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ABSTRACT

This repert presents data on the number and
percentages of men anrd women in all ranks from professor to
instructor in the various departments at Brooklyn College from 1935
through 1970. The percentages of women and men in a senior and junior
rank, respectively, are also calculated for each department and
comments are made. Comparisons are made on the net gain or loss for
men and women in six departments: Education, English, Speech,
Biovlogy, Chemistry, and Physics between the years 1955 to 1956 and
1968 to 1970. Men gained in all 6 departments, women in 1: Education,
and lost in the other 5. It appears that in not one single department
do women equal or outnumber men in the senior ranks. In the rank of
associate professorships in some departments women equal or cutnumber
men, but they seem to be unable to break through to the level of full
professorships. (AF)
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Table I Numbers of Men and WOnen in

ART

Page L

Numbers of Men and Women in Senior

1. From 1955 to 1970, only one woman was given tenure in the art department.
2. No woman ever held the rank of associate or full professor
3. Wachberger, Dinnerstein, and Perlin were appointed in 1968 after Babey-Brooke brought
her charges of discrimination to the attention of the members of the €onstitutional
Convention and to the City Commissioner of Human Rights, who is still processing it.
4. All men receive tenure.

The case of Zlmar Perlin, a woman, is pertinent here:
being recommended by the Appointments Committee and by her chairman.
Higher Education ruled on her appeal (July 8,
concluded that there has been a violation of Board bylaws and policy."

did not grant her tenure.

1970., page 4, last paragraph):

a high percentage of professors and associate professors.,

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

She was denied tenure despite
The Board of
"It is
But the Board

From 1962 to 1970, the art department was favored in promotions; this department has

All Ranks and Junilor Ranks

Year Pro- Assgoc. Assist. InstruTotal 2 Senior DNurher Junior Number

fessor Prof. Prof. ctor Numper toval i

N W M W M W M W MW M W M W
55 )6 l...o 2.090 5...0 7....0 l3 .’A.O:l-S..O 3....0 12'...0
sb-sg l...o 2...0 .“5‘9000 8....0 16..0..:]'60.0 3....0 1300000
51'{_ l...o )_',...o 5...0 6.0000 160001.]-6-000 500.50 lloooco
59 bo l...o 5...0 6...0 )"'...lo 160000016000 6....0 lO....O
60-61 2.4.0 ULeosO 8...0 2....0 16400se16..0 GeessD 12....0
62“63 3.9.0 )-l'.-.O 7.0.0 2....0 160000016000 7....0 9....0
6’4“"65_ goooo Z...O 60000 306000 1900000019.00 lOoooO 9....0
66_68 ...O OOOO 6...0 5'...]- 214‘ ..0.23‘.1 1200000 ll....l
68"70 50000 7',0.0 8.001 500.02 28 -00025003 120«0.0 1200003
Table II Percentages of Men and Women ia All Renks

Senior Rank Junior Rank

Year Professor Assoc. Prof. Assist.P.Instructar Bage %age

Fercentage Per. Per. Per Per

M W Pl W I W M W M W M \ A

%age %bage dbage %bage
55"‘56 lOOooO loo..oo lOOoonO loo...o 100’,3...0"}.{) loo%nnoolsé
56-57 100..0 100.,.0 100...0 100...0 100%4 4 .0% 100%...0%
57-58 100..C 100...0 100...0 .  100...0 1007%. + 4 O% 100%. 4 0%
S9‘§o loo"o lOO...O lOO...O lOOoooo 100/0.000% 100%...0,% .
60"'61 lOOooO lOO oooo 100...0 lOOon.O lOO,a...Oq’J 10074’70900?9
62"63 loo.ﬂo lOOUoco 100...0 lOO...O lOO'JoooOO 'loo%-..O?J
6’"‘"65 100000 lOOoooo lOOoooO lOO:..;O lOOJ..-O’! lOO‘p..-Op
66-68 100..0 100...0 100...0 100...0 100,;,,op 926'...%
68"70 100..0 lOO...O 88..011 7)"'0001_ 100‘900 l%oool%
Comments
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BIOLOGY
Tdole T Rumbers of Men and Wemen in Percenvages of Men and Vomen in  Senior
All Ranks and Junior Ranks
Yeer  Pro- Assac, Assist. Inst- Tétal -Sgngirs ﬁgnk Jﬁﬁ?girsﬁigk
fessor  Prof, Prof. ructor Number Percentages Percertages
BauoW Moo W Mo owe M,,. W T0tal M., W Total
1955-56 7.'00 3..02 2...2 5..05 | 170009 2+2.0'e 0"50}3 29"'21 "'5%
1956-57 700-0 300.2 10003 6..03 17.-.8 14-5”.90---514-"7\: 32.;:\1-!"'0..1'?6%
19?‘7“58 7..00 6..02 loooh‘ 1‘[‘0005 1_800011 2’{’50«.7.-:.)52% 1710-31000014*3%
1929‘60 8...0 5...2 looo6 5- ot2 19-..10 hs.».?...sgﬂ) 20.;-28..-.h8%
1950-61 8,...0 S5eee3 Saeok Sesel 2l,..9 43.,20...53% 27...20....47%
19(22“'63 700.0 5.0.&' 00-5 7...0 23..:9 38:..12..50‘}.’7 3’4‘. .16“.-.50%
196465 8..0  6...3  10..3 ...0 28...6 41..49...50% b1...9.... 508
3.906“()8 6...0 8...3 12. 02. 20.01 280..6 l"1001900050’:"3 l"l"'9""5°ﬁ
1968‘70 7...0 120003 6. ol Oo.to 25...14‘ 66...10. .76% 20-».”‘.0002“‘%
;fable IT Percentages of Men and Wémen in All Ranks
Year  Professor ASSCC ppor,  pAssist.Prof, Instructor Senifr Rank  Junifr Rank
Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage  Number Pereentage Number Percentage
) Mi.. W M& W M W W W M. W. HV.. N W )
J.955"'5 OOO'O 0...1'.0 50.0: EO O 00050 10 0002 e v“l LN ] L -
1956-57 100..0  60...40 25440 %5 %7 eoe33 10.44.2 ..gg%-l %...g.- ggg:gg% B
1957-58 100..0  75...25 20... 80 W, oo 56 1300042 «.87%-13%  5...9.. 31%E9 ¥
195960 100,.0  63...37 Lhese Tlees 29 1300002 0o87%-13% 6...0.. Wli%he564 |
1960-617, 100..0  62.5.37.5 M5, 56,2 7o, 229 13....3 ..81%5-19%  8...6..56%4E% B
196Be63 100..0  55.5-45.5 th.o. 56 100...0 12¢00el, e 75%-25%  11-5 ,.69%-31%
198465 100..0 67...33 gé...ah 100...0 hoie3...82%-18%  14-3.. 82%-18%
1966~68 100..0 73...27 Beeolls .63...33 eeei3...82%-18%  1h4..3..82%-18%
1968"70 100. .0 80')0 020 86. ° .l“'l‘ - - 19- ve .30 . 086'75-124%

6..1..86%-140 §

=

Comments

1. Biology was favored in promoticns.* There was high percentage of professors and associate
professors for the number in the department. ' f

2. No woman professor ever existed in the department since its inception. '

3. In 1955, there was a 50-50 ratio in the two lowest ranks and yet in 1970, the men outnunmber
the women in the senior ranks: 19 to 3 or 6 1/3 times as many men as women.

4, In 1955, there were 9 women in the department; in 1970, there are 4.

5. In 1957-58, women cutnumbered men 9 to 5 in the lower ranks; almost 2 to 1; yet they cannot
improve the ratio in the senior ranks. In 1959-60, women outnumbered men 8 to 16 in the lower
ranks: 55% to 45%, In 1970, there are 25 men to 4 women in the department.

6. From 1355 to 63, a period of eight years, women outnumbered men in the assistant professor-
ship rank and yet could not improve their totals in the associate or full professorship rank.

7. The trend now is to appoint women in biology in the lower rank and they are not welcomed in

" the higher bracket.
8. The following women are to be noted for their stay in the department and their departure:
Barbara Martin, Ph.D., 1955-56, dropped out as assistant prof. after 9 years.
Gladys Mateyko, Ph.D., 1955-56, not in 1967 catalogue.
Fleur Strand, Ph.D., 1955-65, not in 1969 catalogue.
Jennie Shapiro, Ph.D., 1957-58, not in 1963 catalogue; took § years to assist. prof.
Edith Neilson, R.N., 1962-3, not in 1968 catalogue; took 6 years to assist. prof. in D.V.S.
and S.C.S. nursing program.




v oy CHEMISTRY . .‘

Table I HMumbers of Men and VYomen in Percentages of Men and YWomen in Senior

All Renks » and Junior Ranks
D heop, | ooist Total  soitor Ramk & Jundos RanP;
Year Professor Pyof, - Senior unior L8
o Prof. Iﬁggruc Nunbker Percentages Percentages
M. W Mo y, - Me "W, Me W, :

1955"'56 30.00 )#..02 10...1 7.‘00 21{'|003 7""'2 "30‘1‘5 17‘00001 ..’}0‘\
1956-57 L...0 h...2 Ovesl Teosl 2h,..3 Bereeeleo 307 160eeeeles T0%
1957-58 4...1 6oosl 6orel  heoeo 204403 10e..e200 55% 104eoe.le. ol
1959"60 Soocl 70001 ?oool 20..0 21...3 12.0.020. 5873 9...0 l uol"a\%
1960-61 k,..0 8¢4.0 €e0s0 24eee3 230443 12,0 04000 46D 1leee.3 oo 54%
1952-63 Toe 0  11l..,0 Gees0  9ua.ld 33eesl 18000 0 53% 15001 GWNTE
1954=65 10040 12...0 Tess0 Tees? 364442 220444004 595 AL RPN~ FR 14 I
1966-68 14...0 11,000 1lee.1 beool ko...1 25..4.0.. 60% 15004240 o407
1968'70 15. ooo ].O...O ll‘nool 100.]. 370002 269...0.. 65% 12...0200.35%

Table II Percentages of Men and Women in All Ranks
Associate Assist.Prof.

Year Professor ofessor Instructor Senlor Rank Junior Rank
Percentage ercengabe Percentage Percentoge Number Percentage Iumber Fercentage
Moo oV Meso¥ MW M W 1 14 M W
1955"56 100000 67‘0033 9150'9 loo“"o 9 .)0002 % 8 ess :G
195G~57 100..0 67...33 90...10 10G. . .0 10 572..0 3 %7 ’ Zé-..so
1957058 80. 020 860.01’4‘ 86...1“‘ lOOQtn(:’ 12 Bjﬂ.oolr% ll 0109/9
1959-60 83 . 017 88. o 012 880 . 012 lOOw . .0 lh’ 86%9 ° olh% 10 70,90 . 0300'
1960-61 1UD,a0 100...0 100...0 5044050 12 100%....0% W 79%...21%
1962-63 100..0 100...0 1004440 904e410 18 100%....0% 16 94b... 6F
1954=65 100..0 100...0 100...0 TTeee23 22 100»....0% 16 88%..;12%
1966-68 10C..0 100...0 98...2 80...20 25  100%....0% 17 S8%...12%
1968-70 10040 100...0 98...2 5044450 25 . 100%....0% % 86F...14%

Comments

- 1. For ten vears, 1960-70, no women were associate or full professors.

2. The department is top heavy in the senior ranks, especially professors, and there are
no women in that rank.
In 1970, there were 37 men to 2 women and only one woman had tenure.
Men are given tenure and advance rapidly.
There are no lecturers in the department.
The following women are to be noted:
Nina Levinson, Ph.D., 1962-63, no promotion. In 1968-70, she is still an instructor.
Three women not given tenure even though they had the Ph.D.: Czeczowicka, M. Hollander,
and F. Leland (1960).

[« 07 I ¥ §




SO ’ ' Page i I
CLASSICS AND COMPARATIVE LITERATURE

Percentages of Men and Women in

’ . outnumber the women in the senior ranks:

fable & Numbers of Men and Women in
All Ranks Senior gnd Junicr Ranks
: pro.  Assoc.  Asslst Total ‘Senior Renkéf Junior Rank & . -
Year tessor Irof-  Professor Numbey® Percentage Percentage |
_ ‘Jessor Instructor : _ i
. MW W M W M WM W MW, % M W%
55“56 30000 6.‘00 6-&-0 lootu" lG.tul" ) 9 ttoO.-.h‘S% .73..’4-....55‘;\ . ]
56"‘57 .._...0 1...0 l’l'- uooa 10003 90003' 35‘-« 00‘023‘?) 5.!.50;.?7%
57"58 l...O 1...0 h’cooo 00.003 6-.«5 2..0.1...27:,% -u.h‘o.073
. 58-60 1‘.‘0 3...1 l“l..l O‘..Qh-‘ 8‘..6 I‘o-.lo-o.B&}f) l{'.llsol'&% N
60"61 2.-.0 2.0.2 2...2 0....3 60007 ) h’otpzooo.!}é% 2.0.5...51“'%
62«63 3,.40 34442 2¢0e3  OQeese?  8...7 BevesReesdb0Ph  24445...40%
62‘"65 3.0.0 3.0.2 20.0"" J..o‘ul 8.0.7 : 60-;2...-60’[% 2...5.00 holg
66"'68 3.090 3..02 10033 1.002 9..07 7...2.&.256"}’) . 20--5...&‘}"%
68"70 h’oool 30.2 h’ooo3 00003 110009 7..‘;3...63‘}"3 } h-o.aé. 0037%
Teble II Percentage of Men and womeh in All Ranks S . :
Year Professor Assoc.  Assist. Seni Rank J@ior Rank o
Instructor enilor
_’@ercenﬁge ngggﬁtag_ ggggentage Percentage Number Percentage  Number Percerntuge
: M W o W oM WM W M. W M W[
7 55-56 100..0 10C. oooo 100".9 200..-80 9 .100,’0...0% 11 6&%..‘036’-)
56"57 100. oO 1@3“-_.0 670- .33 25...075 . 3 100%..‘0% lo 5% 0050%
" 57-58 100..0 - 50,..50 80...20 0.. 100 3 67%...33% 8 S0h...50%
5960 10040  T5ee.25  80..20 Oe. 100 .5 80%...206 9 Wid.. 56%
.- 60=61 10040 504450 5044450 0v44100 6 BT%Hv.e33% - T 2%.. TIH -
- 62-63 100..0 60...50  k0...60 0...100 '8 60%..,ho% LT 2% L 1%
i 6’4‘"65 lOOo.O 60000”"0 330-.67 0...100 v. 8 o%ouoi"% v 7 2%0. .71% .
- 66-68 1004,0 6T...33  25...75 33...67 9 T8h...22h 0 T 2%..T1%
€0...40  57...43 0,.,100 L1007 p...3o% P10 kOB 60F e

" 68-70 80..20

- - Gomments

1. In 1970, the first women appearecl :m the rank of fqu professor. _' '
2. There are no lecturers in the department. R Tl

" 3, In 1956, there were 5 men and 5 women in the department : 50-50 :Ln the lower ra.nks. RN |

‘4, Tn 1959 " the womer outmunbered the men 5 to 4 in the lower ranks. Rk
‘5, In 1961, the women increased 5 to 2 ; the seme in 1963 end in 1964k. Yet men

7 to2 in 1968 and 7 %o 3 in 1970.

6. Eva Harlan, Ph.D. instructor in 1966-68, not sppointed in 1968-70.

7+ For fifteen years, women predominated in the instructorial rank 25 to 3

source of chesp labor.

8. Tokenism for women in the professorial rank and tokenism for men in the

instructorial rank. ' e

' 9. For fourteen years women outnumbered the men in the Junior ranks and for the life e

. of the survey men outnumbered wemen in the senior ranks.

. 10, Men were favored in the senior ranks and ' women were i‘avdred in the Junior ran}.s. S




ECONOMICS

Table 1 Numbers of Men and WOuen in Al} of Men snd Wlmen in

100..0

Percentsges
Ranks . SBenior and Junigr Ranks
Pro- Assoc.  Assist. Senior Rank & Junior Rank &

Yeor fessor Prof. Prof. Instructor NokRdy Percentage - Percentage

MW M WM W M voo0oM 9w MW MW
56256 hevel  Seeel  2eae0  TewsesO 180002 9eeeRetdS5H . 9...0.eh5h
56m57 54040 Hoesl  2,..0 104440 2leeel e e2sst8h  12,,0...52%
57=58 S.esl  -5.4.d UeesO  Beeedl 20402 10..2...55% 1044044 o45%
59"60 Scotl 6.0.1 5.-00 11-.-..0 20\- ..2 ll. 02 '.5(}'}3 91-.00 .!4»1“’"

S 60-6) Seeel  Heesl beo'oO 34,00 17042 10..2...645 Teedlo.36%
62‘63 ‘7. .ol 6009] 6.,00 300000 220002 13..2...63% 9'0.003874
61‘“65 6..02 Zoooo 7..-1 2-..1 22.-. 3 13.02 .0'603’) 9.-0 1.:“0%
66-68 ’__“.2 ooto 900'2 loo-l 2&-.03 l.‘;oz.a._.sscf:, 100:930.’4‘5‘
68-70 ~ 6eeol 10,4.0 10,.42 0...0 26...3 150eleee595  10...24.41%
Table. IX P:eree'ntage of Men and W men in All Ranks .

Professor ASSoC.PROf. pssigt,Prof. Ingtructor  Semior Rank . Junior Rank
Year ‘Pex@entage Percentege Percentage Perdentege Number Perfentage Number Perfentage
M W M W MW M ki ¥ W M W
7| 55456 8041420 8l...16 1004440 100..,0 11  82%,,.18% 9 100%...0%

| 56=57. 84...16  80...20 100,..0 1004440 11 824...18% 12 100%...0%

| 57-56 - 84.0026  8hosll6 100...0 100...0 12 &43,..16% 10 100%...0%
5960 8he.ol6 86..1k4 100...0 1004440 13 85p...l5, eeed 100%...0%

60"'61 8"“...16 51"'0.16 1000.00 1000000 12 . ' ‘Ono—.é% ’ 7...100}”).0% .

|'62=63 .88...12 88..14 100,..0 " 100...0 15 86%..1%6 9 1Q0%,. DB

| 64~65 TB...25 1200..0 87..13 1004440 15 86%..14%  lo 90%..10
66=681 7544425 200..0 82,,18 50.4450 « 16 8%%..12% 13 77%..23%

8’4‘- cl6 bad . .- 17 B 9!{'0,‘0 i 6% ]2 lOOd coO'.p_

|'3. In 1966-68,
| moved ahead.’

Men predominate in this department.

|2+ It is -top heavy in the senior ranks,
- Tact that President H. Gideonse was a member of this aepa.rtment 'Lhough he is not
.| counted-in the statisties for the department.

This department policy 1s releted to the

Helen Kramer, Ph D. was not g:.veh tenure 3 'but men withcut a Ph.D. L .

‘| &, There are no 1ecturers. S ' S
5. In 1970, there were 26 men and 3 women in the department 16 men a.nd one qoman .
in the senior ranks and ten men and 2 women in +the lower ra.nlcs.
16.: Tokenism for women in the senior and :}unior ranl's. _—
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Page 7
Educetion Department { continued)

. Coment.s

- Xo Kucation, next to English ; 1s the su:ond loargest departme

vt in the ccllage;

it has the most women, as does the English Departmdnt,

for its teaching Purposes

. but the

women have the lowest percentage in the s cm.or ranks.

"2+ Women are used for a cheap labor policy: all tutors arc woman.
SRR 3. WOmen lecturer outnumber men 27 to 13 and have always outnumbered the
.men in that rank. ‘

. &, The women are appointed to the ranks of tutor and lecturer and the men to

the ranks of instructor and assistant professcr.
“men and women in

¥et the percentage of

"~ evidence In this

the lower ranks from 1957 tc 1970 fTavors the wonen,

way of a subile discriminetior against women.

There 1s

< 5, Women .stop at the rank of associate pori‘f,ssov when they are a minovrity and 4" ;ew

flqueeze 1in to be professors.
6. There 'Ls a disproportionate amcunt of men to women in the professorial
T ranke
"~ 8, . The following stntistical pexcan'cages give the din.ctio"xal slant of their

5 policy-

' From 5556, the percentage of men to women in the department was 71 to 29;
' yet the percentage of men in the senior rank was 88% +to the women's 12%:
o7 a plus gain of 1§ for men and a loss of 1Y% for the women{seventeen)
 From 56-57, the percentasge of men to women in the department was 60 to 39;
yet the percentage of men in the senior rank was 7% to women;s 21% :
: a plus gain of lg% for the men and en 1&9 loss for the women.(nmetecn}
' From 57 to 58, the percentage of men to women in the depg.rtment was 55 to &l; .

yet the percentage o;, men in the senior ranis

& plus gain of 19 % for the men and a loss of 19%

was T75% to women's 25%:
2or the women.

55 to 1*5)

RN From )9-60, the percentsge of men Lo women was yet the percentage of
men in the senior rank was 69 % to women's 31% ~a plus ga.iu of 14 % for
~ men and a loss of 1% % by the women. ' :
.From 60-61, the percentage of men to women in the department was 60 to 40; yet the
, percentage of men in the senior ranks was 7"{ +to women's 23 %: a plt.s :
L gain of 17% for the men and a loss of 17 % ~for the women. g o
.- From 62-63, the percentage of ren to women in the department was
% .. 56 to 44 ; yet the percentage of men in the senior ranks was 64% to the
. women's 36%: a plus gain of 8% for the men and a loss of 8% for the
. ‘women. *’
From 64- 65, the percentage of men to. women in the department was 75 to 25; vet
. _the percentage of men in the sealor rank was 72% to women's 23%: a ldess
" % for the men and - for the women o 3%gain.
, rom 06 o 68 the percentesge of men to women in the department was 57 to
*. 43; yet the percentage of men in the sebior rank was 65% to 35 % : & plus gam

. “of 8% for the men and an % loss for the women. .
From 68—-70, the percentage of men to women in the de'oartvnent was' 58 to h2,
~yet the percentage of men in the senior rank was 68 % to the women's
32 % ': a plus gain of 10 % for the wen and a loss of 10 % for the women.

' NOte- WOmen were only in the plus column in the sem.or ranx for.
-one yea.z' ,1961&-65. R . : .
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Table

ENGLISH

Hudners of Men and WOmen in A1l

32

X Percenteges. of Men and Women in Seniop &
Ranks - Junior Runks
Pro~  Assoc.,  Assist. Total Senlor Rank & Junior Rank &
Tear - fessor ﬁroi'. Insltiructor Number Percentage . Percentege
M W v W M W M.l W 7' M # LA -5
b—;6 Booosd  5.0.0  8u4dd3  T...9  20,..23 OceseleeedB  1540422...795
56-5T7 Seeel  6u00d0  Teodd2  Tedd@  25.4.22  1lu...1e..32%  Vi,..2L1...68%

. 57"'58 7.0.1 60-.1 h‘oq.ls 8..08 25..-2) l30.¢¢2-a¢1§3{£ 1-2¢-023..-57‘;f)
59-60 B..ul Sesddk Tead13 Teed? 2504025 13.0005...855 1h...20...65%
60-61 10..1 54406  5...11 11,07 31e.®5  15.4..7...39%  16...18...51%
(2-63 31l 6eeub Teeldl 16407 3000425 17..4.7...37F  23...18...63%
O-65 9,00l TeusT 10449 17..9  43...22 ° 16....8 ..374F  27...13...53%

- 6668 10.2  Tee.T  18..1L 13,03 U8..u23  1Tveee0.. 35%  3l.e.lle. 550

S68-TO 11..3 94009 2h,011 3...0 0 B7...23  20...12 LGLGH 27...11...54%
Taple  II Percentage of Men and Women in All Ranks

Professor Assoc, Assiste Tngtruct. Senior Rarik Junior Renk
" Year ~ Prof.p  Prof. i Namber  percentage Number Percentege
M W M W M W M A M oW e M W
55~56 80...20 100,.0 38...62 kh.,..56 10 90%...10% 37 oeo bTPas 495
56=57 83,..17 100..0 37ees63 bl .56 12 92%... & 35 ....ho%... 60%
©57-58 88.,.12 86..14  21...79 50...50 15 86%...14% 35 .. 34h...S4%
59460 89,011 56.JHE 3544405 50...50 18 7%, .268% 3 .e. W15, U9F
©60-61 91,..9  U5..55 31...69 61...39 22 68N...327 e dTDS 535
Do 62463 92040 8 50,.50  39.4461 T0...30 24 T1%eo. 29ﬁ B1i e 565045
! 6)4-1 65 90. 10 50- 050 53-0-1"7 77('0 o23 21-|~ 67%- 9.33,’9 : L"louo 66?\’7-..34%
(o 66mB8 B3..17 50..50 62...38 81...19 26 6%be. 31% 4500 68%00s 32%
L6870 794421 '50..50 6944431 100..0 63%0 037 38ece Tiheo 29%

o ‘-Cormnents’

1. ’c‘rom _960 to 1970, the ratio in assof'iate ronk was ahout ‘30 —50. Yet 5 men .

f. . of men inereased by 0. i
* . 3. BEnglish has the lovest percentage in the senior ranks desplte the mess
-promotion in that department that took place as a result of the protest of.

. were _ - promoted to 2 womerl. e s
2. The number of women instructors decreased from 1 958 to 1970 while the mmber :

" the Ad Hoe C'flumifﬁe of the department and the Babey-Brooke case-s'batist:.cs.”',

: me to [
Percenaage ¢ _women in <1e:pfﬂ-1'ﬁnlent Pr.rcentage :‘m the Ne'bf, gatn or loss for . -
s A senior ranks men women
55-56 . . seens .’.5’1 %men 'bo 1{-9% WDmen . ’ 900 oo lO »menﬁi— 3% Wmen _3%
6257 veveoes 53P men to 47% women 9Peess 8 "~ men- 3%  women -39%
: grnzg cesvecy SHZZ men to 46% women 86,4010 men 4 32“' ' women -32%
" BGal0 eececes 50% men to 50% women 72.... 28 men - 2?;3 voren -22f
. B0=6L ecesnve 55"\'9 men to ’45% viomen 8eees 32 men - 13% = wozen~ 13
ceecves % men to hﬁ women - Zl. oo .20 ;. men ¥ ll‘fo women =119
secovoe ,o wen to 3 1)% women eese3 - men T l,a women._-lﬁ

811 %%
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Laglish Department ( continucd) S . {
Percentgge of dMen toWomen in Department Percentﬁge in ‘

{he Senior Ranks  Men Women
66-68 .iuiiury.sob8) men to 327 women 69...31 pent1% vemen - 3%
68-70........ﬁ. 65% men to 35% women B3¢ 37 men -2 womep ¥ 2% |

4. The English department has the second largest number of women in the college...
and the lowest percentage in the senior ranks in the college. Because of the
Babey~Brooke case claiming discrimination against women at promotion time (the
figures bear out her charges) and because of the Ad Hoc Committee's reports claiming
discrimination against the English Department at promotion time, women were
promoted what for them was a wholesale number to the senior rank. But at the
same time, women were not hired in the lower rank. Thus the number of men in
the department increased and the number of women decreased.

The adninistration partially rectified discrimination against women in the

senior ranks and discrimination against women in the junior ranks by not 1
hiring them. That is the reason that the years 1964 to 1965 through 1970
show no discrimination in the senior ranks. Had the percentage of men and women :
in the department been near the 50-50 ration as it should be, the same discrimination
against women in the senior ranks would be cbvious.

5. Women pile up in the assistant and associazte ranks and remain there while men move
ahead.

6. Professor Margaret Bryant was the only woman full professor since the college was
founded. The log jam was broken with Babey-Brooke's charges and then two women
were promoted to the rank of full professorship.

7. In 1956, men and women were about equally divided: 26 to 23; yet men held the
senior ranks: 9 to 1 in ratio.

8. The ratio of men and women in the department will be compared with the ratio in
the senior ranks of men to women:

 Year | rj_Men. to Women in the Bepartment  Men in the Women in the
' . ’ ' * Senior Ranks Senior Renks

56=5T7 asescesssss5 men to 22 women . 11 men to 1 woman

“r B7=58 4eaecncesss23 men to 25 Women : " 13 men to 2 women

"1960 veesersecass2] men to 25 women S o 13 men-to 5 women

1961 ceessesessss3l men to 25 women o 7' .15 men to T women

. 1963  ceecesssess3l men to 25 women : . 17 men to 7 women

.7 1965 (coesessssee3l men to 22 women <7~ 16 men to 8 women

i 1968 tevessssees 48 men to 23 women o 17 men to 9 women :

i 1970 eoeececeses BT men to 23 women o 20 men to 12 women . C

9. Since 1958, when women outnumbered the men (the department had 25 to 23), the
attrition of women in the department of English has been rapid so that in 1970,
men outnumber women by more than 2 to 1: 47 to 23.

10. From 2955 to 1956 on to 1963, women outnumbered men in the number of assistant

professorships; yet at no time did they have more women than men in the associate

ranks; the full professorial rank was closed to them.
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GEOLOGY
“able 1 Numbers of Men ond Women in AlL Ranks :0Only one woman in departmert
. Brofessor ‘Associate Assistant Instructor Fellow Lecturer
" Year . : © Professor Proféssor
' MU M W MM M W MW M W
55"56 ‘ loo-O . loooo-o 3..0:-0 Eoeut-l l-...O
56"57 lnono : lnoo--oo 39..»-0 2-.--01 l....O
) 57"58 l...O p...o.ouo 29.0«1 2000-00 R loouvo
59“60 'lnooo 3&00-00 2..0-1 0:-:000
et 60"61 lonoo. i 30:-000 ' lnooul ].---ooo
.. 62"6)"' 2;000 2009«-0 lo.c--l 20-00-0
5 6’4:"65 ' l'...O 20e-t~0 2.00-1 ?.....C
66—68 l...0 ’ Lencedd 50--;-1 OvevesO ' lo.loo

68"70 _2,..0 ‘Lowoeel 1“...0 2.{::.00

.- Comments

1. Gedlogy has had only one woman ~ Antine Birine - vwho is new an gssociate
prefessor.

- N No woman ever held the position of. professor in the department.

3. Prior to 1968, no women ever held a senior rank«

Y




rage It

A Comparison of

Health and Physical B o
ysisal Bucstion for Men -Two Different Departments

Health and Physical Educatien for Women

Since these twe departments are made up entirely of men for the men's
division gnc women For the womeri's division, a comparison is made below.

‘ . Number
Tgble £ Numbers of Men and Women an Al ' of Men and Wemen in
: S Ranks 1n Both-Departments - Senior and Junior Ranks

Year FPro- Assoclate Assistant I;t\struc— Total
- fessor Professor  Profgssor °OF +

M oW M WK W M K Numper W
55"56 loo-l luo--oo lo.....li- 10.-.0.6 35 . 22--00!1011.3.3
56"57 lcuo:l. 2-.--.0 9.-.0-5 l°o~oon7 35 230000‘110-12
: 57"58 loool 3-.--01 10--.0.5 8000006 35 232._........].3
59"60- loool 1"";.0002 9---0.6 7.---.4 3'# 2100-0..00:1"‘
60"61 loo.l 'Ll'?o‘oo.‘o_ lOo--o.? 50---.5 35 250--0;0.0.10
68"63 l.crl l".o-c-3 l.?-.-..lo 2--0.0’4‘ 37 19-0-0--'--16

6""‘65 lyonl !{-.00003 12'010'].2 30..0.’4‘ ulo 21.00.0.0.20 .
66‘% 1.002 Snooo-,'l' 1.“‘.--..]1 l*o--nos us 2“.'-'0.000-.-22
68"70 lo-ol 7...-.7 15...-.].0 600..5 52 36000.0....26

.- Teble I ‘Percentages of Men and Women in ALl Ranks

o Professor Assoc. Assist. Instructor Senior Rek  Junior Rank
- Year -, . prof. Prof. Kumber Perfentage -Number Percentage
M WM W M W M W MW M ¥ Totalh
‘ ' BrWIr.
- . 55..56 50- 050 1C0..0 71.0029 5600.1{'1*' 3 2,,.¢l 32 20..12 6%. .9)-‘%
SO 56'57 50'550 loo-‘o 6’4‘.0.36 ' 59...)4-1 LI- 3.‘:'-1 " 31 190 .12 10#.09%
. 57-58 504450 75.425 67 2433  5T...43 6 les..2 - 29  18..11 24%..76%
L 59«60 . 50..50 67..33 60...4C 6Gh...36 8 5.e.43 26 16..10 29p..
o 60"61 . 500-50 67- 033 59..:’4‘1 50&). 050 8 50 .oo3 27 150012 32%00
7 62«63 50..50  57..43 57...43  33...67 9 Seesdt 28 1k..1h 33%..67%
T 64=65"  50..50 5T..43 52...48  b3...57 9 Seeselt 32 16..16 22%..7
66"68 33. 067 . 560 ouh‘ 56.00“"' h‘h—o--56 12 6.‘.0'06 : 3& 180 -16 33*- 0671|
.. €8-70 504,50  50..50 60,eet0  55...45 16 8....8 T 36 21..15 31%..69%

- Comments”
There are more female students than male, yet the man's physical education department

has a larger staff than the women's department. “

FQOR ORIGINAL COPY - BEST :
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HISTORY
Tovle X ;Nm’be::s of Mon and WOzen in ALl Percenlages of Men udd Wm(e.n 1ln
: Ranks m  Senipr and Junior Ranks
Pro- Asgsoc. Assiste Instrue Totol " Senior Rank & Junior Rank &
Yeexr  fessor Prof. Prof, tor Nunber Percentages Percentages

s

M ¥ M W KM WM M OV M W Sragf Mo W% Josf M We %

55‘56 30000 5..02 soool l-on.e ."Lll-...S lO 000800002-053% 90».6...3...’4‘?7}
56-5T laeal | Beee2 60000 Leeeu2  L5ueh 200.008000020059%  9eeiTere2u0 bl
5750 Seeel teeol  HeedD  2u0ee®  15eeidt LleeesGerse2ea535 B.iu6o..2...423
59-60 6assl  Ueeol  3esel  leaesd  Lhesd 1120001000002006T% Geiihend2040335
[ =~ 60=bl 6ooel Boseld leeol Peeel  15eeed  Ieei120000200THF SecedeeeRe0a36D
- 62"63 6...2 Soooo 30..1 i R X 15...'4- 130001100-2 co687:) 6.:.“0.»2\-..32‘;)
’ 6“"‘65 60001 6oool Ll'oool 30.002 190105 1.1*'00012'0.2...58':{) . lO..'{...S...h’J};
6668 S5.e0l  8aeel Beee3 Heeeal  21eeeb 15.40130002...560 12,8004, 0 45
68-70 Tese3 -500e0 Toaak Ouead 190008  15400.12000304456%  12..Teu5.. 4l

'~ Table 1T Percentoges of Men and Women in All Ranks

Professor Assoc. Assist.  Instructor  Fevcentage in . Y
Percent. Prof. Prof. Percentage Dept. Senior Rank} gain or lose for i
Year M oy M %w ik Fgreentase  Derty oW b e M g7 .
55e56  1004.0  Tleee39  O3e0al7 33 ,,.67 THees®6 80020 g aug
5657 100240 67eee37 100ee O  33eee 67 T94es2l 80...20 Y1 -l
57-58 . 83¢.17 80..420 100., O 50ees 50 T79...21 82...18 +3 =3
59"60 j 87. .l3 8000020 75...25 50.0. 50 >7800022 83.0.17 {5 ‘.‘-’5

60"61 ' &0020 1000000 5000050 67..0 33 1 79'..21 86.00}-&' 'f'? WT
62"63 800020 1000000 7500025 50.0050 79.0.21 8500.15 16 """6
6465 87..13 B8Tcesel3 B80...20  60...50  Th...2h  86...1k +10 =10
. 66"68 . 83..17 89. eell 570.01"3 80..020 780. 022 87..013 ‘f9 """"9
" 68-T0  70..30 100 .. 8 6h...36 0vsel00  T700..30 80...20 +10 =10

Coments

: "1 Bistory is more tha.n-favo;-ed in the senior renks.

2, Men always had a larger number in the senior ranks than in the junigr.
-' . . b . 50-50 - . . . .
;" 3. Women hed & .. . ratio in both ranks.

* b, Men are favored over women in the cenior ranks,.




ALl Banks Sendor and Junior Rarks
Prof.. Assce. Assist. Instructor Tolul :
Yeay  €ssor  Prof. Prof. Number Percentages
Mo W M, W, M. W M W M W M W
5556 Heeed ' 5ieddl 2ueed?  heula2 20 150000e5  T5he..255
56"57 lh..O cu-_-l 2-0-03 3---]. 19 J.L‘-..---S 7“,0--.26%
57-58 6...1 lio 2eeee? 3ee.l 19 150000t 787:...2%
5960 6.e0l 3..40 2,443 2...1 18 13¢e0es5 72%...23ﬁ
60-62 6.4l 3e.40 3eeed3 Leedl 18 134000e5  T2h...28%
62-0 6.l 3,1 beess2  0..,0 17 130000 ,Zéz...zh
Ghebb Gevel  Bivdd  Teeve2  2..40 23 19cvee.l  83%5...17%
66-08 6...1 5eedl Geeea O...l 26 20¢e.e 6. T25...28%
68-70  7..0 6,..2 10441 O...l 27 2300e. it ' 850,150
" able IT Percontbages of Men and Women in All Ranks
Professor Assoc. Assist,. Instruc- Senior Renk  Junior Rank Percentage
Year Percentage Percentage Perc, tor Perc., MNum 4 .. Bum % 4,
M W M WM W M Y ber M W ber M W Sr, Jr.
55-56 100e4..0 83¢¢.17 50...50 67...33 10  90%..10% 10 éop-uo% - TO%. . 30%
56-57 10044ss0 8304417 40...60 75...25 10 9O a..low 9 55%-45% 687, .32%
15758  B86esoellt 1004..0 50...50 T5...25 | 11 91p..9¢ 8 63p-37% p..ﬁ
5960 86.ce0ll 100...0 40,..60 67...33 10 QOp...th 8 0%-5b% 560..340
60-62 864ee.1% 100.4.0 50...50 50...50 10 90%...10% 8 50%-56% 5§6%. .34
62-64 " B6ececllt  T5.4425 6744033 0...0 11 &2%5...186 6. 67p-33 653.-3Sa
 6he66  B6.esellt  80...20 T78...22 100..0 12 83%...1%% 11 82%-12% 52r..¥3
T 6be 68 86....1%  Tl...39 82...18 0...100 - 13 85%...15% 12 75%-25% 52h..k&%
68-T0 100....0 7500425 914449 0e0s100 15 87%...13% 12 83%..17% 56%..4#%

1,

2.
3.

Tuble

£z Nwubers of Men and Woscen in

MATHEMATICS

Yercentvaes

Page 13

ol Men end Women in

'Comments

Mathematics has always had a larger number of personnel in the senior than in the
junior rank.

It is top heavy in professorial rank where women have a token representation.

In 1955-56, the percentage of men was 75 to 25 for women for the department.

The percentage of men in the snior ranks was 90 to 10 for women, a plus gain

of 15% for men and a loss of 15% for the women.

In 1956-57, the percentage of men was 74 to 26 for the department. The percentage
of men in the senior ranks was 90 to 10: a gain of 16% for the men and a loss of
16% for the women.

In 1957-58, the percentage of men was 78 to 22 women for the department. The
percentage of men in the senior ranks was 91 to 9 for women: a gain of 13% for
the men and a loss of 13% for the women.

In 1959-60, the percentage of men was 72 to 28 for the department. The percentage
of men in senior ranks was 90% to 10% for the women: a gain of 18% for the men
and a loss of 18% for the women.

2eeg

P

o Lo eiin
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Mathematics (continued)

10.

11.

12.

13.

In 1960-62, the percentage of men to women was 72 to 18 for the department;
the percentage of men in the senior ranks was 90% to 10% for the women: a
plus gain of 18% for the men and a loss of 18% for the women.

In 1962-64, the percentage of men was 76 to 24 for the women; the percentage
of men in the senior ranks was 82 to 18 for the women; a plus gain of 6% for
the men and a loss of 6% for the women.

In 1964-66, the percentage of men was 83 to 17 for the women; the percentage
of men in the senior ranks was 83 to 17 for the women; equal status.

In 1966-68, the percentage of men was 72 to 18 for the women; the percentage
of men in the senior ranks was 85 to 15 for the women; a plus gain of 13 for
the men and a loss of 13 for the women.

In 1968-70, the percentage of men in the senior ranks was 85 to 15 for the
women; the percentage of men in the senior ranks Was 87 to 13 for the women;
a plus 2 gain for the men and a minus 2 loss for the women.

Women never had a greater proportion in the senior ranks; that is the man's
domain.

Even with men top heavy in the assistant ranks in 1964-66, and 1968-70, they
still have enough in the senior ranks to more than balance the top heavy load
in assistant professorship rank.




Page 15

MODERN LANGUAGES ( Formerly Romance Lenguages)

Table I Numbers ol Men and Women in All Percentages of Men and WVmen in

Rapks Senlor and Junlor Ranks
Pro «» Assoc, Assist Instruc- Total Senior Rakk Junior Rank
Year fessor Prof. Prof. tor Number #umber Jr. ‘
M W M W M W M W M W M Wihmber ¥ W |

56"57 60..1 5-.0.1 700.“‘ 60...08 38 214'10.114' 13 11002 25 13-..12
57=58 Joeel  Feesol TeeeB  Seeeed8 39 2h,,.15 14 12,.2 25 12...13
59'60 8.002 3.!0.2 Bovos Il'....ls 38 23...15 lSo.llo.u‘ 23 3.200011
60-62 8evel  3eees3  Geesed  3oeset 36 23...13 15 2.b 21 12... 9
62-64 94042 heeee2 9Geeeeb  5ieese3 BO 27,..33 17 13..4 23 1k%...9
6)‘"-65 8..02 }4‘....2 80.005 8000..3 Ll'o 280.-12 ll‘l' 12..2 2’-} 16..-8
66=68 Bees3  Beees? Deeee3 Baoees2 UL 31...10 19 14,5 22 L7...5
68"70 90!.14‘ 6.0..1 9.0006 6..0.-1 )—1-2 30-.012 20 15..5 22 15-007

56=56 4eeu0 2eeee2 2000 Teeeedd 25 15...5 8 6...2 17 Geus B i
|
1

Table II Percentages of Women and Men in All Ranks

Prof., Assoc. Asslist Instruct. Senior Rank Junior Rank % Gain or Loss
Year Percentage Perc. Percentage Percentage Percentegze FPercentage in Senlor Rank
M W M W M W M W M W M W M WM .

55-56 100..0 50.4.50 100,.0 L7...53 8044420  53.e 47 60..404 20,7-20
56=57 86..24 84,..16 64..36  L3...57 85.¢415  52...48 63..37+22 -.22
57-58  90..10 75...25 58..h2 38...62 864,41k 1+8...22 62..38 4+ 24 =24
59-60 80..20 60..40 62..38 }40...60 730427 52...48 61..39 412 -12
60-62 89..11 50..50 64..36 U43...57 7300427 6lees39 674433 + 6 =6
62-64 B82..18 €7..33 60..40 €3...27 TTeee23 61 44039 68,.32 411 -11
6466 80...20. 67..33 62..38 Zg...m 86...1  67...33  T3..27+13 -13
66-68  T3¢e2T T9¢¢25  T5.425 £0...20 T6eee2h  TTeeeel3 76.24 00 0
68-70 69..31 86..14 60..20 86...1k 75.0425 6800422  T1..39 4k -kt

Comments

1. Mary Yiu who has a Ph.D. is an assistant professor after fifteen years.
2. Shub, also with a Ph.D, was not reappointed.

3. Women with Ph.D's and women without Ph.D.'s remgin in the instructorial
and assistant professorial class while men with PheD's and without Ph.D's

move into the senior ranks. _
k. Grosjean, Guerrero are still in the assistant professorial rank while Negro,

a man, is & full professor. All started at the same time with the seme degree
in the same ‘department - all have the bachelor's degree. Both women have been teaching
about forty years. Negro, with a Bachelor's degree , ls also associate dean of
administration and a professor of modern languages.

6. Zagona in the department eight years is an assistant professor..

7. The following all dropped out for lack of promotion: Holtzman,60-61;

Bufta-Nicastro, 55-56; Cromoie, Lorin, Meyers, Stein,57; De Bernardette, 58.
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MUSIC ;
Table: I Numbers of Men and Womeu in All  Percentages of Men and WOuwen in
Ranks Senlor and Junlor Ranks
Pro- Assoc,. Asslst, Ingtruc- Total Senior Rank  Juniocr Ranx
Year fessor tor Number Number HNumber 1
M W M W M W M W M. W. M 7 # M i '

55256 24040 20000 24000 h..l 1L 30eesl 4 4.0 7 6u...ad
56257 24440 2aseeD 3eeea0 5eesl 13 12...1 4 Lh,...09 8,....1
5758 24¢¢0 2e4s0 Guessl 24ee2 U 12,..2 & 4....010 8..,..2
5960 4eeo0 6440 Zeesel Ceen? 18 134443 10 10....08 5.,,,.3
60-62 30.00 l-..o 500.01 3..-0 13 119002 l" LL....O 9 8.....1
62-63 5...0 2.00 E-tccvl 2..-3 J.S ll..-h‘ 7 7.-.-0 8 Ll‘to.oo“"'
6)4‘-66 50..0 1{'0'0 2&0002 50.-2 20 16-001{' 9 9.00-0 ll 7-0..."4
G668 5...0 L..0 Beeeo? 1l...1 19 16vee3 9 Geeeslt 10 Tesee3
68=T0  5.440 6.0 Leeos2 3...20 22 18,04 11 1..0 11 T...Wb

Teble II Percentages of Women and Men in A1l Ranks

B piemrrm e

Prof. Assoc. Assist. Insliructor Senilor Rank JuniorRank % Galm cor Less
Year FPercentage Percent. Percent. Percentage Percentage Percentage in Senior Rank
M W W v M W M W MW

55-56 100. ..0 100...0 lOOoloO 80...20 lo \Ooloonoo 860..11'" 91009 4—9 '9
56“57 100...0 100,...0 100...0 83...17 100ce0ses0 89...vll 92-.8 +8 ‘-8
57-58 1000.00 100ces0 100¢e.0 50...50 100scs4ss0 8044420 86, 1k +14  Ah g
59-60 100¢4¢0 1006040 7500425 5040450 100404.0.0 63e¢e437 83..17 17 -17 "]
60-62 100,.00 100...0 83.4.17 100.s O 1004ees..0 89...11 92..8 +8 -8 {
62-63 100.0¢0 100eeo0 6T7eee33 10,60 100e4e04.0 504,450 73..27 +27 =27
64«66 100.6.0 1004060  50.¢e50 T1ee29 1004¢440s.0 6344427 80..20 t20 -20
66-68 100¢4+.0 100.¢e0 T5e0e25 504450 100.40e0s0 TCees30 . 84,.16 16 -16
68-70 100...0 100...0 6ETvee33 €0..40 1004444440 63e¢e.27 £2,.18 +18 -18

Comments

1, There were nine women in the department since 1955: Lathrop,55; Hakes, 57; Smith
59; Bergquist,Hill, 8 uthern, 60; Klotzman and !3teiner, 62; Yurcheneo 6. Yet no
woman has been in the assoclate or professorial rank since the inception of the college.
2, Women's-role is a minor key . :
3.There is syeet music for men in the senior ranks vwhere they are favored in pro-

" fésgordal rank and in assoclate professorisl rank.

i, The theme song in the music department is discriminate sgainst women.
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PUITLOSOPHY
Table I Numbers of Men and Women in All Renks Percentages of Men and Women {n E
Senior and Junior Ranus :
Pro- Associate Assist. Instructor Percentage of
Year fessor Prof. Prof. Senior Junior

M W M W M W M W

55256 240s0  0eessld  5...0 2...0 22% 78%
56-57 20.00 205.00 30000 2.000 Ll'lp}; 56%
57«58 24440 Seeel 2.440 1...0 70% 30%
59-60 24440 64440 2,..0 L,..0 67% 33%
60-61 k4...0 h,,.0 2,440 6...0 50% 50%
62-63  6...0 34440 24440 Oue.l 75% 25%
64=066  TesdO 30440, 2.4.0 Ovesl 7% 23%
66-68 5.4.0  3eed0 beool - - 654 35%
68"’70 5...0 24040 3..01 . 3...0 5(}';, 50%
9
Coments é

Philosophy is top heavy in the professorial rank,.

2. Ezorsky, Ph.D., is the only woman in the department and she is an amssistant
professor

3. Like the art department, music, blology, chemistry, it peys to

discriminate against women,

i 25
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PHYSICS
Table I Numbers of Men and Women in All Percentages of Men and Women in
Ranks Senior and Junior Ranks
. Total ¥
feaxr Pro- Assoc. Assist. Instruct Number Senior Rank Junior Rank ;
fessor’ Prof. Prof. or Sr. Jre f
# W M W M W M W MW 4# MW # Mu !
- i
55"56 ll'tvto E...O ll»...O ?ttoe3 16 130003 7 7...00 9 6...3 ; .&;3
56-5 l"t.to t&to 3...0 2....0 13 130000 8 80-.00 5 5.0.0 {
57-5 6.000 3:000 l.ooo lo.ot3 l,'" llt..3 9 9tqtoo 5 l"ootl .
N 59‘60 6_.0.0 30..0 l...O 3...0"" 17 130001‘& 9 90..00 8 l“otoll' :
60"62 6...0 l".t.o O...O 5.0002 17 150002 lO lo...o 7 5...2 ’(‘
62"63 6..00 , 5.000 lt.ol ,"'00002 19 160003 ll 11...0 8 5n.|t3 :
61""66 5...0 l"tooo loool 50.000 16 15.001 9 9...00 7 6.001
66-68 5...0 6...0 S5essl  6....0 23 22,,,1 11 1l...0 12 1l..1
68-70 80..0 h‘oool 8.000 lootto 22 210-\0]. 13 120001 9 9.000
Tgble II Percentages of Men and Women in All Ranks : é
— 4

) ID.S‘tI".Z.C'to cr e . PRI cae Ci e e e e - .
Year Pefggg{; aégs%c . .'-\;sist. 4 Senior Rank ﬁ;ﬁor Percentage Percentage
percentage of gi.ined ¢r leost
M W

M W M W M W M W M W MW fy senigr repk

55-6 100..0 100..0 100...0 40...60 "i00...0 67...33 8l..19 19 -13 "
56-7 100,,0 100..0 100...0 100..0  100...0 100...0 100..0 100 = «~100 ~ '
57-58 100,,0 100..0 ~100...0 25...75 100...0 80...20 86..1% 1% -14 §
59-60 100,,0 100+.0 100...0 Ul...56 100.e¢0 50...50 T6..24 2 -2k
60-62 100..0 100..0 0 e0s0 Tleee29 100...0 Tle..29 88,.12 12 -12
62-63 100..0 100..0 50e0450 674033 100ees0 6344427 T9..21 ~ 21 =21
64-66 100..0 100..0  50...50 190,.0  100...0 86,..1% 9L4,.6 6 -6
66-68 100..0 100..0 8304417 100..0  100...0 92...8 96..k Loy
68-TC0 100..0 80..20 100c..0 100..0 92.0¢8 100...0 $5..5 3 -3

Comments

1. In 1968-79, a woman reached the rank of associate professor.

2. Fisbher, PH.D. ,1955, could not be promoted.

3., rokenism exists in the associate dnd assistant professorisl rarks,
4, VOmen pile up in the instructorial rank.
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Polltlcal Science
Teble I  Numbers of Men and Vomen in Percentages of Men and Women in
All Renke Senlor and Junior Renks
i;f;- Assoc. Bssist. Instruc- Total :
Yeer fessor Pro. Prof. ‘tcr # in Senior Rg.nk Junlor Rank
M ¥ M WMW M W Depte MW £ M W _# M W
55"56 2.-;01 2...0 70000 00002 lu' LN ] lloo.3 5otthoool 9 00070000;2
56"57 2...1 2...0 7..'1 o...l ll"‘..‘..ll.'.'3 5...&'..3- 9'.“7....‘2
57-58 2.0.1 l"‘..o 2’...2 -OGUOO 136000010...I3 7...6”'!1 6.0..1".....2
59-60 2...1 6...0 2'..2 ll..o l’"'..l.tll‘l'.3 9...8."1 5....3...'.2
60-62 2...1 7...0 2...1 2'..0 l5..0l.l3l...2 lo...90.ll 5‘0..“.....1
62-61" l“l.ﬂl IL...J. 1"--.2 O..ll 170000012..I.5 1000080002 7.‘..4.....3
6""'66 6...1 20..0 ,‘!'...2 l..‘l l7.."°lsl...zl' 9.‘.8.'.1 8....5.....3
66‘68 8...1 30'0 5...2 l.l.l 21...#.177..‘1%‘ 12...11..1 9"..6.....3
6{;‘-70 9...1 39..0 80002. lco.l 2500.0.21000!’4‘ 1300012.01 1200009'00003
]
Table II Percentages of Men and Womer in ALl Ranks
Pro-  Associabe Assist, Instruc
fessor Professor Professor tor Seiilor Rank  Junfor Renk Hage of Net Gain o
Year' %age % age %age dage Bage % age Net Loss
M W M ¥ oy ¥ M W oy oy M W M W M Y
5556 6T..33 100..0 100,440  0,..100 8044420 78...022 Teeell F 244 ewen?
56"5 670 -33 100..0 8800012 0.¢.lOO 600&.20 . 78.00022 79-0-21 +2..l""2
57"5}: 670 033 lOOn oo 670.033 0.0.0 650.015 670 ce 033 69.0031 ""7..0""7
59-60 67..33 100..0 504.+.50 100..0 89...11 6040 b0 79602l +10.,.—=10
uO"de 670 033 1000 oo 670-.33 1-000 10 90--.10 800.- 020 8?.. -13 ""3000"‘3
62'6!{' 800 020 80.020 67. 003:'_" 0. L olOO 800 . .20 560 () oli‘h- 71. * 029 + 9. . -""'9
6’4‘"66 6560 ull*' 100. oo 67'0033 500 050 89. . oll 6310..27 77.. .23 +12000“‘" 12
56-68 89..11 100,.0 Ti...29 50,.50 92...’5’» * 67eeee33 Tle.e29 +21..e=—21
68"70 90. 10 100..0 8000020 500 ojo 920-.0 750...25 83-. -17 -’- 90.-“' 9
Comments L‘
1. With regard to women, tokenism exists in the senior ranks. . .
2. From 1959 to 1970, there were six new women in the department: Haar, Wilson, Worthen, 1959;
Glad, 62; Silverman and Reid, 68. \
3. In tem years, no women have moved into the senior ranks.

\
i
{
i
i
4
H
}
!
i
l
!
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Psychology
Teble I Numbers of Men and W Jnen in Percentages of Men and Women in Senior
All Renks and Junior Ranks
e - Total Bernior .
Pro~ Assoc. Assist, ITastrue- Nom ~ °  Rank Junior Rank '
Year fessor Prof. Prof. tor ber ; :
- M W ' WM WM W inDept,  #M W 4 y y
- TR —_—
55256 340e0 Oseeel 3eeee? 3eesnl 13 9.b b 3., 9 6....3
56-57 3--00 2-0002 30.0.0 lh...o lll' 1202 7 50‘02 7 7.0..0 i
5758 3.440 2¢00e3 2eees0 Hoeos0 A% 21,3 8 5.3 6 6....0 '
59"60 30000 300.03 30-0.0 l.oooo 13 10n3 9 6.-03 u' -’4-....0
G062 34000 30eee3 HeeeocD Leesdl 11 8.3 9 6,493 5 5.e440
62"6’4‘ 5.-.0 200;33 l""ooool loeoel 17 1205 10 7-.03 7 5-.002
6haB6 9c0el 2ueee3 Seesel Ceeesl 21 16,5 b 1143 T 5eese?
6 -68 8.001 20003 14'00003 l.oono 22 1507 l)"‘ lO.-’-l- 8 5..0-3
68-70 11..2 heoe2 6eceed = - 26 21.5 19 15..4 7  6....1
Table II Percentages of Men and Women in All Ranks
\,Assist. )
Professor Assoc. Prof.hProf. Instruc. Se{.‘}lﬁr fHRkOT %age in.  Gain or
Year  %age %age %age %hage age %age Dept. Loss

M _F M W OOM W M ® M W K W M W M W

56"5% 1000 . .0 Ego 050 lOOoq .0 1000 oo 71%-2% 100‘70. o .0% 86%. . olh"{) .'15 +15

ccrimination ageinst women, three men and two women were promoted from L

55256 1000040 00so100  60es B0  75..25 T5%-25 %  67%e..33% 6Fhe..30% 46 -6

5758 100...0 b0 100¢0.0 100..0 63%-37%  100%ee. 0D  THhes .21 —16 + 16
59-60 100¢ee0 504.50 100eac0 100..0 E7%=33% 100%c. 0%  77%...23% —10 + 10 '
60-62 100eee0 = 504450 1000es0 100.,0 67%=33% 100%ecee0F  T3%.0.27% —6 +6
62~6l 1000440 10, .60 80¢e+20 50..50 70% 30% T1%ecee29% T1%...29% 4 41
6466 100.4.0 - 50..60 8304417 ©...100 79%-21»" T1P0e0e29% Tb%eoo2h%h «3 =3
66-68 89..11 L40..60° . 57...43 100..0 1%-29% 50%000e50% 68%..e32% 3 w3
68-T70 85..15 67..37 864..14  0..C 9%‘21% 80‘,‘3....1 g 81%...19%-:;2 —_2

Comments

17 Tye first women made a Iuil proi‘essor occurred in 1966-68

2.Haeberle, Ph.D. was listed in 60-62, but she is no longer in the department.

3. DFAmato, Fh.D. in ceitalogue in 62-63 is an assistant professor in 1970,

4, Women outnumbered men in asscciate rank; yet six men were promoted to

full professorship, but no women.

5. When Babey~Brooke first filed her complaint agasinst Brooklyn College T dis-
986 $0 1970.

6. From 1956 to 1962, all three women were in the senior ranks snd pone in the .

Junlor ranks ; this fe.ct distorts the picture. In all those years, the women

never had more then 37 % of the total senlor ranks., They had 0% in "~

the full professorship rank anﬂ from 50 to 67 % in the associa‘be rank.
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Sociclogy and Anthropology

Table X HNumbers of Men and Women in Nunbers of Men and WOmen in Senior and

All Ranks’ Junior Ranks
Yeer Pro- Asscc. Assist  Instruc- TOtel " Benior Rank Jungior Rank
Tessor Pro. Prof. tor % in :
MoW M W M W MoW ept. M oW oMo w B vy

55-56 2..0  5.4:0 k,..0  5...0 1600000160000 TesooTevsdd 94009040
56"57 30-0 700.0 3..00 50..0 18.-00018.'00 lO...lQn‘..O 803.8...0
57"58 ,4'..0 5..50 5--.0 30..0 lT--o--l?-ooO 9000;9-00-00 80-.8.--0
59"60‘5.00 60.00 h‘-too 30..1. 1900000180001 ll...ll...o ..o7nool : !
60"62 6..0 ll-...O h‘oooo ,‘{‘oool 190000.18..01- lO...lO..-O 91.98'..1
62'6;4‘ 7000 6000 3...0 3no}"l‘ 230--0.19..0’4‘ 1300013.llo 10096-00l"
(3}-""65 9..0 55.0 200.1 30.;3 230..-.19-.0)4' lu-...lll-...o 90|05000h~
66“68 8500 75..1 3»0-3 5.!.1 28.0...23-.-5 1600015.001 1200800.,*{-
68-T0 10..0 6.eel  5...2 Lese2 300000025005 1T.0.160001  13..9...k4

Table. II  Percentages of Men and WOmen in A1l Renks

Year Prgfessor Assoc,Prof. Assist. Instructor Senior RankJunior Rank dage  Gain or
%age = Tage %bage beage %bage % in Dept. Loss
M W M W M W M W M W M W MW M W

55-56  100..0 100...0 100:..,0 10Q0...0 100...0 100...0 100..0 100 —=100
56~57  100..0 100...0 100:¢,0 100...0 100...0 100...0 100..0 T100 —100
57'58 .LOOo .0 100. L] .0 lOOO L] .0 loo. . to 100. L .0 100. . 00 100. .0 +lOO —100
59-60  100..0 1004440 1004.,0 7560425 100...0 88...12 95..5 T5 =5
60-62  100..0 100...0 100...0 80...20 100...0 89¢ell 95.e5 4 § w=5
62-64  100..0 100...0 100...0 b3...57 100...0 . 60...50 83,.17 1'17 -17
B4-66  100..0 100,440 6Tese33 506050 100...0 56eeoklt 83,.17 17 =17
66-68  100..0 8840012 5004450 86...1k  9h,..6 67¢4033 82..18 412 =12
68-70  100..0 86...1% Tloee29 6760033 9heos.b 69...31 83..17 +11 =11

Comments

1. There he.s never been a woman as full professor in the entire history of the
department.

o, The first woman to be medé an associate professor appeared in 1966-68 after
Babey-Brooke charged discrimination in the promotional practices at Brooklyn.

3. The department is top heavy in the senlor ranks. .

. The department was favored in promotions.
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‘Table I Number of Men and Women in _ Number of Men and Woumen in
ALL Ronks Senior and Junior Ranks

Pro- Associate Asslst,  Instruct- TOtal s
Year fessor Prof. Prof. oe Number in Senior Junior

M W M W M W M W Dept. 4 0M W O# oM oW
55‘56 30090 70..1 7.0..7 7.0.6 38 ....2’4-..-1’-!- llu-lO-ol 27-.1“--13
56‘57 5.00 60..1 500..8 70005 37 00002300'1)4' 120011001- 250.12.-13
5758 5...0 8...1 Sesedd SensH 37 «ees23..01k 14,.,13..1  23..10..13
59-60 6.ee0  Tueul Teoedd bhooolt 37 eeee24he.el3  14..13..1 23..11..12
60408 5.4.0 Beool Teesed 3.043 35¢e00:2300012  14,.13..1° 21.,10..11
62-64 5...0 10...2 9esedb 30043 38eeeee@Tessll 17..15..2 21..12..9
6&'66 6.-.1 1000.2 110915 1"'.0.2 l"loo.to3lcoolo 190016103 22.-15.07
66‘68 800-1 9.0..2 13...7 6..02 48.-.--36-..12 20.-170.3 28.-19.49
63-70 8.,01  11..,2 14,..7 540.0  48.....38...10 22.,19..3  26..19..7

Table II  Percentages of Men and Women in All Ranks

Year Professor Assoc. Prof, Assisty Tnstruct. Senior Junior Phage
bage Gage %bage dage Rark % Rank® in Dept. Net Gain or
¥ W MW M WM W M W M W M W M W

55"56 loo- L] 00 880 . 012 500 [} .50 5)4 L) -ll'6 91.. ¢9 52. o’"’e 680 [} 032 ' 23 —4'23
56-57 lOOc L] .O 86. oolll' . 63- . .27 ° 58 o8 011('2 ) 92. 08 ,'"8. -52 630 . 037 29 . “.“___39
57-58 100.,.0 89...11 634027 5C¢es50 93..7 43.57 6340437 25 o= 29
59-A0 100...0 88...12 U744e53 5C..450 93..7 48..52 65...3 28 .28
60‘62 100. ] oo 890 . oll )4'700-53 5000 ‘50 930 07 ,','80 .52 66. . 03 27 p—— 27
62-64 100...0 83...17 6040040 40...60 88,.12 sg..l;?) TLle.eS 15 -17
64-66 86...14 83...17 6940431 67..433 84k,.16 68..32 T6.0.2

665-68 89.,.11 82...18 65400035 80...20 85..15 68,.32 7504425 10 -—10
68"70 890.011 85.0015 670 0033 100. -0 86. .l 73. 027 79-..21 7 —— 7

Ccmments

1. Speech sh@uts ocut that there is discrimination against women.

2.This department has the third largest number of women in the college, and the women

pile up in the Jjunicr rank with tokenism in the senior rank. ‘

3. Not until 1964 wes the first women made a professor.

4k, PFour men moved up from the Associate to the full professor;\.al renk before a

wonan was promoted to the rank of full professor, ~

5. In 1955-56, there were 38 in the depsrtment: 24 men to i women, .
In 1968, there werel8 in the department: 38 men to 10 wcmen: a gain of 10 men
to a loss of 4 for women;this gain on the part of men and this loss for
women was not an accident for the year 1968-70, but was a pattern that persié-ited
for a period of fourteen years.

6, lee English and Educatlon, the other two departments that have the most women,
*he percentage +for ‘the senior rank to the junior rank is muck lower thsn the
average for the college:

%;g Sznior Junior Year Senior Junior
?2:3‘7 31.::::::28 62"615'-.o-.tth‘S-..ocoooos 55
. 57 gg 38. 62 6“‘"66..00'-n"l‘6-.on¢.o-o‘n 5)4'
seeeer ' 66"68 -.-...11—2...«...-.- 58

59"60 38.0.0.0 62

1” oo---coz s 00000
60"'62 h’OoOon.-6o 68 ’0 L6 Sl"
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Poble III  Zenlth and Nadir Points in Utilization of Men and ’.-iomen

in Three Art Arens: Education, ENglish, and Speech and in Three
Science-Arca Departments: Bilology, Chemistry, and Physics

Department Leveses Highest Number Utilized o:t‘k Iowest Number Utilized of

v

Men Yomen Men Women
Edllcation...ﬂ.......ﬂ....60‘.5..’..1‘6 32.....'-.10
Emglish...........e......’4—8.....-..25 21"0900-0--22
Speech l.oooo.ooootn.ooc.38 ooooinol"l> 23.«.-.1:..3.0
Biology Q.oo...t..o.oooncZB cesesea 9 170100101-)4'
Chemistry oooooooooooooo-l"o esovven 3 20...000-.1
Physics ...g'o.ooo-c0'00102230090.00 l . 11...-....1.

e i«

1.With regard to Bilology, Chemistry, and Fhysics:
Men gained in large numbers.
Vomen are practically eliminated in these three departments.

2, Wyth regard to Educatiqn, English, and Speech:

The Education, English, and Speech Departments have the most women in the
college: .

Never. in the history of the existence of these three depa.rtments did the women
have a majority in the senior ranks.

The three departnnen'bB -of biology, chemistry and physics had more than

thelr share of the senior ranks when only about one-third the number of
women found in other departments were utilized in these Bclence areas,

3. With regard to discriminaticn against women:.

Women are doubly discriminated against: :
They cannot move into the senior ranks in the department in which they

predominate.
They cannot move out from the junior ranks ard so they remain moored

in the Junior ranks in those departments where they are a minori‘by.

k., With regard to the Department of English:
In 1955-56, a 50-50 ratio practically existed; but in 1970, the number
of men was doubled, but the number of women remained stationary.
WOMEN ARE BEING WEEDED QUT AT Tf OINTMENT LEVEL.,
In 1970, the senlor ranks should been even. THis fact bolds true in thc
rank of assoclate professor, but not in the rank of full professor.

5. With regard to the Department of Speech:
Speech is almost as bad as English in its attitude toward women.

6. With regerd to the Department of Educatiom: -
This is the only department where women gained,
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As of 1970:

The art department hes never had a woman as an associate or full professor
since 1its inception and only one woman has tenure.

Blology has no woman professor.

Chemistry has no woman prelessor,
Classics had a woman pro‘essor appointed in 1968-70.

Geology never had a wonan professor since the college was founded ; prior
to 1968 , iu that department, no wcmen ever held a senior ranx.

In Physical Educatlon, although woren students outnumber the male students,
the men's Physlcel Education department is larger than the women's .

Mathematics has token representation of women in the senior ranks. Psychology
in 1966-68 made its first full prcfessor female.

Physics saw a woman reach the rank of associate professor in 1968-70.
Philosophy has no women in its senior ranks and one woman is in the

asslstant professorial rank.

Music never appointed =& woman  to the senior ranks to +*the senior ranks
although it had competent women ir the department. Politlecal Science has
given token representation to vomer. in +the senior ranks.

Socioclogy never sav & wcmfﬁapold a professoriel rank and Anthoopology
since the college begen never®™®women in @he full professorial rank, The first
woman assoclate professor grveared in 1966-68.

Speech saw its first woman profesécr in 196k,

Women &8 Deans or Heads of Departments; on Personnel and Budget'Ccmmittees:

1. Mary R. Stapleton, ?@.P:Nygs an associate professor in Personnel Service and
Associate Dean of Freghmen and Director of AdmissionS when Dante Negro, a man, .
was en instructor in the departmert of Modern Languages. Yet Negro wes made

a Full Professor when be became Associate Dean of Administration and he had
only his B.A. degree.

2. Personnel and Budget votes on tenure and promotions and is composed of the
chairmen of all the Repartments. In 1968-70, three women are chairwomen of
their respective departments: +the largest number in the history of the college:
Wolfe of Classics, Galye of History, and Fey of Urban Studies. The source

of power for tenure and, promotion is the Personnel and Budget Committee and
that body is predominatly made up of men.

Senior and JuniSr Renks and +the Position of Women

. In not one single department of the collegs do the women equal or outnumber
men in the senior ranks. In the rank ¢ . isociate Professorships 'of some
departments, the women equel and outnmui ' : the men, but they cannot break througk to
the level of full professorship.




. Yage 26

Concluding Comments (Continued)

Increments:

A spot check of the Eﬂglish department shows  that additlional increments
are glven to the men in the department at the expense of the women .

The nunbers of male and female students:

The women students outnumber the males ; the aduission average for women
is higher than for men.

Therz is even discrimination against women in admisslon to Brooklyn College.

There is a quota on women students aad the same hold true for the women on the
Faculty.




