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Executive Summary: 2010 Campus Work-Life Climate Survey 
 

In 2009, the UT Commission for Women (CFW) formed a taskforce to generate 
recommendations that might help transform UT into a family-friendly research university.  As 
part of that commitment, the CFW developed and sent out a web-based survey to all faculty and 
staff to assess their knowledge and usage of existing policies, their perceptions of the institution 
and department climate with respect to family-friendly issues, and their desires for additional 
policies.  We received a total of 1787 usable responses from faculty and staff.  In these four 
pages, we highlight the relevant results from the survey and offer a blueprint for action.  In the 
pages that follow, we provide more information containing the results from the survey. 
 
Knowledge and Use of Existing Family-Friendly Resources 
UT already provides a significant number of resources for faculty and staff use.  However, as the 
survey results suggest, not all faculty and staff are taking advantage of them. 

• Female faculty members are using available work/life policies (stopping the tenure clock, 
paid leave/release from teaching duties for one semester, unpaid leave for up to a year) at 
twice the rate of their male colleagues.  However, no more than 10% of faculty members 
(male or female) have accessed any of the policies (Table 1) 

• Faculty and staff were queried on their use of the following existing UT programs and 
policies: up to 12 weeks unpaid leave for major life events, fee and tuition waiver, 
flexible work schedules, onsite childcare center, and reduced membership fee to TRECS.  
48% of staff respondents reported using the tuition and fee waiver.  Other popular 
policies for staff were flexible work schedules (40.1% of respondents had used them at 
some point) and reduced membership fee to TRECS (31% of respondents).  The most 
popular policy in this list among faculty was reduced membership fee to TRECS (38.1% 
of respondents).  (Table 3) 

• For information on reasons why faculty and staff did not use existing policies, please see 
Tables 2 and 4.  While many indicated that the policies simply did not apply to them, a 
significant percentage indicated that they were not aware that the policies existed. 

 
Perceptions of Family-Friendly Climate 
The second section of the report (Tables 5-12) describes faculty and staff perceptions of the 
institutional and department climate with respect to family-friendly issues. 

• About 40% of all faculty and staff agree or strongly agree that UT encourages employees 
to balance their work and home lives.  Staff were slightly more positive than faculty with 
44% of staff compared with 33% of faculty agreeing with the statement. (Table 5) 

• Non-exempt staff were slightly more positive than exempt staff in their perceptions of 
UT’s actions to encourage employees to balance work and home responsibilities.  45.7% 
of non-exempt staff compared with 42.8% of exempt staff agreed that UT encourages 
them to balance their work and home lives. (Table 6) 

• Shifting the unit of analysis from the institution to the department, respondents were 
slightly more positive about the degree to which their department encourages employees 
to balance their work and home lives.  As at the institutional level, staff were slightly 
more positive than faculty.  57.5% of staff and 46.3% agreed that their department 
encourages employees to balance their competing responsibilities. (Table 7) 
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• At the department/unit level, non-exempt staff remain slightly more satisfied than exempt 
staff with 59% of non-exempt and 56% of exempt staff agreeing that the department 
encourages employees to balance their competing responsibilities. (Table 8) 

• About one third of faculty and staff respondents reported that they feel that they have to 
choose between their work and home lives.  The pull between competing responsibilities 
appears to be greater for faculty; 45.6% of faculty respondents versus 29.3% of staff 
respondents feel that they have to choose between their work and home lives. (Table 9) 

• Exempt staff are more likely than non-exempt staff to report that they have to choose 
between their work and home lives; 34.7% of exempt staff reported a conflict between 
responsibilities compared with 22.8% of non-exempt staff. 

• We compared responses to the above three items on a variety of demographics.  There 
was a statistically significant difference between responses of exempt and non-exempt 
staff as to whether UT encourages a work/life balance and the degree to which employees 
felt a divide between their work and home lives.  (Table 11).  In addition, there was a 
statistically significant difference on the response to choosing between work and home 
lives for faculty with children and those faculty without children.  Faculty with children 
felt more conflicted than those without children. (Table 12) 

• A variety of other demographic variables were not relevant.  There were no statistically 
significant differences in responses on these three items between male and female 
faculty, pre-tenure and tenured faculty, or tenure-line and clinical faculty members. 

 
Major Life Issues for Employees 
 
The third section of the report contains information about issues that had been of concern for 
faculty and staff employees over the previous three years and the degree to which they felt 
supported by their department or unit in navigating such an event. 

• A significant percentage of faculty and staff reported that they had had to contend with 
one of the following four events in the previous three years: childbirth or taking time off 
for the birth of a child, eldercare, their own major illness, or the illness of a child.  
Faculty and staff were most likely to report contending with elder care issues; 24.3% of 
faculty and 32% of staff reported such a concern.  Also of significance, one quarter of 
staff reported contending with their own major illness in the previous three years. (Table 
13) 

• For the most part, faculty and staff respondents reported feeling supported in navigating 
the previous event.  Across groups, 56% of faculty and staff reported feeling somewhat or 
highly supported during the event.  Echoing other responses, staff were slightly more 
positive, with 58.9% of staff and 46.9% of faculty reported feeling supported. (Table 14) 

 
Desires for Additional Policies 
 
The four tables in this section focus on the degree to which different constituencies would like to 
see various programs and policies offered on campus. 

• Respondents were queried about the degree to which they would find a list of ten 
initiatives useful.  By far the most popular response for staff was the availability of 
flexible work arrangements; 96.3% of staff respondents indicated that they would find 
such a policy somewhat or highly useful.  For faculty, spousal or partner hiring assistance 
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programs proved to be most popular with 56% of respondents indicating that such an 
initiative would be highly useful. Other initiatives that garnered wide support from both 
groups included providing elder care referral and resources, wellness programs, 
guaranteed on-campus childcare, discounts for off-campus childcare, and emergency 
back-up childcare services. (Table 15) 

• On all items except for on-campus childcare and discounts for off-campus childcare, 
there were statistically significant differences between initiatives that most interested 
faculty and staff.  Faculty were slightly more interested than staff in the campus 
providing emergency back-up childcare, part-time tenure-line options, lactation rooms, 
loans to faculty and executive level staff for housing purchases, and spousal/partner 
hiring assistance programs.  In contrast, staff reported a higher interest than faculty in 
wellness programs, flexible work arrangements, and eldercare referrals and resources. 
(Table 16) 

• Exempt and non-exempt staff responses were similar with the exception of desire for two 
items.  Non-exempt staff were slightly more likely than exempt staff to want the 
university to offer wellness programs and to provide eldercare referral and resources. 
(Table 17) 

• Women were more likely than men to find nearly all of the policies and programs to be 
useful.  The sole exceptions in which there was no statistically significant difference in 
responses were on loans for housing and spousal/partner hiring assistance.  (Table 18) 

 
The final page of the report contains information on the demographics of survey respondents. 
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Timeline for Action 
 
Based on the results of the survey, we offer the following suggestions for the institution as a way 
to continue its transformation into a campus that encourages work/life balance for all its 
employees.  Many of the listed items require very limited, if any, monetary resources, needing 
only the will to engage. 
 
 
Year Action Item Projected Cost 
Spring 2011 Encourage campus leaders to actively 

espouse work-life balance principles in 
speeches, writings, and campus plans 

Free 

 Secure institutional membership in CUWFA 
(the College and University Work-Family 
Association 

$250 

 Partner with Media Relations to create a 
website for information on work-life balance 
policies, procedures, discounts, upcoming 
community events on campus and in the 
greater Knoxville community.  Create link 
directly from UT homepage 

Free (minus employee time) 

 Send out regular (semi-annual) e-mails to 
faculty and staff about existing policies and 
programs 

Free 

 Partner with Betsey Creekmore in Finance 
and Administration to designate lactation 
rooms for nursing mothers 

$350 per room, to provide 
room that locks, an outlet for 

breast pump, and a 
comfortable chair 

   
2011-2012 Create a FTE position specifically dedicated 

to promoting work-life balance 
Approximately $40,000 in 

salary, depending on scope of 
position, plus office expenses 

 Coordinate with Linda Francisco and others 
in HR to provide comprehensive information 
about work-life balance opportunities to 
newly hired faculty and staff via new 
employee orientation.   

Printed materials: $300 per 
year 

 Coordinate with HR and/or the Office of 
Equity and Diversity to implement training 
for deans, directors, and department heads 
regarding work-life balance policies.   
Include trainings in the UT Leadership 
Institute and HR 128 and the leadership track 
for rising UT managers. 

Free (minus employee time) 

 Partner with EAP to host a series of ‘how-to’ 
workshops about creating a family-friendly 

Free (minus employee time) 
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campus 
 Partner with campus offices and individual 

faculty to conduct brown-bag lunches and/or 
a lecture series highlighting work-life balance 
issues (for example: gerontology issues or 
lactation) 

Free 

 Form partnerships with Knoxville businesses 
to extend elder care and childcare services to 
UT faculty, staff, and students 

$500 per year in publicity 
costs 

 Provide recognition awards to encourage 
departments to continue to improve work-life 
balance best practices.  Publicize awardees 
on UT website. 

$500 per year in incentives 

 Provide research opportunities on work-life 
balance issues for faculty and graduate 
assistants 

$1000 per year in small 
research grants 

 Partner with UT Library’s TRACE system to 
create a repository of work-life research 
materials 

Free 

 Implement family medical leave policies for 
graduate assistants 

Free to low cost, depending on 
the provisions of the policy 

 Implement academic leave policies for 
undergraduate and graduate students 

Free 

 Implement a bereavement policy that is 
inclusive of partners and significant others 

Free 

 Create a campus policy to offer flexible work 
arrangements for faculty and staff across 
departments and units 

Free 

   
2012-2013 Create a database to be monitored and 

maintained by the FTE that tracks the usage 
of policies by different campus constituents 

Free 

 Develop and implement tools to assess the 
outcomes of work-life balance programs and 
policies 

Free 

 Monitor progress toward work-life balance 
best practices 

Free 

 Develop emergency childcare options, 
potentially in partnership with external 
agencies  

Free, if partner with external 
agencies 

 Partner with University Outreach and 
Continuing Education, among other agencies, 
to provide wellness initiatives such as 
incentives for smoking cessation, weight loss, 
and participation in exercise programs 

Free, if tap into programs 
currently in the works 

 Re-establish dedicated undergraduate and Free 
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graduate student family housing 
 Provide subsidized childcare for faculty, 

staff, and students 
$150,000 per year 

 Commence research to offer a bona fide short 
term disability program 

Free 

   
2013-2014 Begin planning for additional on-campus 

childcare facilities 
Free 

   
 
 
Work-life balance activities will provide value-added benefits to our university through the 
recruitment of outstanding faculty who find our community attractive to families; the retention of 
meritorious faculty and staff who might be lured away to settings more supportive of their 
families; the recruitment, admission, enrollment, and retention of students who find this campus 
to be a campus of choice for themselves and their families; and finally by retaining healthy and 
committed faculty and staff who are able to sustain their enthusiasm for the mission and values 
of the University of Tennessee. 
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Results of the 2010 Campus Work-Life Climate Survey 
 
PART I: Knowledge and Use of Existing Family-Friendly Resources 
 
The first set of tables present faculty and staff members’ knowledge and use of existing family-
friendly resources.  
 

Table 1: Percentage of Faculty Respondents Using the Current Policies 
 
 All Male Female 
Stopping the tenure 
clock 

7.9% 4.7% 9.5% 

Paid leave for one 
semester for major life 
events 

8.1% 5.3% 9.1% 

Release from teaching 
duties for one semester 

8.6% 7.1% 9.5% 

Unpaid leave for up to a 
year 

4.3% 3.5% 3.6% 

*Note that “all” includes respondents who identified as male, female, other, or declined to state. 
 
As Table 1 indicates, less than 10% of faculty respondents used any of the policies available for 
faculty use.  The most popular policy was a release from teaching duties for one semester (8.6% 
of respondents reported using the policy).  The fewest number of respondents used the unpaid 
leave for up to a year—only 4.3% of respondents used this policy.  With the exception of taking 
unpaid leave for up to a year, male and female faculty reported different rates of policy usage.  
On average, women tended to use various policies, including stopping the tenure clock and paid 
leave for one semester for major life events, at twice the rate as their male counterparts.  
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Table 2: Reasons Faculty Did Not Use The Policies Listed Above 
 
 Not Aware 

Policy 
Existed 

No 
Need/Did 
Not Apply 

Department 
Head Told 
Me Not To 

Was 
Concerned 
Colleagues 

Would 
Think Less 

of Me 

Policy Did 
Not Exist 
When I 

Needed It 

Not 
Eligible to 

Use 

Stopping 
the tenure 
clock 

5.1% 73.5% 0.5% 1.1% 4.3% 13.4% 

Paid leave 
for one 
semester 
for major 
life events 

8.1% 65.3% 0.3% 1.4% 10% 12.5% 

Release 
from 
teaching 
duties 

10.1% 74.1% 0.8% 1.1% 2.5% 10.6% 

Unpaid 
leave for up 
a year 

7.7% 77.8% 0.5% 0 2.1% 9.5% 

 
Results indicate an array of reasons that faculty did not use some of the available policies.  The 
most popular reason was that respondents did not need them or that they did not apply to their 
situation.  Responses in this category ranged from 65% of responses to taking a paid leave for 
one semester to 78% for unpaid leave for a year.  Other faculty commented that they were 
ineligible to use the policy.  Of particular concern for the campus, between 5 and 10% of 
respondents reported that they were not aware that particular policies existed.  Five percent of 
respondents were not aware that faculty were eligible to stop the tenure clock while 10% of 
respondents did not know that they were eligible for a release from teaching duties.  A very small 
percentage of respondents reported that they were directly advised against using policies by their 
department head or were concerned about the way using the policies would be perceived by their 
colleagues.  While less than 2% of respondents reported that this was a concern, it still points to 
an issue of concern in pockets on campus. 
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Table 3: Percentage of Faculty and Staff Respondents Using the Current Policies, 
Disaggregated by Gender 

 Faculty Use Staff Use 
 All Male Female All Male Female 
Up to twelve 
weeks unpaid 
leave for major 
life events 

3.5% 1.8% 4.1% 21.2% 
 
 

11.8% 23.9% 

Fee and tuition 
waiver 

16.1% 12.4% 19.1% 48.3% 43.9% 49.3% 

Flexible work 
schedules 

21% 21.6% 20.5% 40.1% 39.9% 39.9% 

Onsite childcare 
center 

13.4% 12.9% 12.7% 6.8% 7% 6.2% 

Reduced 
membership fee 
to TRECS 

38.1% 42.9% 34.5% 32% 31% 32.3% 

 
 
As Table 3 indicates, faculty and staff use various policies at different rates.  For example, while 
only 3.5% of faculty have used unpaid leave for major life events, 21.2% of staff respondents 
reported doing so.  Whereas only 16% of faculty reporting using the tuition and fee waiver, 48% 
of staff respondents reported using it.  Twenty one percent of faculty respondents used flexible 
work schedules where 40.1% of staff reported using them.  Faculty used onsite childcare at 
double the rate of staff respondents: 13.4% of faculty versus 6.8% of staff reported using onsite 
childcare.  Finally, faculty were slightly more likely than staff to have a membership to TRECS; 
38.1% of staff and 32% of staff respondents reported using the reduced TRECS membership fee. 
 
Disaggregating the results by gender reveals some interesting differences in usage.  Female 
faculty were more likely to use the fee and tuition waiver than male faculty (19.1% and 12.4%, 
respectively).  In contrast, male faculty were more likely to report using the TRECS discount 
(42.9% of male faculty versus 34.5% of female faculty).  Use of onsite childcare and flexible 
work schedules were virtually identical.   
 
The trends among male and female staff both mirrored and differed from faculty usage.  As with 
faculty, there was virtually no difference between men and women’s use of onsite childcare and 
flexible work schedules.  Male and female staff also reported using TRECS at nearly equal rates.  
Female staff were slightly more likely to take advantage of the fee and tuition waiver (49.3% of 
women versus 43.9% of male respondents).  The biggest difference came in usage of unpaid 
leave: 23.9% of female staff reported using up to twelve weeks of unpaid leave compared with 
11.8% of men.  Although we do not have hard data to back this up, we suspect that the 
differences are due to women taking time off due to the birth of a child.
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Table 4: Reasons Faculty and Staff Did Not Use the Policies Listed Above (Faculty and 

Staff Percentages Combined Below) 
 
 Not 

Aware 
Policy 
Existed 

No 
Need/Did 
Not Apply 

Department 
Head Told 
Me Not To 

Was 
Concerned 
Colleagues 

Would 
Think Less 

of Me 

Need 
Met 

Outside 
UT 

Policy Did 
Not Exist 
When I 

Needed It 

Up to twelve 
weeks unpaid 
leave for 
major life 
events 

5.9% 88.2% 0.7% 0.9% 0.4% 1.1% 

Fee and 
tuition waiver 

6.4% 74.3% 0.9% 0.4% 1.6% 0.4% 

Flexible work 
schedules 

17.3% 57.6% 12.1% 2.2% 0.3% 0.9% 

Onsite 
childcare 
center 

4.3% 77%   8.7% 1.8% 

Reduced 
membership 
fee to TRECS 

10.6% 51.4% 0.1%  19.6% 0.5% 

 
The reasons that respondents reported not using available policies mirror the results in Table 2.  
The most commonly selected response was that respondents did not need to use a particular 
policy.  For example, 88% of respondents said that they had no need to use unpaid leave for 
major life events.  A significant portion of respondents reported that they were not aware that 
particular policies existed—from 4.3% of respondents for the onsite childcare center to 17.3% of 
respondents for flexible work schedules.  Some respondents are meeting their need for particular 
policies outside of UT—8.7% of respondents fulfill their childcare needs outside of UT while 
19.6% of respondents fill their fitness needs outside UT. 
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PART II: Perceptions of Family-Friendly Climate 
 
This section presents tables that report the results of faculty and staff members’ perceptions of 
the institutional and departmental climate, with respect to family-friendly issues. 
 

Table 5: Percentage of Respondents who Feel that UT Encourages Faculty and Staff 
Members to Balance Their Work and Home Lives 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Both Groups 6.2% 18.7% 33.7% 35.7% 5.6% 
      
Faculty 9.0% 24.8% 33.3% 28.0% 5.0% 
Staff 5.3% 16.8% 33.8% 38.2% 5.8% 
 
Table 5 points to the fact that there is some disagreement among faculty and staff as to whether 
UT encourages employees to balance their home and work lives.  While 41.3% of all 
respondents either agree or strongly agree that the institution does encourage employees to 
achieve a balance, one quarter of respondents (24.9%) either disagreed or strongly disagreed.  
There are also some small disparities between faculty and staff satisfaction.  On average, staff 
are slightly more likely to report that the institution encourages a work/life balance; 44% of staff 
respondents felt that the institutional climate encouraged a work/life balance compared with just 
33% of faculty.  33.8% of faculty respondents compared with 22.1% of staff respondents felt that 
the institution did not encourage employees to achieve a work/life balance. 
 
Table 6: Percentage of Staff Respondents Who Feel that UT Encourages Staff Members to 

Balance their Work and Home Lives, Disaggregated by Staff Employment Status 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Exempt 5.6% 19.2% 32.4% 38.2% 4.6% 
Non-Exempt 4.8% 13.7% 35.7% 38.5% 7.2% 
 
Table 6 disaggregates responses among staff by exempt and non-exempt status.  As the table 
indicates, exempt staff are slightly more likely to feel that UT does not encourage employees to 
balance their work and home lives.  24.8% of exempt employees versus 18.5% of non-exempt 
employees disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that the institution encourages a 
work/life balance. 
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Table 7: Percentage of Respondents Who Feel That Their Department or Unit Encourages 
Faculty and Staff Members to Balance Their Work and Home Lives 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Both Groups 7.7% 16.5% 21.0% 38.2% 16.6% 
      
Faculty 9.3% 20.0% 24.5% 33.8% 12.5% 
Staff 7.2% 15.4% 19.9% 39.6% 17.9% 
 
For the following two tables, the unit of analysis shifts from the institution as a whole to 
respondents’ department or unit.  On average, respondents were slightly more positive about the 
degree to which their department or unit encouraged employees to balance their work and home 
lives.  54.8% of all respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their department encouraged 
work/life balance.  (In contrast, recall that in Table 5, only 41.3% of all respondents felt that the 
institution as a whole encouraged work/life balance.) 
 
As with the institutional perceptions, there are differences by faculty and staff status as well.  
Staff respondents were far more positive as to the degree to which their department or unit 
encouraged a work/life balance: 57.5% of all staff compared with 46.3% of all faculty agreed or 
strongly agreed that their department or unit encouraged a work/life balance.  And, again, as at 
the institutional level, faculty were slightly more negative.  Nearly one third of all faculty 
respondents (29.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed that their department encouraged a 
work/life balance compared with just 23.6% of staff. 
 
Table 8: Percentage of Staff Respondents Who Feel That Their Department or Unit 
Encourages Staff Members to Balance Their Work and Home Lives, Disaggregated by 
Staff Employment Status 
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Exempt 8.4% 15.0% 20.5% 37.5% 18.5% 
Non-Exempt 5.7% 15.7% 19.6% 41.0% 18.0% 
 
Table 8 disaggregates responses by exempt and non-exempt status.  As at the institutional level, 
non-exempt staff are slightly more satisfied than exempt staff, though the differences appear to 
be negligible.  56% of exempt staff and 59% of non-exempt staff either agree or strongly agree 
that their department or unit encourages employees to balance their work and home lives. 
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Table 9: Percentage of Respondents Who Feel That They Often Have to Choose Between 
Their Work and Home Lives 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

Disagree Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

Both Groups 12.9% 33.2% 20.8% 23.0% 10.2% 
      
Faculty 11.5% 23.0% 20.0% 29.8% 15.8% 
Staff 13.3% 36.4% 21.0% 20.9% 8.4% 
 
The following two tables report the degree to which faculty and staff feel that they have to 
choose between their work and home lives.  Across both groups, about one third of respondents 
(33.2%) agree or strongly agree that they have to choose between their work and home lives 
while nearly half of all respondents (46.2%) disagree or strongly disagree with the statement.  
Faculty appear to feel that they need to choose between their work and home lives to a greater 
extent than their staff counterparts.  Nearly half of all faculty respondents (45.6%) compared 
with just 29.3% of staff respondents agree or strongly agree that they have to choose between 
their work and home lives. 
 
Table 10: Percentage of Staff Respondents Who Feel That They Often Have to Choose 
Between Their Work and Home Lives, Disaggregated by Employment Status  
 Strongly 

Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 
Agree Strongly 

Agree 
Exempt 11.6% 36.5% 17.1% 25.1% 9.6% 
Non-Exempt 15.7% 36.9% 24.7% 15.9% 6.9% 
 
Table 10 disaggregates staff responses by exempt and non-exempt status.  On average, exempt 
staff are far more likely to report that they have to choose between their work and home lives.  
34.7% of exempt staff compared with 22.8% of non-exempt staff agree or strongly agree that 
they have to choose between their work and home lives. 
 

Table 11: Differences in the Means of Exempt versus Non-Exempt Staff Responses 
 

 Exempt Non-Exempt t Significance 
“UT” Mean 3.17 3.30 2.25 p < .05 
“My department” 
Mean 

3.43 3.50 1.06  

“I have to 
choose” mean 

2.85 2.61 3.41 P < .001 

 
Table 11 suggests that there are statistically significant differences in the degree to which exempt 
and non-exempt staff feel that UT encourages employees to balance their work and home lives 
and the degree to which they feel that they have to choose between their home and work lives.  
Specifically, exempt staff feel that UT is slightly less supportive in helping employees achieve a 
work/life balance than non-exempt staff.  In addition, exempt staff are more likely to report that 
they feel that they need to pick between their home and work lives. 
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We compared groups on a variety of demographics on responses to the above questions.  For the 
most part, we found no statistically significant differences by groups: 

• There was no statistically significant difference between male and female faculty 
responses to the above questions.  That is, male and female faculty were no more or less 
likely to perceive the institutional and department climate as supportive or non-
supportive. 

• There was no statistically significant difference between tenured and pre-tenure faculty 
responses to the above questions.  Put differently, tenured and pre-tenure faculty were no 
more or less likely to perceive the institutional and department climate as supportive or 
non-supportive. 

• There was no statistically significant difference between the responses of tenure-line and 
clinical faculty members on each of the three items. 

 
However, there were some statistically significant differences between faculty who had children 
and faculty who did not have children. 
 
Table 12: Differences in the Means of Faculty with Children Under Age 18 versus Faculty 

without Children Under Age 18 
 
 With Children Without Children t Significance 
“UT” Mean 3.01 2.91 .927  
“My department” 
Mean 

3.34 3.12 1.75  

“I have to 
choose” mean 

3.41 3.02 2.93 P < .01 

 
Table 12 suggests that there is a statistically significant difference between the degree to which 
faculty with children under the age of 18 versus those without children feel that they have to 
choose between their home and work lives. 



 

 15

PART III: Major Life Issues of Concern for Employees 
 
The tables in this section indicate the degree to which particular issues have been of concern to 
employees and the degree to which they felt supported in navigating the events. 
 
Table 13: Percentage of Faculty and Staff Indicating that One of the Following Issues Had 

Been of Moderate or High Concern over the Past Three Years 
 

 Faculty Staff 
Childbirth/Taking 
Time off for 
Birth of Child 

18.3% 11.4% 

Eldercare  24.3% 32% 
Own Major 
Illness 

15.8% 25.3% 

Major Illness of 
Partner or Child 

14.8% 20.1% 

 
Table 13 contains the percentages of faculty and staff who indicated that at least one event had 
been of moderate or high concern over the previous three years.  Eldercare proved to be the most 
prevalent issue across both groups; 24.3% of faculty and 32% of staff reported contending with 
issues of eldercare.  Put another way, one out of every four faculty members and one out of every 
three staff members dealt with issues of caring for an aging parent or relative. 
 
Faculty were more likely to report contending with issues of childbirth; 18.3% of faculty versus 
11.4% staff reported such an issue.  Illness also played a role for both faculty and staff.  Of 
particular note, one quarter of staff respondents (25.3%) noted that they had their own major 
illness over the previous three years. 
 
Though a table is not reported here, we investigated whether men and women reported 
contending with one or more of these events at greater rates.  There was no statistically 
significant difference between the numbers of men and women who had to contend with one of 
the events listed above.   
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Table 14: Percentage of Respondents who Felt Supported in Navigating the Above Event  
 Very 

unsupported 
Somewhat 
unsupported 

Neither 
supported nor 
unsupported 

Somewhat 
supported 

Very 
supported 

Both Groups 11.6% 14.2% 18.2% 25.0% 31.0% 
      
Faculty 11.6% 13.8% 27.6% 21.1% 25.8% 
Staff 11.6% 14.3% 15.2% 26.3% 32.6% 
 
Table 14 reports the degree to which respondents felt supported in navigating the events listed in 
Table 13.  Across both groups, 56% felt somewhat or very supported in navigating the event 
whereas nearly a quarter of respondents felt somewhat or very unsupported.  There are a few 
differences in responses by faculty and staff status.  Staff were slightly more likely than faculty 
to indicate that they felt somewhat or very supported in navigating their event; 58.9% of staff 
compared with 46.9% of faculty reported feeling supported. 
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PART IV: Desires for Additional Policies 
The four tables in this section focus on the degree to which different constituencies would like to 
see various programs and policies offered on campus. 
 

Table 15: Percentage of Respondents Who Identified Various Policies as Useful 
Policy or 
Program 

Employee Status Not at all Useful Somewhat 
Useful 

Highly Useful 

Guaranteed 
childcare for all 
faculty and staff 

Faculty 19.7% 
 

27.6% 
 

52.7% 
 

Staff 
 

24.5% 26.4% 49.1% 

Emergency 
backup childcare 

Faculty 17.8% 28.1% 
 

54.1% 
 

Staff 
 

23.5% 28.5% 48% 

Discounts for 
off-campus 
childcare 

Faculty 21.9% 
 

28.1% 
 

50% 
 

Staff 
 

24.6% 25.6% 49.8% 

Wellness 
programs for 
faculty and staff 

Faculty 10% 
 

40.7% 
 

49.4% 
 

Staff 
 

3.9% 34.6% 61.5% 

Flexible work 
arrangements 

Faculty 11.5% 
 

38.6% 
 

49.9% 
 

Staff 
 

3.7% 21.9% 74.3% 

Part-time tenured 
and tenure track 
options 

Faculty 25.1% 
 

37.1% 
 

37.9% 
 

Staff 
 

41.5% 37.1% 21.4% 

Lactation rooms 
for nursing 
mothers 

Faculty 31% 
 

41.9% 
 

27.1% 
 

Staff 
 

40.2% 38.2% 21.6% 

Loans to faculty 
and executive 
level staff for 
home purchase 

Faculty 37.8% 
 

35.4% 
 

26.8% 
 

Staff 53.5% 27.8% 18.6% 

Spousal/partner 
hiring assistance 
programs 

Faculty 13 % 
 

31.1% 
 

56% 
 

Staff 
 

25.3% 40.1% 34.6% 

Eldercare referral 
and resources 

Faculty 20.2% 49% 30.8% 
 

Staff 
 

16.7% 43% 40.4% 
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Table 15 indicates the degree to which faculty and staff would find the provision of particular 
policies and programs on campus to be helpful.  While there was some overlap between desires 
of faculty and staff, there were also some significant differences.  For example, by far the most 
desired policy for staff was the provision of flexible work arrangements.  96.3% of staff 
indicated that providing flexible work arrangements would be somewhat or highly useful; of 
note, 74.3% of all staff indicated that such a policy would be highly useful.  Faculty indicated 
that the most desired policy they would like to see is spousal or partner hiring assistance 
programs.  87% of all faculty indicated that such programs would be somewhat or highly useful, 
with 56% of respondents indicating that such programs would be highly useful.  
 
Faculty and staff both expressed interest in having the campus provide eldercare referral and 
resources, though staff were slightly more likely to report that such assistance would be highly 
useful; 40.4% percent of staff compared with 30.8% of faculty indicated a strong desire for such 
assistance.  Faculty and staff were similar in their desires to see the campus offer some assistance 
with childcare in various forms—guaranteed on-campus childcare for faculty and staff, 
emergency backup childcare programs, and discounts for off-campus childcare.  Half of all 
faculty and staff noted that all three programs would be highly useful.  Finally, faculty and staff 
were also united in their desire to see the campus offer wellness programs; 49.4% of all faculty 
and 61.5% of all staff believed that such programs would be highly useful. 
 
The other programs queried-part-time tenure line options, lactation rooms, and housing loans for 
faculty and executive level staff—received smaller, but still sizable interest, from both faculty 
and staff populations. 
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Table 16: Difference in the Means Between Faculty and Staff’s Wishes to See the Following 
Policies Available: (Scale of 1-3 where 1 is not at all useful and 3 is highly useful) 

 Faculty Staff t Significance 
Guaranteed 
childcare for all 
faculty and staff 

2.33 2.25 1.78  

Emergency 
backup childcare 

2.36 2.24 2.54 P< .05 

Discounts for 
off-campus 
childcare 

2.28 2.25 .62  

Wellness 
programs for 
faculty and staff 

2.39 2.58 5.23 P < .001 

Flexible work 
arrangements 

2.38 2.71 9.63 P < .001 

Part-time tenured 
and tenure track 
options 

2.13 1.80 7.2 P < .001 

Lactation rooms 
for nursing 
mothers 

1.96 1.81 3.29 P < .001 

Loans to faculty 
and executive 
level staff for 
home purchase 

1.89 1.65 5.23 P < .001 

Spousal/partner 
hiring assistance 
programs 

2.43 2.09 7.63 p < .001 

Eldercare referral 
and resources 

2.11 2.24 3.13 P < .01 

 
Table 16 presents another way of looking at the data in the previous table, though this time 
investigating the degree to which there are differences in the interests of faculty and staff 
populations for the provision of particular policies.  With the exception of guaranteed on-campus 
childcare and discounts for off-campus childcare, there were statistically significant differences 
in the degree to which faculty and staff would find the list of policies and programs useful.  For 
example, faculty were more likely than staff to find emergency backup childcare options useful; 
faculty responses averaged 2.36 while staff responses averaged 2.24, where p < .05. 
 
Faculty were more likely to want the campus to offer part-time tenure-line options to faculty, 
lactation rooms, housing loans to faculty and executive level staff, and spousal hiring assistance.  
In contrast, staff were more likely to want the university to offer wellness programs, flexible 
work arrangements, and eldercare referral and resources. 
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Table 17: Difference in the Means Between Exempt and Non-Exempt Staff’s Wishes to See 
the Following Policies Available: (Scale of 1-3 where 1 is not at all useful and 3 is highly 

useful) 
 Exempt Non-exempt t Significance 

Guaranteed 
childcare for all 
faculty and staff 

2.24 2.25 .32  

Emergency 
backup childcare 

2.23 2.26 .51  

Discounts for 
off-campus 
childcare 

2.24 2.26 .51  

Wellness 
programs for 

faculty and staff 

2.54 2.63 2.78 P < .01 

Flexible work 
arrangements 

2.71 2.71 .05  

Part-time tenured 
and tenure track 

options 

1.80 1.78 .5  

Lactation rooms 
for nursing 

mothers 

1.81 1.81 .04  

Loans to faculty 
and executive 
level staff for 

home purchase 

1.64 1.65 .27  

Spousal/partner 
hiring assistance 

programs 

2.12 2.06 1.26  

Eldercare referral 
and resources 

2.18 2.31 3.24 P< .001 

 
Table 17 contains the means for the exempt versus non-exempt staff for their desire to see a 
range of policies implemented on campus.  By far, the most popular policy for all staff was 
implementing flexible work arrangements with respondents in both groups averaging 2.71 on a 3 
point scale in terms of desirability of the policy.  Least popular was providing housing loans to 
faculty and executive level staff.  There were only two items on which exempt staff and non-
exempt staff had statistically different responses.  Non-exempt staff were slightly more likely to 
want the university to provide wellness programs and eldercare referral and resources.  Non-
exempt staff averaged 2.63 (versus 2.54 for exempt staff) on desire for wellness programs and 
2.31 (versus 2.18 for exempt staff) on desire for the institution to provide eldercare referral and 
resources. 
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Table 18: Difference in the Means Between Men and Women’s Wishes to See The 
Following Policies Available: (Scale of 1-3 where 1 is not at all useful and 3 is highly useful) 
 Men Women t Significance 
Guaranteed 
childcare for all 
faculty and staff 

2.14 2.32 3.96 P < .001 

Emergency 
backup childcare 

2.15 2.32 3.68 P < .001 

Discounts for 
off-campus 
childcare 

2.13 2.31 3.93 P < .001 

Wellness 
programs for 
faculty and staff 

2.37 2.59 6.76 P < .001 

Flexible work 
arrangements 

2.44 2.70 7.73 P < .001 

Part-time tenured 
and tenure track 
options 

1.80 1.92 2.61 P < .01 

Lactation rooms 
for nursing 
mothers 

1.70 1.91 4.7 P < .001 

Loans to faculty 
and executive 
level staff for 
home purchase 

1.66 1.73 1.45  

Spousal/partner 
hiring assistance 
programs 

2.16 2.18 .53  

Eldercare referral 
and resources 

2.04 2.26 5.6 p < .001 

 
Table 18 indicates that there are statistically significant differences between the degree to which 
men and women would find eight of the ten policies listed above useful.  For example, women 
are more likely to want the university to provide flexible work arrangements than men.  
However, some of these differences could also be due to the fact that women compose a large 
percentage of the staff (and as indicated in the previous table, staff were most likely to ask for 
the provision of flexible work arrangements).  However, as the table indicates, there are real 
gender-based differences between the desire for UT to provide policies for faculty and staff use. 
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PART V: Demographics 
These three tables provide some demographic information about who responded to the survey by 
employment status, gender, and race. 

 
Table 19: Respondents by Faculty/Staff Status 

Faculty Staff Total 
24.7% (442) 75.3% (1345) (1787) 

 
Table 20: Respondents by Faculty/Staff Status and Gender 

Employment Status Male Female Total 
Faculty 43.5% (170) 56.3% (220) (391) 

Staff 22.1% (271) 77.9% (958) (1229) 
Total 27.2% (441) 72.7% (1178) (1620) 

 

Table 21: Respondents by Race/Ethnicity 
Race/Ethnicity Percentage 

White 91.4% 
African American 3.5% 

Asian or Pacific Islander 1.9% 
Latino 0.9% 

Native American 0.6% 
Multiracial/Other 1.8% 

 

Table 22: Respondents by Sexual Identity 
Identity Percentage 

Heterosexual 93.7% 
Gay or Lesbian 3.4% 

Bisexual 1% 
Other 2% 
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Appendix 
 
A number of campus groups voted to endorse the contents of the report, including: 

• Commission for LGBT People  
• Commission for Blacks  
• Council for Diversity and Interculturalism  
• Exempt Staff Council 
• Women’s Studies Program  
• Women’s Administrative Group  
• Graduate Student Senate  
• Women’s Coordinating Council  

 
The report is also currently under review by the Faculty Senate.  In the pages that follow, we 
include the letters of endorsement from organizations that chose to submit them. 
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Department of History 
915 Volunteer Blvd 

6th Floor Dunford Hall 
Knoxville, TN  37996-4065 

Phone: (865) 974-5421 
Fax: (865) 974-3915 

http://web.utk.edu/~history/ 
December 15, 2010 
Margaret W. Sallee, Ph.D.  
Assistant Professor, Higher Education 
Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
The University of Tennessee 
318 Bailey Education Complex 
1122 Volunteer Boulevard 
Knoxville, TN 37996 
 
RE: 2010 Campus Work-Life Climate Survey 
 
Dear Margaret: 
 
Thank you for soliciting the input of the LGBT Commission before submitting the Commission 
for Women’s Work-Life Climate Survey to the chancellor. On December 6, 2010 the LGBT 
Commission voted unanimously to affirm the survey and its conclusions. Our membership has 
serious criticisms about the current benefits system, which excludes non-heterosexuals from fully 
participating. We welcome the opportunity to lend our support to your committee’s research on 
these key issues and would appreciate if you would attach this letter to your report to the 
chancellor.  
 
It is our position that the state legislature is exploiting its LGBT employees by barring us from 
participating in as full an array of employment-related benefits as those offered to heterosexual 
employees. Yet the legislature has failed to even suggest, let alone prove, that any correction 
exists between sexual orientation and job performance. Without a bona fide job qualification at 
issue, the state’s action is discriminatory. 
 
This discrimination affects UTK’s ability to recruit the best candidates, as LGBT faculty may 
choose a university located in a state that recognizes them as fully human. Discrimination also 
severely constrains our ability to retain the best employees. LGBT faculty and staff who can find 
employment where they are offered the same (or equitable) benefits and protections as 
heterosexuals can reasonably be expected to leave UTK. Like disparities in wages based solely 
on gender, disparities in benefits and work-life conditions inhibit an LGBT employee from 
identifying with and developing feelings of loyalty to an employer who compensates them at a 
lower rate than heterosexual employees. Such personnel issues and the wasteful costs of turnover 
could be entirely eliminated under an employee benefit system that was based on rational 
management policies rather than political expediency.  

Page Two 
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We appreciate you including the sexual identity demographics of respondents. As LGBT people 
are not counted by the university in any systematic way, we appreciate the survey demonstrating 
that we do, in fact, exist. And that we share many of the same concerns about work-life 
conditions at UTK as our heterosexual co-workers. We encourage all campus surveys to include 
questions about the sexual identity of respondents, and to provide us with fuller opportunities to 
respond so that we can open dialogue about how certain policies may disparately impact LGBT 
employees. 
 
As LGBT employees are, by law, not considered “families” in Tennessee, we urge the university 
to consider our unique position in any plan to expand benefits or to improve the work-life quality 
of UTK employees. Some commission members noted that they were unsure how to answer 
some of the questions.  For instance, if a lesbian works for UTK, but her partner does not and she 
is the legal mother of their child, would that child qualify for a child care center run by UTK?  
It is fundamental that the university define “family” to maximize inclusion rather than exclusion. 
 
In addition, the homophobia that has been written into Tennessee’s law and that pervades social 
relations in the state present a second, unwritten barrier to equal access to benefits. It is difficult 
to imagine a married heterosexual couple deciding to keep their relationship secret, and, in fact, 
as university publications demonstrate consistently, heterosexuality (e.g., publicly 
acknowledging one’s spouse, photos of one’s spouse and grandchildren) is one means of 
claiming and receiving social prestige. For LGBT employees, however, the opposite may be true. 
Fearing reprisals from their colleagues, immediate supervisor, and “the administration,” LGBT 
employees at UTK seem overwhelmingly to have decided that it was both simpler and safer to 
hide their sexual orientation, including denying the existence of their partner and children.  
 
Although UTK has taken important steps in the past few years to protect LGBT employees, it 
must do more to change the homophobic culture on campus to ensure that LGBT employees can 
expect and receive the same respect and equal treatment from the university as do heterosexuals. 
Regardless of how many new benefits might be offered, LGBT employees who fear reprisals or 
hostility will hesitate to participate as fully as heterosexual employees who take their privileged 
status for granted in demanding and negotiating work-related benefits.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to express some of our concerns about work-life issues unique to 
LGBT employees on campus.  
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 

 
 
Lynn Sacco 
Associate Professor 
Chair, UTK Chancellor’s Commission for LGBT People 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
To: Dr. Margaret W. Sallee, Assistant Professor 

Department of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies 
 
From: Thomas A. Cervone, Director (Exempt Staff Council Chair) 
 Department of Theatre 
 
Date: January 28, 2011 
 
Re:  2010 Campus Work-Life Climate Survey 
 
On behalf of the members of the Exempt Staff Council, I would like to take this opportunity to 
thank you for attending our monthly meeting (this past Tuesday, January 25th) and to inform you 
that we as a Council have voted unanimously to support and recommend the Work-Life Climate 
Survey and its goals.  Striving for excellence in Higher Education while achieving “Top 25 
Status” among peer and aspirational institutions AND providing a safe, secure and sensitive 
work environment for the faculty and staff that pump the “life-blood” into this enterprise, need 
not be mutually exclusive nor a “pie in the sky” undertaking.  Your commission has organized a 
compelling and comprehensive survey to support and substantiate this mission.  Thank you.   
 
One final caveat, however, if I (we) may.  In addition to my responsibility as Chair of the 
Exempt Staff Council, I have the privilege of sitting/representing the exempt staff on several 
other UT commissions/committees, one of which is the Commission for LGBT People.  When 
we (LGBT) voted to endorse this survey, Lynn Sacco, Chair of the Commission for LGBT 
people, eloquently and enthusiastically reminded you (and the Chancellor) of the need to 
aggressively pursue a much more comprehensive commitment to recognizing domestic partner 
inclusion/benefits.  We would like to echo/reiterate that position.  The statement below was 
developed in concert and collaboration with my colleagues who sit on the Exempt Staff Council:   

 
US businesses have taken the lead in developing domestic partner benefits programs for 
their employees.  They see this as an inexpensive way to attract and retain talent and to 
gain an advantage over the competition.  Many of the nation’s most competitive colleges 
and universities, including the institutions UT compares itself too, are doing the same.   
Emerging research is documenting that domestic partner benefits is a cost-effective 
strategy for fully harnessing workforce potential.   UT administration and state policy 
makers need to understand what the competition already recognizes: that offering 
domestic partner benefit programs is a cost-effective strategy to attract and retain 
faculty, staff, and administrators from a greater pool of talent.   And of equal importance, 
offering these benefits is essential if UT is to demonstrate their commitment to social and 
economic justice, diversity, and inclusiveness.  

 
Margaret, again, we so appreciate the extraordinary work on this document you and the 
Commission for Women have produced.  If there is anything else we can do as a Committee, or I 
can do, personally, please feel free to contact me.   
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December 7, 2010 Tuesday 
 
Re: Work‐Life Balance 
 
Margaret  
 
I have received comment on the Work‐Life Balance report, and Women’s Studies is 
pleased to endorse the report and its goals.  
 
 In addition, I’m sharing one or two points that surfaced in the review process.  
 
‐‐‐Encourage the university to develop spousal/partner hiring programs. Most AAU 
universities have well‐developed programs for spousal hiring. 
 
‐‐‐Extend benefits coverage to domestic partners for same‐sex couples. 
 
‐‐‐Married student housing is often marginal in quality and has only a minimal 
number of units. 
 
‐‐‐Childcare facilities on campus and available to students as well as all 
employees remains an important goal. Alternative options might be to provide 
vouchers that may be applied to any certified childcare center. 
 
‐‐‐Include considerations and support for elder care that are commensurate with 
the level of support for childcare.   
 
There are a couple of copyediting notes. 
        Replace “kids” with “children.” 
        Replace “staff is” with “staff were.” 
 
 
Your initiative, leadership, and persistence has been the cornerstone for not 
only the report but also critical to this important push for action.  
 
Sincere thanks, 
Cheryl 
 
 
 
 
`````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````
````` 
Cheryl B. Travis Ph.D.                     ctravis@utk.edu (preferred contact) 
Chair, Women's Studies                     (865) 974‐2409 Jessie Harris Bldg rm 
307 
Assoc. Head, Psychology Dept.              (865) 974‐4361 Austin/Peay Bldg rm 
303C 
University of Tennessee                    Knoxville, TN 37996 
`````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````````
````` 
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Hi, Margaret! 
  
Just an FYI - we passed an endorsement last night of the work-life balance campus climate document 
you sent me earlier this week. We felt that the values and policy recommendations within this document 
were legitimate and worthy of support, but also needed at this institution. While it is common knowledge 
that there are clear budget concerns, there are matters such as these that, in our opinion, take precedent 
due to their impact on the livelihood and satisfaction of UT's employees and their families.  
  
Some GSS representatives stated that if these policies existed they would want to work at this institution 
and stay in their job, and, in fact, are looking at working in entities that have policies like these in place.  
  
We agree that this matter is central to our move toward the Top 25 and that the recommendations made 
in the document would help UT achieve its goal in the future. 
  
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
  
Thank you, 
  
Andrew 
Graduate Student Senate President 


