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This document reports on a diversity and inclusion survey conducted in the IEEE Information Theory Society (ITSoc). The survey was run from
July 5 to August 31 2021 via surveymonkey.com and was advertised via various channels including partnering with the 2021 IEEE International
Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT). The goals of the survey were to understand where we stand as a community, to identify areas in which the
Society can improve, and to help develop strategies to address challenges that exist. The survey was anonymous. It had 22 questions which included
both closed and open ended questions. All questions were optional. The set of questions is available at https://www.itsoc.org/diversity-and-inclusion.

The survey received 354 responses. This survey is the first of its kind in the Information Theory Society. This initiative received substantial
positive feedback. The survey also received a small number of negative and even disparaging comments.

This document is intended to summarize the responses in the survey. It does not seek to make direct recommendations, which are left up to the
Information Theory Society and the various subcommittees based on their reading of this report.

A few notes on parsing the results:

The percentage values in the response tables are a percentage of the number of people who answered that particular question, and not a
percentage of the total number of survey respondents.

Many responses that are geographic in nature are binned into the ten IEEE regions. These are as follows: IEEE Regions 1-6 (various parts of
the United States), R7 (Canada), R8 (Africa, Europe, Middle East), R9 (Latin America), R10 (Asia and Pacific).

In parts of the survey we present conditional responses, conditioned on demographic information, primarily whether the respondent is an ITSoc
member (cf., Question 1), a faculty member or a student (cf., Question 4), the self-identified gender of the respondent (cf., Question 5), and
the respondent’s IEEE region of current residence (cf., Question 8). As was mentioned in the preamble to the survey, we only report responses
when the original (marginal) group size is at least 25. For groups of less than 25 respondents we cluster to form a group of at least 25; such
clustering was primarily applied to cluster R7 (Canada) and R9 (Latin America).

In the tables pertaining to conditional responses, IEEE Regions refer to region of current residence.
The numbering of questions in this report matches that used in the survey.

A number of “Remarks” are provided in the report by the authors to assist in interpretation of the results.

Acknowledgment: Parts of this survey were based on the NeurIPS 2018 diversity and inclusion survey, and were used here with permission.
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Question 1. How much of your professional identity is aligned with the information theory community? (Please select all options that apply)

I am a member of the IEEE Information Theory Society (ITSoc) 88.70% 314
Most or all of my activities and contributions are related to the information theory community 41.24% 146
I only occasionally participate in information theory events and/or occasionally publish in information theory venues  29.10% 103
I am largely not involved in the information theory community 9.32% 33

Answered 354
Skipped 0

Question 2. When did you first start to participate in the information theory community as one of your intellectual activities (e.g., submit papers

or review or attend)?

1960s or earlier 3.17% 11
1970s 4.32% 15
1980s 6.63% 23
1990s 12.97% 45
2000s 27.38% 95
2010-2015 18.16% 63
2016-present 27.38% 95
Answered 347
Skipped 7

Question 3. In what other ways would you like to participate, but have not yet got a chance to do so? Our goal is to design channels to facilitate
participation based on your responses here. Since the survey is anonymous, we will not handle individual requests here, but intend to follow up with
specific programs based on the survey outcomes. (Please select all options that apply)

Serve as: %respondents #respondents ITSoc Faculty Students R1-6 R7,9 R8 R10 Non-male Male
members

TPC member for an ISIT or an ITW 53.46% 116 105 70 17 27 6 31 36 15 85

Reviewer for IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory or 41.47% 90 81 38 25 25 8 19 23 9 67

IEEE J. Selected Areas Inf. Theory (JSAIT)

Associate Editor IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 39.17% 85 74 56 11 24 4 21 23 11 59

On a committee or as a committee volunteer 32.72% 71 65 31 22 20 2 14 31 11 55

Answered 217

Skipped 137

Remark: There is a significant latent appetite amongst respondents for additional volunteering.
Remark: FEach of the following free-text comments were made by 1 to 4 people:

e There is lack of an open mechanism for any of these options.

e Student activities.
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e We need younger people who may think more out of the box.

e Help make work of ITSoc more understandable to those outside the field.

Question 4. In what sector are you currently employed?

Undergraduate student 241% 8
Master’s student 2.71% 9
PhD student 13.55% 45
Postdoc 542% 18
Faculty 57.23% 190
Industry — Research Lab  4.52% 15
Industry — Other 7.23% 24
Government 2.71% 9
Retired 542% 18
Other 1.50% 5
Answered 332
Skipped 22

Question 5. What is your gender?

Female 15.41% 47
Male 84.26% 257
Nonbinary  0.32% 1
Answered 305
Skipped 49

Question 6. Do you identify as a member of the LGBTQ++ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, etc.) community?

Yes 4.66% 15
No 95.34% 307
Answered 322
Skipped 32
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Question 7. How do you identify along race/ethnicity/ancestry lines? (For example, in the US context this could be “African American” or
“Native American” etc. Feel free to leave this blank if this question does not apply to you.)

Remark: This was an open-ended and not a multiple choice question and so a large variety of responses were reported. We broadly categorized
the responses as follows.

Asian/East Asian 22.57% 46.5
White/Caucasian 31% 64
Black 4.85% 10
Latino/Latina 3.64% 7.5
South Asian / Indian subcontinent 21.36% 44
Middle East 3.88% 8
Other 26
Answered 206
Skipped 148

Question 8. What is your current country of residence (where you live most of the time)?

Remark: A total of 300 respondents answered this question. In the table below we tabulate responses by IEEE region. In addition, in Fig. [I] we
graphically indicate the density of country of current residence on a world map.

R1-6 (USA) 115
R7 (Canada) 18
R8 (Africa, Europe, Middle East) 76
R9 (Latin America) 10
R10 (Asia, Pacific) 81

Question 9. What is your country/countries of primary education?

Remark: A total of 290 respondents answered this question. Note this is fewer than that the 301 respondents for Q8. However, multiple respon-
dents were educated in more than one country, often spanning multiple IEEE Regions. We incremented the count for each region indicated, hence
the total below, 322, exceeds both. As for Q8 we both tabulate the responses by IEEE region, below, and indicated the density of current country of
residence on a world map in Fig.
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Figure 1: Heat map for country of residence.
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Figure 2: Heat map for country of primary education.
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R1 6 (USA) 90
R7 (Canada) 12
R8 (Africa, Europe, Middle East) 84
R9 (Latin America) 15
R10 (Asia, Pacific) 121

Question 10. Do you consider yourself a native English speaker or functionally equivalent to a native English speaker?

Yes 72.84% 236
No 27.16% 88
Answered 324
Skipped 30

Question 11. Are there other demographics with which you identify that you believe are relevant to our goal of inclusivity?

Remark: Each of the following responses was mentioned by 1 to 5 people:

e Non-traditional research areas

Religion
o Age

Type of schooling (public vs. private)

Inclusivity should mean demographics do not matter

Question 12. Have you ever felt like any of the factors listed in the previous section, or any other demographic attributes, have led to challenges
in participating fully in the information theory community or in feeling excluded from the community?

Challenges in participating fully: %resp #resp ITSoc mem Faculty Students R1-6 R7,9 R8 R10 Non-male Male

Yes 19.74% 61 50 40 13 26 2 11 16 16 38
No 80.26% 248 227 135 42 87 26 64 55 27 203
Ratio of “Yes” to “No” responses 0.25 0.22 0.30 0.31 0.30 0.08 0.17 0.29 0.59 0.19
Answered 309
Skipped 45

Remark: Some notable free-text responses included the following.

e Importance of networks: A number of respondents commented that they see ITSoc as “particularly insular”. Respondents commented
that personal networks are of particular importance, as is what institution one received one’s PhD at, or who was one’s PhD advisor. Some
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respondents comment that such aspects can play over-important roles in processes such as achieving IEEE Fellow status. Some respondents
noted both advantages and disadvantages to this perceived character of ITSoc. Advantages included being able to build a close-knit network.
Disadvantages were seen to be in terms of expanding diversity, and addressing challenges such as sexual harassment.

Registration / visa issues: A number of respondents commented on how high registration fees for (non-virtual) ISITs or ITWs present
a significant barrier for young researchers from certain parts of the world where the research funding for travel budgets is low. Correlated
comments noted that often travel grants available to attend ISITs/ITWs are earmarked for students from western countries (sometimes because
of funding agency requirements), and that conference organizers mostly turn down requests for registration waivers. Others commented on the
difficulty of participating in many IEEE events due to US sanctions or refusals to issue visas to passport holders from certain countries.

Bias and harassment: A number of respondents commented on encountering gender and racial bias and/or harassment.

Governing bodies: Some respondents commented that the ITSoc governing body’s ethnic composition does not match the ethnic composition
of authors submitting to the Transactions.

“Boy’s club”: Some respondents used the term “boys’ club” to refer to ITSoc in years past, one commenting that pains were taken to be
“exclusive”. A subset added that the situation has improved dramatically since the early 2000s.

Volunteering: Some respondents commented that if one had neither studied or resided in North America or Europe the chances that one is
nominated to serve on IEEE society committees is small as such committees often “revolve around a small circle of experts.” Others commented
that while they have been deeply involved in Society organization they hadn’t yet been invited to serve as a TPC member or ISIT or as an AE
for the Transactions. The suggestion from the respondents was to diversify and refresh conference and journal organization by involving more
and new qualified society members.

Technical openness: Some respondents commented on the openness the Information Theory community to new technical perspectives. Some
thought that ITSoc is not very open to new ideas, is over-protective of its intellectual territory, and that encouraging a more diverse set of tools
and knowledge than just those of classical IT would enrich the Society.

Political & religious views: Some respondents felt that certain racial and religious groups are discriminated against. Another thought that
faculty members with conservative views are less welcomed.

Question 13. Do you know where to report in case of any issue of discrimination or harassment at an Information Theory Society event (such
as ISIT or ITW)?

Know where to report: Y%resp #resp ITSoc mem Faculty Students R1-6 R7,9 R8 R10 Non-male Male
Yes 16.46% 52 48 33 8 20 8 9 11 10 37
Maybe 27.85% 88 79 56 16 33 7 21 22 8 76
No 55.70% 176 154 89 34 61 13 44 43 27 131
Answered 316

Skipped 38
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Question 14. Information about the reporting process and other D&I resources is available here https://www.itsoc.org/diversity-and-inclusionl
Please let us know if you have any comments in this regard.

Remark: Some notable free-text responses included the following.

e Usefulness: Many respondents appreciated this resource and found it useful.
e Disbelief: A few respondents expressed that they did not believe that discrimination/harassment existed in ITSoc.

e Slow process: A few respondents expressed concerns about the processes for resolving issues, that processes were slow, and that they didn’t
work properly.

e Ombudsperson: A suggestion was to have an external ombudsperson, especially at conferences, for speedy and impartial dispute resolution.
The suggestion was that the job of this ombudsperson would be to process complaints and that they would need to be someone who had suitable
training.

e Website: A suggestion was made for the ITSoc D&I Committee website to have an appropriate set of resources.

e Language: A suggestion was made that, to facilitate complaints processes, the complainant could described their complaint in their mother
tongue.

Question 15. Is your participation in information theory events impacted by accessibility challenges? Please consider providing details in the
text box below. (Please select all options that apply)

Vision-related challenges 12
Hearing-related challenges 12
Mobility-related challenges (e.g., climbing stairs) 5
Answered 38
Skipped 316

Remark: In the freeform text responses, four participants reported challenges associated to traveling. Question 18 captures travel-related challenges
in more detail. One respondent mentioned challenges due to old age. A few respondents mentioned “no challenges” in the freeform text.
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Question 16. Some previous ISITs/ITWs have provided childcare options. If you have childcare responsibilities (or may have in the near future),

we would like to better understand their impact on participating in information theory events. (Please select all options that apply)

% resp # resp Male Non-male R1-6 R7,9 R8 RI10
This question is not applicable to me 57.72% 157 129 18 57 3 32 40
I am a parent, but my childcare responsibilities have not  22.06% 60 52 2 23 15 13 13
prevented my participation in any information theory events
My childcare responsibilities have prevented my participa-  10.29% 28 18 9 10 12 10 3
tion in some information theory events
If childcare options are provided at information theory  19.49% 53 33 13 19 16 16 12
events I would (or might in the future if I am not currently
a parent) make use of such options
Answered 272
Skipped 82

Remark: The freeform text responses included the following; there were 1 to 4 responses for each point that follows.

e Support: Some expressed support for childcare options even those that did not need it themselves.

e Expense: Some expressed concern that the childcare options provided are too expensive.

e Travel: Some expressed unwillingness to bring children.

Online conferences: Some suggested that an online conference option could be a better solution.

Responsibility: Some were of the opinion that IEEE or the conference should not take on such a responsibility.

Latent effects: Some expressed the need to account for latent effects such as childcare when evaluating researchers for awards etc.

Question 17. The ITSoc Conference Committee recently sent out a survey about the future of the ISIT conference. Have you completed this

survey?
Yes 53.92% 165
No 46.08% 141
Answered 306
Skipped 48

Remark: A report on the results of the ITSoc Conference Committee Survey was included in the Dec. 2021 Newsletter. |conferenceSurveyLink
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Question 18. The pandemic has dramatically changed the landscape of conferences. It presents us with various possibilities for their format
going ahead: in-person vs. virtual vs. hybrid. Please let us know if you have a preference on formats, and if you have faced any challenges in any
particular format.

Remark: The responses here were open ended. Of the 197 respondents who provided input on this question, we were able to categorize about 90%
into a marked preference for the “hybrid”, the “in-person”, or the “virtual” format. Many respondents had positive and negative things to say about
multiple formats—in addition to the format they expressed a strong preference for. About 10% of the respondents who answered this question either
had no preference or expressed support for multiple formats.

Hybrid 41.1% 81
In-person 39.1% 77
Virtual 10.7% 21
Hard to categorize or commented on advantages of multiple types of format 9.1% 18
Answered 197
Skipped 157

Remark: Notable free-text responses included the following.

e Separate virtual from in-person: Some suggested that it is better to separate virtual from in-person (e.g., offer certain ITWs all-virtual
and others all in person) as authors can then choose according to their preference.

e Pre-recorded video content: Some encouraged the continuance of recorded videos for all presentations, and to make the upload of a video
some time prior to the in-person conference a requirement. Attendees could watch the videos ahead of time and get more out of the in-person
conference. This would also make the content of an in-person ISIT available to those not attending in person. These sort of suggestions were
made both by those who strongly preferred in-person conference and those who were fine with both formats. Other suggestions included that an
in-person conference would be complemented with virtual technical and networking events (lectures by ITSoc Distinguished Lecturers, mentoring
and WITHITS events) spread through the year to increase access and the cadence of Society points-of-contact.

e Benefits of hybrid: Main benefits of the hybrid format were accessibility — increase in participation, in the ability to view technical material
at ones’ own pace, the diminishing of economic and visa-related barriers. Some noted that they appreciated the increase in family time that
came from massively reduced travel overhead, felt that the virtual formats are more fair and equitable to all, and particularly benefit researchers
who do not work with large travel budgets.

e Mixed view of hybrid: Some respondents noted a concern that virtual meetings may increase the exclusion of certain participants in
comparison to in-person meeting. The observation here was that virtual meetings provide no natural opportunity to chat with someone new
over (coffee or lunch) breaks. Hence some worried that hybrid meetings will have a more negative impact on younger researchers.

e Benefits of in-person: The main benefits of in-person formats that respondents commented on included the focus that comes with dedicating
a week to an in-person conference, the preference for in-person learning, the ability to network, the opportunity to have unplanned and fruitful
technical discussions with colleagues. Lots of respondents are tired of spending so much time in front of their screens on video-calls.
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e Mixed view of in-person: Many people who preferred in-person conferences recognized the inclusivity benefits of virtual conference, the

lowered costs, and the diminished carbon footprint. Per the comments on “pre-recorded video conten

”

numerous respondents want the content

to be available to those who cannot attend in person, but also did not want an online component to interfere with the in-person event. Some
commented they did not know whether it is possible to strike the perfect balance.

Question 19. There is debate between two forms of peer review: single blind (reviewers know identities of authors) and double blind (reviewers
don’t know identities of authors). Information theory publication venues are currently single blind. We wish to understand your perspectives and pref-
erences on this. (Assume that double blind will not impose any other restriction regarding posting on arXiv etc., as followed in Neur[PS/ICML/AAAI
conferences. Please select all options that apply.)

% resp # resp Non-male Male Student Non-student English Not Eng. R1-6 R7,9 R8 RI10
speaker speaker

I believe that evaluations of my papers have been | 29.10% 87 19 57 13 71 64 22 38 4 18 15
influenced by my (the author’s) identity
I prefer double blind reviewing 44.15% 132 25 95 28 102 94 37 41 5 41 26
I would like to try out double blind at an ITW or | 40.80% 122 25 85 25 96 93 28 44 8 32 23
ISIT on a trial basis
I prefer single blind reviewing 22.07% 66 4 57 7 57 44 20 27 8 14 16
I believe that evaluations of my papers have not | 16.39% 49 4 43 8 38 36 12 17 18 14 11
been influenced by my (author’s) identity
I don’t have a preference between single and dou- | 19.40% 58 2 49 11 48 40 16 23 6 8 17
ble blind
Ratio of ‘have been influenced’ to ‘have not’ 1.78 4.75 1.33 1.63 1.87 1.78 1.83 2.24 0.22 129 1.36
Ratio of ‘prefer double blind’ to ‘single blind’ 2.00 6.25 1.67 4.00 1.79 2.14 1.85 1.52 0.63 293 1.63
Answered 299
Skipped 55

Remark: A total of 184 respondents selected at least one of the two options “I prefer double blind reviewing” and “I would like to try out double

blind at an ITW or ISIT on a trial basis.”

Remark: In the freeform text comments, 22 respondents provided additional comments expressing (strong) support for double blind reviewing.

Each of the following comments was made by 1-3 respondents:

single-blind review process.

e When reviewing, reviewers look at the identities of the authors before looking at the content of the paper.

In single blind reviewing, reviews often judge the authors or contain personal comments pertaining to the authors.

In single blind reviewing in journals, there is a significant association between the review delay and author identities.

Currently some junior reviewers list more well known senior researchers as co-authors to increase chances of their paper getting accepted in the
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Remark: Respondents also expressed skepticism towards double blind reviewing in the freeform text comments. 14 respondents felt that reviewers
are quite likely to infer the identities of the authors (or at least their research group) via arXiv or based on the topic or the writing style or references.
Some of these respondents still felt that double blind reviewing was worth trying out. Each of the following comments in support of single blind or
outlining concerns about double blind was made by 1-3 reviewers:

It is hard to believe that reviewers can be biased by author identities.

Double blind makes it difficult to identify (self-) plagiarism.

Double blinding can be challenging for the many authors who build upon their own past work.
It will be difficult for editors to find reviewers who do not know the authors.

Authors are more responsible in single blind.

No reputable journal uses double blind.

Double blind prevents authors from uploading to arXiv.

Remark: In the freeform text comments, 5 respondents expressed appreciation for the standards of review quality in the Information Theory
Society. Each of the following additional suggestions regarding the review process were made by 1-3 respondners:

Conference review can be double blind and journal review can be single blind.

Authors should be able to see reviewer identities.

There should be more interaction/discussion facilitated between authors and reviewers.

In ITSoc journals, the AE identities are visible to authors which can cause difficulty for AEs.

There should be bias training for AEs.

There should be clear guidelines for reviewers.

Conferences should ask authors to submit either a clearly written full version of the paper or perhaps a video explaining the main ideas.

It will be useful to conduct a separate survey for the review process.
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Question 20. Have you participated in activities organized by the Student and Outreach Subcommittee (e.g., meeting the Shannon lecturer,
mentoring events, ISIT student video exposition) or Women in Information Theory (WITHITS) in the past 3 years?

Participated in Student & Out- | % resp # resp ITSoc mem Faculty Students R1-6 R7,9 R8 RI10 Non-male Male
reach, WITHITS events?

Yes 27.66% 83 76 55 18 31 8 14 26 23 58

No 72.33% 217 191 120 35 80 18 59 44 20 177
Answered 300

Skipped 54

(If “YES”, in your experience which activities have been most helpful? What suggestions do you have for improvement? If “NO”, is there any barrier
to engaging in Student & Outreach activities?)

Remark: Some notable free-text comments follow.

Meet the Shannon Lecturer: The most widely mentioned and appreciated event was the “Meet-the-Shannon-Lecturer” event.
Break-outs: A number of people liked the break-out-room meet-ups with 2-5 students / postdocs / faculty

Mentoring: A number of people liked the mentoring events, though some felt that the advice provided at mentoring events was a bit generic
and not that useful if the student’s own advisor is doing a good job. Some suggested that a more formal mentoring program could be established.

Student video contest: Lots of people mentioned the student video contest, and commented that it was helpful to build connections.
Building community: Respondents generally liked the sense of inclusivity and welcoming feelings that these events engendered.

Spread events around the calendar: Some suggested more frequent opportunities to engage. Some respondents suggested that virtual
mentoring / networking events could be organized “off-cycle”, i.e., not in conjunction with an ISIT or an ITW.

Diverse attendees: A few respondents commented that, as a male, they did not know that WITHITS events were open to the entire community.
Some other self-identified males respondents they had been attending WITHITS events since they were students. Some respondents commented
positively on hearing opinions related to gender issues stated forthrightly in a safe space, and indicated that these experiences helped them be
more sensitive and mindful when interacting with their own students, mentees and peers, and also when working on policies at their university.
Other respondents commented that they wished more senior members of all genders would participate in WITHITS events.

Communications: One respondent commented that they do not received emails from ITSoc about these events and so do not know about
them.

Question 21. What recommendation(s) would you make to the Student and Outreach Subcommittee and WITHITS leadership to represent the
interests and needs of students, women, and groups currently underrepresented in I'TSoc better, or to facilitate interactions among students and other
members of the information theory community, or to make our community more inclusive? (Please feel free to draw on examples from other scientific
communities, and/or ITSoc chapters, that you may be a member of.)

Remark: Some notable free-text comments follow.
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Accessibility: There were suggestions to make the activities more accessible. Make events free of charge, even to people not attending
ISIT/ITW. Provide travel grants. Run virtual events throughout the year to broaden participation. Better engage with non-U.S.-based
students. Help both students and faculty from groups lesser represented in the events to become more active. In many regions there is no ITSoc
branch.

Communications: Community-wide Slack channel (or some such mechanism). Have a “best reading” link on the ITSoc website.

Mentoring & networking: Organize events that include only recent PhD-graduates and current students. Hold something similar to
“sraduation day” at ITA or “graduating bits” at ITCS. Start a mentoring program that pairs experienced ITSoc members with junior members.

Broadening: Increase diversity, inclusion, and accessibility events like the “Black in AI” and other workshops at NeurIPS. Invite more members
from industry to increase industrial representation. Encourage ISITs and ITWs to try new geographic locals. Be more inclusive in committee
membership by getting new people to lead and steer committees. Creates incentives to volunteer for the Society.

Question 22. If you have any additional feedback about how information theory could be a more inclusive community, or any other comments
pertaining to the topics of this survey, please let us know.

Remark: Some notable free-text comments follow.

Accessibility: Increase free events for students. Need more safe spaces for members to express their perspectives. Have a introductory
conference every 3 months for new members.

Volunteering: Develop a volunteer mentor program to enlist the talents of those who would like to aid new members from currently under-
represented groups.

Technical openness: Be more open and welcoming to research that is part theory and part applied. Make it easier for people with multidisci-
plinary expertise to engage with ITSoc and help our focus areas evolve. Be more accepting at ISIT of other types of work, those not traditionally
thought of as Information Theory. Create an atmosphere that rewards vision and impact.

Technical inclusivity: Editorial boards and TPCs should include a more diverse set of people, TPC membership seems overly correlated
year-to-year. Partner with other societies to hold joint events — this may require an openness to more experimental rather than theoretical
results. Be more open to papers that straddle theory and experiment, often such papers are difficult to publish as they don’t find a receptive
audience in either ITSoc or in peer communities.

Mentorship: Build a formal mentoring program for PhD students. Work to benefit the idea of the Society, not individual members, everyone
gains from a stronger Society. Organize more events at ISITs that bring together professors/senior researchers and students / junior researchers.

Transparency: Share data on members, volunteers, awards so the community as a whole knows what the current status is and work hard to
get diverse sets of nominees. Ensure committee processes and review processes are designed to reduce implicit and explicit bias. Need ways to
measure the effectiveness of Society efforts in diversity, equity, inclusion, and belonging.

Geography: Some respondents feel the Society is too US-centric. Work to create awareness about I'T'Soc in currently underrepresented regions.

Diversity: Over the past 20 years the representation of women in the Society has increased tremendously. We need to do much much better
with other currently underrepresented groups such as black researchers.
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