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Goals of the Survey 
This survey was conducted as part of the CIRES Diversity and Inclusion program in order to 
understand the strengths of the Institute and the nature and scope of problems in the workplace 
culture, to create an action plan to address those problems, and to implement changes to help 
assure a positive work environment for everyone who works at CIRES. Three versions of the 
survey were developed for each of three CIRES1 units.  These are called CIRES1, CIRES2, and 
CIRES3. 

Survey Administration 
The CIRES Workplace Culture Survey was administered by Institutional Research (IR) staff from 
the CU Boulder Office of Data Analytics (ODA) in April-May 2018. Analyses were performed by 
staff in the Office of Institutional Equity and Compliance (OIEC). Three versions 

There were 726 CIRES employees invited to participate in the survey (CIRES1=227, CIRES2=385, 
and CIRES3=114); 22 (3% of the population at each unit) declined to take the survey and 433 
participants had complete or nearly complete responses resulting in an overall response rate of 
60%. The respondents included 115 employees from CIRES1, 230 from CIRES2, and 88 from 
CIRES3 (response rates of 51%, 60%, and 77%, respectively). Professional employees responded 
at the highest rate (65%), followed by graduate students (44%) and undergraduates (20%). 
Overall response rates were higher for women than for men (65%, as compared to 56% for men) 
and professional women had the highest response rate (71%) as compared to 61% for 
professional men. Response rates for the race/ethnicity/international groups showed that White 
U.S. citizen employees responded at a higher rate than the other two employee groups: U.S. 
White (65%), combined U.S. Underrepresented Groups (51%), and International (55%).  

The survey dataset is highly representative of the CIRES population in terms of gender, employee 
role, race/ethnicity, and unit. Although undergraduates are underrepresented (making 
professionals somewhat overrepresented), there are still enough respondents to draw 
meaningful and reliable conclusions about the findings for each group. In this report, however, 
the focus is primarily on results for professional/postdoc employees within CIRES1, CIRES2, 
CIRES3, and CIRES overall. A report for the remaining 37 CIRES undergraduate and graduate 
students was issued separately. 

Demographics 
A participant’s job category, sexual orientation, and gender identity were determined by self-
report, sex was determined using institutional records, and race/ethnicity and citizenship were 
determined by a combination of self-report and institutional records. Participants who were U.S. 
citizens who reported being a member of any underrepresented race/ethnicity group were 
combined to form the category, “U.S. Underrepresented Groups” (U.S. URG). All non-U.S. citizen 
employees were categorized as “International.” We used responses to the self-reported gender, 
gender identity, sexual orientation, and birth sex questions to create the LGBTQIA category. 
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Demographics for the resulting dataset were: 45% female, 11% U.S. URG, 6% International, 5% 
LGBTQIA and 7% PNA (preferred not to answer) for the gender identity/sexual orientation 
groups. The percentage of professional/postdoc respondents (n=396) in each category of years of 
service at CIRES is: <1 year (n=36, 9% of respondents), 1-3 years (n=116, 29%), 4-6 years (n=68, 
17%), 7-10 years (n=38, 10%), and 10+ years (n=125, 32%). 

Workplace Culture Survey Instrument 
The survey included 66 items that were phrased as disagree/agree statements and were 
measured on a 6-point scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat disagree, 
4=Somewhat agree, 5=Agree, 6=Strongly agree. These items addressed sense of belonging and 
perceptions of positive support, trust, respect, prejudice, and negative treatment.  

The survey also collected data on experiences of incivility (referred to as hostile treatment in this 
report), identity-based harassment, sexual harassment, and discrimination, as well as witnessing 
or being told about hostile treatment and sexual harassment happening to other CIRES 
employees within the last two years. Note that we use the term “hostile” to refer to all negative 
workplace behaviors, including behaviors that are uncivil but would not be violations of federal 
policy. Those who reported having experienced hostile treatment or identity-based harassment 
were also asked about how it affected their job performance and career ambitions. Finally, 
participants were asked about reporting hostile treatment, harassment, and discrimination to 
someone in authority at CU. 

Presentation of Results 
Data for all 66 disagree/agree items were presented in summary tables.  Disaggregated and 
comparative results are not included in this report for the sake of conciseness and privacy.  Key 
findings for each unit are described below. 

Notes: 

 Results represent the perceptions of the respondents, whose identities were held 
confidential by CU Institutional Research. Only a formal investigation can establish if a 
respondent’s experiences rise to the level of a University policy violation. All respondents 
were provided with support resources and information on how to initiate a report. 

 We use the word “hostile” to refer to all instances of negative work behaviors, including 
incivility and other behaviors not addressed by University policy. The word “hostile” does 
not imply a policy violation.  

 Our results are presented without comparison to other similar workplaces. We will update 
these results with benchmark comparisons as comparable data is available.  Note that a 
CUB Institute-wide culture survey is to be implemented Fall 2019, which will provide some 
comparison. 
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Statistical Analyses  
In order to use the survey data to identify areas for intervention that could lead to improvements 
in workplace climate, we employed several statistical techniques. 

Factor Analysis  

Using theory-based expectations, as well as the results of exploratory factor analyses, we were 
able to identify distinct underlying factors/themes that reflected patterns in the way the 
disagree/agree items were answered. 

For professional employee survey participants, there were six distinct themes or factors. We 
evaluated the integrity of each factor with Cronbach’s alpha (α) statistic (shown in parenthesis 
below), which is a measure of internal consistency/reliability, i.e., how closely related a set of 
items are as a group. An alpha coefficient of .70 or higher is considered acceptable. 

Below is a listing of the individual items associated with each theme and the corresponding scale 
reliability for each unit’s respective data: 

 CIRES belonging (Alpha: CIRES1 =. 91 , CIRES2 =.89, CIRES3 =. 86)  
o I feel welcome at CIRES (like I belong here) 
o I have a sense of community at CIRES 
o My work is valued by CIRES 
o I am proud to work at CIRES 
o The CIRES leadership effectively communicates important information to 

employees 
 CIRES Department/CIRES2/CIRES3 belonging (Alpha: CIRES1=.92, CIRES2=.91, CIRES3=.91) 

o I feel welcome in my CIRES department/CIRES2/CIRES3 (like I belong here) 
o I have a sense of community in my CIRES department/CIRES2/CIRES3 
o My work is valued in my CIRES department/CIRES2/CIRES3 
o I am proud to work in my CIRES department/CIRES2/CIRES3 
o Overall, the workplace culture here is positive 

 Workgroup belonging (Alpha: CIRES1=97., CIRES2=.94, CIRES3=.96) 
o I feel welcome in my workgroup 
o I have a sense of community in my workgroup 
o My work is valued by my workgroup 
o I am proud to work in my workgroup 
o My work is respected by the people I work with 

 Positive support (Alpha: CIRES1=.82, CIRES2=.82, CIRES3=.72) 
o I receive appropriate recognition for my work 
o I am provided opportunities to advance in my career 
o We have a supportive working environment 
o Evaluation criteria are applied equally 
o It’s clear to me who is responsible for addressing employee problems in my 

workgroup 
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o I receive adequate support/mentoring to advance in my career 
o Institutional resources are allocated equitably 
o I have access to supportive social networks within CIRES and the university at large 
o My supervisor encourages my professional development 
o Supervisors treat people fairly 
o Compared to my colleagues, I receive equal recognition for the same level of effort 
o My work is negatively impacted by infighting that happens between people who 

are above me in the work hierarchy (Reverse scored)  
 Perceived prejudice/Negative treatment (Alpha: CIRES1=.89, CIRES2=.82, CIRES3=.86) 

o One or more supervisors say things or behave in ways that humiliate or intimidate 
people 

o One or more colleagues say things or behave in ways that humiliate or intimidate 
people 

o My identity does not influence my supervisor’s opinions about my abilities (R)  
o My identity does not influence my colleagues’ opinions about my abilities (R)  
o I have been singled out at work because of an aspect of my identity 
o Based on an aspect of my identity, some people at work expect me to be a 

spokesperson for my group 
o I have heard other people at my workplace express stereotypes based on identity 
o I have been the target of indirect or subtle comments that express a negative 

attitude toward an aspect of my identity 
o I am comfortable taking leave that I am entitled to without fear that it may affect 

my job/career (Reverse scored)  
 Trust and respect (Alpha: CIRES1=82., CIRES2=.81, CIRES3=.72 ) 

o I trust my colleagues 
o I trust my supervisor 
o I trust the leadership of CIRES 
o My comments/ideas are taken seriously by my colleagues 
o My comments/ideas are taken seriously by my supervisor 
o People are treated with respect by CIRES leadership 
o People are treated with respect by fellow colleagues 
o I am comfortable bringing up issues that concern me without fear that it will affect 

how I am treated by my supervisor 
 
We combined and averaged the questions in each theme to create composite scores and used 
these six composite variables to test the relationships among themes and to test each theme’s 
predictive value for explaining participants’ responses to the question, “If I had it to do over 
again, I would choose to work at CIRES” (Choose CIRES Again).  
 
Regression Analysis 

These themes/factors were then used in a series of simple effects regression models (controlling 
for gender) to test each theme’s value for predicting CIRES employees’ responses to the Choose 
CIRES again question. We chose this question as the dependent variable because it provides an 
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estimate of employee connection and institutional commitment to employees’ specific unit at 
CIRES and estimates risk for employee turnover. The regression simple effects results indicated 
that each composite variable is a statistically significant predictor of Choose CIRES again (all p’s 
<.0001). 
 
We then performed a multiple regression analysis using these composite variables as predictors. 
In addition to the composite variables, we also controlled for gender and took into account 
whether an employee reported experiencing hostile treatment (yes/no). Multiple regression 
provides a measure of the overall predictive value of a model, as well as how well each 
independent variable predicts a dependent variable, while simultaneously controlling for each of 
the other independent variables.  
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CIRES Overall Key Findings 
Agreement Scale Items 

Because the results for the three units reveal different strengths and areas for improvement, this 
report does not discuss aggregated findings for each individual survey item. 

The survey questions were phrased as disagree/agree statements and were measured on a 6-
point scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat disagree, 4=Somewhat agree, 
5=Agree, 6=Strongly agree. 

The overall CIRES areas of strength and opportunities for growth presented below include those 
items for which there is consensus in agreement/disagreement regardless of unit, gender, or 
whether the participant experienced hostile treatment.  

Overall Areas of Strength 

A great majority of CIRES survey respondents agree/strongly agree that: 

 They feel welcome in their group, team, or among close colleagues, i.e., their “workgroup” 
(86%) and they are proud to work in that group (86%). 

 Fostering diversity and pursuing inclusion are core values for them personally (85%). 

Opportunities for Improvement 

 Fewer than half of CIRES survey participants agree/strongly agree that: 
o They have a sense of community at CIRES (43%). 
o Supervisors effectively address employees’ problematic behaviors that undermine 

the work environment (38%). 
 About half of CIRES survey participants agree/strongly agree that: 

o They are provided opportunities to advance in their career (49%). 
o They receive adequate support/mentoring to advance their career (50%). 
o Institutional resources are allocated equitably (53%). 
o They have access to supportive social networks within CIRES/CU (52%). 
o CIRES provides its employees (including at CIRES1, IRES3 and CIRES2) sufficient 

programs/resources to foster the success of a diverse staff (54%). 

Group-Based Differences in Agreement Question Items 

Results for the agreement questions were examined for differences between key groups, 
including for gender, gender by position, race/ethnicity and international status, and 
LGBTQIA/Straight. We also looked for differences between those survey respondents who 
reported experiencing hostile or uncivil treatment and those who did not.   

An examination of the findings for the three race/ethnicity/International groups shows that the 
patterns of responding among the three groups are very similar; ANOVA tests found there were 
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no statistically significant differences between them. However, we may have lacked the statistical 
power to detect group differences. 

Although there are differences in patterns of responding to the disagree/agree survey items in 
terms of gender (for all CIRES professional employees), and gender identity/sexual orientation 
(for all CIRES employees), these differences are mostly explained by whether or not the survey 
participant reports having experienced hostile or uncivil treatment in the workplace during the 
previous two years. Looking at the aggregated CIRES data for all professional employees, for the 
great majority of items, the difference between the mean scores for the two hostile treatment 
groups (Y/N) is statistically significant (p<.001). For some items, there is also an interaction effect 
such that scores for women in the hostile treatment group are lower than for scores for men in 
that group, and in many cases, that difference is statistically or marginally significant. 

In the group that did not report experiencing hostile treatment, responses for both men and 
women are positive for the great majority of items, with ≥75% of respondents in 
agreeing/strongly agreeing with those items. 

Overall, 34% (133/388) of all professional survey respondents who answered these questions 
reported experiencing at least one type of hostile treatment (CIRES1 27%, CIRES2 36%, and 
CIRES3 38%) within the last two years. Reports of hostile treatment were more frequent for 
women than men (44% of women, 26% of men). Additionally, 53% of those who indicated that 
they preferred not to answer the gender/sexual identity questions (PNA) reported experiencing 
hostile treatment, as compared to LGBTQIA (23%) and Straight (31%) respondents.  

The most common types of hostile behaviors reported for all professional CIRES employees were: 
condescension/dismissive remarks or gestures (n=73), being deliberately ignored/excluded 
(n=56), excessive criticism (n=32), being shouted at or yelled at (n=31), undermining or impeding 
ones work (n=26), and disparaging or demeaning comments made about the employee to others 
(n=24). 

The respondents who reported experiencing hostile treatment were also asked about the 
number of people who had engaged in these behaviors towards them: 1 person (47%), 2 people 
(32%), 3 people (13%), and 4 or more people (8%). This indicates that for over half of the 
professional employees who reported experiencing hostile treatment, the problem is not isolated 
to just one problematic individual doing the behavior. 

A complete discussion of the overall CIRES hostile treatment findings along with the data 
pertaining to experiences of identity-based harassment, sexual harassment, and discrimination, 
and witnessing hostile treatment or harassment appears later in this report. 
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CIRES1 Key Findings 
In addition to those strengths and challenges that are relevant to all CIRES professional 
employees who took the survey, the following agreement scale items point to CIRES1-specific 
strengths, as well as to opportunities for improvement at CIRES1. 
 
The survey questions were phrased as disagree/agree statements and were measured on a 6-
point scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat disagree, 4=Somewhat agree, 
5=Agree, 6=Strongly agree. 

Areas of Strength at CIRES1 

Regardless of whether participants report experiencing hostile treatment in the employment 
context, more than two thirds of both men and women CIRES1 professional employee respondents 
(67-100%) agree/strongly agree with the statements: 

 I am proud to work at CIRES. 
 My work is respected by the people I work with. 

 
Table 1. CIRES1 n Disagree (%) 

Somewhat 
agree (%) 

Agree/Strongly 
agree (%) 

Q04: I am proud to work at CIRES 
Hostile Treatment – Men --1 0% 0% 100% 
Hostile Treatment – Women  16 0% 31% 69% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Men  29 3% 3% 93% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Women  34 0% 6% 94% 

Mean frequency by category -- 1% 10% 89% 
 
Q16. My work is respected by the people I work with  
Hostile Treatment – Men --2 14% 14% 71% 
Hostile Treatment – Women  15 20% 13% 67% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Men  26 0% 4% 96% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Women  35 0% 0% 100% 
      Mean frequency by category     5% 6% 90% 

 
For CIRES1 survey participants who have not experienced hostile treatment in the context of 
work, there are many positive indicators that their workplace culture is functioning very well. 
About 90% or more of both men and women CIRES1 professional employees who had not 
experienced hostile treatment in the workplace said they agree or strongly agree with the 

                                                           
1,2 The number of employees who answered this question is too small to report here (n<12). 
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statements listed in Table 2. Reducing hostile behaviors in the workplace will be essential in order 
to close the gap between groups in terms of sense of belonging, trust, and respect. 
 

Table 2. CIRES1 
Items Showing a Positive Workplace Culture 
for Those Who’ve Not Experienced Hostile 
Treatment 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

Q12. I feel welcome in my workgroup. 86% 44% 97% 97% 

Q13. I have a sense of community in my 
workgroup. 86% 25% 90% 94% 

Q14. My work is valued by my workgroup. 71% 44% 97% 97% 

Q15. I am proud to work in my workgroup. 86% 56% 97% 100% 

Q16. My work is respected by the people I work 
with. 71% 67% 96% 100% 

Q19. We have a supportive working environ-
ment. 50% 44% 96% 94% 

Q27. Supervisors treat people fairly. 57% 53% 96% 97% 

Q32. I trust my colleagues/coworkers. 57% 44% 100% 94% 

Q34. I trust my supervisor. 57% 63% 96% 100% 

Q38. My comments are taken seriously by my 
colleagues/coworkers. 71% 38% 100% 100% 

Q40. My comments are taken seriously by my 
supervisor. 57% 63% 96% 100% 

Q44. People are treated with respect by fellow 
colleagues/coworkers. 57% 50% 96% 94% 

Q51. My identity does not influence my 
supervisor’s opinions about my abilities. 83% 44% 96% 94% 

 
Areas to Target for Improvement at CIRES1 

Regardless of whether a participant experienced hostile treatment, there are key items that point 
to problems with employees finding a sense of community at CIRES, with feeling supported and 
treated equally, and with supervisors’ skills.  The overall percent of agree/strongly agree ratings 
were approximately two thirds or lower for the items in Table 3. 
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Table 3. CIRES1 
Items Showing Areas to Target for 
Improvement (regardless of hostile 
treatment) 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 
CIRES1 
Overall 

Q2. I have a sense of community at 
CIRES. 43% 6% 69% 74% 59% 

Q18. I am provided opportunities to 
advance in my career. 29% 44% 65% 75% 63% 

Q20. Evaluation criteria are applied 
equally. 50% 23% 90% 79% 68% 

Q22. I receive adequate mentoring to 
advance in my career. 60% 50% 68% 76% 68% 

Q23. Institutional resources are 
allocated equitably. 60% 42% 67% 72% 65% 

Q24. I have access to social networks 
within CIRES and the university at large. 100% 33% 64% 71% 65% 

Q28. Supervisors effectively address 
employees’ problematic behaviors that 
undermine the work environment. 57% 25% 72% 61% 57% 

Q61. CIRES provides its employees 
sufficient programs/resources to foster 
the success of a diverse staff. 80% 46% 65% 64% 62% 

 

Consequences of Hostile Treatment 

A primary business argument for addressing problems within the workplace culture is that a 
negative culture reduces productivity, work quality, and employee retention. To this point, 
responses to the question, “If I had it to do over again, I would choose to work at CIRES” indicate 
that experiencing hostile treatment at work increases the percentage of employees who either 
indicated they would not choose CIRES again (responses 1-3), or who only somewhat agreed 
(response 4) that they would choose CIRES again by more than 9 times for men and 3 times for 
women, compared with the men and women employees who have not experienced hostile 
treatment. Employees in these disagree/somewhat agree response groups are less likely to feel 
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committed to remaining in their current CIRES1 position and are more likely to pursue 
employment opportunities elsewhere (see Table 4).   

Table 4. CIRES1 
Q63. If I had it to do over again, I 
would choose to work at CIRES n Disagree (1-3) Somewhat Agree (4) 

Overall at risk of 
leaving CIRES (1-4) 

Hostile Treatment-Men --3 14% 14% 28% 
Hostile Treatment-Women 16 13% 25% 38% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Men 29 3% 0% 3% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Women 35 0% 11% 11% 

 
CIRES1 Multiple Regression Analysis 

With all independent variables in the model, Gender (Effect=.19**) was a significant predictor 
such that women are more likely than men to choose to work at CIRES again. CIRES Belonging 
(Effect=.55***) and Positive Support (Effect=.37*) were both statistically significant positive 
predictors of choosing CIRES again, with CIRES Belonging being the most powerful predictor for 
choosing CIRES again (See Table 5).  
 

Table 5. CIRES1 Professionals (n=85, with complete data) 
Multiple regression predicting Choose CIRES Again, Adj.R2=.59, F(8,76)=16.19, p<.0001. 
Variable Effect (B) CI (95%) p-value 
Gender .19 .05,.33 ** 
CIRES Belonging .55 .31,.78 *** 
CIRES Department Belonging -.01 -.27,.23 NS 
Workgroup Belonging .17 -.13,.47 NS 
Positive Support .37 .06,.69 * 
Trust and Respect -.02 -.39,.35 NS 
Perceived Prejudice .07 -.13,.27 NS 
Hostile Treatment (Y/N) .18 -.02,.38 NS 
*p<.05, **p<.01, p<.001, NS = Not significant 

 
This means, for example, that when holding all the other predictors constant, this model 
estimates that a 1-unit increase (or decrease) in the CIRES Belonging score would predict an 
estimated .55 unit increase (or decrease) in the outcome variable, Choose CIRES Again. Although 
the other non-significant composite variables in the model are highly correlated with Choose 
CIRES Again, they do not make unique contributions to the prediction of choosing CIRES again 
when we control for all the variables at once. The amount of variance accounted for by this 
model is substantial (adj. R2=.59); this means that 59% of the variance in Choose CIRES Again can 
be explained by the predictor variables in the regression model. This is a surprise considering 

                                                           
3 The number of employees who answered this question is too small to report here (n<12). 
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other known consequential factors that could play a role in choosing to work at CIRES again, such 
as salary, workload, resources, travel, and uncertainty related to funding. 
 
These results indicate that for CIRES1 employees who responded to the survey, their decision to 
choose CIRES again is dependent upon their sense of CIRES1-specific belonging above all other 
factors we tested in the model. Given the impoverished sense of CIRES community that CIRES1 
survey respondents report, cultivating a more robust sense of CIRES belonging could yield 
improvements in the proportion of CIRES1 employees who would choose to work there again. 
Given that only 43% of CIRES1 men and 6% of CIRES1 women who experienced hostile treatment 
agreed/strongly agreed that they have a sense of community at CIRES, there is certainly room to 
improve in this regard. Another strategy for increasing the proportion of employees who would 
choose to work at CIRES again would be to invest in the Positive Support practices that make up 
that factor. Areas for improvement include formalizing support/mentoring networks and 
resources, developing and applying consistent evaluation practices, and working with greater 
transparency in allocating institutional resources. 
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CIRES2 Key Findings 

In addition to those strengths and challenges that are relevant to all CIRES professional 
employees who took the survey, the following agreement scale items point to CIRES2-specific 
strengths, as well as to opportunities for improvement at CIRES2. 
 
The survey questions were phrased as disagree/agree statements and were measured on a 6-
point scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat disagree, 4=Somewhat agree, 
5=Agree, 6=Strongly agree. 

Areas of Strength at CIRES2 

Regardless of whether participants report experiencing hostile treatment in the employment 
context, approximately three fourths or more of both men and women CIRES2 professional 
employee respondents (74%-95%) agree/strongly agree that they (Table 6): 

 Trust their CIRES colleagues/coworkers 
 Are treated with respect by fellow CIRES colleagues/coworkers 

Table 6. CIRES2 n Disagree (%) 
Somewhat 
agree (%) 

Agree/Strongly 
agree (%) 

Q32: I trust my CIRES colleagues/ coworkers 
Hostile Treatment – Men 38 5% 16% 79% 
Hostile Treatment – Women  38 5% 21% 74% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Men  99 1% 9% 90% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Women  42 0% 5% 95% 

Mean frequency by category  2% 12% 86% 
 
Q44: People are treated with respect by fellow CIRES colleagues/coworkers 
Hostile Treatment – Men 37 5% 19% 76% 
Hostile Treatment – Women  37 5% 19% 76% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Men  98 0% 6% 94% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Women  41 0% 5% 95% 
Mean frequency by category     2% 10% 88% 

 
For CIRES2 survey participants who have not experienced hostile treatment in the context of 
work, there are many indicators that their workplace culture is functioning quite well. Ninety 
percent or more of both men and women CIRES2 professional employees who had not 
experienced hostile treatment in the workplace report they agree or strongly agree with the 
statements listed in Table 7. It’s clear that reducing the frequency of hostile behaviors in the 
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workplace will be essential in order to close the gap in feelings of trust, sense of belonging, and 
respect. 
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Table 7. CIRES2 
Items Showing a Positive Workplace Culture 
for Those Who’ve Not Experienced Hostile 
Treatment 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

Q10. I’m proud to work in my CIRES2 division or 
center. 67% 68% 90% 90% 

Q12. I feel welcome in my workgroup. 69% 64% 96% 93% 

Q16. My work is respected by the people I work 
with. 69% 64% 90% 90% 

Q33. I trust my non-CIRES colleagues/ coworkers. 66% 51% 90% 93% 

Q34. I trust my CIRES supervisor. 62% 77% 99% 97% 

Q35. I trust my Science Advisor.* 76% 68% 93% 90% 

Q40. My comments are taken seriously by my 
CIRES supervisor. 70% 78% 96% 90% 

Q41. My comments are taken seriously by my 
Science Advisor.* 71% 68% 94% 90% 

Q42. People are treated with respect by CIRES 
leadership. 71% 77% 91% 92% 

Q51. My identity does not influence my 
supervisor’s opinions about my abilities. 87% 60% 94% 93% 

Q52. My identity does not influence my 
colleagues’ opinions about my abilities. 87% 39% 97% 90% 

*Detail describing Science Advisor role removed 

Areas to Target for Improvement at CIRES2  

Regardless of whether a survey participant reports experiencing hostile treatment, there are 
certain items that point to problems with employees finding a sense of community (at both 
CIRES2 and CIRES), with communication, feeling supported, and with supervisors’ skills (see Table 
8).  Overall percent agree/strongly agree ratings were 50% or less for the following items (except 
for question 8, which was included for comparison purposes). It is worth noting that CIRES2 
professional employees gave a much higher rating overall for their sense of community at CIRES2 
(58%) than they did for their sense of community at CIRES (37%).  
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Table 8. CIRES2 
Items Showing Areas to Target for 
Improvement (regardless of hostile 
treatment) 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 
CIRES2 
Overall 

Q2. I have a sense of community at 
CIRES. 38% 23% 40% 38% 37% 

Q6. The CIRES2 leadership effectively 
communicates information to 
employees 30% 21% 49% 64% 44% 

Q8. I have a sense of community in my 
CIRES2 workplace. (Included for 
comparison to item Q2) 44% 41% 64% 74% 58% 

Q18. I am provided opportunities to 
advance my career. 34% 29% 53% 63% 47% 

Q22. I receive adequate mentoring to 
advance my career. 22% 29% 59% 59% 47% 

Q23. Institutional resources are 
allocated equitably. 32% 28% 64% 56% 50% 

Q24. I have access to social networks 
within CIRES2/CIRES and the university 
at large. 48% 36% 52% 56% 49% 

Q28. Supervisors effectively address 
employees’ problematic behaviors that 
undermine the work environment. 4% 13% 48% 37% 29% 

Q37. I trust the leadership of CIRES2.* 21% 38% 47% 73% 46% 
*This item shows an unexpected finding: a much larger proportion of women than men indicated trust in the leadership of CIRES2. 
This large unexpected difference by gender does not hold true for the “trust the leadership of CIRES” question. 

Consequences of Hostile Treatment 

A primary business argument for addressing problems within the workplace culture is that a 
negative culture reduces productivity, work quality, and employee retention. To this point, 
responses to the question, “If I had it to do over again, I would choose to work at CIRES (as a 
CIRES employee at CIRES2)” indicate that experiencing hostile treatment at work more than 
triples the percentage of employees who either indicated they would not choose CIRES again 
(responses 1-3), or who only somewhat agreed (response 4) that they would choose CIRES again. 
Employees in these two survey response groups are less likely to feel committed to remaining in 
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their current CIRES2 position and are more likely to pursue employment opportunities elsewhere 
(see Table 9).   

Table 9. CIRES2  
Q63. If I had it to do over again, I 
would choose to work as a CIRES2 
employee at CIRES n Disagree (1-3) Somewhat Agree (4) 

Overall at risk of 
leaving CIRES (1-4) 

Hostile Treatment-Men 38 26% 21% 47% 
Hostile Treatment-Women 39 21% 31% 51% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Men 98 1% 12% 13% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Women 95 0% 14% 14% 

 
CIRES2 Multiple Regression Analysis 

With all independent variables in the model, CIRES Belonging (Effect=.21**), CIRES2 Belonging 
(Effect=.44***), and Positive Support (Effect=.29***) were all statistically significant positive 
predictors of choosing CIRES again (see Table 10). 

Table 10. CIRES2 Professionals (n=217, with complete data) 
Multiple regression predicting Choose CIRES Again, Adj.R2=.63, F(8,208) = 46.73, p<.0001 
Variable Effect (B) CI (95%) p-value 
Gender .04 -.06,.14 NS 
CIRES Belonging .21 .06,.35 ** 
CIRES2 Belonging .44 .29,.58 *** 
Workgroup Belonging .10 -.06,.26 NS 
Positive Support .29 .12,.46 *** 
Trust and Respect .07 -.13,.28 NS 
Perceived Prejudice .05 -.08,.19 NS 
Hostile Treatment (Y/N) -.10 -.22,.01 NS 
*p<.01, ***p<.001, NS = Not significant 

This means, for example, that when holding all the other predictors constant, this model 
estimates that a 1-unit increase (or decrease) in the CIRES2 Belonging score would predict an 
estimated .44 unit increase (or decrease) in the outcome variable, Choose CIRES Again. Although 
the other composite variables in the model are highly correlated with Choose CIRES Again, they 
do not make unique contributions to the prediction of choosing CIRES again when we control for 
all the variables at once. The amount of variance accounted for by this model is substantial (adj. 
R2=.63); 63% of the variance in Choose CIRES Again can be explained by the predictor variables in 
the regression model. This is a surprise considering other known consequential factors that could 
play a role in choosing to work at CIRES/CIRES2 again, such as salary, workload, resources, travel, 
and uncertainty related to funding. 
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These results indicate that for CIRES2 professional employees who responded to the survey, 
although CIRES Belonging and Positive Support are key in their decision to choose CIRES, their 
sense of CIRES2-specific belonging has an even greater impact on choosing CIRES again. In light of 
the structural and cultural barriers to improving CIRES2-specific belonging, cultivating a more 
robust sense of CIRES belonging could yield improvements in the proportion of CIRES2 employees 
who would choose to work there again. Given that only slightly more than one-third of CIRES2 
participants agreed/strongly agreed that they have a sense of community at CIRES there is room 
to improve in this regard.  
 
Another avenue for improving the percentage of employees who would choose CIRES again 
involves targeting aspects of Positive Support. The aspects of support that most need 
improvement are related to CIRES2 leadership: trust for leadership and being treated with 
respect by leadership.  
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CIRES3 Key Findings 
In addition to those strengths and challenges that are relevant to all CIRES professional 
employees who took the survey, the following agreement scale items point to CIRES3-specific 
strengths, as well as to opportunities for improvement at CIRES3. 
 
The survey questions were phrased as disagree/agree statements and were measured on a 6-
point scale: 1=Strongly disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Somewhat disagree, 4=Somewhat agree, 
5=Agree, 6=Strongly agree. 

Areas of Strength at CIRES3 

Regardless of whether participants report experiencing hostile treatment in the employment 
context, approximately three fourths or more of both men and women CIRES3 professional 
employee respondents (70%-100%) agree/strongly agree that: 

 They are proud to work at CIRES3 

Table 11. CIRES3 
Q10: I am proud to work at CIRES3 n Disagree (%) 

Somewhat 
agree (%) 

Agree/Strongly 
agree (%) 

Hostile Treatment – Men --4 0% 18% 82% 
Hostile Treatment – Women  20 15% 15% 70% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Men  32 0% 0% 100% 
NO Hostile Treatment – Women  18 0% 0% 100% 

Mean frequency by category -- 4% 6% 90% 
 
For CIRES3 survey participants who have not experienced hostile treatment in the context of 
work, there are many positive indicators that their workplace culture is functioning very well. 
About 90% or more of both men and women CIRES3 professional employees who had not 
experienced hostile treatment in the workplace said they agree or strongly agree with the 
statements listed in Table 12. Reducing hostile behaviors in the workplace will be essential in 
order to close the gap between groups in terms of sense of belonging, trust, and respect. 
  

                                                           
4 The number of employees who answered this question is too small to report here (n<12). 
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Table 12. CIRES3 
Items Showing a Positive Workplace Culture 
for Those Who’ve Not Experienced Hostile 
Treatment 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

Q.4. I am proud to work at CIRES 91% 60% 97% 94% 

Q12. I feel welcome in my workgroup. 73% 80% 97% 94% 

Q34. I trust my CIRES3 supervisor. 80% 60% 97% 94% 

Q40. My comments are taken seriously by my 
CIRES3 supervisor. 60% 50% 97% 89% 

Q42. People are treated with respect by CIRES 
leadership. 63% 79% 96% 93% 

Q51. My identity does not influence my 
supervisor’s opinions about my abilities. 100% 63% 97% 100% 

Q52. My identity does not influence my 
colleagues’ opinions about my abilities. 70% 56% 97% 100% 

 
Areas to Target for Improvement at CIRES3  

Regardless of whether a participant experienced hostile treatment, there are key items that point 
to problems with employees finding a sense of community (at both CIRES3 and CIRES), with 
feeling supported, and with supervisors’ skills.  The overall percent of agree/strongly agree 
ratings were around 50% or lower for the items in Table 13 (except for question 8, which was 
included for comparison purposes). It is worth noting that CIRES3 professional employees gave a 
much higher rating overall for their sense of community at CIRES3 (67%) than they did for their 
sense of community at CIRES (42%).  
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Table 13. CIRES3 
Items Showing Areas to Target for 
Improvement (regardless of hostile 
treatment) 

% Agree/Strongly Agree 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Men 

Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 

No Hostile 
Treatment  

Men 

No Hostile 
Treatment 

Women 
CIRES3 
Overall 

Q2. I have a sense of community at 
CIRES. 27% 25% 66% 28% 42% 

Q3. My work is valued by CIRES 27% 30% 72% 61% 53% 

Q8. I have a sense of community at 
CIRES3. (Included for comparison to Q2) 46% 55% 81% 67% 67% 

Q18. I am provided opportunities to 
advance my career. 0% 30% 58% 56% 43% 

Q20. Evaluation criteria are applied 
equally. 30% 19% 73% 38% 44% 

Q22. I receive adequate mentoring to 
advance in my career. 22% 20% 55% 53% 42% 

Q23. Institutional resources are 
allocated equitably. 20% 25% 72% 60% 51% 

Q24. I have access to social networks 
within (CIRES3) CIRES and the university 
at large. 50% 29% 59% 36% 46% 

Q28. Supervisors effectively address 
employees’ problematic behaviors that 
undermine the work environment. 30% 10% 69% 20% 38% 

 

Consequences of Hostile Treatment 

A primary business argument for addressing problems within the workplace culture is that a 
negative culture reduces productivity, work quality, and employee retention. To this point, 
responses to the question, “If I had it to do over again, I would choose to work at CIRES (as a 
CIRES employee at CIRES3)” indicate that experiencing hostile treatment at work increases the 
percentage of employees who either indicated they would not choose CIRES again (responses 1-
3), or who only somewhat agreed (response 4) that they would choose CIRES again by more than 
4 (men) to 6 (women) times compared with employees who have not experienced hostile 
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treatment. Employees in these disagree/somewhat agree response groups are less likely to feel 
committed to remaining in their current CIRES3 position and are more likely to pursue 
employment opportunities elsewhere (see Table 14).   

Table 14. CIRES3 
Q63. If I had it to do over again, I 
would choose to work as a CIRES3 
employee at CIRES n Disagree (1-3) Somewhat Agree (4) 

Overall at risk of 
leaving CIRES (1-4) 

Hostile Treatment-Men --5 18% 9% 27% 
Hostile Treatment-Women 20 20% 20% 40% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Men 32 0% 6% 6% 
NO Hostile Treatment-Women 18 0% 6% 6% 

 
CIRES3 Multiple Regression Analysis 

With all independent variables in the model, CIRES3 Belonging (Effect=.44**) was the only 
significant predictor of choosing CIRES again (see Table 15).  
 

Table 15. CIRES3 Professionals (n=81, with complete data) 
Multiple regression predicting Choose CIRES Again, Adj.R2=.61, F(8,72)=16.77, p<.0001 
Variable Effect (B) CI (95%) p-value 
Gender .04 -.14,.19 NS 
CIRES Belonging .02 -.23,.27 NS 
CIRES3 Belonging .44 .18,.69 ** 
Workgroup Belonging .22 -.07,.54 NS 
Positive Support .25 -.07,.56 NS 
Trust and Respect -.11 -.52,.27 NS 
Perceived Prejudice -.23 -.51,.03 NS 
Hostile Treatment (Y/N) -.01 -.21,.19 NS 
**p<.01,  NS = Not significant 

 
This means that when holding all the other predictors constant, this model estimates that a 1-unit 
increase (or decrease) in the CIRES3 Belonging score would predict an estimated .44 unit increase 
(or decrease) in the outcome variable, Choose CIRES Again. The amount of variance accounted for 
by this model is substantial (adj. R2=.61), meaning that 61% of the variance in Choose CIRES Again 
can be explained by the predictor variables in the regression model.  
 
These results indicate that for CIRES3 employees who responded to the survey, their decision to 
choose CIRES again is dependent upon their sense of CIRES3-specific belonging above all other 
factors we tested in the model. In light of the impoverished sense of CIRES community that 

                                                           
5 The number of employees who answered this question is too small to report here (n<12). 
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CIRES3 survey respondents report, cultivating a more robust sense of CIRES belonging could yield 
improvements in the proportion of CIRES3 employees who would choose to work there again. 
Given that only slightly more than one-quarter of CIRES3 men who experienced hostile treatment 
and about one-quarter of all women participants (regardless of hostile treatment) agree/strongly 
agree that they have a sense of community at CIRES, there is room to improve in this regard. 
Although the effect for Positive Support was substantial, it was not statistically significant. We 
recommend investing in positive support practices including formalizing support/mentoring 
networks and resources, developing and applying consistent evaluation practices, and working 
with greater transparency 
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Hostile Treatment, Protected Class Harassment, Sexual Harassment, and 
Discrimination: Findings for CIRES Overall 
This section will focus on the aggregated CIRES data. In most instances, cell sizes are too small 
when results are broken out by unit and participants could easily become identifiable.   

The survey collected data on hostile treatment (incivility) and attributions of hostile treatment to 
a protected class identity. The survey also asked about experiences of sexual harassment and 
discrimination. 

Survey respondents were asked to identify the types of hostile treatment and sexual harassment 
they had experienced (if any) within the last two years, in the context of performing their job at 
CIRES. Targets of hostile treatment were also asked whether they attributed that behavior to 
some aspect of their protected class identity. Participants who had experienced hostile treatment 
or sexual harassment were asked about the number of people who had done these behaviors to 
them, the employment role of the person who had engaged in the behavior (professional, 
student, vendor, etc.), and whether they had told a supervisor or someone in authority at CIRES 
or other CU/CIRES2 resources. Participants were asked whether the problem had been reported 
to the Office of Institutional Equity and Compliance (OIEC). Finally, survey respondents who 
reported experiencing sexual harassment were asked about the location where the harassment 
occurred.  

There were also questions that addressed experiences of discrimination related to a protected 
class identity while working at CIRES, and whether they had reported the discrimination to a 
supervisor or someone in authority at CIRES or CU, including OIEC. 

Those participants who had experienced hostile treatment, sexual harassment, or discrimination, 
were asked about the effect this harassment or discrimination had on their job morale, 
productivity, and intention of staying on in their position at CIRES. 

Additionally, survey respondents were asked whether they had witnessed or had been told about 
hostile treatment or sexual harassment happening to other CIRES employees, including the types 
of behaviors they had witnessed and the employment role of the person who had engaged in the 
behavior.  

Hostile Treatment 

Overall, 32% (137/424) of all CIRES survey respondents (including students) reported 
experiencing at least one type of hostile treatment (40% of women, 26% of men) within the last 
two years. Participants could select multiple types of hostile behaviors. 

Reports of hostile treatment were most frequent for those who checked “Prefer Not to Answer 
(PNA)” (53%) for one or more of the gender identity/sexual orientation questions; among 
professional employees/postdocs reports of hostile treatment were highest for women in CIRES2 
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(48%) and in CIRES3 (53%), and for women in both associate and research scientist positions 
(49%).  

Table 16 displays the number of all CIRES participants who reported experiencing each type of 
hostile treatment, along with the numbers within each type who:   

 indicated the behavior was not related to their identity,  
 indicated they were not sure if the behavior was related, and  
 the number and percent of those who reported the behavior was related to their 

protected class identity/identities  

Hostile behavior categories are listed in order of the most to least frequently reported. 

The most common types of hostile behaviors reported were: condescension/dismissive remarks 
or gestures (n=75), being deliberately ignored/excluded (n=58), excessive criticism (n=34), being 
shouted at or yelled at (n=33), undermining or impeding ones work (n=28), and disparaging or 
demeaning comments made about the employee to others (n=25). Although based on very small 
total numbers, those behaviors with the highest proportion of respondents (> 40%) who 
attributed the behavior to protected class identity were: disparaging or demeaning comments 
(n=11), inappropriate jokes/humor (n=9), insults or derogatory remarks/gestures (n=5), 
threatened physical contact (n=1) and unwanted physical contact (n=2). 

The percentage of all CIRES employees (including students) in each unit who reported 
experiencing hostile treatment were: CIRES1 (23%), CIRES2 (35%), and CIRES3 (36%). The 
percentages reporting hostile treatment, excluding students, were: CIRES1 (27%), CIRES2 (36%), 
and CIRES3 (38%). It’s notable that students, in general, tended to rate their experiences more 
favorably and experienced considerably less hostile treatment (11%) compared with professional 
employees and postdocs (34%). In addition, CIRES1 (n=24) had four times as many students as 
either CIRES2 (n=6) or CIRES3 (n=7), thus the lower rate of hostile treatment reported for CIRES1 
(23%) when reported with students than when reported without students (27%). 
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Table 16. Types of Hostile Behaviors 
Experienced   
Ordered from most to least frequent 

N who 
experienced 
behavior(s) 

NOT 
Related 

to 
Identity* 

NOT 
SURE if 
Related 

to 
Identity 

Related 
to 

Identity 

% 
Related 

to 
Identity 

Condescension or dismissive remarks/gestures   75 40 11 24 32% 
Being deliberately ignored or excluded 58 26 13 19 33% 
Excessive criticism   34 18 7 9 26% 
Being shouted or yelled at   33 21 6 6 18% 
Undermining or impeding your work, including 
research if applicable   28 16 7 5 18% 
Disparaging or demeaning comments made 
about you to others   25 5 9 11 44% 
Hostile electronic communication (emails, texts, 
social media)  23 16 5 2 9% 
Being mocked, scorned, ridiculed, or treated with 
contempt   22 10 4 8 36% 
Unjustified denial of access to resources 
(information, colleagues, career opportunities)   22 7 9 6 27% 
Inappropriate jokes/humor (verbal or written)   21 9 3 9 43% 
Plagiarizing or taking credit for your work   19 9 6 4 21% 
Spreading rumors about you 18 10 4 4 22% 
Threats to your professional status   16 8 4 4 25% 
Threats to your employment status   16 10 4 2 13% 
Insults or derogatory remarks/gestures   11 4 2 5 45% 
Other  8 3 3 2 25% 
Property damage 4 1 3 0 0% 
Derogatory materials/posters posted in a 
common area or office 2 1 1 0 0% 
Threatened physical contact   2 1 0 1 50% 
Unwanted physical contact   2 0 0 2 100% 

*Under CU Policy protected class identities include:  gender, age, race, national origin, disability, pregnancy, religion, 
sexual orientation, gender identity/gender expression, veteran status, and political affiliation/philosophy. 

The 137 participants who reported experiencing hostile behavior were asked about the number 
of people who had done this behavior to them: 1 person (46%), 2 people (32%), 3 people (13%), 
and 4 or more people (9%). This indicates that for over half the participants who reported 
experiencing hostile treatment, the problem is not isolated to just one problematic employee 
doing the behavior. 

Participants were also asked about the employment role of the person/people who engaged in 
these hostile behaviors. 

 CIRES professional employee (n=67) 
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 Federal employee (n=48) 
 Other employees (those with other affiliations) (n=8) 
 CIRES postdoc employee, CU employee not affiliated with CIRES or CIRES2, professional 

colleague outside of CU or CIRES2 (all n=3) 
 CIRES undergraduate student employee, other government employee (all n=2) 
 CIRES graduate student employee, Outside vendor, Visitor (all n=1) 

 
Additionally, 3 people said “they were not sure” of the person’s role who did the behavior, and a 
large number (n=32) said they “preferred not to answer” this question.  

Identity-based Harassment 

In order to assess the frequency and nature of behavior that could qualify as protected class 
harassment under CU’s discrimination and harassment policy, participants were asked whether 
they believed the hostile behavior they had experienced was related to an aspect of their identity 
(see the bolded numbers in the column: “Related to Identity” in Table 17). Of those employees 
who reported experiencing hostile treatment, slightly more than 30% (42/137) attributed the 
hostile treatment to some aspect of one or more protected class identities covered by the CU 
discrimination and harassment policy. This represents 10% of all survey respondents. The 
numbers of participants who made an attribution of hostile treatment to one (or more) of the 
protected class categories are presented in Figure 1. Gender and age were the most frequently 
identified protected classes. Attributions of hostile treatment to a protected class identity were 
highest for research scientist women (26%), “PNA” Gender Identity/sexual orientation 
respondents (23%), and women professional employees at both CIRES2 (21%) and CIRES3 (21%) .  

 

Effects of Hostile Treatment 

Among the 42 individuals who indicated that the hostile treatment they experienced was 
identity-based, 69% had considered leaving CU, 50% said it made them not want to recommend 
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Figure 1. Identity-Based Protected Class Harassment 
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A total of 42 individuals indicated one 
or more of these protected classes.
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CIRES to others considering working there, 64% said the hostile treatment made them less 
productive in their job and 79% said it made them feel less certain about their career or future 
career.  Similar high percentages of job insecurity/dissatisfaction for some of these same items 
were also experienced by the 23 people who were not sure if the hostile treatment they received 
was identity-based. In many instances, the results for these two groups show higher 
dissatisfaction and job insecurity than do those for the group whose hostile treatment was not 
identity-based, however the findings for all three groups are concerning. For those who 
experienced any type of hostile treatment (n=136), over half had considered leaving CU (52%), 
were less productive in their job (52%), and were less certain about their career or future career 
(64%) (see Table 17). 

Table 17. Effects of  Non-Identity/Identity-
Based Hostile Treatment on Feelings of Job 
Insecurity, Dissatisfaction and Job 
Productiveness  -- for those respondents who 
experienced any type of hostile treatment 
(Total N=136) 

Hostile 
Treatment  

NOT        
Identity-

Based    
(Avg n=71) 

Hostile 
Treatment  
Identity-

Based     
(Avg n=42) 

Hostile 
Treatment        
Not Sure if 
Identity-

Based 
(Avg n=23) 

ANY Type 
of Hostile 
Treatment 

(Avg 
n=136*) 

Because of the hostile treatment or discrimination I experienced, I have considered: 
Applying for a different position at CIRES? 28% 29% 35% 29% 
Finding a different job or position at CU? 34% 40% 39% 37% 
Leaving CU? 38% 69% 65% 52% 
Not recommending CIRES to someone considering 
working there 31% 50% 32% 37% 
Absent from work? 4% 33% 30% 18% 
Less productive at your job? 35% 64% 78% 52% 
Less certain about your career or future career? 56% 79% 64% 64% 

*Note: Total Denominator Ns in each cell varied by 1 to 2 people depending upon whether the respondent answered the specific job-related 
question. 

Witnessing/Being Told About Hostile Treatment 

Participants were asked about witnessing or being told about hostile treatment happening to 
others. 38% of all survey participants (161/423) reported that they had witnessed or been told 
about the hostile treatment of other CIRES employees; this was much higher for women (45%) 
than for men (32%). Of the 161 total CIRES employees who reported witnessing/being told about 
hostile treatment happening to others, about half (52%, n=84) also reported experiencing hostile 
treatment themselves.   

In Table 18 we provide the numbers for each type of hostile behavior that was witnessed by 
survey participants, and also include a column comparing these figures to the number of 
behaviors that were experienced by participants. For most of the behaviors, the numbers that 
were witnessed and experienced by employees were roughly the same.  However, “being 
shouted or yelled at” was witnessed by three times as many people as reported personally 
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experiencing shouting/yelling, and “excessive criticism” and “being mocked, scorned, ridiculed, or 
treated with contempt” were witnessed by twice as many people as experienced these behaviors.  

The most common types of hostile behaviors respondents reported witnessing/being told about 
were:  shouting at or yelling at someone (n=99), condescension/dismissive remarks or gestures 
(n=77), excessive criticism (n=75), mocking, scorn, ridicule, or treating someone with contempt 
(n=45), and being deliberately ignored or excluded (n=36).  

Table 18. Hostile Behaviors Employees Personally Witnessed (or 
were told about by someone who had experienced or witnessed 
them) -- reported by 161 (38%) CIRES Employees  

Personally 
Witnessed/ 
Told About 

Compared 
to N who 

experienced 
behavior(s) 

Being shouted or yelled at   99 33 
Condescension or dismissive remarks/gestures   77 75 
Excessive criticism   75 34 
Being mocked, scorned, ridiculed, or treated with contempt   45 22 

Being deliberately ignored or excluded 36 58 
Hostile electronic communication (emails, texts, social media)  24 23 
Disparaging or demeaning comments made about you to others   24 25 
Undermining or impeding your work, including research if applicable   23 28 
Threats to your employment status   21 16 
Threats to your professional status   19 16 
Spreading rumors about you 19 18 
Inappropriate jokes/humor (verbal or written)   16 21 
Unjustified denial of access to resources (information, colleagues, career 
opportunities)   16 22 
Insults or derogatory remarks/gestures   16 11 
Plagiarizing or taking credit for your work   10 19 
Property damage 3 4 
Other  3 8 
Derogatory materials/posters posted in a common area or office 2 2 
Threatened physical contact   1 2 
Unwanted physical contact   1 2 

Research shows that a negative working environment is also experienced by those employees 
who only observe/hear about hostile treatment within their workplace. Half of all CIRES 
employees either experienced and/or witnessed hostile treatment in the workplace. This 
includes: 18% (n=77) of all CIRES employees who only witnessed the behavior, 12% (n=52) who 
only experienced the behavior, and 20% (n=84) who both witnessed and experienced the 
behavior.  There is often an additive effect such that those who both directly experience hostile 
treatment and also witness/hear about hostile treatment happening to others report the most 
negative workplace climate. 
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Experiencing and/or Witnessing Sexual Harassment 

Relatively few survey respondents (14/423 or 3%) reported experiencing sexual harassment (see 
Table 19). Reports of sexual harassment were made by both women and men who completed the 
survey. Another 4% (16 of 423) of participants reported witnessing/or being told about sexual 
harassment in their workplace. A combined total of 6% (n=27) of CIRES employees were either 
sexually harassed themselves (n=14) and/or observed or were told about the sexual harassment 
of others (n=16). Of the 14 people who experienced sexual harassment, 13 were women; of the 
16 who witnessed sexual harassment, 14 were women.  

Only 3 people who experienced sexual harassment had also observed/heard about it. 
Witnessing/hearing about sexual harassment was most frequently reported by women 
employees (7%) as compared to men (1%), by LGBTQIA employees (5%), CIRES3 women 
professional employees (11%) CIRES2 women professional employees (6%), and women research 
scientists (11%). 

Table 19. Types of Sexual Harassment Experienced or Witnessed/Told 
About -- by a total of 14 (3%) and 16 (4%) CIRES employees, 
respectively 

Types of 
Sexual 

Harassment 
Experienced 

Types of 
Sexual 

Harassment 
Witnessed 

Made offensive remarks about your/their appearance, body, or sexual 
activities 

6 4 

Repeatedly told sexual stories/jokes that were offensive to you/them 4 3 

Continued to ask you out for dates, drinks, dinner, etc., even though you said 
"No" 

3 8 

Made unwanted attempts to touch or kiss you 1 0 

Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable 3 0 

Made sexualized gestures/used sexualized body language that embarrassed 
or offended you 

2 1 

Treated you badly for refusing to engage in sexual activity 0 2 

Made offensive sexualized remarks by text, email, or social media 1 1 

Implied you would get better treatment if you were sexually cooperative 0 1 

Spread sexual rumors about you by any means, including text, email, or social 
media 

0 1 

Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being sexually 
cooperative 

0 0 

Sent unwelcome sexual comments/jokes/pictures to you by...text, email, or 
social media 

0 0 

Made you feel like you were being bribed with a reward to engage in sexual 
behavior 

0 1 

Other  3 3 
*Note: There were 8 sexual harassment behavior types experienced by 14 employees (one or more times); similarly there were 10 sexual 
harassment behaviors witnessed/or heard about by 16 employees (one or more times).  

Participants who reported being sexually harassed (n=14) were asked about the number of 
people who had harassed them.  Most reported being sexually harassed by just 1 person (10/14), 
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3 reported being sexually harassed by 2 people, and one person reported sexual harassment by 4 
or more people.  

Similar to the perpetrators of hostile treatment, the employment role of the person (or persons) 
who engaged in the sexual harassment was most often identified as a CIRES professional scientist 
or staff employee (n=6). The remaining 8 respondents reported experiencing the harassment 
from: a federal employee (n=1), a CIRES graduate student employee (n=1), and an “other” 
employee (n=2). One person was “not sure” of the role of their perpetrator, while the remaining 
three respondents “preferred not to answer” the question. 

Participants were also asked about the location of where the harassment occurred. Half of the 14 
sexually harassed employees identified a single location: on the CU campus (3), at a federal 
facility (3), and in the field (1). For the remaining 7 employees, the sexual harassment took place 
in two or three locations, which included: on the CU campus (2), in a federal facility (3), in the 
field (3), at a work-related event (3), at a professional conference (3), and at some “other” 
location (3). 

We also asked the same questions about job satisfaction and security of those who reported 
sexual harassment as we did of those who indicated they’d received hostile treatment at their 
workplace. Although the 14 sexually harassed employees did NOT indicate the sexual harassment 
had directly affected their feelings of job security and continuation at CIRES, 12 of them had 
earlier reported in the survey that they had experienced hostile treatment, 8 of whom said it was 
identity-based, and all of whom reported in high proportions that the hostile treatment  had 
made them: consider leaving CU (10/12), feel less productive in their job (10/12) and had also 
made them feel less certain about their career or future career (11/12). These results show a 
compounding negative effect on job morale when employees receive multiple types of 
harassment, such as both hostile treatment and sexual harassment.  

Discrimination 

Just 5% of survey respondents (23/423) reported they had experienced protected-class 
discrimination within the last 2 years at CIRES. However, another 5% (n=20) of respondents also 
indicated that they may have been discriminated against, but that they “were not sure if the 
discrimination was a result of their identity/identities.” A participant could report discrimination 
related to more than one protected class identity category. The number of reports in each 
identity category are presented in Figure 2. The two most frequently reported protected classes 
were gender (n=13) and age (n=9).  Rates for experiencing discrimination were highest for U.S. 
URGs (13%), women (10%) (as compared with 2% of men), and the PNA-gender identity group 
(10%). 
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Participants who reported experiencing discrimination were then asked whether this had 
affected their work, motivation, or attitudes toward CIRES or CU. About two thirds (65%) 
indicated that they had considered leaving CU (15/23). More than half (57%, 13/23) were less 
productive in their work due to discriminatory treatment, and 78% (18/23) felt less optimistic and 
certain about their career (see Table 20).  

Table 20. Effects of Identity-Based Hostile Treatment and 
Protected Class Discrimination on Feelings of Job Insecurity, 
Dissatisfaction and Productiveness  

Discrimination 
Based on 
Protected 
Class(es)              
(n=23) 

Hostile 
Treatment  
Identity-

Based     
(n=42) 

Because of the hostile treatment or discrimination I experienced, I have considered: 
Applying for a different position at CIRES 35% 29% 
Finding a different job or position at CU? 43% 40% 
Leaving CU? 65% 69% 
Not recommending CIRES to someone considering working there 48% 50% 
Absent from work? 39% 33% 
Less productive at your job? 57% 64% 
Less certain about your career or future career? 78% 79% 

The results for employees who were discriminated against in the workplace are quite comparable 
to those who reported experiencing identity-based hostile treatment. About half of both groups 
reported they would not recommend CIRES2/CIRES3 or CIRES to someone considering working 
there, and a third to slightly more of both said the hostile treatment/discrimination had caused 

0

0

0

0

1

1

1
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Religion or creed

Sexual orientation

Veteran status
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National origin
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Figure 2. Discrimination Based on Protected Class(es)

Number of survey participants 
reporting discrimination attributed to 
protected class(es) (23 individuals 
indicated one or more protected 
classes). 
 
An additional 20 individuals (not 
shown) reported they experienced 
discrimination, but were "unsure" if it 
was related to a protected class 
identity/identities.  
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them to be “absent from work.” About two thirds or more (65-69%) of both groups had 
considered leaving CU, and 40-43% of both groups had considered finding a different job at CU. 

Research on the Consequences of Workplace Incivility 

There is an extensive body of research that shows that workplace incivility has significant adverse 
consequences for targets, bystanders, and workplace cultural norms. Workplace incivility is 
defined as, “low-intensity behavior with ambiguous intent to harm the target, in violation of 
workplace norms for mutual respect; uncivil behaviors are characteristically rude and 
discourteous, displaying a lack of regard for others” (Andersson and Pearson, 1999, p. 457).  

Low-level behaviors such as rudeness tend to be tolerated in the workplace, yet the 
consequences are far-reaching. In addition to experiencing physical and mental health problems 
(Nielsen et al. 2014; Porath and Pearson, 2012), research shows that for targets, workplace 
incivility leads to lower productivity and job performance (Bibi, et al., 2013; Cortina et al., 2001; 
Lewis and Melecha, 2012; Rahim and Cosby, 2016; Sliter, et al., 2012), reduced creativity (Chang, 
2011; Porath and Enez, 2009), lower speed and accuracy on work tasks (Bachrach et al., 2006), 
lower work engagement (Beattie and Griffin, 2014; Chen et al., 2013), absenteeism (Hoel and 
Cooper, 2000; Porath and Pearson, 2012), job withdrawal and decreased job satisfaction (Bibi et 
al., 2013; Carr et al., 2003; Kim et al., 2013; Laschinger and Fida, 2014; Lutgen-Sandvick et al., 
2007; Welbourne et al., 2015), turnover intentions (George and Bettenhausen, 1990; Ghosh, et 
al., 2013; Hooft et al., 2004; Kim and Stoner, 2008; Koys, 2001; Spence Laschinger et al. 2009), 
and lower employee retention (Lim et al., 2008; Pearson and Porath, 2005; Rau-Foster, 2004). 
Incivility perpetrated by a single bad actor is often sufficient to trigger these negative 
consequences (Hershcovis, et al., 2017). In addition, being a target of incivility is the strongest 
predictor of subsequently perpetrating incivility against work colleagues (Hauge, et al., 2009; 
Torkelson et al., 2016). 

For bystanders who witness incivility happening to others, but are not targets themselves, there 
is extensive evidence that they experience reduced creativity and job performance; they are also 
less helpful to colleagues and to their workgroups (Ferguson and Barry, 2011; Lutgen-Sandvik et 
al., 2007). Witnesses of rude workplace behavior generally become less prosocial and are less 
likely to share their resources with colleagues (De Cremer and Van Hiel, 2006; Porath and Erez, 
2009) 

When individuals engage in helping behavior in a team context, this increases the level of 
prosocial behavior displayed by other team members (George and Bettenhausen, 1990), which in 
turn leads to better team performance (Koys, 2001: Podsakoff et al., 1997), for instance, speed 
and accuracy in completing a team task (Bachrach et al., 2006). Not surprisingly, work conflict has 
been shown to decrease helping behavior, which ultimately damages team dynamics and 
decreases performance (Ng and Van Dyne, 2005). 
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Leiter (2013) proposes that workplace incivility should be seen as a workplace culture problem 
rather than as a problem of individual actors because workplace incivility shapes overarching 
cultural norms. People who see a work colleague as civil are more likely to seek that person’s 
advice and see that person as a leader (Porath et al.,2015). Further, the more the colleague is 
seen as civil by close coworkers, the better that person’s job performance ratings. In contrast, 
employees who observe hostile workplace behaviors often mimic those behaviors against the 
target, as well as against other group members (Salin, 2003). Employees become more aggressive 
after witnessing aggressive colleagues (Aquino and Douglas, 2003; Glomb and Liao, 2003) and 
witnesses tend to take sides and are more likely to align with the perpetrator for fear of 
becoming the next target (D’Cruz and Noronha, 2011). This may encourage ongoing and 
escalating incivility on the part of the perpetrator (Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly, 1998).  

Taken together, these dynamics are very destructive for group norms and social cohesion (De 
Dreu, 2008). When incivility between individuals is tolerated, it serves to establish group norms 
that may indirectly perpetuate this kind of behavior within the group (Heames and Harvey, 2006; 
Robinson and O’Leary-Kelly, 1998). Foulk, Woolum, and Erez (2016) found evidence of a 
contagion effect, even for low-level negative behaviors and that negative interactions between 
two people tend to spill over into subsequent negative interactions with other colleagues. In 
addition, ambient rudeness in the workplace has been shown to co-occur with more severe forms 
of uncivil behavior such as sexual harassment (Lim and Cortina, 2005). 

Foulk, et al. (2016) recommend that organizations pay more attention to incivility and doing 
whatever is possible to create a workplace culture that addresses even slight negative behaviors. 
Leiter et al. (2012) found that workplace training that focuses on increasing civility and respect 
can be effective at improving the work culture by reducing rudeness, thereby shifting group 
norms. One year after an intervention to reduce incivility and improve work attitudes, some of 
the gains were still evident, but it was clear that one intervention was not sufficient to1tain 
immediate post-intervention gains; shifting the workplace culture must be an ongoing effort. 

Reporting incidents of hostile treatment, protected class harassment, 
sexual harassment, and discrimination  

Note: The results represent the perceptions of the respondents, whose identities were held 
confidential by CU Institutional Research. Only a formal investigation can establish if a 
respondent’s experiences rise to the level of University policy violation. All respondents were 
provided with support resources and information on how to initiate a report. 

Over one third (36%) of survey participants who reported experiencing hostile treatment not 
related to their identity indicated that they had told a supervisor or someone in authority at 
CIRES about the problem (26/72). Hostile treatment not related to protected class identity is not 
required to be reported to the Office of Institutional Equity and Compliance (OIEC), although 
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mandatory reporters are urged to err on the side of caution and consult with OIEC whenever they 
feel uncertain whether a situation involves a policy violation. No one from this group of non-
identity-based hostile treatment indicated that OIEC had been contacted about their experience. 

  

Among those who experienced what they believed to be an identity-based policy violation, 
between one-quarter and one-third indicated that they had told a supervisor or someone in 
authority at CIRES about the problem: 38% (16/42) of those who experienced what they believed 
to be identity-based harassment; 35% (8/23) of those who were unsure if their perceived 
harassment was identity-based; 29% (4/14) who believed they experienced sexual harassment; 
and 22% (5/23) who reported perceived discrimination. 

  

The great majority of professional employee/postdoc survey participants (> 86%) indicated they 
understand the university policies that address discrimination, harassment, and sexual 
misconduct and 79% said they know there is an office where they can make an official report. In 
addition, 80% understand the obligation that responsible employees have to report potential 
discrimination, harassment, and sexual misconduct policy violations to OIEC. Still, 13% of 
professional employees responded that they were not sure if they would be considered 
mandatory reporters under the university policy; and another 3% who said they were not a 
responsible employee actually were (i.e., they indicated in previous questions that they supervise 
professional and/or student employees). 

These responses indicate there may be a problem with supervisors not being aware of the 
mandatory requirement to report instances of harassment and discrimination to OIEC, or not 
following through with the requirement after they had been informed of the problem by their 
supervisees or others in the workplace. Taken together, these findings suggest the need for 
additional skills-based policy training for all CIRES employees. 

Note: Since implementing the culture survey and providing on-site training on anti-harassment 
policy and reporting, the CUB OIEC has received a marked increase of reports from CIRES. This is 
considered positive as an indicator that employees and supervisors have gained a better 
understanding of their rights and responsibilities. 

Discussion 

These findings on hostile treatment, identity-based harassment, and protected class 
discrimination point to a pressing need to continue education and skill-building efforts for all 
CIRES staff and focused training for supervisors and leadership.  

It is possible that instances of identity-based harassment, sexual harassment, and protected class 
discrimination were at least somewhat under-reported in this survey because of some 
respondents’ confidentiality concerns. Despite assurances of anonymity, some CIRES employees 
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may have still felt vulnerable to being identified and concerned about the possible consequences, 
including the potential for retaliation. Therefore, fostering a climate of openness, confidentiality 
and accountability at CIRES may help employees feel less threatened or unsafe in coming forward 
with reports of discrimination or harassment in the workplace. Also providing training for 
employees, to make them more aware of their roles in regards to the mandatory requirement to 
report such instances of harassment and discrimination in the workplace, may help to ensure a 
more welcoming and non-discriminatory workplace environment at CIRES.  

For more discussion and recommendations about reducing and addressing sexual harassment in 
academic environments please refer to the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 
Medicine report on Sexual Harassment of Women: Climate, Culture, and Consequences in 
Academic Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 
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Targets for improvement 

The survey findings identify the following issues as targets for improving workplace culture at 
CIRES1/CIRES2/CIRES3. 

Target 1 

Reduce incidents of hostile behavior, identity-based harassment, and sexual harassment. Even if 
problematic behaviors do not constitute protected class harassment, they nevertheless may 
create a negative and hostile work environment that has consequences in terms of employee 
loyalty, retention, productivity, and work quality. 

 Suggestions 
o Share survey results with all CIRES employees; share the student report. 
o Expand scenario-based discrimination, harassment, and sexual misconduct training, 

as well as bystander skills training, to include all CIRES employees (separate tracks for 
professional staff and supervisors); require training for CIRES supervisors 

o Provide additional training on implicit bias, managing difficult conversations, and 
recruiting, retaining, and supporting a diverse team 

o Set goals for improvement going forward and use 2018 survey benchmarks, as well as 
HR data (e.g., recruiting and retention statistics) to track progress 

 
Target 2 

Improve components of belonging, where possible, and especially CIRES-specific components of 
belonging. Employees feel proud to work at CIRES and especially so within the context of their 
respective workgroups, but there is a gap between that feeling of pride and other aspects of feeling 
connected to and valued by CIRES.  

 Suggestions 
o Focus on comprehensive onboarding program for new professionals and students 
o Make leadership an integral part of onboarding 
o Integrate CIRES values and near- and long-term goals into onboarding practices. 

Broadly communicate both CIRES and unit values and make clear the strategic 
goals and mission of CIRES. 

o Enhance and improve communication practices and channels to address 
perceptions that important information is not effectively shared by leadership with 
the CIRES community 

o Conduct focus groups to (1) gain a deeper understanding of particular survey 
findings, such as why sense of community is so much lower than other measures 
of belonging and what employees are looking for in terms of community, and (2) 
better understand employee concerns related to equal application of evaluation 
criteria, equitable allocation of resources, and appropriate recognition of their 
work 

o Formalize mechanisms for connecting people to supportive networks within 
CU/CIRES 
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o Connect with campus resources to develop and expand mentoring for professional 
and student staff 

Target 3 

Place new and enhanced emphasis on improving employee support, management practices, and 
CIRES norms 

 Suggestions 
o Implement education and skill-building for senior management, supervisors, and 

all other staff (tailored for each audience) for creating a positive workplace 
environment 

o Require supervisor training with a focus on addressing issues identified in the 
survey: managing difficult personnel problems more effectively, enhancing 
interpersonal and communication skills to address issues such as people saying 
things or behaving in ways that humiliate or intimidate people, and building skills 
for performance planning and coaching, and mentoring 

o Provide monthly lunchtime professional development opportunities to build skills 
o Conduct a one-day CIRES Supervisor’s Academy; develop two tracks (new and 

returning) to be delivered each year; tailor for needs of each unit 
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