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Preface
The Department of Immunology, Genetics and Pathology (IGP) should be free from discrimination. This 
is something we all need to keep in mind as a fundamental part of working together. At an organisational 
level, several measures are taken to ensure that we strive to meet this goal. Examples of this are striving 
for gender balance in the various committees and the newly formed Scientific Council, keeping equal op-
portunities a standing item on the IGP board agenda, as well as making information and communication 
available in English since IGP is a highly international work place. 

We state in our Aims and Strategies document that IGP actively promotes equal career opportunities. So 
how are we really doing? To find this out, the working group for equal opportunities conducted a survey. 
The results, as well as analysis and measures taken are described in this report. While it was encouraging 
that most employees have not experienced or witnessed discrimination at work, there are clearly issues 
to address. Actions taken include mandatory education about equal opportunities for group leaders and 
managers, and better information about whom to turn to in case of being discriminated against. More 
work is undoubtedly needed. Equal opportunities are our shared responsibility. 
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SAMMANFATTNING PÅ 
SVENSKA

Sammanfattning på svenska

3

Institutionen för immunologi, genetik och patolo-
gi genomförde under 2016 en undersökning om 
Lika Villkor vid institutionen. En enkät skickades 
ut till samtliga med en IGP-emailadress och totalt 
svarade 202 personer. Svaren på frågorna och de 
resultat vi fick fram har sedan legat till grund för 
Lika Villkorgruppens arbete de senaste två åren. 
Det framgick av undersökningen att de flesta som 
svarade upplever institutionen som en arbetsplats 
där studenter och anställda anser sig lika behand-
lade och med lika rättigheter. Majoriteten har 
aldrig känt sig diskriminerade eller trakasserade 
personligen. Samtidigt var det tydligt att det finns 
problem som vi behöver arbeta aktivt med, då 12 % 
uppgav att de utsatts för någon form av diskrimin-
ering på arbetsplatsen under de senaste 12 månad-
erna. Vi har en uttalad noll-tolerans mot diskrimi-
nering och har därför vidtagit flera åtgärder för att 
ytterligare förbättra vårt aktiva arbete med Lika 
Villkor på IGP. 

Lika Villkor-arbetet har under de senaste åren 
förändrats från att huvudsakligen fokusera på 
jämställdhetsfrågor till att omfatta samtliga sju 
diskrimineringsgrunder. Av de sju diskrimin-
eringsgrunderna så var etnisk tillhörighet den kat-
egori där flest rapporterade att de sett eller utsatts 
för någon form av diskriminering, vilket tyder på 
att etnisk tillhörighet är ett område vi behöver 
arbeta mer aktivt med på IGP framöver. En annan 
viktig insikt från enkäten var att kunskapsnivån 

och information om Lika Villkor behöver förbät-
tras vid IGP. Många vet inte vem de kan vända sig 
till om de blir utsatta för diskriminering. Det var 
också tydligt att det inom vissa grupperingar är 
vanligt med ”skämt” eller kommentarer som är ex-
kluderande och normativa. Med information och 
utbildning tror vi att vi kan öka kunskapsnivån 
om diskriminering och trakasserier. 

Som ett led i det arbete som följt efter resultat-
en av enkäten sammanställdes har vi vidtagit 
ett flertal åtgärder. Vi har hållit ett utbildnings-
seminarium som varit obligatoriskt för samtliga 
gruppledare och arbetsledare. Deltagarna har 
fått information om regelverket runt diskrimi-
nering och de har fått reflektera och diskutera 
olika diskrimineringssituationer. Ett avslutande 
seminarium i denna serie genomförs nu under 
våren 2018 och kommer vara öppet för alla på 
institutionen. Vi har även tryckt upp och spridit 
en enkel broschyr med information om vad 
diskriminering är och vad man kan göra om man 
utsätts för diskriminering. Vidare har vi också 
utökat antal medlemmar i Lika Villkor-gruppen 
för att kunna arbeta mer aktivt med flera frågor 
parallellt. Vi kommer nu fortsätta arbeta aktivt 
med Lika Villkorsfrågor vid IGP. Den enkät vi 
genomförde 2016 kommer nu att genomföras vart 
fjärde år för att kunna följa trender och utveckling 
avseende Lika Villkor vid IGP över tid. 



Introduction
Equal Opportunities at  
Uppsala University and IGP
At Uppsala University all employees and students 
should be treated with respect and be given the 
possibility to work and study on equal conditions, 
irrespective of sex, transgender identity or expres-
sion, ethnicity, religion or other belief, disability, 
sexual orientation or age. This is based on the 
Swedish discrimination legislation and the identi-
ty factors described above form the legal grounds 
for discrimination. Uppsala University works with 
equal opportunity issues in accordance with the 
Action plan for Equal Opportunities, and likewise, 
the faculties and departments have their own ac-
tion plans, based on the central plan. At IGP there 
is a working group dedicated to equal opportuni-
ties, with a clear mandate from the department 
board (equal opportunities policy document), and 
its members are appointed by the board. The chair 
of the equal opportunities group (lika villkors-om-
bud) is an adjunct board member, underscoring 
the importance IGP places on these matters.  Im-
portant aspects of the equal opportunities group 
work include preventive measures, raising aware-
ness, educating staff about discrimination, and to 
monitor the current situation at the work place. 

Purpose of the questionnaire
In order to assess the equal opportunities situa-
tion at the Department of Immunology, Genetics 
and Pathology (IGP), a survey was sent out in May 
2016. The purpose of the questionnaire was to bet-
ter understand the Equal Opportunities situation 
at the department, and to gain insight into issues 
related to discrimination at IGP. The results have 
been used to guide the Equal Opportunities group 
in their work and their activities. As outlined in 
this report, we have taken several actions as a con-
sequence of the results of the survey. 

Method
The survey included 15 questions, including basic 
questions about the participants in the survey 
(sex, age, type of position). The goal was to create 
a survey that was short but would still provide 
useful insights regarding equal opportunities 
and reveal if discrimination occurs. The survey 

was sent by email to everyone with an IGP email 
address, totaling approximately 600 individuals. 
This included 320 staff, the affiliated clinical pro-
fessionals, project students, and others who are as-
sociated with IGP at the Rudbeck Laboratory, the 
Biomedical Center, and the University Hospital. 
Two reminders to participate were also sent out. 

In the process of working with the results of the 
survey, we have encountered some minor prob-
lems with certain questions and how they were 
interpreted. We actually discovered that we were 
ourselves discriminatory on the grounds of age 
by using the wrong age intervals for the question 
about which age group responders belong to (20-
40 or 41-67), since the questionnaire was also sent 
to senior professors and emeriti >67 years of age. 
Another important point to highlight is that we 
included the term “work place” in several ques-
tions, and we noticed that this has been interpret-
ed in different ways. Some see the university as 
their work place, others the department and yet 
others consider the building where they normal-
ly work (BMC; Rudbeck Laboratory or Uppsala 
University Hospital) when replying. In question 
13 below, we failed to include sex as a response 
alternative, which may have affected how people 
answered. Overall, we think that these are minor 
issues that do not affect the general results or con-
clusions of the survey. For others creating similar 
surveys, we recommend testing it on a number of 
people before sending it out.  

Analysis of the results
The answers to the questions are shown below, 
with a short discussion about the results of each 
question. For certain questions the responses are 
also shown for specific categories of staff, when 
there is a clear difference between individuals 
based on sex, age or appointment. The question-
naire also included an opportunity to provide free 
text comments for most questions, and examples 
of comments are included below. In total, we re-
ceived answers from 202 individuals, representing 
1/3 of all those affiliated with IGP. Among those 
who answered the demographics in terms of sex, 
age and appointment were largely representative 
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of employees at the department, but with a 
slightly lower response rate for PhD students and 
post docs compared to administrative or faculty 
employees. One explanation for the moderate 
response rate may be that many with an IGP 
email address do not consider IGP their primary 
work place, e.g. many IGP-affiliated individuals 
working at the Hospital. It may also be that some 
individuals did not understand the purpose of the 
survey, felt that the topic does not concern them, 
or that they don’t consider discrimination to be 

a problem. Despite the moderate response rate, 
we have received answers from >200 staff and 
we think that the results provide important and 
valuable insights regarding equal opportunities at 
IGP. No similar survey had been sent previously, 
meaning that there is no point of reference for 
the answers we received. We see the result as an 
important indicator of the current situation at 
IGP regarding discrimination and a basis for the 
future direction of the work of the Equal Oppor-
tunity group. 

Survey questions and results 

Table 1 – Who responded  
to the survey?

1. Sex Count %
Men 85 42

Women 117 58

Other 0 0

202 100

2.  Age group
20 – 40 111 55

41 – 67 91 45

202 100

3.  Appointment
Admin/tech 59 29

Researcher 77 38

PhD student 32 16

Professor/senior lecturer 33 16

201 100
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FIGURE 1 
Is the work place free from disparaging 
or negative jargon?

Question 4. Is the work place free from disparaging or  
negative jargon when it comes to the grounds for discrimination?
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Comment: The majority (84 %) of employees who answered the 
survey find that IGP is free from negative jargon. At the same 
time, 16 % answer that they have heard or experienced disparag-
ing or negative language related to the grounds for discrimina-
tion. 

Further investigation of sex, age and appointment reveal that 
there are differences in demography among those who did expe-
rience negative jargon. 

FIGURE 2
Demographic differences among the replies for “Is the work place free from disparaging or negative jargon when it 
comes to the grounds for discrimination”. Bars show % of all responders. The results show that there is a difference 
especially between age groups.



Summary: Disparaging or negative jargon is a definite problem, as 16 % of staff who answered the survey 
has experienced this at the workplace. There is a significantly higher fraction of young (20–40 year age 
group) employees who have been exposed to negative jargon (p<0.001, Figure 2). However, from the data it 
cannot be elucidated whether this is due to a greater awareness causing younger staff to react or whether 
the negative jargon is used more frequently in the younger age group. Written responses to this question 
highlight that “jokes” and generalizations based on gender, ethnic origin or sexual preferences can occur 
during coffee breaks. Others comment that demeaning remarks are sometimes spoken by older professors 
who may not understand that their comments are inappropriate or discriminatory in nature.

SURVEY QUESTIONS 
AND RESULTS
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Question 5. Have you experienced, or witnessed, a situation  
when there was a lack of gender equality at your work place?
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Comment: While most staff members have not been exposed to gender inequality, 20 % of staff report 
that they have experienced a lack of gender equality at the workplace. Looking further into the sex distri-
bution of those responding to this question, we see that there is a significantly higher fraction of women 
that have experienced a lack of gender equality (p<0.05).

FIGURE 3 
Responses to the question ‘Have you experienced, or witnessed, a situation when there was a lack of gender equality at 
your work place?’ are shown to the left. To the right, replies divided on Men/Women respondents.



Question 6. If yes, what kind of situation?
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Comment: Given the options of a number of situations where gender equality has traditionally been 
found to be an issue shows that employment and promotion is the most common reason. As expected, 
situations also involved parental leave. Factors such as an experience of getting less attention during lec-
tures and meetings, and work assignments, must also be kept in mind.

Summary: Gender equality continues to be a ground for discrimination. Both men and women have 
experienced or witnessed lack of gender equality, but it is significantly more commonly reported among 
women than men, out of those that responded to the survey. It is however noteworthy that several of the 
free text comments form respondents highlight that they experience that equality is better at IGP than 
at other departments at the faculty/university. 
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FIGURE 4
Responses to what kind of situations where respondents experienced or 
witnessed a situation with lack of gender equality at the work place. 
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Question 7. Do you think that one sex has  
better career possibilities than the other at IGP?
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Comment: Approximately 20 % of responders think that 
one sex has better career opportunities at IGP. Of these, the 
majority thinks that men have better career possibilities, 
but eight responders believe that women have an advantage. 

FIGURE 5  
Responses to the question ‘Do you think 
one sex has better career possibilities than 
the other at IGP?’
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Summary: While most employees think that both sexes have equal career opportunities, one fifth believe 
that one sex has better possibilities. It is most common that women think men have better opportuni-
ties, but the men who answered that there is a difference between sexes tend to think women have the 
better career possibilities. Free-text comments highlight that this is a general problem in society and 
not specific to IGP and that the male dominance among senior professors is one reason for inequality. In 
2018, IGP has 25 professors, 8 women (32 %) and 17 men (68 %). For senior lecturers, the numbers are four 
women (67 %) and two men (33 %), and for all group leaders/PIs (who can also hold researcher positions) 
the numbers are 43 % women and 57 % men. 

A further analysis of the responses among men and 
women shows that significantly more women think 
that one sex has better career possibilities at IGP 
(p<0.05). Interestingly, it is clear that the majority 
of men who answered that one sex has better career 
opportunities think that it is women who have 
better possibilities. The opposite is true for women 
who answered that one sex has better possibilities, 
with the majority thinking that men have better 
opportunities. 

FIGURE 6 
Demographics among the respondents for the question 
‘Do you think one sex has better career possibilities 
than the other at IGP?’
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Question 8.  Are there other elements than sex, among the  
grounds for discrimination, that affect your career possibilities?

Comment: It is clear that grounds for discrimination other than sex 
are considered to have a greater impact on career possibilities as com-
pared to sex. Twenty percent think that the sex of a person affects 
career possibilities, while 25 % believe that other elements among the 
grounds for discrimination, affect career possibilities. This also high-
lights the importance of working actively with all forms of discrimi-
nation at the department and at the university at large.

There was a clear difference between how 
staff categories replied but no differences 
between how men and women responded.
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FIGURE 7 
Responses to the question ‘Are there 
other elements than sex, among the 
grounds for discrimination, that 
affects your career possibilities?

Comment: It is clear that several research-
ers/postdocs who have reached a “bottle 
neck” of attaining a more permanent 
position think that there is discrimination 
affecting their career possibilities (30 % in 
this staff category). In comparison, those 
who have already achieved a faculty posi-
tion (professors/senior lecturers) gener-
ally do not think discrimination plays an 
important role (only 15 % say yes).  A high percentage of the PhD students also responded affirmatively to 
this question (37.5 %), which warrants further investigation, and in the next question this was followed 
up in more detail.

FIGURE 8
Staff categories and their response to the question ‘Are there other 
elements than sex, among the grounds for discrimination, that 
affects your career possibilities?’
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Question 9. If yes, which one of the grounds for discrimination?
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Comment: The answers single out ethnic background as a factor that is perceived by as many as 32 re-
spondents to have an impact on their career opportunities at the university. IGP is highly international 
with a multitude of nationalities, and more work clearly needs to be done to ensure that everyone expe-
riences that they have equal career opportunities. It is also noteworthy that 15 responders list age as an 
element affecting career possibilities. Of these, 80 % are in the older (40–67 years) category. 

Summary: Questions 8 and 9 bring up grounds for discrimination other than sex that may affect career 
possibilities. These questions are very important, as equal opportunities work at the university has un-
til very recently focused almost exclusively on equal opportunities for men and women. The answers 
highlight also the importance of working actively with equal opportunities in relation to all grounds 
for discrimination. Ethnic background comes out as the most important factor influencing career pos-
sibilities. This is perhaps not surprising considering that there is a lack of ethnic diversity at the level of 
professors and senior lecturers at IGP, as is the case for Uppsala University as a whole, while there is sig-
nificant ethnic diversity at the level of PhD students and post docs. In the latter two categories nearly half 
respond that factors other than sex affect their career possibilities. Fifteen employees also respond that 
age is a factor that affects their career possibilities, highlighting this ground for discrimination as an area 
that will require more work going forward. Some free text responses concerning age discrimination show 
that several individuals feel discriminated against due to university or department rules that are linked to 
time or age. Examples of this are the maximum of 7 years (now being changed to 5 years) since PhD to be 
eligible for associate senior lectureship positions, and that professors who passed retirement age are not 
allowed to be main supervisor for PhD students.

FIGURE 9
Respondents' ground for discrimina-
tion in response to the question ‘Are 
there other elements than sex, among 
the grounds for discrimination, that 
affects 
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Comment/Summary: There seems to be a general consensus that the group leaders and staff managers 
have an open attitude towards different life styles. While 7 respond with “No”, reading the written re-
sponses clarifies that several of the answers are related to how the question was interpreted. There were 
e.g. several comments that it is impossible to know whether some life styles would not be accepted, or 
that life styles that are illegal or incompatible with the work tasks would not be accepted. 

Question 10.  Are all life styles  
accepted by your superior/group leader?
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Question 11. I experience IGP as a work place where everyone, regard-
less of ethnic background, disabilities, sex, gender identity or gender 
expression, sexual orientation, religion or age has the same possibilities. 
(1 = I do not agree at all, 6 = I fully agree)

0

10

20

30

40

n=75n=74n=13n=16n=7n=1

I do not 
agree

I fully
agree

%

FIGURE 10
Responses to the question ‘Are all lifestyles accepted 
by your superior/group leader?

FIGURE 11
Responses to the claim 
‘I experience IGP as a 
work place where every-
one, regardless of ethnic 
background, disabilities, 
sex, gender identity or 
gender expression, sex-
ual orientation, religion 
or age has the same 
possibilities?
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Comment/Summary: While the majority of employees find IGP to be an equal opportunity work place, 
approximately 25 % have some concerns regarding equal possibilities with regards to the grounds for dis-
crimination. This is in line with answers to 7 and 8 asking about sex or other grounds for discrimination 
affecting career possibilities at the work place. In written responses several highlight language as a bar-
rier, where employees who do not speak Swedish are at a disadvantage at Uppsala University. Since many 
years, IGP has prioritized to be a bi-lingual work place, with almost all documentation being available in 
both Swedish and English, and meetings always held in English when non-Swedish speaking persons are 
present. Most recently, we started translating the department board minutes to make them available more 
widely. The KoF17 panel report also highlights a need for the entire university to put more emphasis of 
translating documents to English to promote the internationalization.

Question 12. Have you personally, in the last twelve-months  
period, experienced that you have been exposed to discrimination by  
anyone at your workplace?

Discrimination in this case means that someone directly or indirectly has been less favorably treated 
than someone else in a comparable situation, and that the mistreatment is related to one of the grounds 
for discrimination sex, gender identity or gender expression, ethnic background, religious or other belief, 
disabilities, sexual orientation, or age. Discrimination also means behavior that violates someone's dignity 
if the violation is correlated with one of the grounds for discrimination.
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Comment: This is an extremely important question as it relates 
to exposure to recent discrimination events, with positive 
responses highlighting that there are current problems. Here, 
we see that 24 individuals (12 %) respond that they have per-
sonally been exposed to discrimination at the work place in 
the last year. It is also noteworthy that 2/3 of those exposed to 
discrimination are in the younger (20-40 years old) age group. 
The events that have led as many as 24 persons to answer yes 
can have occurred at the department or elsewhere at Uppsala 
University, or at the University Hospital, but regardless, these 
replies show that discrimination happens and must be dealt 
with.

FIGURE 12
Responses to the question ‘Have you 
personally, in the last twelve-months 
period, experienced that you have been 
exposed to discrimination by anyone at 
your work place?’
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Question 13. If yes, on which one of the grounds for discrimination?
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Comment: The responses indicate several different forms of discrimination, but once again highlight 
ethnic background as the most frequently occurring form of discrimination over the last year. 

Summary: A number of employees experience that they are exposed to discrimination and this question 
makes it clear that answers to previous questions are not only referring to events in the past, but that 
there are current problems to deal with at the department. The answers once again bring ethnic back-
ground into focus as the most common cause for experienced discrimination, further emphasizing the 
importance of addressing on all grounds for discrimination in the equal opportunities work at IGP, and 
at Uppsala University as a whole.      

FIGURE 13 
Respondents ground for discrimination in response to the question ‘Have you per-
sonally, in the last twelve-months period, experienced that you have been exposed 
to discrim-ination by anyone at your work place?
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Question 14. Have equal opportunity issues been brought up in your 
work group anytime in the last twelve months, e.g. at individual planning 
dialogues (medarbetarsamtal)?

Question 15. If you or a colleague would be exposed  
to discrimination, do you know whom to turn to for advice?

Comment: Most employees have not had a discussion about 
equal opportunities within their group or with their supervi-
sor. While the forms used for individual planning dialogues do 
not specifically include equal opportunities, it is important to 
inform staff of the importance of discussing these issues. More 
effort can be made to educate and raise awareness among group 
leaders and managers in order to make discussions about equal 
opportunities a part of the planning dialogues. We propose to 
include this topic in the Uppsala University forms for planning 
dialogues.

Summary: A majority of employees are aware of whom to turn to 
if they are exposed to discrimination. However, almost 40 % say 
that they do not know and this is not a satisfactory result. Analy-
ses of responders show that the younger age group (20–40 years 
old) are less aware of who they can contact. This is important, 
as experiencing discriminatory jargon and exposure to discrimi-
nation is highest in this group. An information campaign about 
whom to turn to if one is discriminated against, or witnesses 
discrimination, was launched.
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FIGURE 14
Responses to the question ‘Have equal opportunity issues 
been brought up in your work group anytime in the last 
twelve months?

FIGURE 15
Responses to the question ‘If you or a colleague would be 
exposed to discrimination, do you know whom to turn to for 
advice?



COMPARISON TO 
OTHER SURVEYS

Comparison to other surveys

How is IGP doing in comparison to other depart-
ments and universities? Although other surveys 
are not exactly the same as the IGP survey, some 
questions about Equal Opportunities are similar. 
Below, we have made some comparisons with 
other studies.

Karolinska Institutet (KI) conducted a coworker 
survey (Medarbetarundersökning) in 20171. Out of 
4,324 people that replied to the survey, 46 % agreed 
that KI was a workplace free of discrimination, 
and another 40 % agreed to a large extent. How-
ever, 10 % replied that discrimination was an issue 
and their replies on which grounds for discrim-
ination that was involved were sex (42 %), other 
(38 %), ethnic background (33 %), age (26 %), 
religious or other belief (9 %), disabilities (3 %), 
gender identity or gender expression (2 %), and 
sexual orientation (1 %). In 2014, Umeå University 
conducted a similar survey2 with 875 respondents 
from the Medical Faculty. Here 20 % agreed that 
the workplace was free from discrimination, an-
other 27 % agreed to a large extent. 

Overall, sex, ethnic background and age were the 
dominant discrimination grounds at both KI and 
IGP, although fewer (20 %) believe gender equality 
is an issue at IGP (This question was not asked 
in the Umeå survey). A survey similar to the IGP 
survey was performed at the Department of Gov-
ernment during 20163 with a total of 81 respond-
ents. In that survey, 46.3 % answered that they 
have been exposed to discrimination at the work 
place. Of those, 80.6 % report that the ground for 
discrimination was sex or transgender identity/ 
expression, while ethnic background was listed by 
only 8.3 %.  One major difference explaining the 
relatively lower fraction of ethnic background dis-
crimination could be the demographic differences 
between departments (see below). 

Three of the surveys (from IGP, KI and Umeå) 
had a question about discrimination in the last 
12 months. At IGP and Umeå, 12 % replied that 
they had been discriminated against in the past 12 

months. At KI, 18 % replied that they have expe-
rienced or noticed discrimination or harassment 
at the work place in the last 12 months. Both KI 
and Umeå had a question about reports of dis-
crimination and if any help had been given. While 
most being discriminated against replied that the 
situation was solved or being worked at, many 
replied that they did not report or tried to get help 
to solve the issue (62 % Umeå, 43 % KI, IGP did 
not have this question).

In comparisons to other surveys it is important 
to know that demographics of employees differ 
widely between faculties and departments. It is 
also important to have background information 
on demographics in relation to the grounds for 
discrimination in mind when interpreting the 
results.  For example, at IGP a large fraction of the 
PhD students and postdocs have a non-Swedish 
ethnic background. Studies on ethnic diversity 
(Mångfaldsrapporten) among employees and 
students were performed at Uppsala University 
in 2010 and 20164. The report shows that there 
has been a significant increase between 2010 and 
2016 in the fraction of PhD students (from 35 % to 
51 %) and researchers (from 33 % to 45 %) that have 
a foreign background. Meanwhile, there have been 
very marginal increases of employees with foreign 
background among teachers and administrative 
staff. At IGP we have PIs who have been recruited 
internationally but the vast majority are not.

These numbers are interesting considering that 
ethnic background is the area where most em-
ployees in our survey reported that they have felt 
discriminated against, and that many employees 
experience that there are unequal career opportu-
nities due to ethnic background. Several respond-
ents also commented on the fact that the high 
ethnic diversity seen among PhD students and 
researchers is not reflected in the teacher category. 
It will be important for IGP, and Uppsala Univer-
sity at large, to follow up whether the significant 
change in ethnic background between 2010-2016 
among PhD students and researchers have an 
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impact on the diversity in the teacher category. 
Specific measures may also be needed, such as 
better introduction into Swedish academic life, 
and career support and mentoring aimed at groups 

who come from other countries. Focus groups, and 
in-depths interviews may be ways to address these 
issues and to suggest further actions.

Conclusions and  
consequences for the Equal 
Opportunity work at IGP

The overall result of the survey shows that most 
employees do not feel discriminated against and 
have not experienced or witnessed discrimina-
tion in the work place. We find this to be a very 
encouraging result. Meanwhile, the survey shows 
that 12 % of the responders answer that they have 
experienced discrimination at IGP in the last 12 
months. Naturally, IGP has a zero tolerance policy 
when it comes to discrimination and harassment, 
and the results therefore show that there is still 
significant work ahead. As a lead in reaching the 
zero discrimination goal, the Equal Opportunities 
group and IGP has used the results of the survey to 
guide our work, with a specific focus on increased 
education and information about equal opportu-
nities at the department. 

• Equal Opportunities seminars for group  
leaders and managers 
As there were indications that younger category of 
responders felt more discriminated against by the 
more senior personnel, it was decided to increase 
the education about Equal Opportunities for 
group leaders and managers. By a decision from 
the head of department it is now mandatory for 
group leaders and managers to attend an educa-
tional seminar on Equal Opportunities. We invit-
ed an external speaker from Antidiskriminerings-
byrån Stockholm Syd (ADB) to give this seminar. 
When this report was written two out of three 

planned seminars had been held and about 80 % 
of the group leaders and managers have attended. 
The feedback from those attending has been pos-
itive. A special group leader and manager meeting 
was devoted to discussing equal opportunities, and 
how those in leadership positions have a special 
responsibility to counteract discrimination.

• International employees
Several replies dealing with career opportunities 
and recent discrimination named ethnic back-
ground as grounds for discrimination.  Some of 
these replies may be because of discrimination 
by colleagues and should therefore be dealt with 
through education and information about equal 
opportunities of all employees. The Equal Oppor-
tunities group will conduct interviews with in-
ternational employees to find out what problems 
they are facing and how we can improve at IGP.
Another important aspect is that of being an 
international employee at a Swedish university. 
Language was highlighted as one obstacle. Since a 
large number of the IGP staff has an international 
background we make a strong effort to give all 
information in English. The IGP web site is mir-
rored in English, and documents such as minutes 
from department board and policy documents 
regarding working environment and equal op-
portunities are translated into English. However, 
we are aware that there are co-workers who feel 
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that information in English is insufficient. We 
will therefore conduct a follow-up on how well it 
is known that important documents are available 
in English, and if there are requests for additional 
documents to be translated. Lots of information at 
University or Faculty level is only in Swedish. This 
needs to be addressed.

• Information folder 
Almost 40 % of the respondents replied that they 
did not know where or whom to turn to in the 
case of being discriminated against. In an effort 
to inform about the work of the Equal Opportu-
nities group we designed an information folder in 
both Swedish and English to inform about equal 
opportunities and where to get help. This folder 
was handed out to all employees at IGP and is also 
available at information boards throughout the 
department, as well as on the IGP web site. At all 
information meetings for all IGP staff, informa-
tion is given about our work with Equal Opportu-
nities. 

• Equal Opportunities on the IGP website 
We are continuously working to improve the 
information available at the Department web page 
for Equal Opportunities. The information (http://
www.igp.uu.se/for_staff/equal_opportunities/) 
has been updated to address several of the issues 
highlighted by the survey, including information 
about where to turn for help or who to contact if 
one is discriminated against. 

• Equal Opportunities at yearly individual  
planning dialogues 
In the survey, 71 % replied that equal opportunities 
had not been brought up in the yearly individual 
planning dialogue. Currently, the forms used for 
individual planning dialogues do not specifically 
include equal opportunities. The Equal Opportu-
nities group will look into changing the form to 
include equal opportunities in the discussion, and 
suggest this to be implemented by the whole uni-
versity. Group leaders are also informed about the 
importance to bring up equal opportunities and to 
discuss this in their groups.
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