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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

[nstitutions of higher education have attempted to diversify
their faculty by recruiting women and minoritics. Those
eftorts, however, have been implemented without under-
standing how women and minority faculty fit in an institu-
tion dominated by men. especially White men. In particular,
recruitment has taken place without an understanding of the
social forces that shape the professional socialization and
workplace satisfaction of women and minority faculty. The
use of affirmative action in academia to increase the repre-
sentation of women and minority faculty. for example, has
often resulted in workers” perception that they are tokens or
outcomes of reverse discrimination practiced on White men.
By no means is the term minority facildly in this monograph
used to identify a homogeneous population. Rather, the term
is used as a descriptive category to discuss the workplace
experiences of non-White faculty. As such, the term minor-
ity faculty includes Latinos, Blacks, Asians, and American
Indians. It is not possible to examine the workplace experi-
ences of each minority group, given the limits of the
rescarch literature. In particular, the research literature on
minority taculty focuses primarily on the experiences of
Latinos and Blacks. The research literature does not so much
omit Asian and American Indian faculty from study as it
recognizes its limitations in making substantive comparisons
between minority groups. That is. more information is sim-
ply available on Black and Latino faculiy than on Asian or
American Indian faculty. As a resulr, comparisons between
the groups run the risk of being conceptually weak, given a
lack of data and information for some of the groups. In an
attempt to address the need for substantive comparisons in
the minority fuculty population, this monograph examines
the relative ditferences between minority groups in the fac-
ulty population when the data permit comparisons.

The termy wwomen faculty. on the one hand. is a descrip-
tlive category that inchudes women's experiences in the
workplace. The term is used to discuss and contrast the
academic experiences of women and men faculy in the
workpliace, On the other hand, the term is not homoge-
neous in its use: in particular, the term is not designed to
bury the workplace experiences of minority women facuity.
To this end, the workplace experiences of minority and
White women faculty are compared and contrasted 10 iden-
tfy commonalities and differences between them. In this

Women cndd Minority Facnliy in the Academic Workploace 1i
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manner, the understanding of how miinorily steatus and gen-
der are associated with the workplace experiences of minor-
ity women faculty are enhanced.

What Is the Status of Women and Minority Faculty in
Academia?

The number of women and minority faculty in higher educa-
tion has been increasing, with the implementation of affir-
mative action initiatives in higher education serving as a
vehicle for increasing their representation. Despite the in-
creased numbers, however, women and minority faculty
remain underrepresented in higher education relative to
their numbers in the ULS. population. Mareover, despite
appreciable gains in the number of Ph.D. degrees carned by
women and minorities, their proportionate representation in
the ULS. faculty populaton has renwined unchanged.

What Are the Organizational Features of the Academic
Workplace?

The academic workplace is characterized in popular think-
ing as u place of enlightened thought and discourse that

is immune to influences from the outside world. Its per-
ceived immunity to the outside world has resulted in a
perception that the academic workplace is free of conflict
and stress. The reality, however. is that the academic work-
place is characterized by group struggles over the definition
of knowledge and about what it means to be a knowledge-
able person. To survive in the academic workplace. faculty
members must align themselves with and participate in
institutional networks that define one’s position in a
knowledge hierarchy.

How are Women and Minority Faculty Treated in the
Academic Workplace?

The academic workplace has been described as chifly and
aliencting tor women and minority Liculty. On the one
hand, women and minority faculty find themselves
burdened with heavy teaching and service responsibilities
that constrain their opportunity to engage in research and
publication. On the other hand, women and minority facuity
are expected to assume and perform institutional roles that
allow higher cducation institutions to pursue diversity on
cumpus. But those roles are ignored in the faculty reward

C.




svstem, especially the awarding of tenure. The academic
workplace is thus chiflly and alienating for women and mi-
nority faculty because they are ascribed a peripheral role in
the acudemic workplace and are expected to perform roles
that are in conflict with expectations.

What Barriers to Professional Socialization Do Women
and Minority Faculty Experience in the Academic
Workplace?

Women and minority faculty are less satisfied than White
male faculty with the workplace because women and minor-
ity faculty pereeive themselves to be the victims of salary
incquities and a biased reward svstem. Women and minority
faculty are also perceived in the academic workplace as less
competent than White male faculty. As a result. White male
faculty often discredit feminist and minority research.
Women and minority faculty face barriers in the academic
workplace that question their legitimacy as academics and
their access to institutional resources and rewards that pro-
mote professional socialization.

Why Do We Need to Study the Academic Workplace for
Women and Minority Faculty?

An examination of the academic workplace for women and
minority faculty becomes imperative it one considers that
demographic predictions suggest that the ULS. worktorce will
become increasingly diverse in the 21st century. The two
populations most likely to determine diversity in the work-
place in the 2Ist century are women and minoritics. An
increased representation of women and minorities in the
workplace has implications for institutions of higher educa-
fion. especially at a time when it appears that faculty pools
are shrinking as the demand for new faculty is increasing. As
a result. one may speculate that women and minorities will
increase their representation in the faculty population, thus
providing institutions of higher education with an enhanced
opportunity to diversify their faculty ranks. If women and
minority faculty are going to increase their representative-
iess in higher education., it is necessary to examine the aca-
demic workplace 1o understand how women and minority
faculty fit in the academic culture.

Waomen arnd Mmnority Faculty pi the Acadenic Workplace

o
Y 7




i Ca

CONTENTS

Foreword ix
Acknowledgments xi
The Status of Women and Minority Faculty: 1
Changing or Unchanging?

Changes in the Faculty Population 2
Changes in Faculty Ranks 5
Doctoral Degrees and Faculty Representation 9
A Matter of Representativeness 12
Minority Faculty s
Summary 7
The Academic Workplace 19
Images Academe 20
Acades  Culture 23
The Relationship Between Academic Culture 27

and the Academic Workplace

Diversity in Academia and the Academic Workplace 31
Summary 306
The Academic Workplace for Women 39
and Minority Faculty

Issues in the Workplace for Women Faculty 40)
Minority Women Faculty 42
Issues in the Workplace for Minority Faculty 44
The Institutional Context 46
Fitting In in the Academic Workplace 50
Organizational Fit - 33
Summary 56
Issues Facing Women and Minority Faculty 57
Barricrs in the Academic Workplace S8
Workplace Issues 60
Professional Socialization 69
Negotiated Identities 2
Summary T
Summary Obscrvations and Suggestions 75
Diversitying the Faculty B
Academic Culture and Diversity 79
The Academic Workplace and Diversity 81
Professional Socialization of Women and &1

Minority Faculty
A Final Note 86

Wennen coaed Mooy Faculty i the Academic Waorkplace

¢
v 8




References 91
Name Index 111
Subject Index 121
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports 125
Advisory Board 126
Consulting Editors and Review Panel 127
Recent Titles 128

Order Form

v




FOREWORD

Each vear the American Council of Education publishes a
status report on minorities in higher education, examining
the representation of students, fuculty, staff. and adminis-
trators. These reports illustrate a slow increase in the
number of minorities and women in the academy. Yet

after many years of affirmative action and active recruitment,
many individuals believe that the increase in minority repre-
sentation, in particular, is far behind reaching an equitable
level. The number of minority faculty has been slow to in-
crease, especially in certain disciplines such as law, engi-
neering, math, and other sciences. 1f the number of minority
faculty does not increase, students are left without role mod-
els of different races and genders. Possible reasons for and
solutions to this situation emerge in one article or report
after another. This monograph synthesizes what we know
from 10 veurs of rescarch about issues that are impacting
campuses’ ability to recruit, retain. and create an inclusive
environment for minorities and women faculty. It also adds
new dimensions to our understanding by examining profes-
sional socialization and tenure for women and minority fac-
ulty. These processes aim at making faculty part of the “cul-
ture of the academy,” but it is professional socialization and
tenure where cultural conflict can often be ignited.

Adalberto Aguirre, professor of sociology at the University
of California—Riverside. has been examining why recruitment
of minority and women faculty has fallen short. Aguirre’s
previous monograph for the ASHE-ERIC higher education
series, Chicanos in Higher Education, examines the under-
graduate experience, patterns of enrollment, and career
paths for Chicanos. The current work builds on his earlier
scholarship, detailing how recruitment has failed to examine
the academic culture for underrepresented faculty. In partic-
ular, how does the institutional environment affect the reten-
tion and future recruitment of underrepresented faculty? For
example. it the institutional environment in academia is
hostile for underrepresented faculty, they may leave for
other positions or tell others about their experiences, dis-
suading others from prrsuing a carcer in academia.

The academic environment was first described as chilly
for women in the 1970s, and the metaphor remains true for
many women and minority faculty. Aguirre deconstructs the
popular and often misguided notion of the academy as a
place of peace, equality, truth, and the life of the mind. At

Waoimen and Minority Faculty in the Accademic Workplace
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the same time, he investigates the academy's disdain for
controversy. especially around issues of diversity, which are
seen as fragmenting the community. Aguirre specifically
examines issues of satistaction, devaluation ower salaries.
unequal opportun:ty), and organizational fit that create job
stress, alienation, lack of productivity, and miscommunica-
tion through the lens of professional socialization and the
tenure process. For example, research by women and mi-
norities that relates 1o race or gender is sometimes discred-
ited as not being real research when an individual comes up
for tenure. His sociological approach of looking at systemic
issues in the social structure of the academic and institu-
tonal cultures helps to illuminate the problems of individual
campuses and faculty. He examines challenges for specific
subgroups. such as Hispanics, Asians, and African-American
women. The monograph concludes with rescarch-hased
solutions for enhancing the workplace environment for all
faculty.

The recommendations in this monograph can be com-
bined with those of several other ASHE-ERIC Higher
Education Reports to improve the climate for faculty and to
develop an inclusive culture. Assessing Facully Publication
Proditctivity: Issies of Fquity by Elizabeth Creamer examines
why women and minorities tend (o have fewer publications
than White men. Facudty Job Satisfaction: Wonien dnd
Minorities in Peril by Martha Tack @ nd Carol Patitu focuses
on recommendations for recruiting and retaining a more
diverse taculty. Realizing Gender Equeality in Higher
Education: The Necd to Integrate Work Family Issies by
Naney Hensel reviews the various policies and practices that
prevent women faculty from being equal and provides a set
of recommendations to facilitate their improved status. Last,
Willizm Tierney and Robert Rhoads's Enbancing Promotion.
fenre. and Beyond: Faculdiy Socializalion as a Culhivral
Process describes the tenure process in even greater detail
and supplements and enluinces the findings of this mono-
graph. Increasing diversity remains one of the most signifi-
cant and long-standing challenges of the academy. {tis
hoped that these resources will belp to shape a more inclu-
sive future for the academy.

Adrianna J. Kezar
Series Editor
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e oo THE STATUS OF WOMEN AND MINORITY ___

FACULTY: Changing or Unchanging?

Postsecondary education institutions have been deliberately
slow in recruiting minority persons and women into
their faculty ranks. The limited presence of women and
minority faculty in academia has reduced their opportunity
to an increasingly important part of higher education and to
achieve equity swith White male facuity (Aguirre, 1993a:
Fields, 1988: Hayes. 1990: Stecklein and Lorenz, 1986). The
limited presence of women dand minority faculty in academia
will become even more apparent in the 21st century—a cen-
tury in which women and minority persons are expected to
become more noticeable in the ULS. population (Finkelstein,
1081 Gummer, 1998: Maxson and Hair, 1990: Tack and
Putitu, 1992), For example, although the number of women
enrolling in colleges and universities during the 1980s
increased noticeably, the number of women entering the
faculty ranks remained relatively unchanged (Vandell and
Fishbein, 1989).

The 1990s witnessed a similar pattern: Women and
minorities increased their numbers attending colleges and

universitics but made only marginal progress in increasing
their numbers in the faculty ranks (Carter and O'Brien, 1993:
Ottinger and € kula, 1993). Although affirmative action has
heen portrayea as a vehicle for increasing the number of
women and minority faculty in academia, it has not
enhanced their representation in the faculty ranks (Aguirre,
1097 Higgerson and Higgerson, 1991). According to

Johnsrud and Sadao (1998), the increase of minority faculty

during the 1980s and early 1990s has been negligible.
Similarly. Riger. Stokes. Raja. and Sullivan (1997) observed
that although the number of women students in higher
cducation increased dramatically during the 1980s the
number of women faculty did not. Even though they
became the "majority™ of the undergraduate enroliment in
institutions of higher education during the 1990s, wonien
have not fared well in academia despite the passage of
antidiscrimination laws starting in 1972: “Women have yet
to enjoy the benefits and pleasures of academic life o
the same level and degree as presently experienced by
men . . . despite the fact that women perforni better
than men in all fields and at all levels of the educational
fadder” ¢Billard. 1991, p. 115).

Women and minorities entering the faculty ranks often
(nd a chilly and wnreceptive environment. The use of

Altbough
affirmative
action bas
been por-
trayed as a
vebicle for
increasing
the number
of women
and minor-
ity faculty in
academia,
it bas not
enbanced
their repre-
sentation in
the faculty
ranks.
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affirmative action initiatives, for example, to increase the
representation of women and minorities in the faculty ranks
has facilitated the emergencee of an organizational culture
that is cold and indifferent toward women and minoritics.
Reves and Halcon (1991) note that although “the
implementation of affirmative action programs provided
more acceess to minorities,” they “left all minority
professionals and academics with a legacy of tokenism—-

a stigma that has been ditticult to dispel™ (p. 173). Similarly.
Heilman (1994) observes that affirinative action creates a
“stigma of incompetence” for a woman perceived to have
“benefited from affirmative action policies™ (153). Tronically,
affirmative action initiatives that were designed to increase
the representation of women and minorities in the faculty
ranks have resulted in an environment in academia that
isolates rather than incorporates women and minorities in
the academic culture. The purpose of this section is to
construct a descriptive portrait of women and minority
Faculty in academia that helps us discuss their representc-
tiveness in academia.

Changes in the Faculty Population

The faculty population in UL.S. institutions of higher educa-
ton increased 18% between 1980 and 1993, There were
452,300 persons in the faculty populations in 1980 and
S31.800 in 1993 (National Center for Education Statistics,
1986, 1990). According to Tuble 1, women increased tieir
number in the faculty population by 53.5% between 1980
and 1993, while men increased their number 5.1%. Women
in the fuculty population also enhanced their proportionate
representation in the faculty poputation from 23.8% in 1980
kx 33.0M0in 1993, Despite the appreciable increase of
women in the faculty population between 1980 and 1993,
however, men account for the majority of the faculty popu-
fation. For example. there were nearly twice as many men
as women in the faculty population in 1993.

Regardless of race or ethnic background, women
incredased their number more than men in the faculty popu-
lution between 1980 and 1993 (Table 1. White women
increased their number in the faculty population by 50.5%
between 1980 and 1993, Black women by 33.3%. Latinas by
150%, Asian women by 20000, and American Indian women
by 0%, As impressive as the increase in the number of

14



TABLE 1}
Faculty by Sex, Race, and Ethnicity, 1980 and 1993*
1980 1993 Change
Population N % N % 19801993
Total 152.38 100.0 SIS 100.0 17.6%
Men 3338 T2 AS3.0 OOt S
Yomen LT 238 1788 330 S3.5%
White 411.0 100.0 108.0 100.0 13.9%
Men 308.0 R 3130 (0.9 [.6%
Women 103.0 251 155.0 331 SO.5%
Black 20.0 100.0 5.0 100.0 23.0¢
NMen 11.0 55.0 13.0 2.0 [8.20%
Women 9.0 5.0 12.0 1.0 33.3%
Latino .0 1000 [2.0 100.0 Tl
Moen 5.0 Tl .0 383 0.0
Women 2.0 268.0 5.0 i1 150.0%
Astan 13.0 1000 25.0 100.0 92.3%
Men 1 1.0 SO 19.0 ~0.0 727
VYonwen 2.0 154 0.0 210 200,00
Am. Ind. 1.3 1000 1.8 100.0 8.5
Men S OhS 1.0 S5.0 25.0%
Women S 385 S [ O 0"
*Pudb e instructional stadl: owsaber i thovsands,
Sorree- National Center tor Fducanon Stitistics, 1980, (94,

minority women taculty between 1980 and 1993 appears.,
however, the increase was marginal compared with the
increase tor White women faculty. For example, according
to Figure 1. White women accounted for 23% of the facuity
population in 1980 and 29% in 1993, [n contrast, minority
women accounted Tor 326 of the faculty population in 1980
and 20 in 1993, Comparatively speaking, the representative-
ness of White women faculty increased O percentage points
between 1980 and 1993, while it increased 1 percentage
point for minority women facalty. The disparity in gains
between White and minority women faculty in academia has
caused some o obscerve that White women have benefited
more from affirmuttive action initiatives than minority wonmen
(Bernsiein and Cock, 1994).

With regard to the increase of men in the faculty
population between 1980 and 1993, White men increased
their number by 1.0%, Black men by 18.2%0 Latinos

Wonnen cone Minority Facnlty i the Academic Workplace
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FIGURE 1

Representation of Men and Women in the Faculty
Population, 1980 and 1993
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by 0.0, Asian men by 7270 and American Indian men

by 25000 (Table 1) Minority men accounted for 6% of the
faculty population in 1980, 7.5% in 1993 (Figure 1). The
representativeness of minority men faculty thus increased

1.5 percentage points between 1980 and 1993, Moreover, the

increase in the number of minority men faculty between

19080 and 1993 wus comparable to the increase in the num-
ber of minority women faculty in the same time period.
[ronically, compared with the increase of White women in
the faculty population between 1980 and 1993, minority
men did not fare as well. According to Cortese (1992), the
disparity in gains between YWhite women faculty and minor-
ity men faculty suggests that affirmative action programs
have benefited White women more than minority men.

Changes in Faculty Ranks

Tables 2 and 3 summarize the representation of men and
women, by race and ethnicity, in the various faculty ranks
for 1981 and 1993, By way of compuarison. Astan men and
women had the most noticeable gains in faculty ranks be-
tween 1981 and 1993, both White men and women the
snullest. In general, Black. Latino, and Asian faculty had
noticeable gains across the faculty ranks between 1981 and
1993, while American Indians made negligible gains. For
example. an examination of the relative differences in the
faculty population hetween 1980 and 1993 by academic
rank. race. cthnicity, and sex shows that the largest increase
in the number of faculty between 1981 and 1993 was at the

_rank of professor. Latino men had the largest increase (80U:)

at the rank of professor. followed by Asian men (77100,
black men (70.53%). American Indian men (50%0), and white
men (22%), Latino women also had the fargest increase
(200%0) ar the rank of professor, totflowed by Asian women
C1OO6. 70, white women (119.676), black svomen 1 14.3%0).
and American Indian women {no chango).

Asian men made the fargest gain in the taculty ranks
(01.5"0) berween 1981 and 1993, followed by Latino men
(30,3, American Indian men (30.0"0). black men (3-£.0M0).
and white men (3.2%). Similarly, Asian women had the
largest gains in the faculty ranks (125%0). followed by Latino
women (11970, American indian women (00%), white
women (43,070, and black women (+44.7%).

Womer eovd Minarity Faculty on the Acadenne Workplece )
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TABLE 2
Men Faculty by Race, Ethnicity, and Academic Rank, 1981
and 1993*
Associate Assistant
All Ranks Professor Professor Professor Instructor Lecturer
White
1981 3035 vT.0 T 06,3 11 9 4.5
1993 3133 1183 T2 ST 288 S5
Percent
Change™ 32 220 = 4.0 ~10.0 - A1A 279
Black
1081 10.0 1= 2.3 2.7 2.3 0.2
1993 134 RAY 3.1 3.8 2.1 0.4
Pereent
Change 30 T0.5 348 0.7 —-8.7 100.0
Latino
1981 [ Y] i1 1.2 1.2 0.1
1993 -5 1.8 1.0 1.9 1.2 0.2
Poercent
Change 30.3 S80.0 45.5 33.3 100.0
Asian
1981 11.” 35 2" : 0.9 0.2
1993 13.9 0.2 At 5.3 1.1 0.3
Percent
Chunge ol1s T 030 559 222 30.0
American
Indian
1051 0.8 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 d
1993 1.2 0.3 2 Q0.2 (A Q
Percent
Change 30.0 0.0 I b 100.0 b
L. . . . -t Full-tieme. instrucuonat stafl, number in thousands
»* o, change (1OSE- 19938
A Less than 100
b- No change.
Nource Nanonal Center for Fducation Statistios, 1986, 1696.

Despite the increase of minority men and women in
the taculty ranks between 1981 and 1993 noted in Tables 2
and 3, they made marginal gains in their proportionate rep-
resentation at cach faculty runk between 1980 and 1993, In
some cases, the proportionate representation decreased. For
example, despite an increase of 61.3% for Asian men in
taculty ranks between 1980 and 1993 (Table 2), their propor-
tionate representation in faculty ranks actually decreased
between 1980 and 1993, from 3.8% to 3.3% (Table +).
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TABLE 3

Women Faculty by Race, Ethnicity, and Academic Rank, 1981
and 1993*

Associate Assistant
. Al Ranks Professor Professor Professor [Instructor Lecturer-

White

1us1 100.8 10,7 19~ 329 0.5

1993 153.5 235 31.8 454 28.1
Percent

Change** 45.0 119.6 [ R0 -9 &1.:
Black

1981 85 A 1.3 27 2.8

1993 12.3 1.5 2.2 3.9 2.0

Pereent

Change b L1413 9.2 it -1 150.0
Latino

1081 2.1 0.2 .3 $X¢) (Y

1903 1O 0.6 n- It 1.0
Pereent

Change 119.0 200.0 [33.3 1333 429 100.0
Asian

19:1 28 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.0

1993 (.3 0.8 1.1 2.3 1.0
Percent

(Ih:lngc 125.0 10067 1200 130.0 66" 2000
American ‘
Indian

1981 0= a 0.2 0.1 0.1

1993 08 R 0.1 0.2 0.2
Percent

Change 000 I ©30L0 100.0 100.0
* Full-time instrucctional seaf!, number m thousands.
% change €981 -1903)
a: boss than 100
b No change

Soierce: National Center tor Fducation Statistios, 1986, 1996,

I

S ‘b
x’“

similarly, despite an increase of 125% for Asian women in
the faculry ranks between 1980 and 1993, their proportion-
ate representation in faculty ranks decreased between 1980
and 1993, from 3.6% 1o 3.5%,

Table -t shows another interesting pattern. The propor-
tomite representation of both White men and women in
faculty ranks increases as they ascend the academic ladder
from assistant professor 1o professor. In contrast, the
proportionate representation ol minority men and women in
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faculty ranks increases as they descend the academic ladder
from professor to assistant professor. Morcover, relative to
other minority men, Asian men account for the largest pro-
portion at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and
assistant professor. In contrast, relative to other minority
women, Black women account for the largest proportion at
the ranks of professor. associate professor, and assistant
professor. The proportionate representation of minority men
and women in the faculty ranks remains overshadowed by
the disproportionate representation of White men and
wonien in the faculty ranks, however.

Doctoral Degrees and Faculty Representation

The number of doctoral degrees awarded in 1980 and 1993
by recipients’ race, cthnicity, and sex is presented in Table 5.
The number of doctoral degrees awarded to men between
1980 and 1993 decreased by 7.2% but increased 45.2% for

TABLE 5

Doctoral Degrees by Sex, Race, and Ethnicity, 1980

and 1993

1980 1993 Change

Population N % N % 1980-1993
Total 28.636 100.0  31.611 100.0 T
Mcen 19.031 665 17.601 35.9 —7.2%
Women 9.605 335 13930 .1 45.20%
White 25,908 100.0 27156 100.0G 1.8
Men 17310 668 15126 337 —12.60
Women 8.598 A3.2 12.030 1.3 39.9%
Black 1.265 100.0 1.393 100.0 10.1%
Men 0914 349 63t +45.3 -9.1%
Women 571 451 “H2 S+.7 A3.3%
Latino 136 100).0) 903 1000 O8.(0%
Men 27" 607 105 515 67.9%
WWomen 197 20.3 138 48.5 144.7%
Asiian 8T 100.0 2.025 100.0 130.9%
Men 035 R 1.373 678 109,65
Women 222 25.3 032 32.2 193,74
Am. Ind. 130 100.0 134 100.0 3.1%
AMen 95 —Al GO 19,3 = A0.5%
Women 35 20.9 (8 50.7 Q-t. 3%
Sowgrce: Nationad Center Lor Educauon Statistics, TUR0, 1996,
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wonen. For purposes of discussion, let us assume that
doctoral degree recipients are a primary recruiting pool for
faculty positions. That is. recipients of doctoral degrees have
a high degree of probability of secking a faculty position.
Although no one-to-one correlation exists between receiving
a doctoral degree and pursuing a faculty position. one can
assume with a high degree of confidence that doctoral
degree recipients are highly visible in the faculty population.

Table 5 shows that although the number of doctoral
degrees awarded 10 men decreased 7.2% between 1980 and
1993, the number of men in the faculty population increased
5.1% during the same time (Table 1. In comparison, the
number of doctoral degrees awarded to women between
1980 and 1993 increased 45.2%, while their number in the
faculty population increased 53.5%. If doctoral degrees are a
primary vehicle for gaining access to the faculty ranks, then
women appear to have made appreciable gains between
1980 and 1993. Men also made gains in the taculty ranks
despite a reduction in the number receiving doctoral
degrees between 1980 and 1993,

An examination of the relative differences among groups
in Tabice 5 shows that although the number of White and
Black males carning doctoral degrees between 1980 and
1993 decreased by 12.6% and 9.1%, respectively, the number
of White and Blick males in the faculty population
increased 1.0% and 18.2%., respectively (Table DL In compar-
ison. the number of White and Black women carning doc-
toral degrees between 1980 and 1993 increased by 39.9%
and 33.5%. respectively, while their number in the faculty
population increased by 30.5% and 33.3%. respectively. The
number of American Indian men earning doctoral degrees
decrcased by 30.3%. while their number in the faculy
population increased 25% between 1980 and 1993, In
contrast, the number of American Indian women carning
doctoral degrees increased by 91.3%, while their number in
the faculty population increascd 60%.

The number of Latino men carning doctoral degrees

“hetween 1980 and 1993 increased G7.9%0, while their
number in the faculty population increased 10%. The
number of Latino women carning doctoral degrees
increased 1.7, their number in the faculty population
increased 130%, The number of Asian men carming
doctoral degrees increased 109.0%% and their number in
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the faculty population increased 72.7% between 1980
and 1993, The number of Asian women carning doctoral
degrees increased 193.7% and their number in the
faculty population increased 200% during the same time.

An examination of the association between the number of
doctoral degrees awarded and the number of persons in the
faculty population between 1980 and 1993 shows that the
association is close for Black women, Latinas, and Asian
women. That is, increases in the number of doctoral degrees
awarded correspond with numerical increases in the faculty
population. For exumple. the number of Black women who
carned doctoral degrees between 1980 and 1993 increased
33.5%. while thetr number in the faculty population
increased 33.3%. In comparison. the number of Latino

el

women and Asian women earning doctoral degrees One must be
increased 1447 and 193.7% respectivelyv, while their num- careful not
ber in the faculty population increased 15070 and 200%, to interpret
respectively. The increase in the number of White women the data to
carning doctoral degrees between 1980 and 1993 was appre-
ciativelyv lower (39.9%) than the increase in their number in show .that.
the faculty population (30.5%). In contrast. the increase in the mmo'rzty
the number of American Indian women carning doctoral population
degrees was appreciatively larger (94.3%) than the increase in the United
in their number in the faculty population (60%). States is
Among men. the number carning doctoral degrees making
between 1980 and 1993 increased only for Latinos and gains in
Astans, 67.9% and 109.6™0, respectively. The increase was its postsec-
noticeably larger than the increase in their number in the ondary
fuculty population. however, 40" and 727, respectively. In oapeational
contrast, the number of White men. Black men. and pursuits.
American Indian men earning doctoral degrees berween 1980
and 1993 decreased by 12,67, 9,170, and 30.5%. respectively.
while the inercase in their numbers in the faculty population
was noticcable—1.6"0, 18.2%, and 23%, respectively.
A caveat is necessary about the data in Table 5. The data
show that minorities made gains in the number of doctoral
degrees received between 1986 and 1993, but one must be
carelul not to interpret the data to show that the minority
population in the United States is making appreciable gains
in its postsecondary educational pursuits. For example. it is
not possible 1o determine the nativity status of doctoral
recipients in the minority population: Consider that the no-
ticcable increases in the number of doctoral degrees
Waomen dned Minority Faenlivin the Acadenric Workplace 1!




awarded to Latinos (98%) and Asians (131%) may not neces-
sarily be associated with ULS. Latinos or Asians. According to
Magner (1997), although the number of minority Ph.l).’s has
been rising, “the proportion of those awarded to ULS. citi-
zens who are black. Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian
was unchanged. at about 13 percent” (p. A10). If foreign
students are enumerated in statistics regarding the minority
population and their number is increasing more than the
number of persons in the minority population that are ULS.
citizens, then the number ot doctoral degrees awarded to
persons in the minority population must be viewed with
caution. Although minorities who are U.S. citizens are mak-
ing gains in their educational pursuits, especially in the
awarding of doctoral degrees. their gains may also include
those of persons who are foreign students.

A Matter of Representativeness
The rescarch literature on women faculty shows that
although women have made gains in their numerical repre-
sentation within the faculty population, the gains have not
mirrored the numerical representation of women in U.S.
society (Bentley and Blackburn. 1992; Chused, 1988: Everett.
DeLoach, and Bressan. 1996; Simeone, 1987: Sowers-Hoag
and Harrison, 1991). According to Table [, for example,
women accounted for 33.6% and men 606.4% of the faculty
population in 1993. In contrast, women accounted for 51.3%
and men 48.7% of the U.S. population (Aguirre and Turner.
1998). Based on their representation in U1.S. society, women
would appear to he underrepresented and men overrepre-
sented in the faculty population. The contrast becomes more
alarming when one considers that there are twice as many
men in the faculty population as there are women. Although
affirmative action was not designed to achieve parity be-
tween men and women, it has had “little impact on higher
cducation. Women . . . still aren’t present in the faculty in
significant numbers™ (Cadet, 1989, p. 16). Similarly, "after
more than 15 years of affirmative action efforts aimed at
recruiting and hiring women and minority faculty members,
the number of women in tenured and tenure-track positions
is still disappointingly fow™ (Rausch, Ortiz, Douthitt, and
Reed, 1989, p. 1).

The rescarch literature on women faculty also shows that
the entry of women into the faculty ranks has lagged
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behind the number of women that have earned doctoral
degrees (Hewlett, 1986; Simeone, 1987). Bogart (1985) has
observed that “as impressive as are the increases in the
number of women earning degrees in male-dominated occu-
pational fields . . . women continue to experience restricted
access to employment and promotion™ (p. 471). “Although
women make up more than half of U.S. undergraduates and
are earning one-third of all doctorates, they hold only

12 percent of tenured faculty positions™ (Cadet, 1989, p. 16).
Similarly, “on the positive side, the record is clear that

both the number and the percentage of women earning
doctorates in all fields has been increasing since 1965. . . .
On the negative side, one reads that women are concen-
trated in the lower professorial ranks . . . and have lower
salaries even when occupying the same rank as their male
counterpaits™ (Bentley and Blackburn, 1992, p. 697). The
Committee on the Status of Women in the Economics
Profession reports that women earning Ph.D. degrees in
cconomics are more likely to find jobs in non-Ph.D.-granting
departments located in small private or state institutions
(Bartlett, 1997).

Are women carning doctorates in greater numbers than
their entry into the faculty ranks? Although comparisorns are
not always free of intervening influences, such as competing
methods for gathering the data. an examination of Tables 1
and 5 can lielp 1o answer the question. According to
Table 5. the number of women earning doctoral degrees
increased 45.2% between 1980 and 1993, with women earn-
ing 44% of the doctoral degrees awarded in 1993, In.
comparison, the number of men carning doctoral degrees
herween 1980 and 1993 decreased by 7.2%. According to
Table 1. the number of women in the faculty population
increased 53.5% between 1980 and 1993, with women mak-
ing up 34% of the taculty population in 1993, in contrast. the
number of men in the faculty population increased 5.1%
between 1980 and 1993, Even it the data contain possible
methodological limitations, it appears that the increase of
women in the faculty population between 1980 and 1993
was slightly greater than the increase of women carning
doctoral degrees. The increase of men in the faculty popula-
tion wis also noticeably greater than the increase in the
number of men earning doctoral degrees. The proportionate
representation of women in the faculty population for 1980

Waomen and Minority Faciudty in the Academic Workplace i3




Althoughb
women
appear to
bave made
gains in
their repre-
sentation in

and 1993, 23.8% and 33.0%, respectively, however, was
lower than their proportionate representation in the popula-
tion of persons receiving doctoral degrees. In comparison,
the proportionate representation of men in the faculty popu-
lation in 1980 and 1993. 71.2% and 66.4%. respectively. was
greater than the proportionate representation of men carn-
ing doctoral degrees, 60.5% and 53.9%, respectively.

Although women appear to have made gains in their
representation in the faculty population and in the number
of women carning doctoral degrees, their gains in the fac-
ulty population have been concentrated in the lower rungs
of the academic ladder (Riger and others. 1997: Finkel and
Olswang, 1994). Table 0, for example. presents the distribu-
tion of men and women in the faculty population by aca-
demic rank. According to the table, the distribution of men
at all academic ranks decreased between 1980 and 1993.

the faculty while the distribution of women increased during the same

population time. Moreover, the change in the distribution of women in

and in the the faculty population between 1980 and 1993 becomes

number of noticeable as one descends the academic ladder. In contrast.

women the change in the distribution of men in the faculty popula-

earning tion hecomes noticeable as one ascends the academic lad-

doctoral Elcr: And differences in the distribution of men and women ‘

degrees, faculey are less noticeable at the non-tenure-carning ranks of

bei , instructor and lecturer. In sum. despite the gains made by

t' ewr gains women in the faculty ranks. men continue to occupy the

in the majority of the faculty ranks.

Jaculty ' '

population .

bave been TABLE 6

concen- Men and Women Faculty by Academic Rank, 1980

trated in the 2nd 1993

lower m"gs Men Women

of the

academic Academic Rank 1980 1993 1980 1993

ladder. All Ranks 73.3% OO 26.7% 33.000
Professor 8O, 83. 170 10,37 10.9%
Associate Protessor T9.2%, 09.9"a 20.8% 3001
Assistant Professor GO " ST 33.6" 12,97,
Instructor 573 50.3" 4270 H4O 5"
Lecturer ST 18,57, 129", 51.5%
Sorree National Conter tor Education Statistics, 1990,
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Minority Faculty

The data in this section show that the numerical
representation of minority persons in the faculty

population grew between 1980 and 1993, Between 1980
and 1993, tor instance, Black persons increased their
representation in the faculty population by 25%, Latinos

by 71.4%. Asians by 92.3%, and American Indians by

38.5% (Table 1. As shown in Table 1. the proportionate
representation of Blacks in the faculty population in

1993 was 4.7%, for Latinos 2.3%. for Asians 4.7%, and for
American Indians 0.3%. In contrast. Blacks accounted

for 12%, Latinos 8.8%, Asians 2.9%, and American Indians
0.8% of the U.S. population (Aguirre and Turner, 1998).
Blacks, Latinos, and American Indians are underrepresented
in the faculty population given their representation in the
LS. population. Asians, however, are overrepresented in the
faculty population given their representation in the US.
population.

Some of the research literature regarding the educational
gains of the Asian population argues that the gains often
result in the misconception that Asians do not face discrimi-
natory practices (Chew, 1996: Moy, 1995; Nakanishi, 1988;
Takagi, 1994). In particular, the noticeable presence of Asian
faculty relative to other minority populations is often
interpreted to show that discriminatory or unfair employ-
ment practices are missing in academia (Nakanishi, 1993).
The perception that Asians are making more gains in the
faculty ranks than other minority groups has also resulted in
the misconception that they do not need support from
programs such as affirmative action that address issues of
equity and discrimination (Sands, Parson. and Duane, 1992:
Yen. 1990). As a result. misconceptions abour “how well”
Asian faculty are doing in academia may hide discriminatory
practices they face.

Minority persons increased their representation in the
population of persons receiving doctoral degrees between
1980 and 1993—10.1% for Blacks. 98% for Latinos. 130.9%
for Asians. and 3.1% for American Indians. The data in
Table 5 also show that minority persons accounted for 9.5%
of the doctoral degrees awarded in 1980 and 14.1% of the
doctoral degrees awarded in 1993, The total number of doc-
roral degrees awarded to minority persons increased by
03.3% between 1980 and 1993,

Worien avid Minority Fecidiy in the Acadentic Workplace
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The number of minority faculty increased 54.5%
between 1980 and 1993 (see Table 1). According to the
data in Table 7, the representation of minority persons in
the faculty ranks increased 3.1 percentage points between
1980 and. 1993, from 9.1% to 12.2%. The increase in the
number of minority persons earning doctoral degrees
between 1980 and 1993 (63.3%) was higher than the
increase in their number in the faculty ranks between 1980
and 1993 (54.5%). Interestingly. the representation of
minority persons in the population of persons carning
doctoral degrees in 1980 (9.5%) was similar to their
representation in the faculty ranks (9.1%). In 1993, however,
minority persons accounted tor 14.1% of the doctoral de-

grees awarded and 12.2% of the faculty population. Similar

to the distribution of women faculty in the faculty ranks, the
representativeness of minority persons becomes more
noticeable as one descends the rungs in the academic
ladder. As such. women and minorities become more visible
in the faculty population as one descends the academic
ranks.

Summary

The statistical data reviewed in this section show several
pertinent conclusions. First, regardiess of race and

TABLE 7

Rank, 1980 and 1993

_ Minority Faculty Population by Sex, and Academic

Minority Faculty*

Total Men Women
Academic Rank 1980 1993 1980 1993 1980 1993
All Ranks O.1% 12.2% 6.0% Z.7% A3 1%  1.5%
Professor 6.6  91% S.0%  7.2% 1.0 1.9%
Associdate Professor 8100 11.2% 3.9%  7.8% 220, 3.4%
Assistant Professor 107 15.3%  6.8%  9.0% 399  (.3%
Instructor 10.8% i 3.7%  T.2% S.i% T.2%
Lecturer 10.7% 1% 3.9%  6.8%  £.8%  7.0%
*Minority faculty in the Us. faculty population.
Sorrce. National Center for Education Statisties, 1990,
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ethnicity, the number of women in the faculty population
increased more than the number of men between 1980 and
1993. Second. of the four minority groups. the number of
Asians showed the largest increase in the number of faculty.
Third. an examination of the association between the
number of doctoral degrees awarded and the number of
people in the faculty population between 1980 and 1993
shows that (1) the number of Black women, Latinas, and
Asian women in the faculty population increased

compared with the number earning doctoral degrees: (b) the
numerical increase of White women in the taculty
population was greater than the increase in the number
:arning doctoral degrees; (¢) the numerical increase of
American Indian wormen earning doctoral degrees was
greater then their numerical increase in the faculty
population: (d) only Latino men and Asian men showed

an increase in the number carning doctoral degrees, but the
increase was also greater than their numerical increase in
the faculty population; and (e) although White men, Black
men. and American Indian men showed decreases in the
number earning doctoral degrees, they had noticeable
numerical increases in the faculty population. Finally, the
representdtiveness of women and minorities in the faculty
population becomes noticeable as one descends the rungs
of the academic ladder.

Waomen cned Minority Facildne in the Academic Workplace




_THE ACADEMIC WORKPLACE

The popular image of academia is of an fvory tower. a place
shielded by ivy-covered walls from the demuands of a world
outside. In the ivory tower, scholars bask in enlightened
discourse. Derrick Bell (1986) portrays academia as Camelot,
a castle "located high on an impressive mountain, so high
that it is often invisible in the mists and clouds that abound
at such altitudes™ (p. 3835). The people inside the castle refer
to themselves as dcademicians who “maintain whenever
asked, and sometimes even when no one inquires, that their
dedication is to the Life of the Mind. Absolutely no one
knows what that means” (p. 380). Life in academia is seen
as distant from everyday life.

Images of academia in popular literature focus on
institutional features that set it apart from everyday life.
Randall Jarrell (1952) describes life in Benton, a fictional
women's college, as serene: “Benton was, all in all, a sur-
prisingly contented place. . . . The ranks of the teachers of
Benton were fairly anomalous. . . . Their salaries were fairly
similar, and most of what power there was was distributed;
being the head of a department, even, was a rotated chore.
What mattered at Benton was the Approval of Your
Colteagues. the respect of the community of Benton™ (p. 94).
Similarly, Mary McCarthy (1951) describes Jocelyn., a fictional
college, as a peacetul place for faculty: “For the faculty . . .
Jocelyn was by and large lotus-tand. . . . The headship of
departments [was) nominal. falling, by common consent, 10
the member with the greatest taste for paper-work™ (p. 82).

Is academia really such a peaceful institution? Thomas
Scheff (1993) describes life in academia as organized by
activities similar to those found in street gangs.

Just as members of street gangs carn nmost of their liveli-
bood from theft. academics gaiin most of theirs from
careers. Being a member in good standing of a gang
and a supergang is crucially important for advance-
ment of one’s career. Therve is little chance of
adrvancement in the academy without bard work. but
Slaunting membership in gang and clan can certainly
supplement or even substitute for talent and intelli-
gence. Clearly and repeatedly showing one’s loyally to
these groups can be most helpful in obtaining resedarch
grants and acceptance of publications. hein lifehloods
of the academic career. (pp. 157-138)
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In a fictional account of status and prestige among faculty
at an Ivy League school, Marshall Jevons (1985) notes:

There uwas a social bierarchy that defined one’s caste
in the Ity League. The untenured were the
tntovchables of a university’s caste system. And
while not as severe as untouchability in India, a
breakdmuen of this socidal organization wonld
require a figure of no less than Gandhbian
proportions. (p. 19)

Scheft's and Jevons's descriptions of academia suggest
that contlict and unequal relations are features of academic
life. These features may be missing in popular thinking
about academia because they are visible only to those inside
academia and those most likely to be affected by them.
They may also be missing in popular thinking because aca-
demia limits access to persons most likely to protect it from
the outside world. Not only are they academicians. in
Derrick Bell's view, they are also academia’s most loyal pro-
tectors. The academicians can have meaning to themselves
only if they promote an image of academia as comfortable
and peaceful.

This section identifies and describes select features of the
academic workplace, using several questions to guide the
discussion: Are there competing images of academia in the
research literature? What features socialize persons in the
academic workplace? How does the academic culture aftect

identification with the workplace? What role does gender

play in determining perceptions of the workplace?

Images of Acadcme

According to Page Smith (1990), the modern university
has compromised its body by living “off the federal grants
and corporate contracts while engaging in the most sordid
and immoral practices re big-time sports”™ (p. 17). One result
is that academia is populated by “atomized individuals
known as specialists who hardly talk to each other, let
alone to their colleagues in other fields™ (p. 17). According
10 Scheft (1999). the search for specialized knowledge by
faculty depends on “ignoring other clans and gangs™ in
academia as a “risk-free way of maintaining unitary
groups”™ (p. 101,
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Smith also argues that academia’s use of research to
attract funding from government agencies and corporations
compromises the integrity of academia. Academia’s ability to
“tap into government largesse has played a major role in
determining the composition and character of university
faculties. Many professors have been appointed to important
chairs primarily because they had reputations for attracting
large government grants” (Smith, 1990, pp. 11-12). In 1994,
Hahnemann University threatened to dismiss faculty who
did not generate at least 50% of their salary from research
grants (Mangan, 1994). The pressure on faculty to generate
research funding has increased their disenchantment with
academic work (Plater, 1995). Academia’s focus on research
thus plays an important role in defining the objectives of
academic work and the character of the faculty.

In contrast to Page Smith's view of academia, George
Keller (1983) describes academia as an institutional entity
that competes with organizations in society, not just educa-
tional ones, for valued resources and political influence:

American colleges and universities occupy a special,
hazardous zone in society, between the competitive
profit-making business sector and the government
ouned and run state agencies. They are dependent yel
Jree: market-oriented yet outside cultural and intellec-
tual fashions. The facully are inventors, entrepreneurs,
and relailers of knowledge, aesthetics, and sensibility
et professional like the clergy or physicians. The insti-
‘tutions pay 1o taxes but are crucial to economic devel-
opment. They conduct their business much as their
European counterparts did in the Renaissance, still
proud and pedantic as Rabelais saw those forertunners:
yet modern corporations pay them to sniff out the
Suture (p. 5)

Keller's characterization of academia focuses on its ability
to compete and market itself in society. The faculty are not
only teachers in Keller's characterization; they are also the
architects of academia’s ahility to survive in a competitive
marketplace. As academia enters the 21st century, faculty
will need to assume greater responsibility for its survival by
becoming more efficient in the use of institutional resources,
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such as research grants, to meet market uncertainties, such
as decreasing student enrollment (Kerr, 1997).

Tierney and Bensimon (1996) suggest that there are two
competing images of academia, a conservative image and a
liberal bumanist image. The conservative image character-
izes faculty as “largely ideological and radical . . . disengaged
intetlectuals who prefer to conduct esoteric research rather
than teach undergraduate courses. . . . Faculty are parodied
as misanthropes who want to be left alone to develop
obscure theories that are ideologically tainted” (pp. 7-8). On
the other hand, the liberal humanist view portrays the uni-
versity as “devoted to the life of the mind. The triple func-
tions of the university—research. teaching, and service—are
still important. . . . Scholars need distance from the everyday
world in order to deal with intellectual issues, yet it is their
responsibility to provide creative ideas for dealing with social
and environmental problems” (p. 10). Which image. conserv-
ative or liberal humanist, one identifies with will depend on
once’s ideological beliefs. 1f one believes that academia is a
vehicle for faculty to alter values in society. then one will
adopt a conservative view of higher education (see Kimball.
1990: Bloom, 1987). In compuarison, if one believes that aca-
demia is a means for introducing ideas into society that result
in constructive social change. then one will adopt a humanis-
tic view ol higher education (see Smith, 19906).

The preceding images illustrate the range and difference
of activity in academia. Although the images may appear o
contradict cach other. together they create a portrait of aca-
demia. First, academia is a complex institution that uses its
resources, especially research and faculty. to compete with
other organizations in society. Second, the strategies acade-
mia uses o compete with other organizations determine the
type and level of competition between faculty and academic
departments. One outcome of the competition for faculty
and academic departments is that academic power is not
shared equally inside academia. Third. nested within acade-
mia’s institutional environment are vehicles—rescarch.
teaching. and service—that allow faculty to pursue indepen-
dence and autonomy in their work roles. Although the fac-
ulty’s independence and autonomy may be viewed as a
threat to values and order in society, they are vital for infus-
ing ideas into society that promote positive and constructive
social change.




Academic Culture

Do these images of academia suggest that there is an
academic culture? If an academic culture does exist, what
are its principal features? For the purposes of discussion,
cultureis defined as “the collective programming of the
mind [that] distinguishes the members of one human group
from another: the interactive aggregate of common charac-
teristics that influences a human group's response to its
environment” (Hotstede. 1980, p. 235). Culture is able to pro-
vide persons with a collective identity because it provides
them with a “set of values that leads to individual prefer-
cnces and a system of technical knowledge that informs
individuals about which means to choose in order to achieve
specified ends” (Meyer. Boli, and Thomas, 1994, p. 12).
Culture thus socializes persons to a common worldview.
perceptions of the environment, and value orientation. For
example. academic life is a /ifestyle that socializes faculty to
perform and to value activities that are vital to membership
in the academic community, such as attending professional
meetings with other faculty involved in “giving papers. orga-
nizing panels, perhaps participating on editorial boards and
writing book reviews™ (Stewart, 1995, p. 335). As a result,
faculty are identified as participants in the academic culture,
For further discussion about the academic culture, see Clark,
1972; Dill, 1982; Kuh and Whitt, 1988; Tierney, 1988.

It their participation in activities gives faculty a sense of
identity with an academic culture, then identification of the
activities can instruct us about the academic culture. In par-
ticular. the perceptions held by faculty about professional
goals may tell us how they perceive an academic culture.
Implicit in our discussion are the assumptions that academic
culture provides codes for organizing taculty behavior. We
also assume that how faculty behave in academia is a
response to those codes. As a resuit, how faculty identify
their professional goals will instruct us about the institutional
expectations for the goals, namely the academic culture.

According to Table 8, being o good teacher and being
good colleague are important goals for faculty. The high
level of support expressed by faculty for the two goals
suggests that they are principal features of what may be
referred to as an academic worldview. The level of support
for the goals also reinforces the general perception that
academia is free of intergroup conflict. That is, “to be @ good
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teacher™ and “to be a good colleague”™ promote an image of
academia in which faculty participate in a harmonious con-
text that links organizational goals (being 4 good teacher)
with personal goals (being a good colleague). In this con-
lext, faculty also provide each other with an “understanding

~of the purposc or meaning of their organization and their

work™ (Peterson and Spencer, 1990, p. 4). Not only does the
context socialize faculty to a shared social identity, it also
uses the social identity to instruct faculty about how acade-
mia differs from other institutional settings. In particular, the
beliet is promoted among faculty members that they are a
community of scholars that collectively governs academia
(Mortimer and McConnell, 1978; Chaffec and Tierney, 1988:
Clark. 1970).

According to Rice (1980), rescarch is “the central profes-
sional endeavor and the focus of academic life” (p. 14).
Given its centrality to academic activity, it is not surprising
to find that research promotes hierarchical refationships in
academia (Bell, 19606; Jencks and Riesman, 1908; Clark,
19835). That is, research has resulted in a hierarchical
arrangement of higher education institutions in which the
research university is.the top of the hierarchy. For example.
the Carnegie classifications for institutions of higher educa-
tion include Research Universities I, Research Universitics 11,
Doctoral Universities [, and Doctoral Universities 1l. The
difference between Type [ and Type 1T research universities
is based on the amount of federal support, especially grants,
cach receives. Type T institutions are generally regarded as
the target population for institutions interested in raising
their academic status.

Table 8 also notes that engaging in research is a profes-
sional goal pursued by most faculty. Interestingly, the pur-
suit of this goal decreased in faculty support between
1989-90 and 1995-96. In contrast, being a good teacher and
being a good colleague are goals that increased in support
among faculty between 1989-90 and 1995-96. The decrease

“in support for engaging in research does not necessarily

indicate that faculty have lost interest in conducting
research. Rather, the decrease in support may reflect
changes that have taken place in the research marketplace.
especially the availability of rescarch funds. For example,
reductions by Congress in the allocation of research monies
to funding agencies. such as the National Endowment for
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the Humanities, National Science Foundation, and National
Institute of Mental Health, have increased the competition
among faculty for fewer rescarch dollars (Hanson. 1993:
Macilwain, 1997: Lawler, 1995). One outcome is that
although faculty still support engaging in research as a pro-
fessional goal, they may have increased their support of
other professional goals to compensate for decreasing
research funding (Plater, 1995). And the decreased research
funding may have resulted in faculty's focusing more on
“quality of life” in academia. such as being a good teacher
and being a good colleague.

Second. consider that during the last decade academia
has come under attack for neglecting teaching and promot-
ing rescarch as a tool for obtaining economic resources and
for using the curriculum to alter basic American values
(Kimbatll, 1990; Bloom, 1987; D'Souza, 1991; Sykes, 1988). Tt
would then not be surprising to find that the limited avail-
ability of research funding has promoted greater faculty
interest in other institutional activities—especially teaching
and collegiality (Austin and Gamson, 1983). Thus, the sup-
port among faculty for research, teaching, and collegiality
shows “the belief that university and colleges are involved in
‘good work,” that is, the production of knowledge for society
and the intellectual development of students and . . . a com-
mitment to collegiality coupled with autonomy as the appro-
priate organizational context within which faculty should
work” (Austin. 1990. p. 65).

Table 8 also notes that faculty support for the goals of
engaging in outside activities and prociding services (o the
commonity decreased between 1989-90 and 1995-96.
Because consultation is a principal reason for faculty
involvement in outside activities, the limited availability of
rescearch funds may have also resulted in tewer dollars to
pay consultants for their expertise. As a result. decreased
support among the faculty for engaging in outside activities
may simply reflect marketplace conditions for consultunts
and their services.

Similarly, the decrease in faculty support for providing
services to the comnuunity may reflect changes in how aca-
demia responds to the community (Rickard, 1993; Roberts.
1993: Schomberg and Farmer, 1994). For example, the
response o conmmunity necds, such as providing a place for
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reentering students. preparing high school students for col-
lege. and linking educational goals with occupational oppor-
tunities, has prompted academia to create organizational
units to address such community needs. That is, the degree
of organizational specialization has increased regarding com-
munity services. Consequently. the recruitment of personnel
for these specialized organizational units has reduced the
faculty’s role in responding to community needs. From
another perspective, increased organizational specialization
allows academia 1o compete with other postsecondary orga-
nizations for foundation and government money that targets
community needs.

Finally. Table 8 also shows that faculty support is not
strong regarding participation in committee or other admin-
istrative work. On the one hand, faculty may regard partici-
pation in committee or administrative work as not comple-
menting or extrinsic to the goals of teaching. research, and
collegiality (Peterson and White. 1992). On the other hand.
faculty may regard participation in committee or administra-
tive work as busy work that is not vital to organizational
decision making. Thus, faculty may regard participation in
committee or administrative work as a constraint on their
autonomy. especially if one considers that participation
requires that faculty comply, and monitor their colleagues’
compliance, with organizational expectations (Austin and
Gamson. 1983: Bluckburn and Lawrence, 1995).

The Relationship Between Academic Culture and

the Academic Workplace - -

Another strategy to use in examining the academic culture is
to examine faculty perceptions of factors that identify the
academic workplace. Implicit in this strategy is the assump-
tion'that faculty responses to features of the workplace pro-
vide information regarding the institutional dimensions that
define the workplace for faculty. Faculty responses to work-
place features also provide information about how faculty
conceptualize the academic workplace (Clark, 1984; Feild
andl Giles, 1977). The observations one is able to make from
an examination of the perceptions held by taculty about the
workplace can help us understand the faculty’s interpreta-
tion ot “how organizational life actually does function and
how it should hunction. These perceptions may he accurate
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or inaccurate, but they represent reality from the perspective
of participants” (Peterson and Spencer, 1990, p. 12). Thus.
faculty perceptions of the workplace identify the climate in
the academic workplace for faculty (Allaire and Firsirotu,
1984; Peterson, Cameron, Jones, Meta, and Ettington, 1986).

Table 9 lists faculty responses to certain characteristics of
the workplace. There are few differences in how men and
women respond to such characteristics. According to the
table, the characteristic of the workplace that faculty are
most satisfied with has to do with autonomy and indepen-
dence. The research literature notes that faculty express
greater satisfaction with “intrinsic™ factors in the workplace
such as autonomy and independence than with “extrinsic”
factors such as salary and administrative work (Hill, 1986-87;
Kanter, 1980; Pearson and Seiler, 1983; Smith, Anderson, and
Lovrich, 1995). Since one of the expectations of faculty in
academia is for them to be creative thinkers and innovative
teachers, then it is appropriate for academia to create a
workplace climate that uses autonomy and independence to
promote faculty members' intellectual pursuits.

Table 9 indicates that faculty are satisfied with faculty
relationships in the workplace. Recall that in Table 8 “being
a good colleague” is an important professional goal for fac-
ulty. If we couple these observations, then we can suggest
that faculty satisfaction in the workplace is an indicator of
how the academic culture facilitates the attainment of pro-
fessional goals: “Educational institutions advance not just
with faculty participation but usually under faculty initiative”
(Stewart,-1995, p. 339). From an.institutional perspective, the
academic culture promotes a workplace climate that weaves
professional goals with institutional expectations.

Not surprisingly, according to Table 9, faculty are satisfied
with their teaching assignments: Table 8 also indicates that
being a good teacher is an important professional goal for
faculty. Together, these observations suggest that the aca-
demic culture creates a workplace climate that promotes the
perception among faculty that teaching is important. Since
one of the principal functions of academia is to teach stu-
dents, then one would expect teaching to be an important
institutional activity. And one would also expect faculty to
perceive teaching as an important institutional activity, espe-
cially one that is central to the personnel review process
(Rich and Jolicocur, 1978). It is thus important that facahy,
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as the primary agents in teaching, feel comfortable teaching
and that they perceive the academic culture as valuing what
they do as teachers. In the end, faculty want to teach and
feel good about doing it: "We need 1o establish new
rhythms, new ways of learning, new ways of celebrating. We
need alternation and alternatives; action and response; fresh-
ening of the spirit and lightening of the mind. We need to
teach™ (Smith. 1990, p. 222).

Finally. according to Table 9, faculty are satisfied with
their relationship with the administration and the opportu-
nity for scholarly pursuits. If one considers the workplace
characteristics of “relationship with administration” and
“opportunity for scholarly pursuits” “extrinsic™ workplace
features, then it is not unexpected to find faculty expressing
moderate levels of satisfaction with these characteristics of
the workplace. That is, faculty may perceive these two
workplace characteristics as associated with the work envi-
ronment but not with the actual context for faculty work
(Locke, Fitzpatrick. and White, 1983). For example, regard-
ing the job satisfaction of college faculty, Hill (1986-87) has
observed: “Things intrinsic 1o the work—tcaching, scholarly
achievement- creativity. the nature of the work, ctc.—should
be the principal sources of job satisfaction; concomitantly,
factors extrinsic to the actual work

salary, fringe benefits,
administrative features . . — should emerge as the principal
contributions to job dissatisfaction™ (p. 38). It is not so much
that faculty are dissatisfied with the workplace features of
“relationship with administration™ and “opportunity for
scholarly pursuits™ as it is that faculty may not associate
these workplace features with their personal satisfuction in
the workplace.

Interestingly, the faculty’s dissatisfaction with the work-
place is often associated with extrinsic factors rather than
intrinsic factors. Finkelstein (1978) has observed that faculty
“tend to derive satisfaction from the nature of their work
itself, while they tend to express dissatisfaction most often
with extrinsic factors, such as salary [and) administrative
leadership™ (p. 221). Other workplace characteristics that
faculty perceive as extrinsic factors and that they associate
with low levels of satistaction include administrative and/or
organizational decision making (Cohen, 1974), inadequate
institutional resources (Gmelceh, Lovrich, and Witke, 1984),
insufficient income (Gmelch, Wilke, and Lovrich, 1986),




ambiguity in work role expectations (Smith, Anderson, and
Lovrich, 1993), and lack of consistency in criteria for pertor-
mance evaluations (Pearson and Seiler, 1983: Copeland and
Murray, 1996). Smith and others (1995) suggest that faculty
dissatisfaction with the workplace has increased because the
quality of life for faculry in academia has become more
stresstul as a result of changes in the contextual features of
academia:

The impact of fiscal changes brought on by two consei-
vative nationdl admivistretions and two recessions in
the 1980s has left state budgets profoundly constrained
and most iunicersity camgises in similar straits.
Facully salaries have declined over the past tuwenly
years in relation to priveate-sector incomes. factilty
sclerries have not kept pace with inflation over this tine
period. salary disparities across disciplines bave grown.
and salary compression across ranks bas occurred—all
helping to create seriots mordle problems in the
dcadentic workplace. (p. 260)

Diversity in Academia and the Academic Workplace
Academia generally tries to stay away from controversy. The
institutional culture is designed to enhance academia’s intrel-
tectual features rather than debate controversial issues. The
topic of dicersity in the workplace is, as a result, pregnant
with controversy and debate for academia. Dicersity in aca-
demia is driven by the beliet that underrepresented popula-

tions, especially women and minorities, must be given

access to academia (Levine, 1991). Although diversity initia-
tives in academia were initially focused on increasing
representation of minority students, they have been
expanded to cover all underrepresented groups. According
to Hirano-Nakanishi (1994), “Representation. which began as
an issue tocused on students. now embraces staft, faculty,
senior administrators, and teustees. Originally representation
meant an increase from none to a few: today,
representation means setting targets in proportion to societal
popuiations. Originally. representation meant access for
blacks: today it refers to access for any underrepresented
group” (pp. 03-0-1).

Instead of becoming a vehicle for institutional change in
academia. divessity initiatives have become a batdeground.
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Resistance to diversity initiatives is observed in the increas-
ing social distance betweer: non-White and White students
on campus (Institute for the Study of Student Change, 1990,
Buchen, 1992; Powell, 1998). Resistance to diversity initia-
tives by the faculty, especially White faculty, is observed in
the obstacles women and minorities face in the academic
workplace. Women and minority faculty, for example, are
marginalized in the academic workplace with regard to their
exclusion from institutional activities that govern academic
life (Stassen, 1995: Gonzales, 1991; Chepyator-Thomson
and King. 1990). In general, academia has resisted diversity
initiatives despite the increasing multicultural character of
LS. society (Josey, 1993; Milem and Astin, 1993; Bromberg,
1993; Smart, 1978: Reed, 1980; Larwood. Gutek, and
Gattiker, 1984).

Affirmative action is generally considered to be a reme-
dial measure for increasing diversity in the academic work-
place (McCombs, 1989; Brooks, 1982; Vilverde, 1998).
Perhaps the most noticeable aspect of affirmative action in
the academic workplace is the controversy it attracts rather
than its ability to radically increase diversity in the work-
place. For example, the passage of Proposition 209 (anti—
affirmative action) in California signaled the end of affirma-
tive action in California society, especially in education
(Aguirre, 1997). Proposition 209's passage increased rather
than reduced questions regarding the /legitimacy of minority
students and faculty in academia (Bell, 1997a. 1997bh). One
result of Proposition 209's passage may be damage to the
collegial relationships between White and minority faculty in
the workplace (Malveaux, 1996). Another result of the
proposition’s passage may be a relaxed commitment 10
increasing the representation of minority faculty in California
higher education (Schneider, 1998).

Regarding the effectiveness of affirmative action to diver-
sity in the academic workplace, Tack and Patitu (1992)
observe that “even though nearly two decades have passed
since the enactment of affirmative action laws in the United
States, higher education remains largely a white male enter-
prise” (p. 75). Despite decreasing numbers in the professo-
riat, from 08% in 1980 to 59% in 1993, Whitc males occupy
the majority of faculty positions (National Center for
Education Statistics, 1986, 1996). The dominant position of
White males in the ULS. professoriat reflects an ideology in
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academia that “despite its rhetoric, and its attention to the
undeniable force of changing demographics, the power of
tradition and past practice in higher education militate
against the diversity it so desperately seeks” (Sanders and
Mellow. 1990, p. 9). In other words, social forces may exist
in the academic workplace that resist initiatives to increase
diversity.

If one assumes that faculty are in a favorable position to
observe how institutional decision making shapes academic
culture, then faculty perceptions of how academic culture
responds to diversity create a “picture of an institution’s
campus climate as experienced by the people who
participate in the college or university community”

(Edgert. 1994, p. 53). To this end, faculty responses to
diversity initiatives are presented in Table 10. In general,
according to the table, faculty perceive academia’s response
to increasing the representation of minorities in the faculty -
and administration as decreasing between 1989-90 and Social

1995-96 and academia’s response to increasing the
representation of women in the faculty and administration
as increasing slightly. Interestingly, faculty perceive

Jorces may
exist in the

academia’s response to creating a diverse multicultural academic
environment on campus as increasing noticeably during workplace
the same time period. that resist

The faculty's perception that academia has decreased its ~ indtiatives to
response to increasing the representation of minorities corre- increase
sponds to an observation made by Bunzel (1990): “During diversity.
the past two decades there has been an increase in the

participation of under-represented minority groups on tradi-
~tionally white faculties. However, despite the enactment of
affirmative action plans by virtually every college and uni-
versity, the rate of progress for minority faculty has
decreased in recent years and has cven regressed for black
faculty” (pp. 43—44). That is. faculty may perceive academia
as decreasing its response to increasing the representation of
minoritics despite the presence of an institutional vehicle,
affirmative action, that supports and promotes efforts
aimed at increasing institutional diversity. Although faculty
pereeive academia’s response to increasing the representa-
tion of women as increasing, some researchers argue that
academia’s response falls short of reflecting the number of
women carning doctoral degrees (Bentley and Blackburn,
1992 Billard, 1994).
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Women are flocking to graduate schools in record
numbers. dand many are specializing in fields that have
been traditionally dominated hy men. . . . Decision
nmiakers in many institutions of higher education meay
pay lip service to affirmative action by developing
Ssystems {thatl. on the surface. [seem] to seek and wel-
come women, but [that/ really attempt to comply with
Jederal regulations on paper only. In reality, the nn-
ber of women birved is still small, and of that number.
even fewer attain tenure and full professor stalus.
(Granger, 1993 pp. 121, 123)

According to the data in Table 10, faculty perceive
academia as not having a noticeable change in its response
to increasing the number of women and minorities between
1989-90 and 1995-96. Why then do faculty perceive
academia as increasing diversity through a multicultural
environment on campuses during those same years?
Consider that the visibility of women and minorities on
campus may create the impression among faculty that
academia has been transformed into a mudticultural
organization—especially if faculty notice women and
minorities participating in activitics or occupying positions
from which they have been noticeably absent in the past.
As a result. faculty may perceive academia as a multicultural
organization “characterized by pluralism, full integration of
minority-culture members both formally and informally, 2n
absence of prejudice and discrimination, and low levels of
lintergroup| conflict” (Cox. 1991, pp. 46-47). It may be also
that faculty perceive academia as a race-neutral organization -
and that changes in its environment. especially multicultur-
alism. are a reflection of academia’s response to altering its
institutional character. Faculty may thus believe thar
exclusion of minorities is no longer an institutional concern.
By focusing on issues of exclusion, faculty are omitting
minorities from their perceptions of academia through not
arguing for their inclusion (Nkomo, 1992). Or faculty may
just be complacent and believe that the “problem of closed
doors for minorities has been solved for all time™ (Delgado,
1988, p. 409).

Finally, although both male and female faculty perceive
academia’s response to increasing the representation of
minoritics as decreasing between 1989-90 and 1995-96, only
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women faculty perceive academia’s response to increasing
the representation of women as decreasing between
1989-90 and 1995-96. A noticeable difference exists in
women faculty members’ perceptions regarding the
increased representation of women and minorities. That is,
women faculty perceive academia as more responsive in
increasing the representation of minorities than of women.
In a sense, women faculty members’ perception of
academia’s response o increasing the representation of
women may reflect their belief that “hiring practices in
higher education are changing. but even this reflects the
ideology pervading the organization of all work in this
country—that women's work, collectively and individually,
is less valuable than men's” (Cadet, 1989, p. 17). Thus. while
women faculty are more likely than men faculty to perceive
academia as committed to creating a diverse multicultural
environment, they may be less likely than men faculty to
perceive academia as committed to increasing the
representation of women. That is, women faculty may not
perceive themselves as linked with academia’s commitment
to creating a diverse multicultural environment.

Summary
Academia is characterized in popular thinking as a
paradise behind ivy-covered walls that shicld academia
from the world outside the walls and provide faculty with a
sense of community. Despite the pastoral image of
academia. the climate is one characterized by intense
competition between faculty and academic departments over
resources. And the competition over resources has resulted
in 2 hierarchical arrangement that places research
universities at the top.

Faculty perceive the academic workplace as
promoting autonomy and independence. They also
perceive autonomy and independence as necessary for
satisfaction in the workplace. By linking personal goals
with institutional expectations, faculty perceive the
academic workplace as supportive of their professional
socialization.

The increasing presence of social forces such as
Proposition 209 and Hopwood t. Texas that argue against
diversity make it necessary for us to examine academia’s
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response to diversity. In general, faculty perceive academia
as responding more to increasing the representation of
women than of minorities in the faculty and administration.
In addition, faculty perceive academia as having a
noticeable response to creating a multicultural environment
on campus, although women faculty are less likely than men
faculty to perceive academia as responding to the need to
increase the representation of women in the faculty and
administration.

Women and Minority Facully in the Academic Workplace 37
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EMIC WORKPLACE FOR WOMEN

The academic workplace has been described as chilly and
alienating for women and minority faculty. Many of the
obstacles faced by women and minority faculty in the
academic workplace are the product of an institutional envi-
ronment that serves the interests of White male faculty
(Sandler and Hall, 1980: Washington and Harvey, 1989;
Culp, 1992). According to McKay (1993). "The special prob-
lems that confront minority group faculty in mainstream
white colleges and universities are rooted in the premises
that informed Western culture’s white. male-dominated.
closed intellectual system for hundreds of years. . .. So
dlosed. exclusive. and . .. ¢lite was this system that for cen-
turies it excluded everyone outside of its designated know-
ers, including Anglo-European women” (p. 50). Accordingly,
Tack and Patitu (1992) observe, the institutional
cnvironment has remained typified by White male faculty
despite academia’s use of affirmative action rhetoric: "Even
though nearly two decades have passed since the enactment
of affirmative action laws in the United States, higher educa-
tion remains largely a white male enterprise”™ (p. 75).

It the academic workplace serves the interests of White
male faculty, then one would expect to find the presence of
women and minority faculty constrained in the academic
workplace (Henry and Nixon. 1994; Margolis and Romero,
1998: sanders and Mellow, 1990). One would expect to find.
for example, women and minority faculty occupying periph-
crai roles in the workplace. That is, gender and minority
status would operate in the workplace as vehicles for plac-
ing women and minority faculty in peripheral roles. One
result is that women and minority faculty are marginalized
in the workplace by being overrepresented in women or
minority activities. Thus, women and minority faculty are
distanced from participating and competing in workplace
activities with White male faculty (Aguirre, 1987: DiNitto,
Aguilar, Franklin, and Jordan, 1995; Park, 19906).

Despite its portrayal as a community immune to the prob-
lems feund in the world outside its ivy-covered walls, gen-
der and minority status are used in academia in much the
sume way they are used in the world outside. According to
Epps (1989), “the allocation of racial, ethnic, gender, and
social-class groups within the academic hicrarchy is
consistent with the relative status, wealth, and power of
these groups in American society™ (p. 23). In other words,
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Women and

the status inequality associated with gender and minority

status in the world outside is also found inside the ivy-cov-

ered walls of academia. Women and minority faculty are

thus marginalized inside academia in much the same way

they are marginalized as women and minority persons in the

world outside. : : : A
This section examines and discusses the social forces that

minority shape the inst?tutionul presence and participation of women
Sfaculty are ;}nd m.inoriry ta(.‘ulty in the ucad.cmic workplzfce. Tl.]C
marginal- tolloymg qflestlor}s serve as guvxdes \fo.rltihc discussion: Hf)w
ized inside do women ar}(l minority fzic.ult.y perceive and define Ih('j’ll .
. . participation in the academic workplace? What are the insti-
academia in tutional factors that shape women's and minority faculty
much the members’ perceptions the workplace? What roles do women
same way and minority faculty see themselves as performing in the
they are academic workplace? What is the organizational fit of
marginal- women and minority faculty in the academic workplace?
ized as
women and Issues in the Workplace for Women Faculty
minority An cxamination of faculty women’s perceptions of the aca-
persons in demic workplace found that women faculty perceive little
the world opportunity to participate in decision making (Aguirre,
outside. Hemandf:z. and Mart}nez, 1994). The r.esearcherf; .tound' that
women faculty perccive less opportunity to participate in
institutional activities as they move from the departmental
level to the college level. They found further that White
women faculty perceive more opportunity to participate in
institutional activities than minority women {aculty. In
general, the finding that women faculty perceive little
~opportunity to participate in decision-making activities
corresponds with an observation that both White and minor-
ity women have not “achieved full access to the arenas that
position them for leadership. or to leadership positions
themselves™ (Shavlik, Touchton, and Pearson, 1989, p. 447).
In a study of the academic experiences of women and
men faculty, Rausch and others (1989) found that women
faculty perceive less equity than men faculty in the alloca-
tion of responsibilities. such as teaching and commitiee
assignments.
Eighty-one percent of the men felt that their amount of
tedachiig responsihilities had almost always or always
been equitable in relation (o their colleagues while
40
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66 percent of the women fell the same wdy. And.

15 percent of the women felt that almost never or never
were ledching respousibilities distributed equally in
comparison to 8.8 percent of the men. Over 86 percent
of the men reported that they almost always or always
had an equitable share of committee responsibilities
but only 68.5 percent of the women had similar
perceptions. (p. 7)

Accordingly. Wenzel and Hollenshead (1994) observed
that women faculty often leave a university position
because of the unequal opportunities they face
compared with men faculty. For example, women faculty
describe experiences in which men were offered more
institutional assistance with their careers. such as research
and laboratory money. than they were. citing them as
reasons for leaving. ’

Regarding the participation of women faculty in
institutional activities, the rescarch literature notes that
women faculty are often assigned time-consuming tasks
that men faculty do not regard as important for professional
socialization (Chamberlain, 1988; Denton and Zeytinoglu,
1993; Parson, Sands. and Duane. 1991). Women faculty are
often the victims of negative portrayals in the academic
workplace that devalue their participation in workplace
activities (Gallant and Cross, 1993; Merritt and Reskin, 1992
Henry. 1990). Women faculty perceive the workplace
environment as structuring workplace activities for men
faculty that enhance their professional socialization
(Ayer, 1984: Johnsrud and Des Jarlais, 1994; Hollon and
Gemmill, 1976). In general. the role played by women
faculty in the academic workplace is described as follows:

Academic women bave to learn to walk on eggshells,
playing two contradictory roles: the woman and the
professor. . . . They may be asked to pour the tea al a
Sfaculty reception, to do the photocopying for the
department head whose secretary is away. to bake
cookies for a departmental gathering. They may be
asked for advice about sewing. interior decoration. and
gift-giving: if they re short. they may be called “our litlle
assistant professor” and even be patted on the bead.
(Toth, 1995, p. 40)
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Although women faculty are relegated to peripheral activi-
ties in the academic workplace, the research literature also
notes that women taculty experience a gendered workplace.
That is, women faculty perceive the academic workplace as
using gender as a status characteristic tor allocating resource
and opportunity. For example. compared with men. women
faculty are assigned heavier teaching loads (Austin and
Gamson, 1983) and more service responsibilities (Menges and
Exum, 1983). Women faculty often find themselves excluded
from participating in committees if their presence makes men
faculty feel uncomfortable (Parson and others, 1991).
Women faculty also believe that men faculty trivialize their
research and publishing during academic review (johnsrud
and Wunsch. 1991). According to Steward and others (1993),
the obstacles faced by women taculty in the academic
workplace create a “climate within the academic work
environment that can be personally and professionally toxic
to many women who have attained faculty status™ (p. S1).

Minority Women Faculty

According to the research literature, minority women faculty
experience more barriers to their professional socialization
in the workplace than White women faculty (Bernstein and
Cock. 1994 Nieves-Squires. 1992: Wyche and Graves. 1992).
The low number of minority women in faculty positions
often becomes an obstacle for them in the academic work-
place. For example. the lack of representation of Hispanic
women faculty in academia causes them to be overly bur-
dened by student atfairs activities.

The lack of representation of Hispanas in academia as
Jacudty members causes them to be overburdened by an
inordindte amount of student advisees—~both those who
are formally assigiied and those who gravitate toward
their doors. . . . The sheer ¢ffort of trving to do well by
the students while cit the same time routing an
academic career that encompadsses scholarly research,
excellent teaching, and conmmittee participation
ensures that very few Hispanas vemain within the
academic ranks. (Nieves-Squires, 1992, p. &0)

Although minority women faculty are expected to per-
form similar activities as White women faculty, minority
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women faculty are also expected to pertorm syimbolic roles
in academia. "The profcssor of color is asked., and expected,
10 serve students of color as a role model and confidant. She
is expected to be a special tutor and advisor to their student
groups as well as a substitute mother/father/older
sister-older brother figure™ (Greene, 1991, p. 300). The
symbolic roles minority women faculty are expected to
perform in academia enhance their role incongruity. For
example, according to a Japanese-American faculty woman:

I'm such g minorily in this context or in any university
context in this country pretty much. People like me
heve to adjust to the dominant system. . . . I don't like
interacting in that way. it's not a culturally preferrved.
culturedly acceptabie thing . . . and I resent that. But
Jou don 't hear a ot of 1s because there are not alot of
us saving we resent it. We always have to switch over
into the other mode. (quoted in Johnsrud and Sadao.
1998, p. 326)

In general, the obstacles faced by minority women faculty
in academia are the product of two status characteristics,
gender and minority status. On the one hand. they are
expected o perform gendered roles in academia that require
them to perform as caretakers for students—the big sister or
mother role for minority students. On the other hand, minor-
ity women faculty are rendered powerless in academia by
their minority status, and they are often regarded as tokens

~ that satisfy two affirmative action slots (Wyche and Graves.

1992). In addition, the research literature shows that minor-
ity women faculty experience more discrimination in acade-
mia than their minority malce counterparts (Montero-Sieburth.
1996: Singh. Robinson, and Williams-Green, 1995). “African
American women in social work academe may be at a
greater risk of experiencing discrimination than many
African American men. . . . Women may be subject to the
dual effects of racism and sexism and hence may be in
double jeopardy™ (Schicle, 1992, p. 52).

One might argue that both White women and minority
women faculty are expected to perform similar activities in
academia. Although it could be the case, White women
faculty “can more casily say no™ to demands such as
performing service activities than minority women faculty
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(Young, 1984, p. 136). As a result, minority women faculty
experience the academic workplace differently from White
women faculty. One could say that minority women faculty
are more at risk because of the discriminating effects of
gender than White women faculty. One could also say, as

- some researchers have noted, that the obstacles faced by

minority women faculty in academia block their advance-
ment in academia to a greater degree than similar obstacles
block the advancement of White women faculty (Elmore
and Blackburn. 1983: Carroll, 1973; Dejoic, 1977; Grillo,
1997: Menges and Exum. 1983; Young. 1996).

Issues in the Workplace for Minority Faculty

Similar to women faculty, minority faculty perceive little
opportunity in the academic workplace to participate in
institutional activities, especially activities that are crucial to
establishing institutional presence (Aguirre, 1985: Jackson,
1991) such as serving on tenure and promotion committees
or campus budget planning committees. Minority faculty also
perceive themselves mainly as assigned to teach classes that
serve a service component in their academic department
(Aguirre, 1987; Haines, 1991; Tack and Patitu, 1992). In
particutar, minority faculty often find themselves assigned to
teach classes that are general service classes but not required
to satisfy the majo. in the department. The academic work-
place “expects” minority faculty to assume responsibility for
its service activities: “Minority faculty face significant role
conflicts. . . . They must balance teaching, research, and
service to the institution, knowing that there are pressures to
perform in each area, though rewards are not equal. At the
same time. they are also often given more chances to fill
service responsibilities than their white peers—and they are
expected to take them™ (Exum, 1983, p. 395).

A study of Latino faculty members’ attitudes about the
workplace (Martinez, Hernandez, and Aguirre, 1993) found
that Latino faculty perceive few opportunities in the aca-
demic workplace for assuming leadership roles or positions
with the potential for leadership. In contrast, White faculty
perceive the academic workplace as open to anyone inter-
ested in pursuing leadership roles or positions. “Latino fac-
ulty are more likely to perceive minority faculty as excluded
from mainstream decision-making sectors on campus and
channeled into buffer statuses where they are used to




rrTT

protect institutional interests™ (p. 48). In this case, Latino
faculty are likely to perceive themselves as part of the aca-
demic workplace if their presence serves and protects insti-
tutional interests. For example, the institution can “window
dress” its minority faculty to respond to critics that accuse it
of not having any minority faculty.

An examination of “quality of life” in the academic work-
[>.«ce for White and Black faculty in predominantly White
schools of social work (Davis, 1985) found that Black faculty
perceived barriers in the academic workplace that prevented
them from receiving respect and attaining job satisfaction. In
particular, Black faculty perceived themselves as less
respected in the academic workplace, as less likely to receive
satisfaction from their academic positions, and with less cer-
tain employment futures than White faculty. Davis suggests
that the cumulative eftect of these perceptions on minority
faculty serves as a vehicle that motivates Black faculty to
leave their academic positions. The cumulative effect of these
perceptions also prevents rminority faculty from attaining a
quality of life similar to the one attained by White faculty.

Although this review of the research literature shows that
minority faculty perceive barriers in the academic
workplace, studies in the research literature also show that
minority faculty perceive the workplace environment as
supportive of their professional growth and socialization.

A study of minority faculty and their perceptions of
conditions in the workplace in U.S. schools of social work
(Grandbots, Andrews, and Schadt, 1996) found that minority
faculty perceived the academic workplace as supporting the
hiring of minority faculty and their carcer objectives.
Similarly, a study of minority faculty and perceptions of
their quality of lifc in the academic workplace (Thomas and
Asunka. 1993) found that minority faculty are generally
satisfied with their quality of life in the academic
workplace. Another study of quality of life for minority
faculty (Tack and Patitu, 1992) observes that although
minority faculty generally perceive the academic workplace
as supportive of their career goals, they also believe that the
academic workplace does not adequately use their skills and
experiences. For example, minority faculty perceive the
academic workplace as using them selectively, based on
their minority status, to serve on service and affirmative
action committees.

Women and Minority Faculty in the Academic Workplace




The Institutional Context
What are the institutional factors that shape women’s and
minority faculty members’ perceptions of the workplace? If
women and minority faculty perceive barriers in the aca-
demic workplace regarding their job satisfaction. career
opportunities, and professional mobility. then how can the
workplace alter their perceptions about barriers in the work-
place? Perhaps by examining how the workplace organizes
the perceptions of women and minority faculty, we can
identify institutional factors that wonmen and minority faculty
perceive as barriers. Despite the paucity of studies that
examine institutional factors as barriers for women and
minority faculty, a few studies have attempted to describe
the institutional context for women’s and minority faculty
members’ participation in the academic workplace.

Grandbois and others (1990) conducted a survey of mi-
nority faculty perceptions regarding selected workplace con-
ditions in ULS. schools of social work. The survey examined
institutional efforts to hire minority faculty. minority faculty
perceptions of institutional success in hiring minority
faculty. conduciveness and supportiveness of the workplace
for minority faculty carcer goals, institutional opportunity for
minority faculty to influence decision making and assume
leadership roles, and perceived racism and harassment by
colleagues and students. In general, the survey results
showed that minority faculty perceived the academic work-
place as supportive regarding the hiring of minority taculty
and their carcer objectives. "When asked whether their
-‘minority status was an endangerment, advantage. disadvan-
tage or asset. 0% (13) reported an endangerment, 13% (28)
an advantage. 45% (100) neither an advantage or disadvan-
tage, and 18% (39) . . . an asset” (p. 650).

Table 11 shows the reconfigured results presented by
Grandbois and others (1996). The table shows that
minority faculty perceive the school's working environment.
administrators, and faculty as supportive of their carcer
objectives. What do these results suggest about the
institutional context for minority faculty? On the one hand.,
the results identify a set of institutional factors—the
school’s working environment, administrative and
faculty support—that minority faculty perceive as
important to the attainment of their career objectives. On
the other hand, the results identify a set of institutional factors
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TABLE 11
Minority Faculty Responses to Select Institutional
Factors”
Minority Faculty Response
} Always/ Seldom/
| Institutional Factor Usually Never
Conduciveness of over-all 0 76 24
working environment of N 113 35
the school
Supportiveness of dean in Yo 24 16
helping achieve their N 112 28
[minority faculty] objectives
Supportiveness of faculty % S4 46
(as a group) in helping N <6 6>
! achieve their [minority
faculty] objectives
*Adapted from Table Tin Grandbois and others (1996: 649).
1

that could be perceived by faculty as bairriers to the attain-
ment of their career objectives. Banks (1984), for example,
notes that the entry of Black scholars into predominantly
White American universitics resulted in an institutional con-
text that offered service as a vehicle for institutional participa-
tion but ended up as a barrier to their career advancement:

The administrators of universities expected black
scholars to function quite differently from their white

: connterparts. . . . Rather than being allowed—and

| indeed enconraged—to concentrate on their acadeniic
; work. many black professors were sucked into a

' plethora of activities ofter unrelated to their compe-

: tence and interests. Institutions that bad traditionally

! discotraged younger fuculty members from participat-
| ing on administrative committees and in community

' affairs drafted young black scholars for these

4 activities. . . . Consequently. many individuals who

' had been trained for serious intellectiial work and took
) “Jobs expecting 1o do such work found that their orientd-
tion 1was not compeitible with what the institutions

: expected of them. (pp. 326-327)
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Similarly, an examination of Black faculty attitudes
and perceptions of the academic workplace (Tack and
Patitu, 1992) found that Black taculty generally perceive the
academic work environment as supportive of their career
goals. Although Black faculty perceive select institutional
factors—department and campus working relationships,
identification with department and institution—as supportive
of their presence in the academic workplace, the majority of
Black faculty believe that the institution could better use
their skills and experiences. In particular. because Black
faculty perceive little opportunity to serve on important
committees, they may believe that the workplace uses their
skills and experiences selectively. That is, Black faculty may
perceive the workplace as using them selectively regarding
their minority status in the academic workplace. According
to Tack and Patitu. "Minorities perceive their chances as,
being better than those of whites for service on committees
that make decisions about affirmative action and student
affairs. Only one-fourth of the professionals, however,
thought that service on affirmative action committees
assisted them in achieving promotion and tenure” (p. 69).
Thus, selective use of minority faculty based on their minor-
ity status in the academic workplace may serve as a barrier
to the career objectives of minority faculty (Garza, 1988;
Washington and Harvey, 1989). As such, minority faculty
may be caught in an ethnic mobility trap—by responding to
workplace opportunities that use their minority status,
minority faculty are shielded from more rewarding opportu-
nities in the academic workplace (for a discussion of the.
ethnic mobility trap, see Aguirre, 1987; Wiley, 1967).

Finally, Niemann and Dovidio (1998) examined the asso-
ciation between solo status of racial and ethnic minority
faculty in psychology departments with their job satisfaction
and subjective feelings of distinctiveness. In general, the
solo status (“being the only one”) experienced by racial and
cthnic minority faculty was expected to be associated with
level of job satisfaction and feelings of distinctiveness. The
findings show that minority faculty generally report lower
levels of job satisfaction than White faculty. For minority
faculty, job satisfaction was affected or mediated by their
feelings of distinctiveness. That is. solo minority faculty
exhibited higher levels of distinctiveness that in turn resulted
in lower levels of job satisfaction. In contrast, nonsolo
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minority faculty exhibited low levels of distinctiveness that
in turn resulted in higher levels of job satisfaction.
Interestingly, the level of distinction experienced by a
minority faculty member may increase his or her perceived
vulnerability to negative stereotypes in the academic work-
place. According to Niemann and Dovidio:

Perceptions of minorities being treated inequitably may
lead to feelings of distinctiveness as a function of one’s
race or ethricity for miinorities. In turn, feelings of
distinctiveness may sensitize minorities o the potenticl
Jfor being singled out for unfair treatment. Thus, in
complex, naturalistic settings involving interactions
over lime, feelings of distinctiveness and stigmatization
meay represent a veinforcing. circular phenomenon.

(p. 67

The solo status of minority faculty has built-in obstacles.
For example, according to the fictional law professor
Geneva Crenshaw:

When I arrived [the first black bired], the white facully
members were friendly and supportive. They smiled at
me d lot and offered belp and advice. When they
sau how much time [ spent belping minority students
and howe [ struggled with my first writing. they seemed
pleased. Then after [ became acclimated (0 academic
life. [ began recetving invitations to publish in the top
law reviews, to sevve on important commissions. and to
lecture at other schools. At this point, I noticed that
some of my once-smiling colleagues now greeted me
with frowns. . .. The more successful I appeared, the
harsher became the collective [judgment] of my former
Sriends. (Bell, 1987, p. 157).

The solo status of minority faculty may also threaten the
expectations White faculty have for him or her:

At first, the white professor feels good about biving

the minority. It shows how liberul the white is, and the
minority is assumed to want nothing more than o
scrape by in the rarified world they both inbabit. But
the minorily does not just scrape by, is not eternally
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Women and
minority
Jaculty gen-
erally re-
gard the
barriers to
their pro-
Jessional
growth and
socializa-
tion as the
product of
an organi-
zational cul-
ture that
serves the
interests of
White male
Jaculty.

grateful. and indeed starts to surpass the white
professor. This is disturbing; things weren’t meant 1o
go that way. (Richard Delgado, quoted in Bell, 1995,
pp- 890-897)

Fitting In in the Academic Workplace

Yomen and minority faculty share similar perceptions of
barriers in the academic workplace to their professional
growth and socialization. Women and minority faculty
generally regard the barriers as the product of an organiza-
tional culture that serves the interests of White male faculty
(Bell, 1986; Hughes, 1998; Ware, 2000). An outcome of these
barriers for women and minority faculty is that they acquire
a “distinctiveness™ in the academic workplace that has nega-
tive outcomes for them. In turn, the distinctiveness they
acquire in the academic workplace puts women and
minority faculty in a context of role entrapment: They
belong in the academic workplace but only under certain
conditions (Kanter, 1977: Milliken and Martins, 1996). As a
result, women and minority faculty often perceive them-
sclves as “tokens.” “curiosities,” or *anomalies” in the
academic workplace (Delgado, 1991: Yoder, 1985).

According to Moore (1982). wormen are perceived as
-curiosities”™ in the academic workplace because their entry
into higher education was limited to subservient roles. The
entry of women into higher education, for example. was
often confined to the areas of homemaking and home
cconomics. “[Accommodations] were made to meet the pre-
sumed needs and abilities of women in most colleges. For
example, domestic work such as cooking, washing, and
ironing [was| delegated to them at such colleges as Mount
Holyoke and Oberlin™ (p. 217). The context of “domesticity”
created for women in higher education also served as a
vehicle for recruiting women into academic tcaching posi-
tions. As such., women were tracked into academic teaching
positions that were subservient in academia and did not
pose a threat to men faculty. It is not surprising to find that.
as a result, men faculty regarded women faculty as curiosi-
tics and in some cases as irritants (Moran, 1986).

Minority faculty are "anomalies™ in the academic work-
place because they are expected 10 be model citizens
(Detgado, 1991). Minority faculty are expected to be “super
minoritics"—to be different from other members of their
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minority group. For example. minority faculty are often told
by White faculty: “You are so different from other members
of vour group.” Consequently, the academic workplace
expects minority faculty to be “shining examples™ or role
models of academic citizenship. Minority faculty can be
part of the academic workplace only if they exhibit in their
behavior the expectations set for them. In this sense,
minority faculty can have a "minority” identity but not a
“personal” one.

With regard to the institutional role of minority faculty in
the academic workplace, minority faculty perceive White
faculty as gatekeepers that constantly monitor their behavior:

Another factor that troubles many black faculty is the
institutional encironment in which they find themselves
when they do get a position in a predominantly white
institution. Blacks are well aware. as are most oul-
siders, that they exist in a fishbowl, having their compe-
tence and bebavior routinely and unofficially evalu-
ated by most of the persons with whom they come in
contact. They feel that they are expected to be shining
examples of civic virtue. (Moore, 1987-88, p. 121)

Consequently, minority faculty may perceive themselves as
occupying a contradictory role in the academic workplace—
outsiders but expected to be model citizens in academe.

Similarly. Arce (1976. 1978) has argued that not only are
minority faculty outsiders in the academic workplace but
also are often ascribed institutional roles that protect the
interests of White faculty. In particular, Chicano faculty (but
also other minority faculty) are colonized by the academic
workplace to subscribe to an ideology that does not pro-
mote their personal growth but instead forces them to
accept institutional roles that protect White interests. One
institutional role ascribed to Chicano faculty. for example. is
rooted in an dffirmative action pettern:

A number of Chicanos have been incorporaied inlo
specialized “Chicano roles™ in many colleges and
universities as part of the affirmative action response of
the institutions. Though the principle of ¢ffective
affirmatice action that affects all levels and roles of an
institution is very imporiant and valuable, there bas
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deuveloped a mentality of being a professional,
institutionalized Chicano. This mentality, whether
Jormalized as a role filled by some Chicano staff or
simply pursued as an advocatory approach, is bere
called the affirmative action pattern. . . . Chicanos that
have these Chicano-vole-specialties usually are located
i the peripbery of the decision-making and academic
activities of colleges and universities. (Arce, 1978, p. 95)

By occupying the institutional roles ascribed to them in
the academic workplace, minority faculty are thus meeting
one institutional expectation, and their institutional role is
not structurally integrated in the academic workplace (see
also Hu-DeHart. 1983; Williams, 1978; and Brown, 1990, for
a discussion of how the roles women and minority faculty
occupy in the academic workplace victimize their gender or
race and cthnicity).

Finally, Bronstein (1993) conducted a series of
interviews with women and minority faculty to examine
their general perceptions of their academic workplace
and their roles in the academic workplace. Bronstein notes
that the majority of persons she interviewed “reported that
they had experienced racial and/or gender discrimination
during their academic careers, often from both
administration and department colleagues™ (p. 67).
Interestingly, the persons Bronstein interviewed remarked
that their degree of differentness from White heterosexual
males (“the mainstream model™) affected the role they

 played and the treatment they received in the academic

workplace. According to Bronstein, “the more ‘different’
people were, in comparison with that mainstream model,
the more difficult a time they had in their institutions,
particularly on a personal level” (p. 08).

In addition. the differentness of women and minority fac-
ulty can pose a threat to White male faculty. For
example, students’, especially graduate students’, interest
in feminist and multicultural issues can result in their
demand for the teaching and mentoring services of
women and minority faculty. White male faculty would,
as a result, find less demand for their services in the academic
workplace. The differentness of minority and women
facu.ay can thus place them in institutional roles that have the
potential of changing the academic workplace.




Feminist and ethnic minority scholars can present a
threat to the status and privilege of white male faculty.
What the respondents in this study universally reported
was success with students: bigh demand and apprecia-
tion for the courses they taught, and for their services as
advisers and mentors. Such responses from the
“customers” in academic institutions have the eventiial
effect of shaping the curriculum, which means that
those teaching the traditional offerings may find their
services less valued and less in demand. . . . White male
Sfaculty may feel that their own evaluations will suffer,
in comparison with popular feminist and ethnic minor-
ity teachers. (Bronstein, 1993, p. 68)

Organizational Fit

According to Olsen, Maple, and Stage (1993). the association
between organizational values and personal values can be
used to examine the organizational fit of women and minor-
ity faculty in the academic workplace: “The concept of “fit
would appear to be usefully applied to groups such as
women and minorities whose professional values (as
expressed in their interests, satisfactions, and relative expen-
diture of time) are supposed to vary from the traditional
white male model in consistent and predictable ways”

(p. 271). Similarly, Chatman (1989) has suggested that orga-
nizational fit can be evaluated by examining the “congruence
between norms and values of organization and the values of
persons” (p. 339). Accordingly, Steers (1991) suggests that a
person’s perception of the place he or she occupies in the
organization is a measure of organizational fit.

If women and minority faculty perceive barriers in the
academic workplace that make them peripheral participants
in institutional activities, then they have a weak fit in the
academic workplace. The weak fit of women and minority
faculty may facilitate their segmentation into workplace
activities that are not expected of White male faculty (for a
discussion of segmented labor markets in higher education,
see Rosenblum and Rosenblum, 1990; and Smith and
Hixson, 1987). As a result, women and minority faculty
occupy a niche in the academic workplace that is typified by
their gender and/or minority status and promotes their
image as “tokens” or “anomalies” (Bellas and Toutkoushian,
1999; Merritt and Reskin, 1992, 1997). Russell (1995) offers a
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snapshot of the niche occupied by minority faculty in
academia: “The presence of the black woman faculty
member is a daily reminder that the law school as an
institution has been adjudicated a practitioner of racial and
gender discrimination, an immoral act of rank order. Her
presence symbolizes the institution’s contrition. . . . The
tendency is to assume her inferiority, to believe that her
appointment was unmerited, and was thus nothing more
than a grant of their grace” (p. 499).

The weak organizational fit of women and minority fac-
ulty in the academic workplace, their periphberalness and
segmentation, may also instruct us regarding their institu-
tional representation. Nkomo (1992) has observed that
minorities have not been studied within the organizational
literature because “there was little awareness that racial
minoritics may have something to contribute to organization
or that perhaps race can inform our understanding of orga-
nizations in other ways” (p. 500). One may suspect that
women and minorities are relatively invisible within an
organization, because they are not regarded as capable of
making contributions to the organization, especially the
academic workplace (see Moore, 1982; Exuin, 1983). The
invisibility of women and minorities in organizations is
closely associated with their ability to network with other
organizational members (Ibarra, 1993, 1995). Ironically, even
in organizations where minorities represent the majority of
members, such as Blacks in professional sports, minorities
are absent from decision-making positions in the organiza-

~ tional structure, for example, executive positions in the front

office of professional sports (Shropshire, 1996). Similarly,
women and minorities find themselves invisible in the
academic workplace because their research on feminist or
minority topics is viewed as insignificant (Cox and Nkomo,
1990; Reyes and Halcon, 1988; Park, 1996). Thus, the
peripheralness and segmentation of women and minority
faculty in the academic workplace promotes their invisibility
in academe.

Finally, other than the organizational dimensions of
peripherainess and segmentation, what other organiza-
tional dimensions can one examine regarding the orga-
nizational fit of women and minority faculty in the
academic workplace? Although the perceptions women
and minority faculty have of their rele in the academic
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workplace are important in determining organizational fit,
Olsen and others (1995) propose two other organizational
dimensions: (a) “self-efficacy or sense of personal control
over one’s career” (p. 272), and (b) “how much intrinsic
reward faculty derive from their work” (p. 273). To examine

~ the association of these two organizational dimensions

with the organizational fit of women and minority faculty,
Olsen and others conducted interviews with 146 tenure-track
faculty at a Research I university: 70 (48%) male and 76
(52%) female, and 99 (68%) White and 47 (32%) minority
faculty. In general, women and minority faculty tended to
identify with university values emphasizing research and
nublication. The interviews with women faculty showed that
women faculty “like their white male colleagues, tend to de-
fine themselves professionally in terms of their research,
derive as much intrinsic reward from their academic work,
and are satisfied with their research activities” (p. 283). The
interviews with minority faculty showed that their pattern of
role interests was different from other faculty because they
“evidenced greater identification with, and satisfaction from,
teaching than other groups of faculty” (p. 283). Thus:

In sum, the findings of the present study suggest that
citrrent assessments of women and minority facuity’s
role interests may be a less than accurate characteriza-
tion, at least for faculty at a research-oriented
institution. Further, of the different role measures usecd
(identification with teaching/research roles, tine
allocation, and satisfaction). satisfaction with
teaching and research proved most predictive of
important aspects of institutional fit. (p. 283)

One may thus approach an examination of how women
and minority faculty fit in the academic workplace from
several directions: by focusing on their participation in
institutional activities, such as service in a university commit-
tee or occupying a leadership position; by focusing on how
women and minority faculty perceive the alignment of their
career goals with institutional expectations; and by examin-
ing how women and minority facuity perceive the allocation
of rewards and opportunities in the academic workplace
based on gender and/or minority status. The benefit of such
a multidimensional approach to studying the organizational
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fit of women and minority taculty is that it facilitates the
construction of a descriptive profile for women and minority
faculty—a descriptive profile that portrays organizational
dimensions as dynamic agents. By identifying organiza-
tional dimensions. one may in turn further the understand-
ing of how the academic workplace can be structured to
accommodate the organizational fit of women and minority
faculry.

Summary

The discussion in this section has identified the precarious
position of women and minority faculty in the academic
workplace. Women and minority faculty share similar per-
ceptions of barriers in the academic workplace to their pro-
fessional growth and socialization. They perceive the aca-
demic workplace as chilly and alienating. Women and
minority faculty share similar perceptions of themselves as
tokens or curiosities in the academic workplace. These per-
ceptions are reinforced by the observations made by women
and minority faculty that the academic workplace segments
their participation on the basis of gender and/or minority
status.

The peripheralness and segmentation that characterize the
participation of women and minority faculty in the academic
workplace has identifiable outcomes. On the one hand, the
institutional role of women and minority faculty is not struc-
turally integrated in the academic workplace. That is,
women and minority faculty are in an organizational niche
that victimizes their gender and/or race and ethnicity. On
the other hand, the institutional role of minority faculty
places them in an ethnic mobility trap in the academic
workplace. That is, the academic workplace uses the minor-
ity status of minority faculty to shicld them from rewarding
opportunities. Thus, both women and minority faculty have
a weak organizational fit in the academic workplace.
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———ISSUES FACING WOMEN AND

Women and minorities find themselves in a workplace
setting that favors the professional socialization of White
male faculty. One outcome for women and minority faculty
is that they encounter obstacles in the workplace to their
professional socialization. In general, the obstacles target the
gender and minority status of women and minority faculty.
For example, women faculty are expected to be neutral,
nonacting entities in the academic workplace. According to
a White female faculty member describing her presence in a
male-dominated workplace:

1 smile, I am nice. I try to always feel like I am in a
good bumor and that I am not challenging anyone,
but especially I smile, and it drives me nuts sometimes.
If 1 did not smile or bad the personality of some of

my [male/ colleagues I would be out on my ear. The
men can get away with being nerds, but there is no
way [ couldd get awady with that, even if [ wasn’t doing
Sfeminist things. (quoted in Tierney and Bensimon,
1990, p. 82)

Similarly, Contreras (1995) describes the reception minor-
ity faculty receive in a workplace environment dominated by
White faculty:

Just as cold, I discovered, was the social ambiance of
the School of Education. Afler settling in [ went to the
campus and discovered that no one wds expecting me.
{ had no office space nor any assignment for the semes-
ter. [ quickly discovered that little was expected of me.
[ would be marginally involved in the core curriculum
of my department. I was to be shared with various pro-
grams in addressing multicultural issues. (p. 124)

Contreras’'s observation shows how integration into the
academic workplace becomes problematic for minority fac-
ulty. Minority faculty are often expected to negotiate their
way in the academic workplace without bothering anyone.
It is not surprising then that minority faculty feel unwanted
in the workplace.

This section examines institutional features of the aca-
demic workplace that svomen and minority faculty perceive
o he barriers. Several questions scrve as guides for the
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discussion: What barriers do women and minority faculty
encounter in the academic workplace? How do barriers in
the academic workplace affect the professional socialization
of women and minority faculty? How do women and

minority faculty negotiate their identities in the academic
workplace? ‘

Barriers in the Academic Workplace

Workplace stressors create a context for academic work that

requires faculty (o juxtapose personal obligations and work-

place tasks (McMillen, 1987; Gmelch and others, 1984, 1980).
Faculty experience numerous stressors in the workplace:

Job content stressors . . . are centered or: workload,
decision making under ambiguity, and meeting self-
imposed deadlines. The main organizational stressors
are job complexity, role ambiguity, and role conflict.
Outside of work, the major issue that pults pressure on
Saculty is the discrepancy between workplace tasks and
Jfamily obligations; [they] can take many forms, espe-
cially among faculty who are married. (Smith and
others, 1995, p. 265)

The manner in which faculty respond to workplace stres-
sors determines how they perceive their role in and identify
with the workplace (Plater, 1995; Mooney, 1988). Workplace
stressors are also an impediment to the professional
socialization of faculty (Blackburn and Lawrence, 1995;

Dey, 1994).

Stress appeats to play an important role in the lives of
university faculty. This fact bas implications in the
classroom and in research for the quality of facully
work. If faculty members are experienicing siress when
attempting to accomplish tasks and likewise feel confli ot
over their roles within the university and at bome, it is
probable that their work will suffer. (Smith and others,
1995, p. 279)

The extent to which workplace stressors affect faculty’s
performance of tasks in the workplace “can cause faculty
members to become discouraged: in many cases,
disgruntled faculty look elsewhere for a suitable working

v 68




environment” (Tack and Patitu, 1992, p. 17). In particular, if
workplace stressors prevent faculty members from perform-
ing workplace tasks satisfactorily, then professional socializa-
tion, such as promotion and tenure, is disrupted.

Table 12 shows how White and minority faculty respond
to sources of stress in the academic workplace. In general,
women faculty have higher responses to sources of stress in
the workplace than men faculty. Interestingly, the one
‘ source of workplace stress for which men faculty have a
higher response than women faculty has to do with research
or publishing demands. It may be that women faculty have a
lower response to research and publishing demands as a
source of stress because they perceive the institutional _
rewards, such as tenure and promotion, associated with If work-
research and publishing are fewer for women than for men place stres-
(Creamer, 1998; Gmelch and others, 1980; Witt and Lovrich,  sors preveni
1988). In contrast, women faculty have a higher response Saculty
than men faculty to teaching load as a source of stress members
because they often find themselves burdened with classes

| with large enrollments and performing supplemental teach- Jrom ip er
: ing activities, such as advising women students (Clark and Sforming
Corcoran, 1986:; Phillips, 1993; DiNitto and others, 1995). workplace
As such, teaching activities may carry greater weight for tasks satis-
Jactorily,
TABLE 12 then profes-
' sional so-

S i i i * >
J3191;2&1359 ;)g Stress for te and Minority Faculty, cialization,

such as pro-

White Faculty = Minority Faculty' motion and
: Sources of Stress Men  Women Men  Women | tENUYe, 1S
: , : , 1 disrupted.
: Time Pressures 83% 93% 76% 90%
’ Lack of Personal Time 7% 91% 74% 86%
Teaching Load 60%) T1% 61% 66%
Review/Promotion 419 49% 52% 55%
Process
Research/Publ. 30% 47% 507 47%
Demands
Child Care 32% 33% 36% 31%
Subtle Discrimination 15% 32% 47% 51%
'minority faculty = Black, Latino, Asian. American Indian
Soitrce: special tabulation. “Race and Ethnicity in the American
Professoriate. 1995-96." UCLA Highier Education Research Institute.
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women than for men in the peer-review process found in
the workplace. Astin and Davis (1985) summarize the differ-
ence between men and women faculty to workplace stress:
“Men identify as inhibitors those situations over which they
have less personal control (i.e., availability of funds, student
help, or institutional support), whereas women indicate as
inhibitors those situations in which they could exercise
greater control (i.e., involvement in teaching, committee
-work, or family tasks)” (p. 151).

According to Table 12, White and minority women faculty
are more likely than men faculty to experience subtle dis-
crimination as a source of stress in the academic workplace.
The research literature suggests that women faculty are more
likely than men faculty to be victims of subtle discrimina-
tion, such as men faculty members’ negative views of
women faculty as inept or incompetent (Gallant and Cross,
1993; Henry, 1990). In particular, qualities that are positively
associated with men faculty are often negatively associated
with women faculty: “What is forthright and bold in men is
considered aggressive and bitchy—and noncollegial—in
women” (Toth, 1995, p. 406).

Minority status compounds the subtle discrimination
experienced by minority women faculty in the academic
workplace. According to McCombs (1989), the minority sta-
tus of Black women faculty results in social processes that
alienate and isolate them in the academic workplace.
Similarly, Nieves-Squires (1992) observes that the minority,
status of Hispanic women faculty is used in the academic
workplace to segment them into service activities that target
Hispanic students. Minority women faculty are also more
likely than White women to find themselves the victims of
negative stereotypes in the academic workplace (Menges
and Exum, 1983; Young, 1984; Fontaine and Greenlee,
1993). For example, White facuity often regard the presence
of minority women faculty in the workplace as the product
of affirmative action. As such, White faculty regard their
presence as the outcome of avoiding considerations of merit
and focus instead on their micority status.

Workplace Issues

The research literature on women and minority faculty sug-
gests that they are less satisfied with the workplace than
White men faculty. Women's and minority faculty members'
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satisfaction with the workplace is also affected by the
barriers they encounter in the workplace. The barriers

k encountered by women and minority faculty are workplace
: issues for them because they affect their professional social-
ization and career opportunities in the academic workplace.
These workplace issues are important to our understanding
of why women and minority faculty perceive themselves in
an anomalous position in the academic workplace (Aguirre
and others, 1994). The distinction of often being the “only
one” in the workplace results in minority faculty members’
} having lower levels of job satisfaction than white faculty

| (Niemann and Dovidio, 1998). In some cases, the

| organizational context of the academic workplace portrays
minority women faculty as anomalies: “When Latinas gain
entry or are hired in higher education, suspicion about the
reasons for their being there are raised as a form of

| tokenism or as examples of reverse discrimination”
(Montero-Sieburth, 1996, p. 70).

Gendered salary
One of the workplace issues women faculty cite most often
has to do with the presence of differentials in faculty pay
(Pounder, 1989: Kelly, 1989; Toutkoushian, 1998; Alpert,
1989: Barbezat. 1987; Luna, 1990). According to Hensel
(1991), the American Association of University Professors
has found that, since 1975, the salary gap between men and
i women faculty has not narrowed and that it, in fact, has
expanded at the assistant professor level. Regarding entry-
; ievel salaries (e.g., assistant professor rank) for women fac-
ulty. Bellas (1997) has observed that the number of women
in an academic discipline has a negative nonlinear effect on
. entry-level salaries: “The strongest effect . . . on average dis-
ciplinary salary appears to occur among disciplines that have
less than 15-20% women,; the negative effect weakens
i among disciplines with greater proportions of women,
although a negative effect remains” (p. 315).

Ransom and Megdal (1993) examined the relative pay of
men and women faculty between 1965 and 1985 to see
; whether affirmative action initiatives such as the Equal Pay
k Act of 1963 decreased salary differentials between men and
women faculty. In general, they found that affirmative action
initiatives had increased the representation of women on
college and university faculties and their salaries relative to
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men'’s salaries between the late 1960s and early 1970s.
Despite the relative increase in salary for women faculty,
however:

Stnce 1977, the relative pay of women dpparently bas
not improved. . ... Equal pay policies do not seem to
have been too effective in bigher education. By oitr
estimates, women faculty memabers are, on average,
paid significantly less than equally capable me».
Nationally, relative pay of women probably did not
improve in the late 1970s and early 1980s. (p. 34)

Is gender the primary variable that creates a context of
gendered income for women faculty? That is, can the salary
differences between men and women faculty be explained
by examining other factors such as career experience,
education, publications, and research? Bognanno (1987)
suggests that although factors such as the number of
publications and time spent on research can explain some
of the difference between men and women faculty
salaries, the salary difference remains partially based on
gender. Robin and Robin (1983) examined a series of
comprehensive salary researches between 1977 and 1980 to
identify variables that describe the context for differentials
in women and men faculty salaries. They analyzed their
data by means of a multiple classification scheme that
focused on six independent variables: academic rank,
college of employment (social sciences, natural sciences,
etc.), sex, race, highest degree earned, and years in

- academic rank. In general, Robin and Robin found that
even when they controlled for some of the independent
variables, a salary differential existed between women
and men faculty:

The data [indicate] that, during the first two years
researched, women were found to receive lower
salaries than the average at all ranks. The multiple
classification analysis, controlling for the salient
variabies identified through the multiple stepwise
regression analysis, indicated that the salary decre-
ments _for women faculty persisted even when the
Sfactors of rank, race, college, bighest degree, and years
in rank were adjusted for. (p. 54)
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Similarly. Ervin, Thomas, and Zey-Ferrell (1984) tested the
thesis that inequities based on sex exist in the academic
workplace. To test the thesis, they constructed a model con-
sisting of 10 background variables (sex, age, race, marital
status, highest degree earned, length of time with doctorate,
years employed by the university, institutional category
[Carnegie Type [, Ii, etc.], academic discipline, and ideal
workstyle [teaching x research x servicel), 6 work activity
variables (actual workstyle [teaching x research x servicel,
chair's perception of faculty workstyle, time spent in teach-
ing, time spent in research, time spent in service, and total
time spent working), and 7 productivity variables (obtaining
external grants, obtaining internal grants, release time
received, number of published monographs, number of
published articles in distinguished-quality journals, number
of published articles in intermediate-quality journals, and
number of published articles in low-quality journals). Ervin
and others used their model to examine the predictive
effects of the background variables, work activity variables,
and productivity variables on four types of reward in
the academic workplace: tenure, rank, salary, and type of
appointment (nontrack. part time, etc.).

In general, Ervin and others (1984) found that of the four
types of rewards they examined, only salary differed by sex.
Their results showed that men faculty carn significantly
more than women faculty (about $130.37 per month more)
and that men faculty are more likely to receive rewards for
achieved characteristics than women faculty. “It can be seen
readily that sex, in this case femaleness, is negatively related
(—.10) to Szllary. Stated another “wziy-, after we . . . controlled
for longevity, discipline, and other predictors of salary,
women earn less than men” (p. 1019).

The rescarch literature thus suggests that gender plays a
role in salary differences between women and men faculty.
Salary differences between men and women faculty are a
workplace issue because they affect job performance and
job satisfaction. According to Hagedorn (1995), gender-
based wage differentials in academia tend to decrease job
satisfaction, increase work-related stress, and increase nega-
tive perceptions of collegiality among women faculty.
Similarly, Pfeffcr and Langton (1993) note that in general
salary differentials between faculty have negative effects on
job satisfaction and research productivity. Salary differentials
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between men and women faculty also have more financial
consequences for women than for men (Astin and Bayer,
1972; Moses, 1997). For example, lower salaries for women
faculty mean that it takes them longer to amass human capi-
tal, such as a salary base for computmg retirement szlaries,
compardble to a4 man’s.

Minority faculty salaries

The research literature is relatively silent regarding salary
differentials between minority and nonminority faculty.
Given the discriminating effects of minority status in U.S.
society on educational outcomes, income, and occupation,
however, one would expect to find saiary differences be-
tween minority and nonminority faculty (for examples of
how minority status operates as a discriminating dimension,
see Aguirre and Turner, 1998). Finkelstein (1982) and
Brasskamp (1978), for example, offer descriptive accounts of
how minority status results in salary inequity between mi-
nority and nonminority faculty. In general, they note that
minority faculty salaries are lower than those for nonminor-
ity faculty.

In a closer look at how minority status affects faculty
salaries, Ford (1984) examined faculty pay in the School of
Management at a medium-sized university in the Southwest.
The objective of the study was to determine, by controlling
for university service and academic rank, whether minority
status affects faculty salaries. Of the 22 subjects in the study,
all were full-time faculty, male, and had Ph.D. degrees; all
had been at the university three years or more and had
received at least two pay raises; and all but three were asso-
ciate professors or professors. Seven were non-White
(1 Black, 3 East Indians, and 3 Chinese). By using multiple
regression analysis, Ford found that White faculty received,
on average, $462 more than non-White faculty in annual
salary increases and that White faculty earned, on average,
$4,200 more per year than non-White faculty.

Pavel, Skinner, Cahalan, Tippiconnic, and Stein (1998)
analyzed data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) for fall 1993 to study salary differentials
between American Indian faculty and other faculty. They
found that the median salary of American Indian faculty was
about 91% of the salary earncd by all full-time faculty. An
examination of salary differentials by racial and ethnic
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population showed that American Indian faculty earned me-
dian salaries comparable to 81% of Asian faculty

median salaries, 100% of Black faculty median salaries,
93% of Hispanic faculty median salaries, and 90% of White
faculty median salaries. The data Pavel and others
examined also showed that, in general, minority faculty
earned 97% of the median faculty earned by White faculty.
When Asian faculty were excluded from the minority
population. however, the salary differential between
White faculty and minority faculty was 92%. Accordingly,
minority faculty earn lower salaries than White faculty and
have lower rates of earning tenure than White faculty
(Nettles and Perna, 1995).

In contrast, Russell (1991) found no appreciable salary
differentials between minority and nonminority faculty
(Table 13 summarizes the data examined by Russell).
Table 13 shows that very small differences occur between
the mean salaries of minority and nonminority faculty. One
explanation for the lack of appreciable differences is found
in the econometric literature arguing that minorities will
receive high returns (e.g., salary) for signals of high
productivity (e.g., postgraduate degrees). For example,
minority persons who earn Ph.D. degrees would be
expected to receive greater returns than a minority person
without a Ph.D. degrec—and perhaps even greater than a
nonminority (White) person with a Ph.D. degree (Golbe,
1985). Freeman (1977b) found that Black male academics
with publications to their credit earn more than their
White counterparts. Similarly, Beliman and Heywood (1991)

TABLE 13

Mean Incomes of Non-Minority and Minority Faculty by
Type of Institution

Total Income Basic Salary

Non- Non-
Type of Institution  Minority Minority Minority Minority

All Institutions $48931  $46,743  $39501  $38.912
Doctoral $60.981  $35,316  $47.735 $406.186
Other Four-Year $40.450 S$90.184  §33.938 $33.948

Source: Table V, Russell (1991,
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note that signals of high productivity (college and
graduate school) are associated with higher returns for
minorities. But:

It might be that the pattern of sheepskin effects results
Jfrom a general “obstacles” model in which
minorities achieve bigh levels of education only when
they are unusually productive. Such an explanation
implies minority earnings gaps should diminish with
education levels and, correspondingly, that the
minority return to additional years of education
should be higher than that of white males which it isn’t.
The empirical results indicate minorities receive greater
value from diplomas not from years of education.
(pp. 723-724)

Thus, there may not be any appreciable differences
between the mean salaries of minority and nonminority
facilty, because the Ph.D. degree reduces any status distirc-
tion between minority and nonminority faculty that could
be translated into differential salary outcomes. That is, the
Ph.D. degree, as a signal of high productivity, is translated in
the academic workplace as a reduced earnings gap between
minority and nonminority faculty.

A biased reward system

Although women faculty perceive themselves to be the
victims of salary inequities, minority faculty perceive them-
selves to be the victims of a biased reward system. The pres-
ence of a biased reward system in the acidemic workplace
is an important workplace issue for minority faculty because
it affects their presence and permanence in academe.
Seidman (1983), for example, conducted a series of in-depth
interviews with 76 faculty and staff at community colleges in
New York, Massachusetts, and California. The resulis
showed that minority faculty believe they worked harder
and were more conscientious in their work performance
than White faculty to receive comparable rewards.
According to Moore (1987-1988), minority faculty regard
White faculty as gatekeepers in academia who control
access to faculty ranks and the reward system. Minority
faculty thus perceive themselves to be the victims of a
biased reward system, finding it an obstacle to their
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presence and permanence in the academic workplace
(Carter and O’Brien, 1993, Johnsrud, 1993; Fields, 1990).
One reward all faculty seek is tenure. Tenure not only
endows the recipient with institutional permanency in
academia but also serves as a signal for other faculty that the
recipient’s-academic work is meritorious. The research
literature notes the presence of obstacles in the academic
workplace for minority faculty working toward tenure. The
tenure review process required of faculty is often pregnant
with discriminatory mechanisms that victimize minority
faculty (Menges and Exum, 1983). For example,
“Getting Tenure at the U” (Mindiola, 1995) describes a
Chicano professor’s involvement in a tenure dispute.
A Chicano professor with a joint appointment in Chicano
studies and an academic department underwent a tenure
review by both departments.

In the end, the department voted six to five not to grant
tenure. The recommendation was based upon there
being an insufficient number of published scholarly
articles. Chicano Studies, in contrast, strongly
recommended the granting of tenure on the basis of
outstanding service fo the program and a more than
acceptable record of scholarly achievement and
publications, especially in light of the professor’s dual
responsibilities. (p. 33)

Although Mindiola notes in the essay that political factors

were involved in the decision—another candidate came up

for tenure at the same time in the same academic depart-
ment, for example—the case study is instructive with regard
to the risk of holding a joint appointment when it concerns
institutional rewards such as tenure. In a sense, joint
appointments become an obstacle for minority faculty mem-
bers being reviewed for tenure because they have to meet
two different sets of expectations. In some cases, such as the
onc described by Mindiola, the expectations are in conflict
with each other. In contrast, majority (White) faculty mem-
bers rarely face the conflict involved in trying to satisfy two
different sets of expectations (Banks, 1984; Exum, 1983). Not
surprisingly, academia attempts to sort minority faculty into
joint appointments (Aguirre and Martinez, 1993; Garcia,
1978) and by doing so increases minority faculty members’
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chances of being turned down for tenure. As such, minority
faculty are victims of a biased reward system that favors
majority (White) faculty.

Women faculty

" Women faculty are also victimized by a biased reward

system in the academic workplace. According to Phillips
(1993), women face a tenure trap in the academic work-
place. In particular, the lack of personnel policies in the
academic workplace that facilitate a women faculty mem-
ber's having a family is an obstacle in women’s pursuit of
tenure. “There is an old joke that women should have their
kids in the summer. . . . Men have children too, but they
don't have the same problems as women” (p. 44). Ezrati
(1983) notes that personnel policies in higher education
adversely affect married women. In particular, single
women faculty face fewer obstacles in the academic
workplace than married faculty women with children.
Similarly, Freeman (1977a) notes that married faculty
women receive fewer institutional rewards than single fac-
ulty women or men faculty. According to Witt and Lovrich
(1988), married women faculty often find themselves in a
role conflict—dividing time between the academic
workplace, and home and children. Time spent away
from the academic workplace is perceived as an
indication that a married woman faculty member is not
serious about her career. This perception often appears
during a married woman faculty member’s tenure

review (Hensel, 1991). _

A study of women tenure-track assistant professors in a
public Carnegie I research university (Finkel and Olswang.
1996) focused on women faculty members’ perceptions of
impediments and barriers in their careers. In general, the
study’s results showed that close to half the women faculty
postponed having a child because they perceived it as an
impediment to their professional interests and careers. “A
large number of women assistant professors who choose to
remain childless do so because of the perceived impact of
children [on] their success in achieving tenure” (p. 131). If
women faculty perceive childbearing as an impediment to
their professional careers, then academia can lessen the
perception of childbearing as an impediment by developing
personnel policies—stopping the tenure clock, for '
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example—that reduce conflict between personal and
professional goals.

One primnary policy solution is to grant tenure deferrals
to all faculty members who become parents. . . . In this
way. tenure pressure will be reduced. This policy recog-
nizes that family obligations may affect productivity
rates even for those individuals who continue to work
immediately afler a birth or otherwise limit their leaves.
1t is not unequal treatment to give faculty members who
had a child the benefit of additional time to achieve
tenure if they give birth during thetr probationary
Yyedrs; it is fair freatment. (Finkel, Olswang, and She,
1994, p. 208)

Professional Socialization

The experiences of women and minority faculty in the aca-
demic workplace are different from those of White male
faculty. Women and minority faculty are more likely than
White men faculty to experience multiple sources of stress
in the academic workplace that affect their professional
socialization. For example. women and minority faculty
might encounter social isolation (Yoder, 1985; Bell, 1986). a
requirement to spend more time in service and teaching
than White male faculty (Russell. 1991; Aguirre, 1987),
discredited research (Reyes and Halcon, 1988; Parson and
others, 1991), and fewer institutional rewards than White
men faculty (Ervin and others. 1984; Exum, Menges,
Watkins, and Berglund, 1984). The experience of women
and minority faculty with these factors often results in their
leaving the academic workplace (Rausch and others, 1989;
Aguirre and Martinez, 1993). How do these factors affect the
professional socialization of women and minority faculty?

Social isolation

Women and minority faculty are usually found in a
peripheral position in the academic workplace.

Sometimes being the only one in an academic department or
college enhances the social isolation felt by women and
minority faculty (Moran, 1986: Phelps, 1995). The social
isolation experienced by women and minority faculty in

the academic workplace affects their professional
socialization: it excludes them from interacting with
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information and support networks in the academic
workplace that are important to obtaining resources and
rewards (Clark and Corcoran, 1986:; Banks. 1984). In
particular, the social isolation experienced by women and
minority faculty is an obstacle to their development of
mentoring refationships and activities that could promote
their success in the academic workplace (Parson and
others, 1991; Carter, 1982). Thus, the social isolation
experienced by women and minority faculty in the
academic workplace prevents them from participating in
and developing roles in the workplace similar to those of
White men faculty.

Service and teaching

Because they are often the only one in their academic
department or college, women and minority faculty find
themselves performing more service activities than White
men faculty, such as advising or serving on committees that
focus on women and/or minority students (Rausch and
others, 1989; Aguirre and Martinez, 1993). One result is that
women and minority faculty find themselves overburdened
with the demands of such service activities (Wyche and
Graves, 1992). Women and minority faculty are also
assigned more often to teach undergraduate classes than
White men faculty (Menges and Exum, 1983; Johnsrud

and Des Jarlais, 1994). And because women and minority
faculty often have joint academic appointments, they are
expected to assume responsibility for developing the cur-
riculum and teaching the classes on women and minorities
{Toth, 1995; McKay, 1995). Thus, compared with White
men faculty, women and minority faculty spend more time
in workplace activities such as teaching and service that do
not necessarily promote their professional socialization in
the academic workplace. especially the professional social-
ization that increases their chances of attaining tenure and
promotions.

Discredited research
Regarding the acceptance of minority research, especially by
White academics, Reyes and Halcon (1991) note:

The delegitimization of minority research by majority
Jaculdty is rooted in the values that fundergivd! academe




and that are characteristic of culturally monolithic
systems. Those systems judge the quality of scholarship
Jrom the normative perspective of their own cultural
group and thus deem deviations from the norm as
inferior. (p. 176)

Similarly, Toth (1995) observes that women faculty are
advised, especially by men faculty, to limit their involvement
in feminist research until they have received tenure:

Some young women are advised to postpone childbear-
ing and feminist research until afier they bave tenure.
Tkey're told to write on subjects to which they’re not
committed, 10 wait in silence and cunning until the
tenure decision is made. (p. 45)

By discrediting feminist and minority research, the aca-
demic workplace reinforces the peripheral position of
women and minority faculty and questions the legitimacy of
their presence in academe (Chepyator-Thomson and King.
1996; Astin and Davis, 1985). In discrediting their research,
academia also negates the professional socialization of
women and minority faculty, especially their membership
in a community of scholars (Ayer, 1984; Haney-Lopez, 1991).
That is, women and minority faculty receive the
message that their research is not worthy of merit and, as a
result, does not legitimate their inclusion in the academic
community.

For example, Linda Mabry, an African-American female
law professor, quit the faculty of the Stanford Law School
because she was excluded by her colleagues from discus-
sions concerning the creation of an international business
law program. Mabry saw the exclusion as a professional
insult because her area of expertise is international business
law. According to Mabry, the exclusion “was demoralizing
and embarrassing. . . . It was as if | were invisible” (quoted
in Mangan. 1999, p. A12). Her exclusion can be viewed as a
reflection of the institutional view.

Smaller institutional rewards

Based on our review of the research literature, we have
observed that women and minority faculty receive smaller
and fewer institutional rewards than White men faculty. In a
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sense, this finding is not surprising. If women and minority
faculty are spending more time than White men faculty in
teaching and service and their research is discredited in
the academic workplace, then women and minority faculty
are destined to receive smaller and fewer institutional
rewards, especially if one considers that they are

excluded from pathways enjoyed by White men faculty
that result in institutional rewards (Steward and others, 1995;
Menges and Exum, 1983). In particular, by spending

more time on service and teaching than White men
faculty, women and minority faculty are limited in the
amount of time they can spend in research. That is, their
participation in research that could result in published
articles is limited (Johnsrud and Des Jarlais, 1994; Olsen
and others, 1995). In short, limits on the time they can
devote to publishing and research decreases the access of
women and minority faculty to institutional rewards,
especially tenure.

Negotiated Identities
Given the barriers women and minority faculty encounter in
the academic workplace, how do they negotiate their
identities in academe? One response from women and
minority faculty is to show that they are equal to White men
faculty. Minority faculty, for example, place pressure on
themselves “te prove that they are as good as white
academics” (Reyes and Halcon, 1991, p. 174). This
observation suggests that minority faculty attempt to
negotiate their identity in the academic workplace by prov-
ing that they are equal to White faculty. The dilemma for
minority faculty in accepting this practice is that they must
be overachievers in a context where White faculty are not
themselves overachievers. The dilemma is compounded if
one considers that minority faculty must undergo an “accul-
turative” rather than a “socialization™ process to mirror the
bchavior of White faculty (Contreras, 1998). That is. minority
faculty must change their identities as well as their profes-
sional goals to match those of White faculty. In the end,
minority faculty may displace themselves farther from the
academic workplace.

Perhaps the most serious dilemma that women and
minority faculty face in the academic worskplace is the
notion of tokenism. Montero-Sieburth (1996) suggests that
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the use of affirmative action policies in academia to in-
crease the representation of women and minority faculty
has often resulted in their portrayal as tokens or examples
of reverse discrimination. It is possible that the academic
workplace enhances the tokenism of minority faculty, for
example, by segmenting them into service activities that
White faculty often do not perform.

[ assert that in the current regime of tokenism [that] is
characterized by an occasional professor of color in
otherwise all white institutions, the university and the
community subject a professor of color to conflicting
demands and disproportionateiy high service obliga-
tions. . . . Professors of color . . . are also expected to
perform in symbolic roles and serve symbolic signifying
Junctions. These disproportionate service obligations
make it difficult for the professor of color to choose bis
own role and may bamper bis effective performance of
other important professorial responsibilities. (Greene,
1991, pp. 297-298)

Similarly, the tokenism of women faculty is enhanced in
the academic workplace when they are asked to use their
intuitive sense of compassion to deal with students, espe-
cially women students. "An academic woman must also
resist the compassion trap: being always available to every-
one. Universities are full of needy students, and we do what
we can for them, but no one person can be the adviser for
all the women students™ (Toth, 1995. pp. 42-43).

Perhaps one strategy that women and minority faculty
can use to negotiate their identity regarding the concept of
tokenism is to avoid participating in institutional activities
that victimize their gender and/or minority status.

Minority faculty can avoid service on university committees
(such as affirmative action committees) that reinforce their
identity as minority faculty and structure opportunity for
them only in minority-oriented activities. Women faculty can
avoid serving as academic adviscers for all the women
students in their department. Such segmentation by gender
casily leads to the perception that academic advising is
women’s work. As suich, both women and minority faculty
can challenge the perception that they are tokens in the
academic workplace.
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Summary

Women and minority faculty experience the academic work-
place differently from White men faculty. Because the aca-
demic workplace is organized to meet the professional
needs of White men faculty, women and minority faculty
encounter barriers to their professional socialization in the ~
academic workplace—barriers such as how rewards like
salary and tenure are allocated and social isolation, which
constrains their ability to identify with and fit in the
academic workplace.

The manner in which the academic workplace structures
the participation of women and minority faculty can result in
a dilemma for their identity in academia. By discrediting
their research, academia questions the role of women and
minority faculty. By segmenting their participation in the
academic workplace into activities that victimize their gen-
der and/or minority status, academia reinforces the tenuous
relationship of women and minority faculty to the academic
enterprise. In the end, women and minority faculty become
victims when they are portrayed as tokens in the academic
workplace.
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SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The workplace in U.S. society is predicted to become
increasingly diverse in the 21st century (Johnston, 1987).
Some believe that dramatic changes in the racial and ethnic
composition of U.S. society will require comparable changes
in the ethnic and racial composition of workers (Jordan,
1998). Others, however, believe that dramatic changes in the
racial and ethnic composition of U.S. society will not
improve diversity in the workplace but will instead foster
exaggerated beliefs about workplace diversity (Gummer,
1998). What about workplace diversity for women and
minority faculty in academia? The picture of women and
minorities is not clear.

Diversifying the Faculty

There is no doubt that the representation of women and
minorities in the faculty population increased between
1980 and 1993. While men increased their number in the
faculty population by 5.1% between 1980 and 1993,
women increased their number by 53.5%. In contrast,
minorities increased by 56.1%, with minority women increas-
ing by 84.6% and minority men by 42.9%. It appears then
that women and minorities have made appreciable gains in
their representation in the faculty population. Do these
facts mean that academia has diversified its character? Does
it mean that organizational change has taken place in
academia?

Women faculty 7

Some researchers have suggested that the numerical gains
made by women faculty are simply an outcome of their
numerical increase in the student population and in the
population of college degree recipients (Higgerson and
Higgerson, 1991; Conway, 1989; Hensel, 1991). For example,
between 1980 and 1990 the number of women students in
higher education increased by 26%, while the number of
men students increased by 7% (Aguirre, 19952). In addition.
between 1980 and 1990, the number of women awarded
bachelor's degrees increased by 20%, the number of women
awarded master's degrees increased by 9%, and the number
of women awarded doctor’s degrees increased by 42%. In
contrast, figures for men were 1%, —3%, and —4%, respec-
tively. As a result of increasing their number in the student
population and in the number of degree recipients,
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especially doctor’s degrees, women increased their
numerical representation relative to men in the pool of
available faculty. :

Is the increased represeniation of women doctoral degree
recipients in the pool of available faculty reflected in their
numerical increase in the faculty population? According to
the data we have examined, the number of doctoral degrees
awarded to women between 1980 and 1993 increased
45.2%, while their number in the faculty population
increased 53.5%. The data suggest that the numerical
increase of women in the faculty population has kept pace
with the number of women earning doctor’s degrees. If
women continue to increase the number earning doctor’s
degrees, then the faculty ranks will become increasingly
diversified by women in the 21st century.

Minority faculty

Within the minority faculty population, Asians made the
largest gain in number between 1980 and 1993. According to
Sands and others (1992), the increase in the number of
Asian faculty simply reflects a larger pool of available faculty
than for Latinos or Blacks. Between 1980 and 1990, for
example, the number of Asian students in higher education
increased 94% (Aguirre, 19952a). In comparison, the number
of Black students increased 10%, the number of Latino stu-
dents 61%. With regard to the increase in degrees awarded
between 1980 and 1990, the breakdown by racial and ethnic
groups is as follows: bachelor's degrees—Asians (148%),
Blacks (—4%), Latinos (48%); master’s degrees—Asians
(95%), Blacks (—16%), Latinos (42%), doctor’s degrees—
Asians (65%), Blacks (—16%), Latinos (42%). As a result, the
gains made by Asians in the student population and in

the awarding of degrees have expanded the pool of Asians
available for faculty positions more than for Blacks or
Latinos.

Special note must be made of the decreasing number of
Blacks earning undergraduate and graduate degrees. On the
one hand, the decreasing numbers of Blacks earning under-
graduate and graduate degrees reflect the contextual rela-
tionship of Black persons to higher education (Washington
and Newman, 1991), and the contextual relationship of
Blacks to higher education reflects a shrinking pool
of Black students progressing from high school to college
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(Patton, 1988). On the other hand, the decreasing numbers
of Blacks earning undergraduate and graduate degrees may
explain why both Black men and Black women showed the
smallest increase in the minority faculty population between
1980 and 1993. As a result, Black faculty may be overshad-
owed in the faculty population by Asians and Latinos.
Comparatively speaking, however, Asians will become more
noticeable in the faculty population in the 21st century than
either Blacks or Latinos.

Institutional Initiatives

Another context may instruct us regarding the represen-
tation of women and minority faculty in academia—the
outcome of institutional initiatives in academia that target
diversity in the faculty ranks. As we have already noted,
women and minorities made appreciable increases in

the U.S. professoriat between 1980 and 1993. Moreover, the
numerical increase of women and minorities in the faculty
ranks between 1980 and 1993 was associated with the num-
ber of women and minorities earning doctoral degrees.
What does this fact say about institutional initiatives in aca-
deme focused on faculty diversity?

Perhaps the single most controversial institutional initia-
tive in academe designed to increase faculty diversity is
affirmative action. If the purpose of affirmative action is to
increase faculty diversity by drawing from 2 pool of avail-
able candidates, then affirmative action has satisfied its pur-
pose. The data we have examined suggest that increases in

‘the number of women and minority faculty have

corresponded with their increase in the - ol of available
faculty. As such, it appears that affirmative action may have
linked supply and demand. That is, the demand for women
and minority faculty has kept up with the production of
women and minorities earning doctoral degrees.

One must assume, however, that academia has been
successful in promoting affirmative action initiatives that
promotc the graduate and professional education of women
and minority faculty. The enrollment of women and
minorities, for example, in graduate and professional
education has been steadily increasing (Gose, 1996; Magner,
1997). Similarly. the proportion of women and minority
faculty has been slowly increasing (Schneider, 1997). As a
result, the number of women and minorities earning ‘
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graduate degrees may serve as a vehicle in academia for the
recruitment of faculty. If this is the case, then affirmative
action is a signal that efforts to diversify the faculty have had
results. '

This is not to suggest that affirmative action has
resolved the problems faced by women and minority
faculty in academia. The reluctance of White faculty to
discuss the discrimination faced by women and minority
faculty limits the potential benefits of affirmative action in
diversifying academia (Irvine and Walker, 1998; Smith, 1996;
Stassen, 1993). In addition, the passage of anti~affirmative
action legislation, such as Proposition 209 in
California, and legal court cases that question the need
for affirmative action programs in academia, such as
Hopwood v. Texas, create a negative climate for affirmative
action initiatives in academia (Rodriguez and Takaki, 1998;
Gose, 1998; Malveaux, 1996). As a result, affirmative action
is pregnant with social conflict in the academic workplace.
According to Olivas (1988) with regard to Latino faculty,
“unless higher education takes more seriously its
responsibilities to seek out others like us, and to behave
differently toward Latinos, the extraordinary cycle of
exclusion from faculty ranks will continue. Higher education
is poorer for its loss™ (p. 9).

Suggestions
How can we enhance our understanding of faculty diversity

_in academia? The following questions can be used as guides

for discussion.

1. What is the association between the number of women
and minorities earning graduate degrees and their
numerical representation in the faculty ranks? Does
the numerical representation of women and minorities
in the faculty population reflect their number earning
graduate degrees?

2. Does minority group representation in academia differ
by racial and ethnic background? Are differences in
minority groups in the faculty population associated
with the groups’ representation in the undergraduate
and graduate student populations? Why are some minor-
ity groups not increasing their numbers as recipicnts of
graduate degrees?
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3. Is affirmative action an effective and adequate vehicle
for recruiting women and minority faculty to academia?
What institutional context has affirmative action created
for women and minority faculty in academia?

Academic Culture and Diversity

Academic culture is, for the most part, hidden from the
world outside the walls of academia. It is hidden not so
much to hide its secrets as to promote the myth that knowl-
edge is sacred. This explanation may help us understand
why in popular thinking the academic culture is depicted as
idyllic, a paradise free of conflict. We have noted, however,
that the academic culture is characterized by conflict over
resources and rewards. Struggles over power are fairly com-
mon in the academic culture. Such struggles, unfortunately,
produce victims, persons who do not get tenure or whose
research is not funded.

The academic culture shapes the perceptions of its sub-
scribers—that is, the faculty. By examining faculty percep-
tions, one can construct a portrait of academic culture.
Faculty perceptions are by no means homogeneous, how-
ever; they conflict with each other just as they are likely to
complement each other. This outcome is not surprising if
one considers that the academic culture is itself character-
ized by conflict. Faculty perceptions can thus instruct us
regarding what brings academic culture together on a certain
issue. For example, we noted earlier that “being a good
teacher” and “being a good colleague” are important features
of academic culture that a majority of the faculty share.

Diversity

Of particular interest is to observe how academic culture
responds to institutional diversity. We examined faculty
perceptions of academia’s commitment to diversity; the
examination showed that faculty generally perceive
academia as committed to creating a diverse multicultural
environment. In particular, faculty perceive this commitment
as having increased between 1989-90 and 1995-96. Faculty
perceive academia as increasing its support for the
recruitment of women between 1989-90 and 1995-96 but
decreasing its support tor the recruitment of minorities.
What do these findings have to say about the academic
culture’s response to diversity? Could it be that faculty
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perceive the academic culture is more responsive to women
than to minorities?

Cortese (1992) has suggested that women, especially
White women, have made greater gains than minorities
because they have been more successful in lobbying for
greater access. In particular, some researchers have noted
that women have been successful at using affirmative action
initiatives to gain access into academia (McMillen, 1986;
Milem and Astin, 1993; Matthews, 1990; Schiele, 1992). If this
is the case, then the academic culture may be more respon-
sive to women than minorities. It must be noted that the
academic culture may be responding to women because
they have used networks as a vehicle for drawing the aca-
demic culture’s attention. As such, women’s efforts at net-
working may have resulted in an academic culture more
responsive to their presence (McNeer, 1983; Carter, 1982;
Wunsch, 1993).

What then must minorities do to alter the academic cul-
ture’s perception of their presence? If networking is effective
for women, then perhaps minorities would benefit from
developing a network. For example, the University of
Maryland—~Baltimore County’'s Meyerhoff Program addresses
the disparities in educational outcomes for Black males. The
program’s goal is to increase the number of Black faculty
members, especially in engineering, medicine, and science.
The program focuses on mentoring Black male students by
Black male professionals, who serve as role models
(Morgan, 1996).

~ Some researchers have suggested that minorities would
benefit from mentoring activities that assist with the
recruitment and retention of minorities into the faculty
population (Mazingo, 1987; Nichols and Golden, 1982;
Justus, 1987). Mentoring activities focused on minorities
could also prompt the academic culture to recognize their
growing presence in U.S. society (see, for examples, de los
Santos, 1994; Luna and Cullen, 1995; Norman and Norman,
1995; Dickey, 1996; Jackson, 1996; McCormick, 1991).
Minority mentoring activities could also play a role in shap-
ing White faculty perceptions that support the inclusion of
minorities in the faculty population (Stassen, 1995; Plata,
1996; Brinson and Kottler, 1993). Thus, mentoring activities
can alter the academic culture’s response to the inclusion of
minorities in academe.
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Although mentoring activities in academia can result in
positive outcomes for minority faculty, they can have hidden
pitfalls. For example, higher education institutions may be
unwilling to provide the resources necessary for an
effective mentoring program, or they may be unwilling to
promote a mentoring program for minorities as a feature of
the academic culture (Myers and Wilkins, 1995;

Dickey, 1996). Minority women in faculty positions who
could serve as mentors for minority women are in short
supply (McCormick, 1991; Young, 1984; Ortiz, 1998).
Moreover, mentoring activities may penalize minority faculty
because White faculty do not regard them as vital to profes-
sional socialization, especially tenure and promotion
(Blackwell, 1989; Brinson and Kottler, 1993).

Suggestions

The academic culture is a complex entity that shapes as well
as alters the perceptions of its subscribers. The following
questions are focused on enhancing our understanding of
how the academic culture identifies diversity.

1. Do women and minority faculty occupy nested contexts
in academia that segment them from White male faculty?
Have mentoring activities initiated by women and
minority faculty affected the perceptions held by White
male faculty regarding their inclusion in academia?

. How has the academic culture responded to mentoring
activities for women and minority faculty? Have mentor-
ing activities initiated by women and minority faculty
affected the perceptions held by White male faculty
regarding their inclusion in academia?

3. Will an increased presence of women and minority fac-
ulty affect faculty values regarding opportunity and
rewards? That is, will an increased presence of women
and minorities in the faculty population promote a mul-
ticultural system of opportunity and reward?

v

The Academic Workplace and Diversity

Despite an appreciable increase of women and minority
faculty in the academic workplace, the academic workplace
remains a chilly and alienating environment for women
and minority faculty. One of the obstacles that women and
minority faculty face is rooted in the ideological roots of the
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academic culiiire. That is, the academic culture of the aca-
demic workplace is designed to serve the interests of White
men faculty. As a result, women and minority faculty are
segmented into peripheral roles in the academic workplace,
and they are excluded from participating in institutional
activities that result in expanded opportunities and rewards.

Though we did not examine how the academic
workplace affects women’s and minority faculty members’
perception of students’ responses to their institutional
presence, it deserves a brief note. We have examined how
women and minority faculty identify barriers to their
participation in the academic workplace. But how might
these barriers affect students’, especially white students’,
perception of women and minority faculty? One must keep
in mind that just as the academic workplace is designed to
meet the interests of White men faculty, academia is
designed to meet the interests of White students (Feagin,
Vera, and Imani, 1996; Allen, Epps, and Haniff, 1991;
La Belle and Ward, 1996).

The research literature suggests that White students
have biased perceptions of minority faculty (Aguirre, 1994).
In general, White students perceive minority faculty as the
products of affirmative action, and, as a result, they are
marginalized in the eyes and thinking of White students.
Patricia Williams (1991), a Black female law professor at
Stanford, describes how she believes White students
perceive her in class: ’

When some first-year law students walk in and see that
I am their contracts teacher, [ have been told, their
whole perception of law school changes. . . . In the
margins of their notebooks, or unconsciously perbaps,
they deface me; to them, I “look like a stereotype of a
black person” . . . not an academic. They see my broun
Jface and they draw lines enlarging the lips and
coloring in “black frizzy bair.” They add “red eyes, to
give . . . a demonic look.” In the margins of their
notebooks, 1 am obliterated. (p. 115)

Williams’s observation suggests that an academic culture
designed by White students results in biased perceptions of
minority faculty. Could it be that minority faculty receive a
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chilly reception from White students? Minority faculty may
find themselves in a difficult position in the academic work-
place, with White faculty and White students questioning
their legitimate claim for presence in academia. One thus
needs to examine how White faculty and White students
perceive minority faculty in academia and how their percep-
tions are rooted in the academic culture.

Institutional presence

We have observed in our review of the research

literature that the academic workplace uses women and
minority faculty in selective activities. In particular,

women and minority faculty are channeled into performing
service activities in academia, such as advising women
and/or minority students. The dilemma for women and
minority faculty is that participation in service activities is
often ignored in tenure and promotion decisions.

Another dilemma for women and minority faculty is

that their participation in service activities weakens

their fit in the academic workplace. That is, women and
minority faculty fit in the academic workplace when they
perform service functions, but they do not fit into
mainstream activities in academia controlled by White men
faculty. As a result, the selective use of minority faculty in
the academic workplace fosters “academic apartheid” by
segmenting their participation in the academic culture
(Contreras, 1998).

It is suggested that the weak organizational fit of women
and minority faculty in the academic workplace reinforces
their peripheralness and segmentation in the academic cul-
ture. The weak organizational fit of women faculty may
partly explain why they become the targets of sex discrimi-
nation (Gray, 1985; Grunig, 1989) and why they become the
targets of discrimination and racism (Brodie and Wiley, 1990;
Elmore and Blackburn, 1983}. The weak organizational fit
for both women and minority faculty increases their chances
of being victimized in the academic workplace. That is,
women and minority faculty are victimized in the academic
workplace hecause White men faculty perceive them as
peripheral participants. In this sense, the academic work-
place enhances rhe weak organizational fit of women and
minority faculty.
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Suggestions

Women and minority faculty may find themselves performing
conflicting roles in the academic workplace. The academic
workplace creates barriers for women and minority faculty
that prevent them from receiving the same rewards and ben-
efits as White men faculty. The following questions are de-
signed to enhance our understanding of how women and
minority faculty fit in the academic workplace.

1. What role do gender and minority status play in
sorting women and minority faculty in the academic
workplace? What is the purpose of the sorting process?
Is it to protect the institutional interests of White men
faculty?

. How do women and minority faculty perceive White
male faculty in the academic workplace? Does the aca-
demic culture support the perceptions White faculty and
White students have for women and minority faculty?

3. Does the weak organizational fit of women and minority
faculty increase their chances of being victimized in the
academic workplace? What institutional initiatives can
one introduce into the academic workplace that would
strengthen the organizational fit of women and minority
faculty as a means of reducing their level of victimiza-
tion in the academic workplace?

o

Professional Socialization of Women

and Minority Faculty o A
Women and minority faculty face barriers in their profes-
sional socialization in the academic workplace, including
dimensions of stress that impede their role performance.
Much of the workplace stress experienced by women and
minority faculty results in role conflict for them. In particu-
lar, the social isolation experienced by women and minority
faculty creates a context in the academic workplace that
exposes them to discriminating treatment.

Two types of discrimination experienced by women and
minority faculty are unequal pay and a biased system of
rewards. Compared with White men faculty, women and
minority faculty are underpaid and underrewarded. In a
sense, the forms of discrimination experienced by women
and minority faculty in the academic workplace reinforce
the perceptions of White men faculty that women and




minorities are illegitimate participants in academia. The per-
ceptions of women and minority faculty held by White men
faculty also enhance their at-risk status in the academic
workplace. Thus, women and minority faculty are at risk in
the academic workplace because of the barriers they face
regarding their professional socialization.

Competing perceptions

The barriers expcrienced by women and minority faculty
regarding their professional socialization in the academic
workplace have an observable outcome—competing percep-
tions of the academic workplace. Women and minority fac-
ulty perceive the academic workplace as biased against their
research and publications and as unlikely to reward them,
when compared with White men faculty, for their work.
Unsurprisingly, the perception of a biased academic work-
place often results in women's and minority faculty mem-
bers’ leaving the academic life. The unwillingness of the
academic workplace to reward and recognize the work of
women and minority faculty ends up forcing them out of the
academic workplace.

If women and minority faculty decide to remain in the
academic workplace, despite its barriers, then they must
negotiate their identity in the workplace. In some cases,
women and minority faculty negotiate their identity in the
workplace by trying to be as good as White men faculty;
in others, women faculty try to incorporate male behavioral
orientations into their behaviors. The dilemma in trying to
negotiate one’s identity in this manner is that it ignores the
underlying ideology of the academic workplace, and it is
designed to meet the interests of White men faculty.
Because they are perceived by White men faculty as tokens
in the academic workplace, women and minority faculty
work harder than White men faculty. Ironically, despite their
efforts, White men faculty perceive them as meeting minimal
expectations for faculty work. To compound the irony,
White men faculty often treat their own minimal efforts as
meeting maximum expectations for faculty work.

Suggestions

The data we have examined suggest that women and minor-
ity faculty are increasing their numerical representation in
academia but that the barriers to professional socialization
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they experience impede their social presence in academia.
The following questions are designed to guide an under-
standing of how women and minority faculty structure their
participation in the academic workplace.

1. What types of barriers do women and minority faculty
experience regarding their professional socialization in
the academic workplace? How are these barriers legiti-
mated by the academic culture? How does the academic
culture facilitate the institutional continuity of these
barricrs?

2. What types of institutional initiatives need to he adopted
to free women and minority faculty from unequal pay
and a biased reward system? How do women and
minority faculty use their faculty work—research and
publications—to overcome unequal pay and a biased
reward system? How do White men faculty use their
work to legitimate unequal pay and a biased reward
systeny?

3. How do women and minority faculty negotiate their
social identities in the academic workplace? How
are these negotiated social identities a response to the
barriers experienced by women and minority
facuity? How do White men faculty perceive the
negotiated social identitics of women and minority
faculey?

A Final Note

This monograph uses the term minority faculty as a
descriptive category for examining the academic

workplace experiences of non-White faculty. By no means
does the term indicate a perspective that non-White

faculty are a homogeneous population, especially one with
no internal variation. Instead, the term indicates two

things in the research literature on minority faculty. First,

the research literature focuses primarily on the experiences
of Black and Latino faculty. As such, an implicit

assumption in the research literature is that the experiences
of all non-White faculty are similar to those of Black and
Latino facuity. In a sense, the study of Black and Latino
faculty has been by default considered the study of minority
faculty. Thus, the term minority fucully in this monograph is
a descriptor, much like a fisherman's net, for capturing how
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the minority faculty experience is described in the rescarch
literature.
Second. the term minority facully incorporates non-White

4 faculty into one descriptive category because the research

literature on minority faculty is uneven in its examination of

groups in the minority faculty population. Although a size-

able amount of research literature is available on Black and

Latino faculty, there is very little regarding Asian American

and American Indian faculty. Perhaps Asian American faculty

. have not attracted much attention in the research literature

i because they are noticeably absent in discussions of minor-

ity issues in academia. especially affirmative action. Perhaps

also they have been excluded from such discussions

because it is often assumed that they are not victims of prej-

udice and discrimination: that is, they are portrayed as the

modlel minority (Kang. 1996: Lece. 1995; Wu, 1995). On

the other hand., American Indians have escaped attention

in the rescarch literature on minority faculty because they

arc missing in academia, both as students and faculty. In

: particular, many American Indian faculty are located in tribal
colleges or institutions that serve areas with a large
American Indian population (Darden, Bagaka's. Armstrong,
and Payne, 1994: Pavel and others, 1998). As a result,
American Indian facuhy are overlooked if one focuses only
on institutions in academia’s mainstre:am.

A need exists for substantive comparisons between
minority groups in the faculty population. A research strat-
cgy that permits an examination of similaritics and differ-
cnces in the workplace experiences of women and men

; minority faculty facilitates our understanding of how minor-
: ity status and gender function as status characteristics in the
academic workplace (for interesting discussions and
examples, see Calasanti and Smith. 1998; Harris. 1992; Kulis.
Ching, and Shaw, 1999: Kupenda, 1997; Nicmann, 1999;
Turner and Myers. 2000). More important, it would permit

! one to make ohservations of general workplace experiences
in the minority faculty population. A comparative research
strategy would allow one to address the foliowing questions:

| [. How do minority groups adapt to the academic work-
place? How do they respond to obstacles encountered
in the academic workplace? Are there similarities or
differences in the manner in which minority groups
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adapt and respond to obstacles in the academic
workplace?

. Does each minority group encounter a particular set
of obstacles in the academic workplace? Do different
obstacles result in competing responses by minority
group taculty? What role does the academic culture play
in muaintaining competing obstacles for minority group
faculty?

I~

3. What are the similarities and differences in how minority
group faculty negotiate their institutional presence? How
does institutional presence vary with minority group
membership? That is, do minority groups compete with
cach other in the academic workplace in the process of
negotiating their institutional presence?

The culture of the academic workplace must alter its per-
ception and treatment of women and minority faculty to
respond to the changing character of TLS. society. One
aspect of the United States’s changing character is that
women and minorities will be noticeable participants in the
workforce of the 21st century. with the result that women
and minorities will be a formidable challenge in the work-
place. For academia, women and minorities will challenge a
faculty culture that rewards White men faculty at the ex-
pense of women and minority faculty (see. tor exampic,
Aguirre, 1981: Reed. 1986; Buchen, 1992: Josey, 1993:
Gonzalez, 1991). Tt thus rests on us to ask how academia
can alter its academic culture to incorporate women and
minority faculty as full participants in the academic work-
place. The preceding questions for instructing us with regard
to the participation of women and minority facuity in the
academic workplace can be put into a conceptual frame-
work as follows:

o The academic cultire and diversily: Institutional initiatives
need to be implemented in academia that incorporate
diversity in the academic culture as a real-life experience.
As such, women and minority faculty, as signals of diver-
sity, become members, rather than peripheral
participants, in the academic workplace.

o [cicudty values and diversity: Institutional initiatives that
promote diversity in academia must alter faculty values
that are biased against women and minority faculty. By
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removing biased faculty values, the academic culture will
promote positive perceptions of women and minority

,‘ faculty.

i e The ucademic workplace and diversity: An academic cul-
' ture that promotes positive perceptions of women and
minority faculty will reduce the role conflict they experi-
ence in the workplace. A reduction in role conflict will
allow women and minority faculty to fully actualize their
presence in the workplace. and their faculty work will
promote diversity in the sworkplace.

; e Professional socialization and diversity: By incorporating
diversity in the academic culture and faculty values, the
academic workplace will become more responsive 10 the
professional socialization of women and minority faculty.
In turn, the responsiveness of the academic workplace to
the professional socialization of women and minority
faculty will signal the diversification of the academic
culture.

bk,
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