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ABSTRACT - : ,
The status of women faculty in golleges and
universities is considered. While there has bee¢h increasqd hiring of
vomen on college -faculties, women faculty members still lag behind
men in rank and salary, even when differences in fields,
institutions, and postdoctoral €xperience are considered. Wcmen '
presently constitute about 24 percent of the full-time instructional
faculty in higher education. Most of the growth in the gropcertion of
.women faculty can be attributed to.the hifing of individuals under
the age of 30 to f£ill untenured positions. Only 46 percent cf . women
_faculty have tenure, compared to 72 percent of men faculty. Women
faculty, on the average, receive 17.5 percent less in shlary. One of
the reasons given for the lov percentade of women gaining tenure and
the declining number of women full préfessors is the relatiyely low
nusber of women who received doctorates before 1970. Once apgpointed
40, tenure-track posit}ons, vomen faculty cl;nﬂ’the academic ladder
lJ}e slowly than men. Since teaching, research,, and institutional
. service are all important factors in the evaluatiom of faculty for
' rrosotion and salary increases, it is necessary to determine if male
and“female. faculty differ in the amount of time' they spend doing
. ‘¥hose things. There is, for instance,. a considerable difference
" “between the teaching loads of full-time male and female faculty:
vomen.more often are involved in teaciing. The evidence about the
publicatior rates of male veérsus female faculty\seeasg conflicting;
however, even when the publicatidn rates of academic vémen and men
are identical, men are promoted more rapidly. The individual's
' professional visibility and service to the institution &s factors
"‘oftent considered for advancement alwo are ajddressed. (SH)
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g% ecent efforts to bring about
i’% equity have increased the hiring
of women on college faculnes. -
Women faculty members, -
however, sull lag behind men 1n rank
and salary, even when differences 1n
fields, insututions, and postdoctoral
experience are taken into account.
Women presently consutute about .
24 percent of the full-ume-
nstrucuional faculty 1n higher {
«education. While th€ proportion of
women faculty has increased shghtly in
recent years, most of this growth can
be attributed to the hiring of .
individuals under the age of 30-to fill
untenured positions. Only 46 percent

of women faculty have tenure,
compared to 72 percent of men faculty

" (1). In addiuon, the percentage of

~
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tenured faculty who are women has
actually declined in recent years, going
from 27.4 percent 1n 1974-75 to 25.1
percent w'1976-77 (see Chart No. 1).
» Women faculty, on the avérage,
rective 17.5 percent less 1n salary.
Salary differences persist even when
academic field, type of institution, and
rank are taken into account. For
example, the average male professor at
a private umversity receives $28,589
while the averige female full professor
ves $25,2)9. Although the salary
d to be less at the lower
1s no type of nstitution, -
Id, or faculty rank where

)
- by Ruth B, Ekstrom
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. the average salaries of female faculty

equal or exceed the male average (2).
One of the reasons given for the low

perdentage of women gaining tenure
and the declining number of women
full professors 1s the relatively low
number of women who received
doctorates before 1970. Women
received about 15 percent of the
doctorates 1n the.1930s, By the 1950s,
this figure had declined to 10 percent.
During the 1970s, the proporton of
doctorates granted to women has
increased sharply, reaching 24.9 ¢
percent in 1976; however, most of.
these recent doctorates are not yet
eligible for tenure-level positions.

.
‘'

Wamen (sed to Face
Discrimination in Hiring

The proportion of doctorates-

. awarded,to women 1s increasing in all
acadenmc areas. However, there are
considerable differences in the
proportions across fields. Forty-five
percent of all doctorates awarded 0
women-are 1n the fields of .
anthropology, biology, education, the
health sciences, psychology, and the
Romance languagcs Other fields 1n
which women receive more than 25
pergent of the doctorates are home
economics, art history, Germanic
languages, comparative literature,
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sotial work, English, speech, library
‘scignces, linguistics, classics,
microbiology, and sociology. The
fields that attract the most women are
those already glutted with’Ph.D.’s.
There 15 sull a particularly severe lack
- of women 1n academic fields such as
mathematics, where women are 11
percent of all doctoral faculty, and
chemistry, where women are 13
percent of the dactoral faculty, and 1n
engineering and “the physical sciences.

Unul recently, the recrurtment
process was a serious barrier to the
employment of women faculty
members. Job critena often assumed
the traditonal white male life-style and
career ladder. Moreover, women job
cahdidates wete frequently viewed in
terms of sex-role steremtypes suggesting
that they are less intelligent than men,
that they do not have a,real
commitment o a carecr and that they
- are irresponsible and emouonally
ufstable.

Various institutional policies also
limited the recruitment of women.
Amti-nepotism policie which seem to
be disappearing, prevented academic
women from being employed 1n the .
same department or institution as their
husbands. Policies preventing
institutions from hiring thesr own

N

/graduatcs often hmited job

opportunities for women who were not
able to relocate. .

]

-

JUE 1 51980 &




P
: Women also were often affected by
societal expectations and, as a result,
sometimes undervalued themselves and
their abilities. Married women, for
hlmnoe,mayhavcbeeﬁl.cdmcxpea‘
~ “that their husbands’ careers shoudd be
more important than their own. The
) evidence suggesis that académic
‘ women have been morg likely than
equally able men to seek jobs in the
less-prestigious institutions, in the  ,°
lower ganks, or in marginal types of
employment. For example, women
* have been more likely to seek jobs in ¢
two- or four-year colleges than in
fesearch universities.

Tenure Decisions Still
. Reflect Sexist Bias

A 3
g . Despite these problems, there
appears to have been a sincere cffort in
* recent years at, affirmative action in the

Bayer and Astin (3) and Cartter and
,  Ruhter (4) reportéd.that, by the mid-
.+ 1970s, gyidence of sex discrimination

evidence also suggests that, in
- academic ficlds, women with
, doctorates receive a disproportiona
small percentage of tenure-track
. appointments and may be more likely
* to take postdoctoral appointments and
other alternative positions..
Once appointed to tenure-track .
positions, women faculty climb the
"+ academic ladder more slowly than
men. For example, among men arid
women who received Ph.D.’s between
v." 1960 apd 1969, men are two to three’
times, as likely to have become full
*  professors as women. The lag in
schieving tenured status varies
somewhat with the academic field, .
being least in the social sciences and
. . greatest in the physical sciences.
According to recent data compiled by
Lilli Hornig for the National Academy
. ! of Sciences’ Commission on Human
* " Regourtes, “The propartion of men
o thieving tenure has exceeded that of
women by about § to 20 percent
among recent doctoral cohorts” AN
Since teaching, research, and :
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recruitment of women faculty. Both .

institutional service are all important
Pactorg in the evaluation of faculty for
promotion and salary Bacreases, 1t 1s
necessary to determine if male and
female faculty differ in the amount of

. time they spend doing these things.

There is, for instance, a considerable
erence between the teaching loads
of full-time male and femal¢ faculty.
The-NCEs data show that only 35
percent of female university faculty,
compared to 53 percent of male

umversity faculty, teach eight hours or -~

less per week. Twenty-eight percent of
women faculty members, compared to
15 percent of the men, teach 13 or
more hours per week. In four-year
colleges, significantly more women
than men teach more than 17 hours

. per week.

Women faculty are often reported as
being more interested 1n teaching than
in research. This preference may be

- related to the higher proportion of -

women faculty in four-year and two-
year colleges, which emphasize
teaching, or to male-female differences
in field of specialization. There is also

considerable evid;nce that, in graduate |

school and in their careers, academic
women are steered away from research
and encouraged to teach.

" Tidball (5) described how male

faculty membeérs subscribe to the

" research 1mage of an insutution’as

defining institutional quality and how
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research is an unportant part of the
image of academic soccess. Each

the relative importance of teaching and
research to its mission and institutional
values and then see that the critena’by
which its faculty are evaluated
consistently reflect. this decision§

The data on male-female difftrences ,

in teaching loads suggests that male

* faculty have more time for research
thafl female faculty. Additionally,
there are data (6) suggesting that male
fachlty veach graduite-level courses

m with greater frequency than

introductory eourses and, thus, have
more opportunity to obtain research
assistance from graduate students. In
universities, accordmg to Hornig,
almost 10 percent of male faculty say
they are pnmarily researchers.

" &

Women s Research is
* Evaluated Unfairly .

In insututions where “publish or,
penish” 15 the byword, considerable
emphasis 1s placed on publications
resulting from faculty research. The
evidence about the publication rates of

““faculty seems eonflicting. Simon,

Clark, and Galway, 1n “The Woman

Ph.D.: A Recent Profile” (1976), found

that the percentdge of Ph.D.’s who

have published at least one article was
higher amqng women than among.
men; howgI the mean number of

- articlessby men was higher. J.A.

Centra, in Women, Men, and the ___

Doctorate (1974), found that, among

Ph.D.’s, men produced more books
and articles omen. However» '
studies show that these Apparent
seéx differénces bécome insignificant '
when factors such as field, academic
rank, and type of position dre
considered (7).

Even &hen the publication rates of
academic women and men are
identical, however, men are promoted
more rapldly (8). One reason for this ¢
may be that publications by women
and men are not evaluated in the same
manher. For example, in blind tests,
.material beligved tq have been written -

by women has been judged less ° |

e

" college afid university should decide

-

v

competent than the same material
when thought to be by men (9).

When women’s research is
cvaluated; the criteria may reflect male
biases. Specifically, the significance of
an activity or of an atea of research
and scholarship;may be determified by

. what the male-dominated educational

community ha% defined as important
and legitimate. The different values
held by many women and munority
academicians are rarely taken into
consideration, and, as a consequence,
new types of scholagship and work
that challenge traditional views may be
“deprecated or undervalued. As Japet
Brown points out in “Professional
Development for Women™ (1976),
“Without a healthy mix of women and
minorities in the academic world,
many vafues and assumpnons wilf ?
remain unchalleng
This type of differential evaluation
of males and females continues .
throughout every phase of faculty
evaluation, including reviews for
salary, promotion, and tenure. Faculty
members serving on committees where
others are evaluated should be
sensitive to the problem of differential
evaluation and take whatever steps
they feel wil be most effective 1n
bringing this problem to the attention
of the rest of the group. There 15 a
need for training matenalsto-help

. faculty, administrators, gnd. trustees

become sensitive to the problems .(

\ differential evaluation.

»

The Structure of Academia
Still Limits Opportunities

~

Other factors often cansidered for
advancemeng are an individual’s
professnonal usnbllty and service to the
institution. In the past, women facdlty, -
weré often excluded from panels and.
committees set upby the-“old boys”
network. In his 1973 study,

“Institutional Vanauon in the Statys of
Academic Women, Rabinson reported
that women received fewer and less
prestigiou’s committee assignments
than men. More recent anecdotab
evidenceé suggests that women faculty
may now. be dealing with héavy

L

overloads of committee responsibilities a

as institutions seek to have a “token
female” on every committee. Gray (10)
has commented, “Few female faculty
. are tenured. Requiring their attendance
at frequent meetings may guarantee
that they, will never have the time or
opportunity to conduct the research e
necessary tQ pass a tenyre-review
proceduge

More§vcr, because women and
minority groups are underrepresented
on college faculties, they are under
special pressures to respond to the
informal counseling needs of women
and minority students and also to .
respond to requests for their services
" from women’s.groups and the minority~
community outside of academe. In
extreme cases, these individudls are -
asked to represent the college to
women and minority groups and o
defénd 1ts actions involving women
and minoriugs but are not given any .,
recognition for their intermediary role.

The inability of some male faculty
members to €onsider women as serious
academicians and researchers’is
» derived from societal atutudes that |
function as ¢overt bamers to career

. suecgss. Women are expected to do

poorly, apd when they-succeed, their
success 1s discounted. Research has »
demonstrated that the reasons
underlying male and female success are
differently perceived; male success is
ryplcally_attnbutgd to ability, while
female success is typically attributed to
luck (11). This tendency has been

- found to be more pronounced in
.occupations, like college professor,

%

* that are sex-stercotyped. Patricia

Graham, in her 1970 study on
“Women in Academe Has suggested -
that the inability of men to accept
“ women as equals creates particular
problems in the hiring of mature
~women for tenure-leve! positions, and
“in promoting them to tenure, Young
women can be hired for junior-level
positions without an implication of
equality’and thcn cast into the
stcreotyptc roles of daughter or .
mascot. © )
Moreover, academic womcn often |
lack access to exptriences necessary for
professlomﬂ advanccmcnt because of

P




their minority status in their
| < departments and institutions. When a_
" women is the only female in a
| *  deparubent or program, she is treaved
| o differently by her colleagues. The lone
'woman is subject to “statistical |
' .. discrimination” Either'she is treated as
if she resembles women on the average _
or she is cast into one of several . -
stereotyped roles. Individuals' who are
statistical rarities must spend more
time proving their competence,\and #,
) this additional demand may impede
o professional advancement.

Women Faculty Still Earn
" Less than Male Colleagues *

. Women faculty may respond to their

“token” status by exhibiting that
. phenomenon often described as “fear
" of success” However, Lockheed, 1n .
“Female Mouves to Avoid Success” o .
. (1975), suggested that what these . advancing rank. Thus, the salary more women faculty in two-and four-
women fear 1s not success bue being difference between men and women at year colleges and fewer in the research
considered deviant. This jgr isone)y  the level of assistant professor 1s 4 universities, where the highest salaries
reason why women’s gr are so percent; at the level of full professor, are found (see Chart No. 2). Another °
important for women faculty. ~ . 10 percent. Fifteen years after _ reason may be that the prgportion of
All of the ggsearch on faculty receiving the doctorate, women earn women 1s small in fields like medicine
. salaries shows that women earn less from 13 to 23 percent less than men. where salaries are high and large in the
= than men. According to 1978 data Women full professors in the sciences arts and humanities where salaries are
from the U.S. Office oAEducatian, the make from 9 to 28 percent less than low. But analyses controlling for field,
average salaries were $19,313 for male ~ men at this rank. : rank, and experi®nge show that these
. faculty and $15,941 for female A variety of reasons for this salary . salary differentials persist. Thus, it
faculty. The salary gap tends to gap have been advanced. One reason seems Jikely that the cause of these pay .
i both over time /;nd with " mmy be that there are proportionately differences 1s more fundamental and '
. . . » may be related to the same differential

evaluation processes that account for

the slower promotion of women.

There is supporting evidence for this in

research by Tuckman (12), who found

that the methods of determining

academid salary differ for males and

females. /
Sandler (13) has described some of *

the myths that may lead to lpwer

salaries for academic women. These

o Magried women faculty members don't.
negll as much money, so it's all nght to
‘pay them less. ) )

¢ YUnmarned women faculty-members don’t -« /
need as much money, $o 1t's all right to

+ , poy them less. .

o Academic women earn less than academn.
men because they aren’t as well qualified.




fail to see that they are victims of sex
(discrimination. As a consequence, they
“are not able to help well-intentioned
administrators understand the
incremental decisions that ténd to
exclude or discriminate against
women” Stronger social networks of
women faculsy have
recommended as one solutiorh A
serious commitment to improving the
status of women faculty also requires
that steps be taken to reduce their role
conflicts, furnish shem with the same
kind of role models and mentors that
men have available, and provide thery
with equitable s3lanes and career
opportunities.

[

- pinion Jeaders at almost every
level of postsecondary
education are deeply concerned

1 about the growing power of
federal, state, and local governments
to influence pohcy at educznonal
institutions.

They also worry about mcasunng
. the quahty of ry educatipn
and developing new modes ,
of institutionaf governance and

management. |

These are, somé of the conclusions
drawn from a recent Educational
Testing Service study of issues in
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identifying issueé*in i’ostsecohdary Education

.

analysis were AAUP Bulletin, Change,
Chromcle of Higher Education, \
Cqllege Board Review, Community
and Jutor College Journal, and
Compact. From these journals, 80
articles were chosen for further study.
In addition, 60 opinion leaders were
identified and asked to submit
documents dealing with postsecondary
education that they had presented or
published between January 1975 and
December 1977. Forty-one responded
by forwarding materials.

A total of 121 articles and
documents from the journals and
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