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September 1971

To All Women at Princeton:

It will not be casy to cradicate the patterns of discrimination and prejudice
which prevail at Princeton ~- patterns which keep women underrcpresented and
underpaid; which lead to female job~seekers being subjected to questions
about their sex livos, child rearing practices and family budgets which no
man would (or would have to) tolerate; which inspire such comments as "What
does a vpretty girl like you want with a FPhD, a carcer?" or "Of course he
nzeds to be paid more; you have (or will have, or should have) a man to sup-~
port you."; which underlie the widespread assumption that typing skills arc
a female secondary scx characteristic; which generate such "friendly" advice
as "You should begin as a secretary if you want to 'succead!" (typing the
ideas and furthering the carcer of the male who last year was your class-
mate, and apparently your "equal", or supporting the husband who will begin
to look upon you as @11l as his horizons widen and your world narrows).

When we first issucd this report in April 1971, we hoped for some positive
response from the men who run the University. We received none. They denied
that any discerimincotion against women exists at Princeton. We know that this
is not true.

Subscquently we fil:od a formal complaint with the Office of Federal Contract
Compliance, chargiry the University with discrimination against women and
requesting that this discrimination be eliminated or Princcton be barred
from receiving Fedr~al contracts.

“his fall, the Dep: '.aont of Health, Education and Welfare will scnd agents
to investigate our ciaarge of discrimination. It will be up to the women at
the University to provide the HEW investigators with the evidence they will
need in order to cvaluate and remedy the situation.

For too many years, we have subltted to injustico becausec we have felt
powerless to fight it. Injv vice has fed upon our silence. Now is the time
to speak up for ourselves and for all women. If you have suffered any
discrimination at Princeton becausc you are a woman, or if you believe that
you may e recelving unequal treatment in any way,or if you know of ancther
woman who has been dealt with unfairly, we urge you to speak up loudly and
fravkly to the HEW investigators during their visit.

If you feel unwilling or unrcady to contact them directly, please call or
write us and tell us of your experience and we will do everything that we
can to help you while keeping your identity strictly confidential.

Yours toward sisterhood and justice,

The Women of the Academic Task Force
of Central New Jersey NOW
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Contoet yug by waibing Lo P. 0. Rox 2163, Princeton; H.J. 08540, or calling
Tllen ™ ey b 79920180, :

* . . . . - . . .
The National Ovganization for Womern: is a eivil rights organization work-~
ing to establish equal rights for women.

The Central New Jersey Chapter 4is activcly‘working for women in such arecas
as employment, education, abortion and health care, media and text book
image. We also have consciousness raising groups and groups which come
together informolly for specific actions, If you want to know more about
us and/or Join us in action, call our chapter coordinator, Nancy Browder,
at 924~7497, or write us at P, C. Box 2163. (Ask for a frec copy of our

Newsletter, )
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Unless the University, its trustees, its faculty and ibs stud-
el ave ready Lo give continvous and serious concern and effort to
what it can offer women for their intellectual growth and develop~
ment; unless we are willing to accept as desirable that women will
demand a auality of education in no way inferior to that offerced me .
unless we are prepared to acknowledge that the restricted roles of
women in the past are outmoded, and the intcllectual talents of wo-
men are "an important personal and public resource to be devoloped
and ased with care and courage"; unlcss we can cmbrace all of these
things, Princeton should abandon all thought of admitting women,

In our opinion, this point cannot be stressed too much.

-

-~ Profossor Gardncr Patterson, 1968



I. FACULTY
Women are under-represented at all levels of the Princeton faculty and
are most noticeably absent from the highest levels, Of the 699 _ ~ofessors,
Associate Professors, Assistant Professors, Lecturers, and Iﬁstructors pic~

tured and listed in The Princeton University Faculty 1970-1971 (a handbock

published by the University), only 26 (or 3.27%) are women. Of the 673 male
faculty members listed, 371 (over 55%4) are in the two top Professorial ranks,

In the same ranks, we find three (11.5%) of the 26 females. (Sce Table 1.)

Table 1,

— . e

- e ey -

PRINCETON UNIVERSITY FACULTY BY SEX AND RANK

- — —

cent Percent

Percent Perce. . of of

Rank Total Male TFemale Male Female Males* TFemales*
Professor 274 272 2 99.27 .73 Lo, 42 7.69
Associate Professor 100 09 1 99,00 1.00 14.71 3.85
Assistant Professor 175 167 8 95,43 4,57 24.81 30,77
Lecturer 36 73 3 90.70 9.30 11.59 3C.77
Instructor L5 39 6 86.67  13.33 5.79  23.08
Lecturer with the

rank of Professor 11 11 0 1.00,00 0,00 1.63 0.00
Lecturer w, rank of

Associate Professor 6 5 1 83.33 16.67 0.74 3,85
Lecturer w. rank of

Assistant Professor 2 2 0 100,00 0.00 0.30 0.00
Totals 699 673 26 99,99 100,01

*The percenfage ofﬂéiivﬁaigé_fg} females) on the faculty who hold this rank,
(Source: The Pringeton University Faculty 1970-1971.)

A full 99.27% of the Professors, 99% of the Associate Professors, and

95.43% of the Assistant Professors at Princeton are men. Almost 80% of the

6




~2
men or “ho faculty, but only about 407 of the wemen, hold one of these three
ranks. About 207 of the men, and 58% of the women, hold the relatively
"exceptional' renks of Lecturer or Instructor~-untenured positions tr which
appointments are normally made for only cne year. Thus, the few women on the
Princeton faculty are disproportionately represented at the lowest .ranks.

Princeton's individual Departments and Schools narve a great deal of
independence in the selection of their staffs, and one would expect the
distribution of women among these units to be, in part, a reflection of the
attitudes and practices concerning women which prevail within the separate
Departments and Schools , Talle 2 indicates the nmubers of male and female
fsculty members for each of these units,

Table 2 also indicates the number of "Visiting" staff mombers. Generallr,
"isiting" seems to have one of two meanings: 1) She staff member is
actually affiliated with another institution and is st Princeton part-~time
or while on leave from his "home" institution, or 2) The staff member is
not affiliated els ewhere'; but is employed at Princetcn only on & short~term
contract {(usually one or two semesters).v An informal survey indicates that
Wigiting" men tend to fall into the first catzgory, wimen into the second.

Fourteen Deparxtments and twe Scaacls at Princeton nave no females on
their "regular' (non-'"visiting") teaching staffs: Anthrepology, Astro-

piysical Sciences ,. Biochemical Sciences, Biology, Chemistry, Classice',

NoSes relating to Table 2 (page 3):

*"Regular" faculty includes teaching personnel not listed as affiliated
elsewhere--excluding "Visiting" staff.

#*%The Woodrow Wilson School is exceptional in that only ter of its 60
"pegular' staff members are affiliated exclusively with the School.

#x%The discrepancy between the +totals in Tables 1 and 2 is agparently due
to several men being listed as members of more than one Dzpartment in the

Catalogue., ‘ 7



Table 2.

—— et

THE FACULTIES'OF PRINCETON!S DEPARTMENTS AND SCHOOLS 1970-1971

e T <R e P—— S

"Regular™ "Vﬁsiting"

Department_or School Total Male TFemale Wale TFemale
Anthropology ‘ ' v 7 0 0 1
Art & Archaeology ‘ 16 15 1 4 . 0
hstrophysical Sciences 21 21 0 1 0
- Biochemical Sciences 13 13 0 1 0
Biology ' ol 24 0 1 0
Chemistry 26 26 0 5 0
(Classics 14 14 0 4 0
Fast Asian Studies 17 14 3 1 0
Economics 39 38 1 0 0
Fnglish 42 40 2 1 0
Geological & Geophysical Sciences 18 18 0 3 0
Germanic Lenguages & Literatures 13 13 0 0 0
History 43 L 2 2 0
Mathematics ' o Co o oLy 0 5 0
Music e 14 i . . 0 i 0
Near Eastern Studies : 11 9 2 I 0
Philosophy , 22 2% 1 6 0
Physics 58 53 0 I 0
Politics 35 33 2 1 0
Psychology ' 26 25 0 2 1
Religion 13 13 0 2. 0
Romance Languages & Literatures 28 23 5 0 0
Slavic Tanguages & Literatures 10 8 Ly 2 1
Sociology 22 20 2 3 2
Statistics 7 7 0 7 0
School of Architecture & Urban Planning 21 20 1 8 0
School of Engineering & Applied Science 99 99 0 12 0
Woodrow Wilson School** : M 10 10 0 3 0
,EKTC. Totalst ks 716 690 26 83 - 5

(Source: - Official Register of Princeton University: General Catalogue 1970~71.)
o




Gealogical "and Geuphlysical Sciences, Germinie Lavguapes and T."l.+.(u‘r':l.'btu:’cﬁ',
Mathematics; Music, Physics; P- ychology, Religion, Statistics, the School of
Engineering and Applied Science; and the Weodrow Wilson School (or that por-
tion of the Wilson School staff which ié“hot affiliated elsewhere).

No women are to bé found on the féculty in any of the Natural Sciences,
Mathematics; or in Engineering and Applied Science., The School of Engineering,
for example; has a total of 111 regular and visiting staff members, all male,
Perhaps even more surprising is the absence of any women faculty members in
the social sciences and humaritics listod chove. It is prebable that fully

qualified women could be found in any of the fields listed. Table 3 gives

some basis upon which to estimate the pools of qualified women for eight

of these awreas.

Table 3.
PERCEJTAGE OF DOCTORATES AWARDED TO WOMEN TN SELECTED FIELDS TN 1967-1968
eSS i oS 2O = '

e

Anthropolegy 23,99 German 23-9%
Biochemistry © 22,37 Mathematics 6.0%
General Biclogy 29.0% Music C 1k,5%
Chemistry 3.0% Psychology 22.5%h

(Source: Earned Degréees Conferred, Office of Education; OE—54013-68ﬁA;)

Three Departments and one School at Princeton have one fcmale "regular!
faculty member each: Art and Archaeology; Economics; Philosophy; and the
School of Architscture and Urban Planning; Five Departments have two women
each: English, History, Near Eastern Studies, Politics, and Sociology.

One Department; East Asian Studies; has three women. One; Slavic Languages
and Litefatures; has four, One: Romance Laﬁguages and Literatures; has. five.

At Zivsh giance: these last two Departments wonld seem to have taken a
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step beyond tokerdsm in the integration of women into -the fgculty. However,
a second look casis some doubt upon this interpretation. In Slavic Languages
and Literatures, all four of the women are Lecturers; and there are no male
Lecturers and no Instructors of either sex in the Department. Princeton's
recent decisicn to eliminate its graduate program in Slavic makes the future‘
" of these women over 15% of the total women on the faculty) very uncerzain.
The Administration has said that it will not terminafe any temured Depart-~
ment members, but Lecturcrs do not have contimuing tenure. Romance Larguages
and Literatures has one female Assistant Professor, but the other four
women in the Depsrtment are Instructors~~the lowest rung on the hierarcnical

ladder and a potentially terminal position.

IT. ADMINISTRATION

Ls of the begimming of this year (fiscal 1971) about one~quarter of the
approximately 300 reople in Princeton's Administration were women. HAbout 65%
of these women were Administrative Assistants, the lowest rank in the Adminis~
traﬁion (with an emmal salary range of $7;OOO-$10,800). Most of the
remainder were hdrinistrative Associates ($8,700~$13;300). Oniy four wcmen
were Administrative Officers ($10;800—$16,500). There were no women in the
three highest ranks of the Administration: Senior Administrative Officer

($13,000~$19;900); Iniversity Officer ($16,-00-$24,800), and Senior University

Officer ($20,600 and up). The General Cata_ogue 1970~1971 lists 21
"Officers of the University," all mern, |
There is an impression; shared by a significant number of women doing adminis~

trative work, that wemen are often paid less (and may be officially classified

at lower ranks) thar men doing substantialiy similar work, and that women rust be

relatively better quaiified than men1%% orcer to obtain promotior. or salary
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increases. There.is aléo can fmpression that the rank of Administrative
Assistant~~seemingly the logical first step in a career in adminictrative
work~~is often a terminal position for Women; whe are given this rank at the
end of their careers as a ‘reward for long and faithful service! to the
University as QOffice personrel, This is not the place‘ to prove or disprove
sucn allegations; perhaps it is enough to say that these impressions are

so widespread that they should either be proved or disproved.

III. OTHER STAFF

Princeton employes between 2,000 and 2,500 non~teaching personnel, of
wl'.mm about 40% are female. In only one staff division‘, "Food Service! workers,
does the percentage of women employed bear & close relationship %o the per;
centage of women in the total Princeton University work force, "Office Staff"
(over 95% female) and "Library Staff" (about 90% female) appear to be rather
firmly classified as "women's wark." ULaboratory and Shop Staff" (over 85%
male) and "Maintenance and Service Staff" (nearly 100% male) are job categor-
ies primerily filled with men. Thus--while there may or may not be cases in
which men and women are paid diflerent salaries for doing the same job=-
in most cases men and women are nob hired to do the same Jjobs at Princeton.

There are separate salary schedules for the various Job classifications;
and there is a clear possibilisy thet inequitable salaries are offered for
ments" and "women's" jobs reqiring similar amounts of skill and effort.
Certainlyv,' there are significaat differences in the salary ranges between
different categories.‘ For exemple-; current anmual salaries for Office
persommel (mostly women) rang: from $4; 004 to '$8.,'502.'1 Ainmual salaries
for Laboratory and Shop perscmel (mostly men) range from $4,394 to

$10';894 (leaving aside thosg: jobs for which no upper salary limit is drawn).z

1 1




A comparison of the anmmnal salary zwhes of the ecloven fowmrlos cm—
ployed as Office Staff in one Department to those of the ten males cmployed
as Laboratory and Shop Staff in the same Department is of some interest in
this connection, Comparing the meéns of the two groups, we find that, as of
December 1970, the women had workcd for the University for an average of
four years, the men for an average of 4,1 years, Thé_mean armual salary of
the women wes $5,562; that of the men, $6,521, Thus, on the average, the
men were making 5959 (or over 17%) more than the women. If medians are
compared, the women had worked for an average of 3 years, the men for 2.5.
The median salery of the women was $5,304; that of the men, $6,461. Thus,
the median saleory of the men was $1,157 (or almost 22%) more than that of the
women. If the Lab and Shop workers had been limited to a 36% hour week
(as the Office workers werc), their mean salary would still have been about
$348 (or over 6%) more than that of the women; their median salary, akout
$551 (or over 9%) greater than the women'!s.

Table 4 indicates the annmual salary rates of several categories of

workers prescently cmployed in another Department:

Table 4,

ANNUAYL SATARY RATES IN DEPARTMENT "Y" AS OF MARCH 1971

Men Vomen

Mean Salary, Laboratory and Technical Workers $ 6,949 $ 6,650
Median Salary, Labvoratory and Technical Workers 7,072 6,752

_ Mean Salary, Secrctarial Workers ——— 54550
Median Salary, Sccretarial Workers —— 5,304
Mean Salary, "Professional! Workers 11,229 8,293
Medien Salary, "Professional" Workers 8,700 8,400

R

12
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There -are 34 employees in Department Y',b 20 women and 14 men.. Tive of
the women and two of the men are employed on a part~time basis. ‘Throughout
this section—,“ means and medians have been computed by using tho snrual
salary "base! fur part-time workers', that is”,b the amount they would be
earning 1f they vere employed full~time,) Six womer and seven men are
emp. £ laboratory and tech ical personnel., Trz mean anmuel salury of
the mea "= $299 ‘or nearly 5%) :ore than that of the women, The men's
medisn &..mal salary is $320 (again, nearly 5%) morc than the wemenls.
Whether by intent ¢r by accidentA, Jjobs of this category in Department Y are
allotted on the busis of sex. The women are all laboratory technicians ;
the laboratory techricians are all Women.' The men hold a variety of positions,
including greenhouse worker',- animal careta.ke:“‘,' maintenance worker, and stock
room keeper.‘

Animal caretakers receive relatively low salaries', yet e\'rery rale
employee in this Depariment earns. more than he mean salary ($5,55.) of
the seven secretarisl werkers in the Department (21l of whom are ;‘emale) -

It is questionable whebher the amount of skill and effort needed o feed
and water animals is sufficiently greater tran the amount required to per~
form secretarial duties %o justify any such cifference in payw.

Department Y also has o staff of seven male and seven female "poro~
fessionals"~~holders of doctorates and people in high skill arsas. The
difference between the mean salaries of the men and women in this group is
52,936 (over 35‘,"3)‘,' and the difference between *heir median salaries is
$300 (almost 44)., Bither way, the men are making more money than the womer,

A job by job“,‘ person by person comparison; using the case history

method",‘ cannot be carried out in this report. However, it sheuld be noted

18
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hat it .is not-clsar that greater skill o:r experience is required for eutry
into the male-dominated Laboratory and Shop category than for entry into the
relatively lower-pa, ns “smale~dominated Office category. In fact: the
reverse may be true. For examy'a; in order to become = "Trainee Technician!
(a Lab and Shop posit: 1 one ced have only a righ :chool education, or
its equivalent; and a 3t: .z ir .rest or aptitude in “he skill to be
performcd; The current ' “dmum .2lary for a "Trainee Technician" is
$4;888 annually; with en  utomz-“c increase *o $5;ZOO after 6 months
satisfactory service." <.z skil s reguired to become a "Typist 'A'" (an
Office position) include typing speed and accuracy; and Jjudgement in the
setting up of materials and/or knowledge of difficult terminology. Ihe
applicant mist be able to deal with statistical tabulations, foreign lan-
guages: specialized terminology; formulae; ond bibliographical tables. The
current minimum salary for a "Typist 'At?" is $4,420, with no "automatic
increase! guaranteed. Thus; the reiatively skilled "Typist fal" receives,
from the start; lower pay per hour than the unskilled "Trainee Technician,"
On 8 March 1971;‘new "Position Classification and Salary Structure"
schedules—-to bezcome effective 1 July 1971~~were issued by the Office of
Personnel Services. There were sa.ary increases in all Job categories;
but inequities between "ment!s" and "women!s" areas do not seem to have been
eliminated, Indeed; in some instances: they seem to have become greater,
For example; the minimum salary of an "Animal Caretaker" is presently almost
4% more than that of a "Departmentsl Secretary" (a higher position thar
a2 “Typist M), As o 7 July: it will be almost 6% more.
On the newly issued schedules; *he salaries for Office and Library

staff range from $4,250 =2 $9.022; the salaries for Laboratory and Shop staff

14
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range from $LI",65LI» to $11,102 (excludi- senior Staff," for whom ro upper
salary 1limit is indicated). On these s~hdules (as on the current cnes)
Office and Library salaries are based a 36% hour week, while Laboratory
and Shop salaries are based on a 40 hour week, Thus, even were a.l hourly
wage inequities elimina’c-edv, the annual Office and Library salaries would
still be depressed by approximately 10% in relation to Laboratory and Shop
salaries.

The justification for limiting jobs in "women's" areas to 2 364 hour
Week‘; while basing jobs in "men!s" areas on the standard 40 hour week, is
not clear. This practice would seem to proceed, in part, from the assumption-~
widely held in this society~—that men must earn a "living wage,' but wcmen
work "just for pin money" or out of borcdom. This assumption of differences
between the motives and needs of working men and women has beer refuted by
the U,5. Department of Labor's studies on working women.

0f all working women'; 42% are working to support themselves or thelr
(husbandless) families. Of the rest who are married, six in ten are mebers
of families which would have incomes of less than $7,000 without their
earnings; Many of the women employed by Princeton are working to put theix
husb?-nd-s through school, and must work in Princeton because that is where
their husbands are. Tike most other women ’and men), they need full~time
jobs',' and they "need the purchasing power as well as the satisfaction of a
wage which matches their contribution on thre ,job."3

It has been noted that women secm, on “he whole, to be confined tc cer-
tain types of work =t Princeton; and that they seem to be paid less general_l&
than male employees, lsromotion practices concerning women also may be in-~

[l{fC equitable. There is sore evidence that thers a?e ceilings beyond which wome:
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are rarely promoted or hired, e¢ren in "women?®s" fields~~the top jobs being
reserved for meﬁ. For example, about 90% of the "nen-professicmal" Library
sta’f members are woﬂen; but of the nine top University Librariz-s only one

(the Assistant University Librarian for Preparations) is a woman94

IV. STUDENTS.

For several years before coeducation was introduced, Princeton had
allowed a limited number of women to pursue their graduate training at the
University; an& a very small number to participate in selected under-
graduate coursecs. However; Princeton!s "real commitment! to the education
of women may be said to have begun in 1969, when the University began accept-
ing women for undergradi-ate training leading to the baccalaureate.

When the Trustees of Princeton first approved the plans for under~
graduate coeducation; they adopted the concept of A single institution,
with an established ratio of women to men students, but with no separate
residential college."5 The objective of the University, as originally
formulated and recently reaffirmed, is to have "l!at least 1,000 women!
eventually in Princeton." while "maintaining the mmber of men undergraduates
at about the present level of 3",200.“6 Thus Princcton plans "eventually" to
achiove a male~female ratio of a little over 3 to 1 ("ot least"’,

Before this "established ratio" was decided upes, tae alternative of
"admitting women in very small numbers" (eniough'. to make up only 2 to 4% of
the student body) had been examined; and had been found by some t- be

"attractive because it would accomplish at relatively small cost tre important
:objective of removing any stigma that may come to be attached to Prirceton

he future resulting. from its discriminatory admissions practics, U’

16




Ultimately Princeton seems to hmre concluded +r  -conscious tokenism. would
not be a sound defense against ¢ arges of discri inazion, but that a quota
system which limited females (51% of the poyulat .on) to 25% of the student
body would be equitable,

Duing 1969~1970; 169 of the 3,427 unc.srgr2casztes were women, giving a
male~female ratio of over 19 to 1, As of Septem>er 1970, the predicted
figures for 1970-71 were for 3,698 undergraduate . including 429 women,
yielding a malo~female ratio of almost 8 tc 1. “he !interim total' of women
undergraduates planned by 1973-1974 is 650, As November 1970, it seecmed
"possible" that about 800 women might be enrolied by fall 1973. Thus,
Princeton hopes to attain a male~female ratio of 4 or 5 to 1 during the
fifth year of coeducation.8

The primary reason cited by the University for not increasing the
nmurber of women more rapidly--by sharing rather than expanding its present
facilities~~is that it premised that it would not do so.9

A second reason put forth is that the substitution of women for some
of the men at Princetoﬂ would have an adverse effect on the University!s
operating budget. The stated assumption upon which this reason is based is
that the differences in course elections beiween men and women are significant
and predictable.lo There are a number of things wrong with making this assump-
tion, only two of which will be mentioned rere,

The first problem is that the predictions are bound to be imprecise,
and may be very imprecise, When Princeton's entering freshmen were asked
in fall 1970 to indicate their "probable mejor Tield of study;“ there were
some percentage differences between the mele & 1 female responses; but these

differences were not necessarily of the size @3 sort predicted. For example,
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a much greater percentage of women {6.7)-than of-men (3.9) expressed interest
in the Biological Sciences. Again, while only 6.1% of the men cited Mathe~
matics or Statistles as their choice, 12% of the women chose these fields~—-—

calling forth this marginal comment in the Princeton Alumni Weckly: "It was

expeeted that women at Princeton would revive the fine arts departments; no
one expected that this many would have a yearning for calculus."11 Apparently,
it is not even possible to predict reliably the non-scholarly interests of

females as opposed to males, As the Alumrd Weckly noted in another issue,

"Even the new modern dance course, established especially for women, has
found a kind of reverse integration: it now enrolls 50 men and only 10 girls,"
(Emphasis added;)lz

Secondly,‘such assumptions, even though incorrect in the sense of pre-~
dicting the free choices of students, are likely to serve to some extent as
self-fulfilling propheciés, reinforcing prevalent sex stercotypes. The
"unexpected" academic choices cited above were “hose of entering freshman
women, Whether or not these will be their final choices depends in part
upon the feedback these women receive from others &t the University. if it
were "authoritatively" predicted, for example, that no females would malor
in Engineering; then any female who expressed her intention of dbing‘so would
be liable to be looked upon as "odd" because unexpected, Being viewed as an
oddity would almost undoubtedly cause her to reconsider her choice and--unless.
she were very determined indeed~~might well cause her to choose some other
field the University viecwed as more "feminine,"

A third reason offered--for not (temporarily) reducing the number of men
in order to increase the rumber of women~-is that, regardless of the progress of

IERJ!:~cdcducqtion; Princeton should gradually increase in size, Iiid, sincd it is
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anticipated that 3,200 men will be Ancluded in the enlarged student body?
this rumber of men should be maintained throughout the growth period.lé
Separated from the issue of predicted budgetary dislocations~~which has already
proven to be a very murky issue indeed--this would seem to be a value jJudgment 4
rather +han « reason, One might with similar logic say that since Prinéeton
wltimately plans to have at leaét 1,000 women, it should have admitted ét |
least 1,000 in 1969, ‘

Whatever the rationale, Princeton presently has~~and intends in the future

to havcf~a quota system which ineguitably limits the number of women admitted, ‘

no matter how many apply and no matter how highly qualified the applicants

are, The Tigures in Table 5 roflect this fact.

Table 5.

———— —. = - e

COMPARATIVE STATISTICS ~ CLASS OF 1974

Number Number Percent Number Percent Percent
Sex Applied Admittecd Admitted Entering Intering of Class
Male 6328 1404 22.19 813 57.91 82,04
Female 2054 288 14,02 178 61.81 17.96
Total 8382 1692 991 100,00

(Source: Princeton Alumni Weekly, 13 October 1970, p. L,)

About 20% of those who applied to enter Princeton in fall 1970 were
accepted, More than 22% of the male applicants were accepted, but only
about 14% of the female applicants. Had more women applied, the percentage
of female applicants accepted would have been smaller. That the females
who actually entercd Princeton's Class of 1974 were more highly qualified
academically thaq their male classmates is indicated by the results of a

[SRJ!:‘ survey conducted by the American Council on Education, According to that
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survey, 97% of the entering womem-had high school grade averages of 5+ or
sbove. The same was true of only 86.5% of the men. None of the female respon-~

dents reported an average below a B, Four and two-tenths percent of the males

did, As the Alumni Weckly concluded from this and other data in the report,
14 One might
slso conclude that some of the women wno were not admitted were "smarter"

than some of the men who were.

(It should be noted that the effests of Princeton's admissions policies
spread far oeyond the yvears any particular female might spend as a student.
For anyone who desires to pursue an academic or professional carcer, admission
to college is anazlogous to admission to the "apprenticeship" programs of in-
dustry. Thus; by denying women an equél‘opportunity to enter as students,
Princcton inequitably limits their future carecr choices,

Once at Princeton, those female students fortunate enough to have been
admitted must face a near total lack of adequate role models~~of talented and
successful professionnl women. They must also somehow risc above the étrongly
negative opinions of women held be some of the men who are in 2 position to
influence their lives. Consider, for example, the publicly stated views of
the University!s Director of Mental Health. When asked in 1969 what he thought.
of the coming of coeducation, Dr. Reik replied, "Coeducation would be more-
healthy socially; but whether cocducation would be better academically is
questionable. Women would ke distracting. They still haven't come up to men
intellectually., Girls tend to lear passively, - For instance many women go
into musio; but how many women compnsers can you na.me?"15

It is uncléar how widespread such outspoken anti~female attitudes are at

Princeton. Nevertheless, Dr. Reik's contiimed tenure ¢. ‘he office of Director
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of Mental Health is surely indicative of some more general lack of sensi~

tivity within the University community.

7. CONCLUSTONS AND SUGGESTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

A bias against women at Princetpn is implicit in all of the figures
and remarks which have been cited in this report, Despite advonces made
during the past year or two; women constitute only 3.27% of the faculty, and
less than 25% of the Administration. In both areas, they are disproportion-
ately found at the lowest ranks. imong other personnel, there is a strong
tendancy toward segregated male ard femalz job classifications, with the
"woments" jobs receiving lower pay bascd on a shorter work week., Promotion
practices may also affect men and women differently., At present, woﬁen
constitute less than 12%~~and, if sresent plans are carried out, will eventu-
ally constitute only 25%~-of the uvndergraduate student body.

The evidence has led us to conclude that prejudice and discrimination
on the basis of sex are pervasive at Princeton, Whether consciocus or uncom-
Scious! subtlc or cbvious: whether axpressed by Adminisﬁfators, facdltyl
members; or others; whether minifesiing itself in hiring and ﬁromotion practices.,
.salary'ranges; or admissions policiss; this prejudice and discrimination have
a profound and damaging effect upon the female members of the University
commnity.

In 1968; Professor Patterson suggested that ¥, estaking account of the
social and political changes going on in cur society, it would be prudent
to anticipate that legislation providing feceral aid to students may cﬁntain
clauses which would prevent the extension of such grants to institutions
practicing discrimination by sex as well as by race, creed or color."16

- In view of Section 805 of H.R. 1€098, H.,R. 18278, and similar pending legisla~
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tion, that suggestion is certainly worthy of attention.

Moreover, Exccutive Order 11246, as amended in October 1968 by Exccu-
tive Order 11375, presently.forbids Federal Contractors (such aos Princeton
University) to discriminote on the basis of sex in employment or job-
training programs. In addition, thesc Orders require Contractors to decvelop
and implement affirmotive action programs to redress the effects of past
discrimination and estoblish cguitoble patterns for the future.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfarc is presently cnforeing
these Orders at universitics throughout the country. Scveral major universi-
ties, such as Harvard and the University of Michigan, have had Federal contracts
withheld pending implementotion 6f programs to eliminate sex discrimina-
tion.,

It is worth aoting the kinds of affirmative action which have been
required by HEW at other institutions., At Michigan, for example, HEW required
that the University--in order to rcmain cligible for Federal contracts--
must, among other things: 1) Achieve salary equity in cvery job category;

2) Pay back ﬁages to each female cmployce who has lost wages becausc of
discriminatory treatment since 13 October 1968; 3) Achicve o ratio of femalc
cmployment in academic positions a2t least equivalent to the ratio of qualificed
fomele appliconts; 4) Increase ratios of female admissions to all Ph,D grad-
uate programs; 5) Incrensc participotion of women in committees involving
the sclection ond treatment of cmplcyces; 6) Assure that femalc applicants
for nonacademic cmployment arc considercd on the basis of their qualifications
and that the concept of separate male and femalc job classifications is
climinated through changes in rccruitment procedurcs; 7) Assurc that a1l
[1<i(jprcsent female cmployecs occupying nonncademic positions who have qualifica-

e tions equal to or exceeding those of male euployceos ocenpying higher level
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positions be given primary consideration for promotion.l7

The University of Pernsylvania is also taking affirmative action in
regard to women, In announcing the first steps toward climinating sex
discrimination, President lMeycrson stated: "Our action is loss because of
the Federal Government pressing us, but more because of the humaneness that
universities stand for., We should.bc concerned not just with half of humanity
but with all of it, "o

There can be no doubt that the time has come to formulate and imple-~
ment affirmative action plans for Princeton. This University is gencrously
supported by public funds, both directly and indirectly. The use of such
funds to support any institution whiéh accords women and men the sort of
differential treatment which results in a ﬁa1e~female ratio in the undergradu-
ate student body of (a projected) 3 to 1l, in the Administrative Staff of
3 to 1; at the full Profcssor level of 136 to 1, in the general faculty of
almost 26 to 1; in the Office Staff of about 1 to 24, and in the Mainten-

ance and service Staff of about 124 to 1, is certainly open to challenge.
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