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A descriptive examination by race/ethnicity in how engineering faculty 

understand their efficacy and responsibility for engaging in equity-based 

initiatives for faculty of Color 

Abstract 

This full empirical research paper addresses how engineering faculty perceive their roles and 

responsibility in creating an equitable environment within academia, an understudied but 

important area to address in organizational change efforts. To begin to fill this gap, we developed 

a survey to understand the ways that faculty take up responsibility for driving diversity, equity, 

inclusion, and belonging (DEIB) changes. The instrument included 7 scales measuring faculty 

perceptions of diversity, equity, inclusion, and belongingness (DEIB) policies and practices, 

professional development and support for faculty of Color, and efforts to recruit and retain 

faculty of Color, as well as their perceptions of personal responsibility and self-efficacy to enact 

DEIB change. We collected data from 179 engineering faculty at three private engineering 

institutions in the Northeast region of which 137 provided race/ethnicity data and make up our 

analytical sample - Asian faculty (n=29, 16.2%), Black, Latiné, Indigenous (BLI), and 

multiracial BLI faculty (BLI(M)) (n=18, 10.1%), and white faculty (n=90, 50.3%). Mean 

standardized factor scores were created for each scale and pairwise comparisons using t-tests 

with a Bonferroni correction were used to examine differences between groups. The results 

highlight differences and trends among Asian, White, and BLI(M) faculty in DEIB readiness and 

responsibility. The findings of this study have implications for understanding how faculty assess 

their environments and how they view their responsibility and readiness to engage in enacting 

equity-based initiatives. 

Introduction 

Faculty of Color1 are integral to higher education’s success. Yet, despite decades of effort to 

address underrepresentation in engineering, faculty of Color comprise just 12.8% of engineering 

faculty [2] and only 9% of tenure-track assistant professors are from historically 

underrepresented racial groups [3]. Efforts to address representational issues have included 

cluster hires [4] and mentorship programs [5]. These efforts have been only nominally effective 

overall as representation has remained stagnant with institutions struggling to recruit, retain, and 

support faculty of Color [6]. How faculty perceive their roles and responsibility in creating 

equitable environments within academia, sometimes termed change readiness [7] contributes to 

the slow pace at which representation has increased. For instance, faculty of Color, especially 

Black, Latiné, Indigenous (BLI), and multiracial BLI faculty (BLI(M)) are often expected to 

shoulder the burden of creating change in ways that not only overburden them with service early 

in their careers when building their scholarship is what is most crucial but must also do so within 

a racially hostile environment that devalues their success and competence [8], [9]. They also 

 
1
 The phrase “of Color” is often used ambiguously. This does not honor the unique racial or ethnic experiences that 

individuals who are not white experience. We use the term “faculty of Color'' to highlight the range of identities 

reported by those in our sample. These identities include Black, Latiné, Indigenous, Asian and Multiracial BLI. We 

utilize this phrase to underscore the instances of marginalization that participants of Color reported regularly 

enduring in engineering contexts [1]. We intentionally capitalize the word Color as an act of resistance against the 

culture of white hegemony often experienced within higher education.  



must contend with the “hidden curriculum” of faculty life and tenure achievement. Faculty of 

Color often face higher expectations for their performance than those expected of their white 

colleagues [10]. In addition, white faculty who remain the large majority in engineering may not 

see it as their responsibility to advocate for change and may see themselves as ill-suited for this 

responsibility. These adversities can significantly impact sense of belonging, tenure attainment, 

and overall retention of faculty of Color within their institutions [11] limiting traction in 

increasing representation intended by change initiatives. 

The purpose of this study is to explore how engineering faculty perceive their roles, 

responsibilities, and self-efficacy for creating equitable environments and supporting efforts 

within their departments to advance diversity, equity, inclusion, and belonging (DEIB) initiatives 

designed to foster sustainable growth in the representation and success of faculty of Color.   

Theoretical Framework 

Shared equity leadership is a framework for understanding the different roles and strengths of 

faculty as leaders in equity [12]. Organizational equity work in higher education seeks to address 

the tendency of systems in higher education to maintain racial stratification through race evasive 

mechanisms [13], [14]. DEIB goals must be widespread and multifaceted to address the 

embeddedness of inequity into different higher education systems. A crucial part of shared equity 

leadership is the development of critical consciousness, or awareness of how individual identities 

and experiences shape one’s understanding of institutional context. Developing faculty 

awareness of how their students and faculty peers differentially experience academia highlights 

the need for collective action to create more equitable engineering spaces. We draw on shared 

equity leadership to understand how faculty members think about their role in advancing DEIB 

change within their institution, analyzing not only individual dispositions towards equity 

centered change, but how faculty understand equity as part of their role. 

Literature Review 

Experiences of Faculty of Color in Science and Engineering 

Engineering faculty of Color often encounter racially charged and hostile academic 

environments that hinder their professional advancement and overall well-being. These 

challenges, which include racial microaggressions, limited institutional support, and a lack of 

representation in faculty leadership roles, significantly impact their sense of belonging and their 

ability to succeed in academia [9], [11], [15], [16]. These systemic inequities not only affect 

faculty of Color but also limit the broader academic environment. Faculty of Color are crucial for 

fostering innovative research and creating an educational atmosphere that reflects the diverse 

needs of students and society [17]. Faculty of Color play a crucial role in creating equitable 

changes for students, through the implementation of new pedagogies [18], curriculum [19], and 

culturally affirming mentoring [20]. For students of Color, having a faculty mentor can foster the 

development of career aspirations, and the development of a STEM identity which can 

encourage persistence in the discipline [21], [22]. Consequently, these harmful organizational 

structures, procedures, and standards continue to create unhealthy spaces for faculty and can also 

impact the success of students of Color.  



The barriers faced by faculty of Color in engineering disciplines are deeply embedded in 

oppressive (e.g., racial, gender inequality) institutional structures.  Racial and gender biases often 

emerge during recruitment, promotion, and tenure processes, resulting in professional isolation 

and a diminished sense of belonging [9], [23]. In engineering, these challenges are compounded 

by persistent stereotypes about who belongs in the field, which further limits opportunities for 

recognition and career advancement [17]. Studies indicate that these institutional barriers 

contribute to higher turnover rates among faculty of Color, many of whom leave academia due to 

a lack of support and the prevalence of exclusionary practices [6]. These experiences and 

exclusion from informal academic networks contribute to professional burnout and a reduced 

sense of self-efficacy in enacting institutional change [16]. In order to counter these persistent 

negative experiences of faculty of Color, changes in policy and practice are needed to disrupt 

these inequitable environments.  

Cluster Hires and Mentorship for Faculty of Color 

To advance DEIB initiatives and increase the representation of underrepresented faculty 

members (e.g., ethnicity, race, gender identity), universities have begun implementing cluster 

hire programs. This strategy has become popular in STEM fields, particularly in engineering 

because of the relative lack of diversity in faculty, and difficulty in recruiting and retaining 

faculty of Color [24], [25]. While the method of cluster hiring has gained attention and traction 

as a way to impact faculty diversity [25], scholars contend that the format can be problematic 

when done without proper support for the faculty who are hired through the initiative [26], [27]. 

Faculty of Color hired within a cluster hire can experience stigma for being a part of a 

“diversity” cluster hire, despite being expected to provide ample diversity related service to their 

institution [26]. For faculty of Color, who are already facing institutional pressures to do more 

service, this can impact their career trajectory and success.  

The other common initiatives to support the success of faculty of Color, and advance equity at 

the faculty level include offering professional development and mentorship intended to support 

faculty of Color in navigating the unique challenges they face in academia. Mentorship programs 

specifically designed for faculty of Color can help mitigate isolation and provide guidance on 

research, teaching, and career advancement [5], [16]. However, such programs are most effective 

when they are supported by institutional resources and structured to address the particular 

barriers faced by underrepresented faculty. Without sufficient institutional support, these 

programs often fall short of addressing the systemic issues that contribute to the burnout and 

frustration experienced by faculty of Color [16], [28]. Insufficient mentoring relationships leave 

faculty of Color feeling neglected and out of place in their departments [29]. Mentorship 

programs can be a way to cultivate structured and intentional mentoring relationships [16]. These 

mentorship programs not only address individual challenges faced by faculty of Color but also 

emphasize a collective responsibility for shaping institutional cultures that prioritize DEIB. 

Faculty Engagement in DEIB Initiatives 

A central question in the study of DEIB initiatives is the degree to which faculty feel responsible 

for enacting change within their departments and institutions. Faculty engagement in DEIB 

initiatives is influenced by individual factors, such as racial and ethnic identity, as well as 

institutional culture and available resources. To be ready for change, faculty must see that change 



is necessary, that the needed change will occur, and that there will be positive outcomes from the 

change [7], [30]. Faculty of Color often bear the additional burden of advocating for DEIB 

change while simultaneously navigating the challenges of systemic racism and discrimination 

[9]. For instance, even though Black faculty had higher service loads than their peers, they took 

on additional voluntary diversity service, like mentoring Black students and anti-deficit teaching 

strategies [31]. McGee describes this mindset as an equity ethic. An equity ethic requires social 

empathy, responsibility and a sociohistorical understanding of the group being advocated for, 

which promotes taking action to disrupt inequitable systems [32]. When Black engineering 

faculty advocate for Black engineering students, they also draw on linked fate, meaning the 

shared experiences within a racialized educational system [31]. In an effort to promote a more 

favorable future engineering environment, Black faculty frequently put their students' welfare 

ahead of their own. 

While shared experience can be a powerful motivator, fostering a sense of responsibility for 

DEIB change among all faculty, regardless of race or ethnicity, is critical to advancing systemic 

transformation. Few studies have explored how faculty understand their responsibility in cross 

identity equity work. One example, Hampton [33] found that white men involved in broadening 

participation in engineering drew on their personal experiences and understandings of equity 

work, which involved reflection on their role as allies, their understanding of color-evasiveness 

in engineering fields, and what they viewed as the goal of broadening participation in 

engineering. These features ranged among participants, highlighting the need for deeper 

understanding of what experiences, mindsets or knowledge contribute to faculty commitment to 

equity work. Other research has found that men faculty allies for equity (in this case the focus 

was gender equity) are often motivated to engage in DEIB work after learning of the lived 

experiences of peers and students, and in particular their identity-related challenges; however, 

results from this study indicate that participants actively contribute to equity efforts at varying 

degrees with differing rates of success [34], underscoring a need for continued and enhanced 

education.  

Positionality  

Throughout the development of this study, the research team continuously engaged in reflectivity 

regarding their positionalities and worldviews [35]. This approach prompted us to reflect on our 

own perspectives and experiences as well as any potential biases in interpreting the data. With 

the diverse identities (e.g., race, gender, education, occupations, overall backgrounds) within our 

research team, it was essential for us to be reflective in our approach to the study. The team 

members include women, men, and non-binary identities, and white, Black, and Latiné,  self-

identifying individuals. All research team members hold advanced degrees from a variety of 

postgraduate institutions. Taken as a whole, the team's positionalities and varied experiences 

assisted us in advancing this scholarship.  

Methodology 

This paper utilizes a multi-institutional sample of survey responses to explore how engineering 

faculty perceive their roles and responsibility in creating an equitable environment within 

academia, with attention to differences along the lines of faculty racial and ethnic identities. 



Sample. Engineering faculty were surveyed at three private institutions in the Northeast region 

of the United States. Respondents to the full survey included 179 engineering faculty who 

identified with varying racial and ethnic identities. For the purposes of this study, we focused on 

three aggregated subgroups: Asian faculty (n=29, 16.2%), BLI(M) faculty (n=18, 10.1%), and 

white faculty (n=90, 50.3%). Given that our focus was on differences across racial and ethnic 

identities, our analytic sample consisted of these 137 faculty who reported their racial and ethnic 

identity. Asian faculty in our sample included respondents who identified as East Asian, 

Southeast Asian, and Indian/Pakistani/Bangladeshi. BLI(M) faculty included respondents who 

identified as African American/Black, Central American, and South American or identified as 

multiracial BLI2.  

With regard to gender identity, the majority of respondents in the analytic sample identified as 

men (n=92, 67.2% men; n=41, 23.0% women; n=1, 0.7% non-binary; n=3, 2.2% not reported). 

Both tenure stream/track (n=108, 78.8%) and non-tenure stream/track (n=29, 21.2%) faculty 

were represented. Among the tenure stream/track faculty, varying ranks were represented (n=23, 

21.3% assistant professor; n=11, 10.2% associate professor; n=73, 67.6% full professor; n=1, 

1.0% not reported). 

Instrument. A survey instrument was used to understand the ways that faculty take up 

responsibility for driving DEIB changes, as well as their self-efficacy and readiness for change.. 

The instrument included 7 scales (see Appendix) measuring various aspects of faculty 

perceptions of DEIB policies and practices, professional development and support for faculty of 

Color, and efforts to recruit and retain faculty of Color, as well as their perceptions of personal 

responsibility and self-efficacy to enact DEIB change. Cronbach’s alpha estimates for all scales 

ranged from 0.752 to 0.945, leading us to conclude that internal consistency reliability was 

acceptable for use of the measures with the present sample [37]; all scale reliability estimates are 

reported in Table 1. 

Analytical Approach. Using faculty responses to the survey instrument, factors scores were 

computed for each scale included on the survey instrument using the maximum a posteriori 

method in Mplus version 8.11. Factor scores – which, in this case, were derived from a 

confirmatory factor analytic framework – offer an invaluable analytical tool to quantify 

otherwise unobservable constructs via empirically validated measurement models [38]. 

Furthermore, factor scores account for error inherent in measuring theoretical constructs such as 

those included in this study [38], thereby providing more precise estimates. Altogether, 7 

continuous factor scores were computed for each individual faculty member in the dataset. 

Factor scores were standardized with a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1 for ease of 

interpretation and comparability across constructs. 

 
2
 There were not enough multiracial BLI respondents (n=6) to more accurately represent the unique experiences of 

multiracial faculty via a separate analytical subgroup. Given the erasure of individual experiences that comes with 

removing small subgroups from analytic samples, we included multiracial BLI respondents in a broader BLI(M) 

subgroup. We explicitly refer to this subgroup as BLI(M) - with the M representing multiracial BLI faculty - to limit 

further erasure of this population via imposition of a monoracial identity [36]. Including those identifying as BLI(M) 

alongside other BLI faculty balanced sample limitations while also acknowledging the salient experiences of 

multiracial faculty with regard to DEIB.  



Table 1: Internal consistency reliability of measurement scales 

Scale Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Belongingness 7  0.945 

DEIB Policies and Practices 4  0.933 

Self-Efficacy for DEIB Change 5  0.890 

Personal Responsibility for DEIB Change 5  0.911 

Professional Development for Faculty of Color 4  0.943 

Recruitment and Retention for Faculty of Color 5  0.752 

Faculty of Color Impact 4  0.909 

Using the mean standardized factor scores for each of the 7 DEIB-related constructs, we 

examined differences across three aggregated racial and ethnic groups – Asian faculty; BLI(M) 

faculty; and white faculty. This allowed us to understand if, to what extent, faculty members’ 

perceptions varied regarding their roles and responsibilities for driving equitable change. 

Pairwise comparisons were used to test for statistically significant differences between group 

means. Given the continuous measurement of the scores, t-tests were used to test for significant 

differences between each pair of mean scores on each construct (e.g., mean score of 

belongingness for Asian faculty compared to mean score of belongingness for BLI(M) faculty, 

mean score of belongingness for Asian faculty compared to mean score of belongingness for 

white faculty, etc.). The Bonferroni correction was applied to control the family-wise error rate 

and adjust p-values for the multiple comparisons conducted across groups [39]. 

Limitations. There are several limitations in this study worth noting. Given the small size of the 

analytic sample (N=137), we were limited by the representation of racial and ethnic identities, 

particularly among minoritized faculty. This guided our decision to examine differences across 

broad groupings of Asian, BLI(M), and white faculty, which ultimately limits the nuance in our 

findings across racial and ethnic identities. We recognize that racial and ethnic categorizations 

are socially constructed [40] and that Black, Latiné, Indigenous, and multicultural faculty are not 

a homogeneous group regarding identity and experiences with DEIB. 

Results 

Upon comparing standardized factor scores (M=0, SD=1) for each measured construct across 

Asian, white, and BLI(M) engineering faculty, several notable trends emerged. Descriptive 

trends are illustrated in Figure 1 and described in more detail in the sections that follow. Notably, 

the only constructs with positive trends for all faculty subgroups were belongingness and faculty 

of Color impact. Most evident in the figure are the contrasting trends across the remaining 

constructs; the downward bars indicate that – compared to their Asian and white colleagues – 

BLI(M) faculty reported less positive feelings regarding their departmental DEIB 

policies/practices, professional development for faculty of Color, and recruitment/retention for 

faculty of Color, as well as less agreement with their own self-efficacy and personal 

responsibility to influence DEIB policies. Furthermore, the figure illustrates a drastic change in 

that trend when it came to faculty of Color impact; that is, BLI(M) faculty reported more positive 

contributions from having adequate representation of faculty of Color in their department than 

their Asian and white colleagues.  



 

Figure 1: Mean standardized factor scores by racial and ethnic identity subgroup 

Mean comparisons are reported in Table 2. Given the arbitrary nature of p-values (for example, 

see Gillborn [41]) and the practical significance of differences in faculty perceptions for 

unearthing systemic barriers to equity efforts, statistically significant differences up to p < .10 are 

reported and discussed. 

Faculty Perceptions of DEIB Policies and Practices 

As a whole, Asian faculty reported the most favorable impressions of DEIB policies and 

practices in the environment (M=0.174, SD=0.832), followed by white faculty (M=0.048, 

SD=1.001) and then BLI(M) faculty (M=-0.140, SD=0.906). Even larger differences in 

perceptions across racial groups were apparent in faculty perceptions of professional 

development and support for faculty of Color (Asian faculty: M=0.248, SD=0.941; white faculty: 

M=0.017, SD=0.990; BLI(M) faculty: M=-0.350, SD=0.975), as well as efforts to recruit and 

retain faculty of Color (Asian faculty: M=0.350, SD=0.820; white faculty: M=-0.022, SD=0.971; 

BLI(M) faculty: M=-0.424, SD=1.000). Notably, the difference between Asian and BLI(M) 

faculty perceptions of recruitment and retention efforts was statistically significant (p=.035). 

Faculty Perceptions of Responsibility for and Readiness to Promote Equitable Change 

Similar trends emerged in faculty perceptions of responsibility for and readiness to promote 

equitable change in their departmental environments. Asian faculty reported the strongest sense 

of responsibility for DEIB change in their departments (M=0.292, SD=0.887), followed by white 



faculty (M=0.065, SD=0.957) and BLI(M) faculty (M=-0.012, SD=0.600). Additionally, while 

Asian faculty and white faculty both reported above-average self-efficacy to enact DEIB change 

in their departments (Asian faculty: M=0.145, SD=1.054; white faculty: M=0.134, SD=0.934), 

BLI(M) faculty reported below-average self-efficacy to enact DEIB change (M=-0.221, 

SD=0.845). These differences were not statistically significant. 

Table 2: Differences in mean standardized factor scores across racial and ethnic identities 

  Asian BLI(M) White 

  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Belongingness 0.250 0.894 0.039 0.710 0.045 0.984 

DEIB Policies and Practices 0.174 0.834 -0.140 0.906 0.048 1.001 

Self-Efficacy for DEIB 

Change 0.145 1.054 -0.221 0.845 0.134 0.934 

Personal Responsibility for 

DEIB Change 0.292 0.887 -0.012 0.600 0.065 0.957 

Professional Development 

for Faculty of Color 0.248 0.941 -0.350 0.975 0.017 0.990 

Recruitment and Retention 

for Faculty of Color 0.350** 0.820 -0.424** 1.000 -0.022 0.971 

Faculty of Color Impact 0.025 0.813 0.491* 0.434 0.005* 0.939 

Note: ** indicates statistically significant difference between groups at p < .05 

            * indicates statistically significant difference between groups at p < .10 

Faculty Perceptions of Faculty of Color Impact 

Notable differences also emerged in faculty perceptions of the impact that adequate 

representation of faculty of Color offers to departments. For example, respondents who reported 

high impact more strongly agreed with statements that having adequate representation of faculty 

of Color increases departmental rigor, helps best serve student needs, is vital to the strength of 

the department, and improves the department’s overall quality. BLI(M) faculty, by far, had the 

highest faculty of Color impact scores (M=0.491, SD=0.434). Asian and white faculty had 

comparatively lower scores (Asian faculty: M=0.025, SD=0.813; white faculty: M=0.005, 

SD=0.939). The difference between BLI(M) and white faculty was statistically significant 

(p=.098). Furthermore, the faculty of Color impact score had a small standard deviation (0.434) 

for BLI(M) faculty, relative to all other factor scores, indicating little variation in BLI(M) faculty 

endorsement of this sentiment. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

 

The study contributes a beginning understanding of engineering faculty’s perspectives on their 

roles, responsibilities, and self-efficacy for advancing DEIB initiatives designed to create 

equitable environments in which faculty of Color flourish. Given the decades of effort in 

addressing the underrepresentation of faculty of Color in engineering, and stagnated progress in 

this area, understanding faculty readiness to address DEIB issues could not be more important. If 



institutional DEIB efforts are to be transformative the presence of shared equity leadership is 

necessary [12]. In developing equitable environments, understanding and meeting faculty where 

they enter the work is a way forward that builds on and recognizes the various strengths and 

dispositions that faculty from all races and ethnicities bring, calling faculty uniquely forward and 

into the work as they continue to develop in ways that will support lasting change. 

In examining the trends among Asian, BLI(M), and white faculty, it is important to recognize 

that these groups of faculty enter into this work differently. In fact, BLI(M) faculty score in 

opposite directions on all the measured constructs except for belonging and impact of faculty of 

Color. Although the faculty of Color impact scale was positive for all groups, BLI(M) faculty 

scored significantly higher on this scale than white faculty and considerably higher than Asian 

faculty indicating that these faculty groups may not understand the value faculty of Color bring 

to engineering even with this evidence documented (see for example [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], 

[22]). Thus, even with extant scholarship as well as current institutional and engineering society 

efforts aimed at highlighting how faculty of Color uniquely contribute within engineering, 

faculty in these groups may not understand either why change is needed or that enacted changes 

will bring positive outcomes, both of which are necessary factors for readiness to change [7], 

[30]. 

Although BLI(M) faculty are often the most called upon group to serve on diversity committees 

and to take leadership roles in equity initiatives, these faculty have the lowest scores on self-

efficacy and personal responsibility to create change. Given how overburdened BLI(M) faculty 

are with this type of work and the professional peril that results for engaging in this work [8], [9], 

[10], it is incumbent upon engineering leaders to shift the balance of this work away from being 

a BLI(M) faculty responsibility. BLI(M) faculty certainly understand the value they bring to 

engineering, but their experiences in working to enact change as well as racial charged and 

hostile environments in which they do all of their faculty work are likely eroding any self-

efficacy they bring in relation to creating change [16]. In terms of readiness to continue to 

engage in DEIB initiatives, BLI(M) faculty may be unlikely to believe that needed DEIB 

changes will occur as a result of their efforts or that even if some change does occur that it will 

alter their and other faculty’s of Color experiences in ways that matter [7], [30]. In considering 

this it is important to recognize that faculty of Color often view DEIB efforts as insufficient and 

disconnected from their actual needs [16]. 

Asian and white faculty do score higher on both self-efficacy and personal responsibility for 

engaging in DEIB change initiatives but given their lower scores on understanding the 

importance of faculty of Color to engineering, bringing these faculty groups more centrally into 

DEIB work will likely require targeted professional development. For instance, Asian and white 

faculty may need to more fully understand how processes like faculty hiring and promotion are 

experienced differentially based on identity. Faculty may be drawing on personal referential 

experience in thinking about and working on these efforts. While drawing on personal 

knowledge and experience is a common impetus for understanding social and political forces 

impacting marginalized groups, for faculty to understand the need for change and how to go 

about creating change that matters and is lasting, it is important that faculty have an 

understanding beyond their own experience from which to draw. Thus, there is a need for greater 

awareness of inequitable practices and systems in higher education. Increased awareness and 

engagement in understanding the personal lived experiences of underrepresented groups has 



been shown to make a difference [33], [34], though there are also limitations to its effectiveness 

as a means by itself in creating change. 

Bolstering this recommendation are findings from this study in relation to faculty perceptions of 

DEIB policies and practices. Despite stagnation in representation of and success among faculty 

of Color, Asian and white faculty’s positive trends and BLI(M) faculty’s negative trends on the 

adequacy of current DEIB policies and practices, professional development and support for 

faculty of Color, and recruitment and retention of faculty of Color indicate that there is a 

mismatch with reality among these faculty groups. These results again point to readiness for 

change [7], [30], despite self-efficacy and responsibility Asian and white faculty may not see the 

need to continue to engage in or deepen to a systematic change level DEIB initiatives. That 

Asian faculty score considerably higher on these factors than white faculty, may indicate not 

only that both faculty groups experience engineering academia differently than especially 

BLI(M) faculty but that current efforts in DEIB are perhaps perceived as having been impactful 

enough for Asian faculty of Color. Signaling this as a seemingly reasonable conclusion are 

results from this study indicating that the differences in the measure related to perceptions on 

recruitment and retention of faculty of Color is significantly different between Asian and BLI(M) 

faculty. Creating critical consciousness will be needed in creating a frame for shared equity 

leadership [12] to take hold. 

To conclude, we underscore the call from White-Lewis et al. [16] that DEIB policies must go 

beyond surface-level initiatives and focus on dismantling systemic inequities embedded within 

institutional policies and practices. Institutional and departmental efforts must understand and 

then address at a systemic level the specific challenges faced by various groups of faculty of 

Color [17] and meet and engage with faculty in building change readiness [7], [30] from where 

faculty enter into the work. This study offers a very beginning understanding of what Asian, 

white, and BLI(M) faculty bring in terms of dispositions towards and perspectives on 

responsibility and readiness for engaging in equity-based initiatives. Future scholarship from this 

research team will expand not only the scope and psychometric properties of the survey we are 

designing for this area of study but enlarge the sample size, studied institutional types, and 

complexity of the analysis significantly. 
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APPENDIX 

Appendix 1: Description and sample items for constructs measured via survey instrument 

Construct Description Sample Item 

Belongingness 

Measures faculty perception of their 

personal sense of belonging within 

their department and university. 

I feel a sense of belonging at my 

University. 

DEIB Policies and 

Practices 

Measures faculty perception of their 

department's policies and practices 

to enact DEIB-related change.  

I believe my department does an 

adequate job of creating an 

affirming mentoring environment 

for faculty of color. 

Self-Efficacy for 

DEIB Change 

Measures self-efficacy for enacting 

inclusive, diversity-related change.   

I play an important role in 

increasing diversity, equity, and 

inclusion at my university. 

Personal 

Responsibility for 

DEIB Change 

Measures faculty feelings of 

personal responsibility to enact 

DEIB-related change on campus.  

It is my responsibility to convince 

other faculty and institutional 

leaders that diversity, equity, and 

inclusion is a priority. 

Professional 

Development for 

Faculty of Color 

Measures faculty perception of their 

department's efforts to support 

faculty of Color via professional 

development opportunities. 

I believe there is enough 

departmental support for faculty of 

color to thrive. 

Recruitment and 

Retention for Faculty 

of Color 

Measures faculty perception of their 

department's efforts to effectively 

recruit and retain faculty of Color. 

My department is doing enough to 

effectively recruit faculty of color. 

Faculty of Color 

Impact 

  

Measures faculty perception of the 

contributions garnered from having 

sufficient representation of faculty 

of Color within their department. 

Having adequate representation of 

faculty of color is vital to the 

strength of my department. 

 


