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Abstract
 
Diversity and inclusion in academia are important aspects to consider in organizational settings to ensure optimal functioning of research and university institutes. This paper analyses interviews and surveys of staff and members of the decision-making bodies at the Swiss Federal Institute for forest, snow and landscape research, WSL, where the author works, to exemplify related issues for researchers in a mainly natural science institute. The focus is on women researchers, who are, in some ways, representative of other minority groups. Different theoretical approaches and research findings are drawn on to throw light on prevailing structures and to provide a basis for making recommendations regarding institutional practices and diversity to improve staff development.


Introduction
This paper explores different perspectives on power and privilege in the context of institutional development and diversity in academia. It addresses the question how to introduce and enhance the institutional[footnoteRef:1] embedding of processes that facilitate innovation in research, fairness and inclusion in parallel using a mixed compilation of theories and research results from different domains, including sociology, social and organizational psychology as well as system theory. It also explores underlying patterns that tend to self-perpetuate prevailing structures or offer promising approaches to foster open-minded and adaptive organizations[footnoteRef:2]. 
It also draws on my direct observations and data obtained on the current situation of male and female researchers during my practical experience as an institutional developer and diversity coordinator. The data and reflections should throw light on the interface between diversity and inclusion practice and selected theoretical approaches, as well as help to deal with the current situation as an essential first step toward increased fairness, diversity and inclusion.  [1:  “Institutions are systems of established and embedded social rules that structure social interactions.” (Hodgson 2006:18).]  [2:  “Organizations are special institutions that involve (a) criteria to establish their boundaries and to distinguish their members from nonmembers, (b) principles of sovereignty concerning who is in charge, and (c) chains of command delineating responsibilities within the organization.”(Hodgson 2006, p.18).
] 


Methods
Data collected recently by the Human Resource Department of the Swiss Federal Institute of Forest, Snow and Landscape Research (WSL) was statistically analyzed. The focus was on interactions within the organization with white female researchers as an example of a minority group working in the domain of natural science research in Switzerland. Further input came from direct observations as a participant in the ETH Domain[footnoteRef:3], the outcomes of organizational surveys at WSL as well as inputs from an interview cycle with the members of the HR board of the ETH Domain and the members of the Directorate of WSL. The analysis was intended to contribute to the general understanding of key conditions researchers need to meet in academia, and drew on explanatory theories and research results from the literature.  [3:  The ETH Domain consists of ETH Zurich, EPF Lausanne and the four research institutes Eawag, WSL, Empa and PSI. ] 

The theoretical analysis was based on the work of Geoffrey Hodgson (2006), who provides clear definitions of terms such as “institution” and “organization”. Dobbin et al. (2011) provide a set of preconditions to explain and analyze the degree of inclusiveness of an organization at a given point in time. Lenski’s analysis (1984) on power and privilege, as well as the theoretical framework of Luhmann (2012), offer relief from conceptual impasse and help to enlarge perspectives. The latter in particular is helpful for understanding communication processes. In addition, Davidson (2011) on leveraging differences provides a new focus on the domain of managing and coordinating diversity. 
These different theoretical perspectives and studies suggest that a substantial growth in fairness and inclusion depends on multiple factors such as the prevailing culture of an organization or existing societal norms as well as the relative proportion of diversity groups in a given organization. In essence, they offer different approaches to addressing the question why a shift toward more inclusive environments is challenging. They also provide conceptual frameworks which challenge prejudice and may generate promising ideas to foster inclusion in practice.

Findings
A glance at the basic essentials of life situations of most researchers, in particular of those younger than 40 years old, reveals that their work setting is becoming increasingly demanding. Research is driven by a permanent competition for best ranking positions within worldwide measurement systems based on quantitative indicators comparable to those in banking. To assure survival and success, academic organizations, especially those at the top of the league, have optimized production by radically increasing flexibility, which requires an increased job mobility of researchers. All organizations of the ETH Domain are tending to raise the number of short-term contracts. At WSL, 55% of the male researchers and 80% of the female researchers worked in non-permanent positions in 2014. In addition, openings regarding permanent positions are reserved for experienced researchers in highly specialized research or technical domains. 
At the same time, the performance mandate of the Swiss Federal Council for the ETH Domain for the period 2013-2016 states, among other things: “It will support women at all levels and in all functional groups. It will ensure a substantial increase in the proportion of women in management positions and on decision making bodies.”  The Swiss Federal mandate unlocks a wide cross-cutting area between gender-oriented policies and the realities in practice.
As an example, in 2014 at WSL, 321 persons worked in research, of these, 198 were male and 123 female. While 9 men were in the position of head of department, only one woman was. Similarly, there were 34 male and 5 female group leaders (see Table 1). Furthermore, all of the WSL Directorate were white males. Some of the researchers worked in permanent positions. All scientists in a higher hierarchical position than researcher occupied permanent positions. At WSL the probability of obtaining a permanent job in research averaged roughly 10% for the 35 to 39 age group in 2014. As a result, most hierarchical decision making power, as well as most prestige, are still in the hands of white male.

	Table 1: Proportion of WSL scientists in different hierarchical levels

	Position
	% male
	% female

	Short term temporary sc. staff
	3.0%
	8.1%

	Trainees
	4.6%
	10.6%

	PhD students
	21.2%
	21.1%

	PostDocs
	7.6%
	13.8%

	Research assistants
	4.0%
	8.1%

	Researchers
	35.4%
	31.7%

	Group leaders
	17.2%
	4.1%

	Senior scientists
	1.5%
	0.8%

	Program leaders
	1.0%
	0.8%

	Department leaders
	4.6%
	0.8%

	Grand Total
	100.00%
	100.00%


Source: WSL, HR 2014
According to the ETH Domain’s political performance mandate, a multitude of projects such as the “Fix the leaky pipeline training program” of the ETH Domain and various other equal opportunity programs have been, and still are, carried out. In most research organizations, few of them have led to sustainable embedded processes or have had a measurable impact on the distribution of career or leadership positions according to gender. Only one of the four research organizations, headed by a woman director, does better, which fits in with the findings of Dobbin et al. (2011:386) that suggest that “firms that lack workforce diversity are no more likely than others to adopt [diversity] programs, but firms with large contingents of women managers are more likely to do so.”
 The research organizations in the ETH Domain produce excellent research and are correspondingly ranked high, however, there is no clear functional necessity for more diversity and inclusion. Under these circumstances, what basic understanding of diversity and inclusion best fits the current situation? Which type of embedding best serves the purpose of the organizations’ ‘key business’, namely to produce high quality research generating innovation? How does this fit with the research organizations aim to continuously improve their ranking positions with respect to production indicators, such as number of papers published in renowned journals? And what about the goal of the Swiss Federal performance mandate to enhance equal opportunity and fairness? 
Diversity coordination in the past has, in practice, been mostly understood as a kind of service involving trouble shooting. Diversity seems to have been perceived as a source of potential problems which might hinder knowledge production. The activities of the Human Resources Department were mainly taken up with handling a growing number of non-permanent contracts, with little capacity to consider diversity issues.
The political performance mandate of the ETH Board, however, implies that the WSL Directorate is interested in diversity in the context of real institutional development and sees benefits in including diversity groups, such as women, different age groups or members of different hierarchical levels (Davidson, 2011; Lenski 1984). 
To better understand what type of benefit such a decision-making body may perceive as being motivating, the question “who gets what and why?” (Lenski 1984:1), or more formally what represents power, privilege and prestige in academia will be briefly examined. According to Lenski, privilege and prestige are defined as a function of power, where power is the key variable. Furthermore, power is based on commonly accepted laws and rules of persuasion and incentive. Some groups in academia benefit from the privilege of a permanent position whereas others do not. They have higher incomes and more decision-making rights and duties within the organization due to their position. The commonly accepted convention of competitiveness is a major individual, group and organizational driver. In practice, each male or female researcher, including the members of the decision-making body and of other minority groups, is part of the system driven by the worldwide ranking system (h-index) of publication performance. They function as agents of the consensus to strive for additional power, privilege and prestige within the system.
Dobbin et al. (2011:387) suggest that “for legitimacy-enhancing innovations adoption will be driven primarily by corporate culture, not by need [for more diversity]. More important than a firm’s …susceptibility to regulatory scrutiny will be its past pattern of attentiveness to social norms.” To a certain extent, within WSL and the ETH Domain, no effective social norm or pressure exists with explicit constraints issued by male peer groups or decision-making bodies related to equal opportunity regarding minority groups or increased diversity per se. Indeed, the subliminal message is to advertise positions emphasizing equal opportunity to allow female career opportunities and to use politically correct wording. Practice shows, however,  that the often unconscious norm that research in natural sciences is traditionally reserved for men has not yet been completely extinguished in either male nor female minds. 
Direct observations indicate that most male researchers, especially those who are part of a decision-making body, are either very sensitive to issues related to equal career opportunities for female researchers or members of other minority groups or not interested in them at all. Real or potential requests from members of any minority group tend to immediate provoke conscious or unconscious resistance. Members of decision-making bodies and most male HR managers seem to behave as if they were brought to bay whenever the issue arises on the horizon. Most discussion partners then compete in producing a multitude of arguments. Decision-making bodies seem to consider activities to facilitate the organizational embedding of processes enhancing the inclusion of minority groups as part of an important political, but not pressing, project. 
From the observations, experience and interviews, however, it is clear that each member of a decision-making body is in some respect part of a minority group due to their age, position in the hierarchy and so on, and feels occasionally unfairly treated. 
In 2014, the Directorate of WSL decided to widen the perspective by creating a staff function embracing institutional development as well as diversity. In practice, this involved implementing conceptual outcomes in the development of the institute through staff development activities and open discussion of diversity and inclusion issues. Positive effects are already apparent since discussions have become more open and fruitful. Furthermore, most members of the decision-making body and the research staff sense that they may benefit personally from jointly developed actions. 
The results of a staff survey on possible domains of action regarding different groups of researchers, such as part time workers, researchers with young children and members of the decision-making body, as well as a list of propositions established in collaboration with the staff council, led to the following steps being selected for 2015 by the Directorate of WSL. Most of the actions are designed to cover at the same time a current organizational challenge (a need) and to improve the working conditions of a particular minority group. As an example, training modules to optimize the annual performance appraisals, including individual development in career opportunity discussions will be introduced to all members of the decision-making body from the position of group leader onwards. Other examples are the introduction of two bottom-up sounding board processes which will consider possible improvements for long-term researchers older than 58 years and, with respect to a work-life balance, collect best practice on how to facilitate child care. 
At WSL, a process of institutional development means making a joint effort to gradually adapt prevailing and often unconscious norms and rules toward a naturally embedded construction of a more inclusive environment for different minority groups. These groups include those based on age, gender and different positions in the hierarchy. Since literally everybody is part of at least one minority group due to their personal characteristics, a development toward more inclusiveness may also increase their effectiveness to contributing to qualitatively high end research and help to enhance communication and managerial skills. 
From the point of view of the Diversity Coordinator, these developments may serve to promote diverse teams with members from often very different backgrounds and with different ways of thinking. This should foster more acceptance of different values and ways of doing something and enhance people’s willingness to openly discuss any perceived fields of tension. The following statement on gender diversity could serve as a basis for all minority groups: “Gender diversity can provide different perspectives and insights. The combination of these offers a wider range of ideas and, thus, greater creativity, facilitating decision-making processes.” (Díaz-García, C. et al., 2013). 
Another interesting and recent development is that the Directorate of WSL decided to implement a subgroup as a task force to shorten the decision making processes to do with institutional development and diversity including staff development issues. The task force is composed of the associate general director, two directors representing the research departments, the head of finance and HR as well as the institutional developer and diversity coordinator. Research results from Dobbin et al. (2011) suggest that the most effective actions to foster diverse and inclusive organizations are task forces and mentoring programs. Therefore, this decision to implement a task force can be considered as a first valuable trend-setting step.

Conclusions
Promoting the development of a more inclusive environment in an organization means encouraging a more diverse group of employees. This is challenging in the technical world of natural science research in Switzerland as a corresponding boost in performance is not directly evident from the point of view of traditionally white male-dominated decision-making bodies. Consequently they tend, at first, to see no functional necessity to foster diversity and inclusion. Conscious or unconscious adherence to prevailing peer group values and goals at individual, group and organizational levels often serve to perpetuate the present situation. As the report of the European Commission, EUR 24905 (2011) suggests, in Europe and Switzerland the majority of academic organizations are currently similar in their settings. 
However, both theory and research findings indicate that diverse populations can do better than monocultures since different task-oriented points of view foster better quality decision making and team performance (Díaz-García, 2013). Leveraging differences helps to improve the results of the ‘key business’ (Davidson, 2011). 
The research findings of Dobbin et al. (2015) “suggest that the regulation of specific behavior may backfire, but that engaging people in helping to achieve organizational goals may succeed by influencing their motives”. Insights drawn from my experience in and reflection on institutional development and diversity at WSL and the ETH Domain lead to the same conclusions. 
According to Luhmann (2013), power and communication function as a result of selection processes to reduce complexity in order to benefit organizations[footnoteRef:4]. The function of power can thus be described as a generalization of the relevance of individual decision-making processes. The members of decision-making bodies have power due to their positions in the organization. Moreover, the receiver of any message is free to select from a range of messages, according to his/her individual selection processes. Thus the members of decision- making bodies are not forced to comply with prevailing norms or prevailing peer group values, especially if they could hinder the development of their organizations toward more innovation and inclusiveness. [4:  Due to the limited capacity of concentration of the human being, influence respectively power only can take effect if the result of a selection process of a participant is communicated to another participant who accepts it as a reduction of his mental possibilities or of the range of possible actions, without proceeding to a selection process by his/her own.] 

The people with the most power, privilege and prestige in an organization may still choose to help to create structures and processes to enhance the fair treatment of very different individuals. In the end, this will also usually be in their own personal interests. 
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