tation	

Gender		
Women	 			6%	 					5%	 			7%	 			25%	 			30%	 			26%	 			34%	 	31%	
Men	 4	 11	 7	 21	 12	 13	 26	 14	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 10	 0	 5	 32	 36	 39	 52	 40	
Other	 2	 9	 6	 18	 19	 14	 25	 20	

Sexual	
Orientatio
n	

LGBTQ	 5	 10	 5	 21	 16	 10	 26	 38	

Other	 3	 7	 7	 22	 23	 21	 31	 20	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 7	 6	 6	 24	 20	 20	 22	 19	
Other	 3	 8	 6	 20	 24	 19	 36	 26	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 5	 13	 8	 8	 24	 23	 30	 38	
Associate	Prof.	 8	 0	 4	 42	 35	 22	 43	 38	
Full	Professor	 0	 10	 2	 12	 15	 14	 25	 13	
OLFAC	 7	 3	 14	 30	 24	 27	 30	 22	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 8	 0	 8	 41	 38	 33	 48	 33	
Division	2	 3	 6	 9	 9	 26	 19	 33	 19	
Division	3	 4	 6	 3	 32	 13	 20	 23	 24	
Division	4	 0	 11	 6	 6	 13	 9	 18	 13	
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Table	A10.	Group	Differences	in	Satisfaction	with	Diversity	in	the	Curriculum		
(%	Somewhat	or	Very	Dissatisfied)	

	

	
Dimension	of	Curricular	Diversity	-	%	

Dissatisfied	

Respondent	Characteristic	

Department	
courses	address	

diversity	
Curriculum	

addresses	diversity	

Gender		
Women	 	21%	 			32%	
Men	 8	 12	

Race/	
Ethnicity	

Faculty	of	Color	 27	 67	
Other	 11	 14	

Sexual	
Orientation	

LGBTQ	 20	 50	
Other	 15	 19	

Class		
1st	Gen/Working	Class	 13	 24	
Other	 16	 23	

Rank	

Assistant	Prof.	 22	 26	
Associate	Prof.	 22	 30	
Full	Professor	 8	 27	
OLFAC	 17	 11	

Voting	
Division	

Division	1	 30	 22	
Division	2	 17	 11	
Division	3	 13	 31	
Division	4	 6	 30	

	
	



Appendix	B:	 Survey	Instrument	
 

	 25	

	
FDD	Faculty	Diversity	Survey	
	
The	Faculty	Diversity	and	Development	(FDD)	Committee	is	conducting	a	brief	survey	to	better	
understand	the	social	composition	of	our	faculty	and	views	about	the	College	with	respect	to	faculty	
diversity	and	campus	climate.		The	survey	is	completely	confidential	and	information	provided	to	the	
FDD	committee	will	be	completely	anonymous	(i.e.,	there	will	be	no	way	to	identify	respondents).	
	
The	survey	is	being	administered	and	analyzed	by	Becky	Friedkin,	Director	of	Institutional	Research	and	
Assessment.	Any	questions	and	concerns	can	be	directed	to	her	at	rfriedkin@barnard.edu	or	
212.851.2273.	No	members	of	the	FDD	or	the	Provost’s	Office	will	have	access	to	the	data.	
	
Part	I:	Faculty	Diversity	and	Campus	Climate		
	
Q1	Please	indicate	the	extent	to	which	you	agree	or	disagree	with	the	following	statements	about	
Barnard:	
(Strongly	disagree	/	Somewhat	disagree	/	Neither	/	Somewhat	agree	/	Strongly	agree	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
This	institution	has	a	long-standing	commitment	to	faculty	diversity		
This	institution	has	senior	administrators	who	regularly	speak	about	the	value	of	faculty	diversity	
This	institution	has	effective	hiring	practices	and	policies	that	increase	faculty	diversity	
This	institution	has	effective	retention	practices	and	policies	that	increase	faculty	diversity	
This	institution	rewards	faculty	for	their	participation	in	diversity	efforts	
This	institution	treats	faculty	of	color	equitably	
This	institution	treats	women	faculty	equitably	
This	institution	treats	LGBTQ	faculty	equitably	
This	institution	treats	faculty	with	disabilities	equitably	
	
Q2	How	satisfied	are	you	with	the	following	aspects	of	Barnard	College?		
(Very	dissatisfied	/	Somewhat	dissatisfied	/	Neutral	/	Somewhat	satisfied	/	Very	satisfied	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
Overall	sense	of	community	among	faculty		
Racial/ethnic	composition	of	the	faculty	
Gender	composition	of	the	faculty	
International	composition	of	the	faculty	
Socioeconomic	composition	of	the	faculty	
Interactions	among	faculty	from	different	racial/ethnic	groups	
Administrative	response	to	faculty	concerns	about	exclusion	or	marginality	
The	degree	to	which	the	curriculum	addresses	diversity	in	content	or	pedagogy	
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Q3	How	satisfied	are	you	with	Barnard’s	administrative	commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	
the	following	groups	of	faculty?	
(Very	dissatisfied	/	Somewhat	dissatisfied	/	Neutral	/	Somewhat	satisfied	/	Very	satisfied	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
Women	faculty		
Faculty	of	color		
Faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds		
LGBTQ	faculty		
Faculty	with	disabilities		
International	faculty		
Interdisciplinary	scholars		
	
	
Q4		To	what	extent	do	you	agree	or	disagree	that	faculty	in	the	following	groups	have	to	work	harder	
than	their	colleagues	to	be	perceived	as	legitimate	scholars	at	Barnard?	
(Strongly	disagree	/	Somewhat	disagree	/	Neither	/	Somewhat	agree	/	Strongly	agree	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
Women	faculty		
Faculty	of	color		
LGBTQ	faculty		
Faculty	with	disabilities		
Faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	backgrounds		
Faculty	with	advanced	degrees	from	non-elite	universities		
International	faculty			
Interdisciplinary	scholars		
	
	
Q5	Please	rate	your	satisfaction	with	your	department	in	each	area:	
(Very	dissatisfied	/	Somewhat	dissatisfied	/	Neutral	/	Somewhat	satisfied	/	Very	satisfied	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
Tolerance	of	different	faculty	opinions	and	beliefs	
Representation	of	women	
Representation	of	racial/ethnic	minorities	
Acceptance	of	differences	in	sexual	orientation	and	identity	
Commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	women	faculty	
Commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	of	color		
Commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	working	in	interdisciplinary	areas	
Commitment	to	the	recruitment	and	retention	of	faculty	from	less	privileged	socioeconomic	
backgrounds	
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Q6	What	is	your	level	of	comfort	with	discussing	issues	of	diversity	in	your	department?		

! Very	comfortable		
! Somewhat	comfortable		
! Somewhat	uncomfortable		
! Very	uncomfortable		

	
Q7	How	satisfied	or	dissatisfied	are	you	with	each	of	the	following	aspects	of	the	curriculum?	
(Very	dissatisfied	/	Somewhat	dissatisfied	/	Neutral	/	Somewhat	satisfied	/	Very	satisfied	/	No	basis	to	
evaluate)	
	
The	degree	to	which	the	undergraduate	curriculum	at	Barnard	addresses	issues	of	diversity	in	content	
or	pedagogy	
Your	department’s	commitment	to	offering	courses	that	address	issues	of	diversity	in	content	or	
pedagogy	
The	number	of	courses	in	your	department	that	address	issues	of	diversity	in	content	or	pedagogy	
	
Q8		To	what	extent	do	you	agree	or	disagree	with	each	of	the	following	statements?	
(Strongly	disagree	/	Somewhat	disagree	/	Neither	/	Somewhat	agree	/	Strongly	agree)	
	 	
Having	a	diverse	faculty	at	Barnard	is	very	important	to	me.	
Having	a	diverse	student	body	at	Barnard	is	very	important	to	me.	
Having	a	curriculum	that	addresses	issues	of	diversity	in	content	or	pedagogy	is	very	important	to	me.	
	
Q9			In	terms	of	openness	to	students,	faculty	and	staff	from	a	variety	of	backgrounds,	the	general	
climate	of	the	College	is:	
	

! Inclusive	
! Neither	inclusive	nor	exclusionary	
! Exclusionary	
! Not	important	to	me	

	
Part	II:		Open-ended	questions		
	
Q10	What	do	you	think	the	top	priorities	of	the	College	should	be	with	respect	to	enhancing	faculty	
diversity	and	inclusion?	
	
Q11	Do	you	have	any	suggestions	for	the	FDD	Committee?	In	particular,	what	do	you	think	should	be	
the	mission,	role	and	work	of	the	FDD	Committee	to	make	Barnard	a	more	attractive	and	favorable	work	
environment	for	all	faculty?	
	
Part	III.		Background	Information						
	
The	FDD	is	interested	in	learning	more	about	the	social	composition	of	our	faculty.	Your	answers	to	
these	questions	will	only	be	used	for	descriptive	purposes	and	to	determine	how	representative	the	
respondent	sample	is	compared	to	the	full	faculty.	No	analysis	will	be	conducted	that	might	compromise	
the	anonymity	of	your	responses.	
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Q12	Which	of	the	following	is	your	faculty	appointment?	
	

! Assistant	professor		
! Associate	professor		
! Full	professor	
! Off-ladder	(PoPPs,	Associates,	Lecturers)		

	
Q13	In	which	of	the	following	faculty	divisions	is	your	primary	department?	
	

! I.			Architecture,	Art	History,	Dance,	English,	Music,	Theatre		
! II.		Biological	Sciences,	Chemistry,	Environmental	Science,	Mathematics,	Physical	Education,	

Physics	and	Astronomy,	Psychology		
! III.	Anthropology,	Economics,	Education,	History,	Political	Science,	Sociology,	Urban	Studies		
! IV.	Asian	and	Middle	Eastern	Cultures,	Classics,	French,	German,	Italian,	Philosophy,	Religion,	

Slavic,	Spanish	and	Latin	American	Cultures,	Women’s,	Gender,	and	Sexuality	Studies		
	
Q14			With	which	of	the	following	racial/ethnic	categories	do	you	identify?	(Select	all	that	apply)	
	

! Asian	or	Asian-American		
! Black	or	African-American		
! Hispanic	or	Latino		
! Native	American	or	Alaskan	Native		
! Native	Hawaiian	or	other	Pacific	Islander		
! White	or	Caucasian		
! Other	(please	specify):		____________________	

	
Q15	Do	you	identify	as	a	person	of	color?	

! Yes		
! No		

	
Q16	Were	you	a	first-generation	college	student?	

! Yes		
! No		

	
Q17	Do	you	consider	yourself	to	be	from	a	lower-	or	working-	class	background?	

! Yes		
! No		

	
Q18	Were	you	born	or	raised	primarily	outside	of	the	U.S.?		

! Yes		
! No		

	
If	“Yes”	to	Q18:	
Q19	In	which	country	or	region	were	you	born	or	primarily	raised?	

! Africa		
! Asia		
! Canada		
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! Europe		
! Mexico,	the	Caribbean,	Central	America	and	South	America		
! Middle	East		
! Oceania		

	
Q20	What	is	your	gender?		(open-ended)	
	
Q21	Do	you	identify	as	LGBTQ?	

! Yes		
! No		

	
Q22	Do	you	identify	as	a	person	with	a	disability?	

! Yes		
! No		

	
You	may	review	your	responses	by	clicking	the	Back	button.		Once	you	click	on	Next	your	survey	
response	will	be	closed	to	further	changes.	Thank	you	again	for	your	participation	in	this	survey.		The	
Committee	on	Faculty	Diversity	and	Development	looks	forward	to	sharing	the	results	of	the	survey	with	
the	faculty.	
	
	


