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The last two years have seen renewed and vigorous
debate regarding the opportunities for women's
advancement as faculty at American colleges and
universities. Some of the recent increasein attention
to this issue can be attributed to the reaction to
remarks by Lawrence Summers, then president of
Harvard University, in January 2005. (For example,
see the statement of AAUP’'s Committee on Women
in the Academic Profession published in the July-
August 2005 issue of Academe.) Although the
concern with equity for women faculty preceded
Summers's statement by many years, in the wake of
the controversy several major universitiesannounced
significant new initiativesto support women faculty.
In recent months the National Academy of Sciences
has issued two reports: To Recruit and Advance:
Women Sudents and

the goal of invigorating collaborative discussions at
the local level. Our hope is that faculty will join
together to reviewv—hbased on these data and other
locally produced information—the status of gender
equity efforts on their campuses, and that they will
initiate discussions with their institutional
administrations on ways to make further progress.
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Itisnow thirty-four yearssince Congress passed Title
IX in 1972, prohibiting sex discrimination in
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to be admitted to the top faculty ranks in colleges
and universities. Women hold only 24 percent of full
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obtaining doctoral
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Engineering. In
addition, the last two years have seen increasing
attention to policiesand practices designed to enable
faculty to balance their career goals with family
responsibilities—a challenge that has long
disproportionately impacted women.

Beginning with the establishment of Committee
W in 1918, continuing with the statement On
Discrimination and collection of gender-specific
faculty salary data in the late 1970s, and more
recently in its Satement of Principles on Family
Responsibilities and Academic Work (2001), the
AAUP haslong worked toward the goal of achieving
equity in appointmentsand salary for women faculty.
The present report represents both a continuation and
an expansion of thiseffort. It provides dataon faculty
gender equity that are specific and comparablefor a
wide range of college and university campuses, with

rates, but their
representation in the ranks of tenured faculty remains
below expectations, particularly at research
universities. Women face more obstacles as faculty
in higher education than they do as managers and
directorsin corporate America.

The barriers for women in higher education not
only raise questions of basic fairness, but place
serious limitations on the success of educational
institutionsthemselves. Collegesand universitiesare
not taking advantage of the widest talent pool when
they discriminate on the basis of gender in hiring or
promoting faculty. When women are hired, they are
often paid lower salaries than men of equal rank,
again shortchanging both women faculty and
educational institutions by discouraging women
graduate students from pursuing academic careers.
Thenature and scope of academicresearchis, inturn,



affected by the lack of gender equity. When women
aremissing from faculty ranks, the research questions
they would raise—whether or not those questions
relate to matters of gender—are not asked and the
corresponding research is not undertaken. American
higher education as a whole suffers because of the
lack of gender equity in the faculty.

The increased participation of women in higher
education as studentswaswell underway beforeTitle
IX wasenactedin 1972 (seeFigure 1). Yet, with Title
IX's explicit prohibition of sex discrimination in
education, that date marks a good starting point to
examine the rapid expansion of women’'s graduate
enrollment in higher education in the United States.
In 1972, women earned 41 percent of Master's
degrees awarded by U.S. universities, 6 percent of
first professional degrees, and 16 percent of
doctorates. Thirty-two years later, in 2004, women
earned more than half of all graduate degrees. 59
percent of Master’s degrees, 49 percent of first
professional degrees, and 48 percent of doctorates.?
Among U.S. citizens, 53 percent of PhD recipients
in 2004 were women.2 The predominance of women

in the student popul ations of American colleges and
universitiesis so great that the American Council on
Education’s recent Gender Equity in Higher
Education: 2006 focuses onthe*gender gap” inmale
achievement at the undergraduate level.

With this extraordinary expansion of women's
enrollment in graduate programs, one would expect
women'’s presence on university and college faculties
to follow suit. Women’s integration into the faculty
ranks, however, has occurred much more slowly. In
1972, women made up 27 percent of all faculty in
higher education.® By 2003, women comprised 43
percent of all faculty, 39 percent of full-time and 48
percent of part-timefaculty.* WWomen occupied about
9 percent of full professor positions at four-year
colleges and universitiesin 1972, and till only 24
percent of al full professorsin 2003.6

The AAUP has been tracking this uneven
progress of women in the academy for many years
and reportsfaculty databy gender aspart of itsannual
compensation survey. Due to the persistence of
faculty gender inequity at U.S. colleges and
universities, it is time to look more deeply into the
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Figure 2.
Equity Indicator 1 - Faculty Employment Status by Gender and Institutional Category, 2005-06
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situation women face on individual campuses and
among different types of institutions. Reviewing
comparative data across a large number of higher
education institutions, it becomes more obvious that
women'’s status varies greatly. Accordingly, AAUP
has developed a new set of numbers, gender equity
indicators, for individual colleges and universities
to illustrate women’'s progress (or lack thereof) in
pursuing academic careers. The four indicators
represent different aspects of the overall status of
women faculty, which at current levels amount to a
series of accumulated disadvantages. Women faculty
are less likely than men to hold full-time positions.
Women in those full-time positions are
underrepresented in tenure-track positions, and have
not attained senior faculty rank (represented here by
the full professor rank) at the same rates as men. At
each full-time faculty rank, women earn less than
men, and the accumul ated disadvantages of position
are exemplified by the comparison of overall average
salary in the final indicator.

The next sections provide anational context for
each of these indicators, followed by discussion of
how to make use of theinstitution-specific datalisted
in the appendix.

Faculty Gender Equity Indicator 1.
Employment Status

Thefirst step on thefaculty career ladder isobtaining
a full-time position. As noted in the AAUP's 2006
Annual Report on the Economic Satus of the
Profession, the proportion of full-time appointments
among all faculty positions has been declining over
the last thirty years.” However, throughout this
period, women have more frequently held part-time
positionsthan have men. At thenational level, women
constituted 39 percent and men 61 percent of full-
time faculty in 2005-06.8 Thirty years ago, women
were 22 percent of full-time faculty, and ten years
ago they made up 32 percent. This gradual increase
in the representation of women among full-time
faculty does indicate some progress, and some



observers have suggested it is just a matter of time
until women faculty reach parity with men. A
sophisticated recent analysis of hiring and retention
trends at one research university suggests, however,
that parity is unlikely to emerge without significant
changesin employment patterns.® Based on complete
data for the 1990s, the model analysis found that
without any change in current hiring and retention
trends, women would never make up more than 34
percent of full-time tenure-track faculty at that
university—with that progress requiring 40 yearsto
achieve. Even given an extremely optimistic
hypothetical projection based on equality of hiring
and retention rates between men and women, the
researchers concluded that it would take 57 years
for women to reach parity with men and make up 50
percent of the full-time faculty.

The success of women in achieving full-time
faculty status has differed greatly depending on
institutional type. At universities that award
doctorates, women havefilled graduate programs as

indicated above, but have not been welcomed into
thefaculty ranks at comparablerates. Gender Equity
Indicator 1, depicted in figure 2, shows that women
constituted 34 percent of all full-time faculty at
doctoral institutionsin 2005-06, while men made up
66 percent. Doctoral universities play acrucial role
in gender equity, not only because of their status and
prestige, but because they employ such asignificant
percentage of faculty members: 47 percent of full-
time faculty teach at doctoral universities. By
contrast, at colleges and universities that award
primarily master’s or baccal aureate degrees, women
held 42 percent of full-time faculty positions
compared to men’'s 58 percent. At associate degree-
granting institutions—predominantly public
community colleges—women have already reached
parity, comprising 51 percent of thefull-timefaculty.
Contrast the data on full-time faculty to that on part-
time faculty. Women occupy a significantly higher
percentage of part-time faculty sots than full-time
positions. In 2005-06, women held 48 percent of part-
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time positions, compared to 39 percent of full-time
faculty dots. Asfigure 2 indicates, women comprise
a consistent proportion of part-time faculty across
institutional types, making up only a slightly lower
proportion of those positions at doctoral universities.

Faculty Gender Equity Indicator 2: Tenure Satus
The second hurdle for women pursuing a faculty
career issecuring atenure-track appointment. Figure
3, utilizing U.S. Department of Education census
data, shows that alongside the growth in part-time
faculty jobs, full-time non-tenure-track positions
have increased over the last three decades. As
Schuster and Finkelstein have documented, the
majority of new full-time faculty hires since 1990
have been off the tenure track.’ The impact of this
trend has not been equal for men and women,
however. Figure 4 presents Gender Equity Indicator
2, the breakdown of full-time faculty positions by
tenure status and type of institution. It demonstrates

that while women occupy the majority of non-tenure-
track positions, they are still underrepresented among
the ranks of tenured faculty.

Non-Tenure-Track Faculty
As figure 4 shows, we find a significantly higher
proportion of women among non-tenure-track faculty
than among tenured faculty. Most full-time non-
tenure-track positions are “term” or “contract”
appointments, usually extending for one to three
academic years with no assurance of reappointment
at the end of the contract term. Nationwide in 2005-
06, women occupied 52 percent of the non-tenure
track positions, and men 48 percent. Further analysis
indicates that women held 57 percent of full-time
instructor or lecturer positions in 2005-06; these are
nearly all positions that do not |ead to consideration
for tenure. Looking at this phenomenon in another
way, we find 30 percent of full-time women faculty
in non-tenuretrack jobs, compared to only 18 percent

Figure 4.
Equity Indicator 2 - Tenure Status of Full-Time Faculty by Gender and Institutional Category,
2005-06
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of full-time male faculty members. Women are
significantly over-represented in these non-tenure-
track positions, the least secure, least remunerative,
and least prestigiousjobsamong thefull-timefaculty.

Among non-tenure-track faculty we do not find
significant differences between types of higher
education institutions. Women hold a mgjority of
these poorly-compensated, insecure positions. 52
percent at doctoral institutions, 54 percent at master’s
institutions, 49 percent at baccal aureate colleges, and
53 percent at two-year colleges. Asindicated infigure
3, theranks of the non-tenure-track faculty have been
expanding over thelast three decades, whiletheranks
of the tenured and tenure-track faculty have been
decreasing.

It isinteresting that this nationwide phenomenon
is occurring just as women are obtaining PhDs in
large numbers and thereby qualifying for tenure-track
faculty jobs. There islittle mobility from non-track
positions into tenure-track jobs. Anecdotal reports
reflect the unfortunate truth: If one begins teaching
in a non-track position, there is very little chance
that one’s application for a tenure-track job will be
taken serioudly on that same campus. Schuster and
Finkelstein’s carefully constructed analysis
concludes as follows:

The preliminary evidence suggests that for the

most part these fixed-term, full-time

appointments seem to constitute a discernibly
different career track from that of traditional,
tenure-eligible appointments. That is, the modal
pattern discernible among current full-time
faculty is one of movements among off-track
appointments or among on-track appoi ntments.*

Consequently, the opportunities for advancement in
terms of position or salary are severely limitedin a
non-tenure-track appointment. That women are
overrepresented in these positions indicates a
continuing gender inequity not easily overcome, if
at al, in the course of faculty careers.

Tenure-Track Faculty
The crucial data that reflect full-time faculty hiring
patterns over the past seven or eight years are the
percentages of women and men not yet tenured, but
in tenure-track positions. It typically takes from six
to eight years to earn tenure, so these entry-level
tenure-track positions reflect relatively recent hires.

At the national level among all institutions in 2005-
06, women occupied 45 percent of thesetenure-track
positions.

As figure 4 indicates, at doctoral universities
women held 41 percent of thesejobs. Thisproportion
of women in tenure-track positions can be compared
to the percentage of women among recent PhD
recipients, which first reached the 40 percent level
in 1995-96 and was 48 percent in 2004.12 A doctora
degree is generally a prerequisite for a tenure-track
position at a doctoral university. Therefore, if
universities had been hiring women at a rate equal
totheir availability in the PhD pool over thelast five
to seven years, the percentage of women in these
tenure-track positions would be higher than it
currently is.

This comparison to the PhD pool may not be as
relevant for community colleges asit isfor doctoral
universities, because a PhD is often not required to
teach at an associate degree college. No doubt, this
is reflected in the fact that in 2005-06 women held
53 percent of tenure-track positions at community
colleges. On the other hand, the community college
datamay also reflect the fact that women with PhDs
are not being hired at equitable rates at doctoral
universities, and, instead, are finding teaching jobs
at other types of higher education institutions, where
they also find significantly higher teaching loads and
lower salaries.

At both baccalaureate and master’'s degree
institutions, 47 percent of tenure-track faculty are
women. The hiring rates for women among tenure-
track faculty at these schoolsreflect therate at which
women have been abtaining PhDsinthe U.S. for the
past ten years.

Tenured Faculty
After securing employment in atenure-track job, one
expects to achieve tenure after six or seven years at
most colleges and universities, assuming adequate
performance in teaching, service, and research.
However, when we move from the tenure-track data
to the data on tenured faculty in figure 4, we find a
substantial drop in the percentage of women. This
differenceindicatesthat thetenure processrepresents
a further inequitable hurdle for women in the
academic career progression. In 2005-06, women
held only 31 percent of the tenured positions, and
men held 69 percent. The differences among



Figure 5.
Equity Indicator 3 - Full Professors, by Gender and Institutional Type, 2005-06

EWomen OMen

100%

80% 4

60% -

40% 4

20% A

0% -

Doctoral

Master's

Baccalaureate Associate

Institutional Type

institutional types on tenure achievement are also
striking. At associate degree colleges, women have
nearly reached parity and are 47 percent of tenured
full-time faculty. The proportions of women among
tenured faculty decrease to a little more than one-
third at master’s and baccalaureate colleges. It is at
doctoral universitiesthat thetenure disparity is most
striking, however: only one-fourth of tenured faculty
there are women. This means that full-time women
faculty are only half aslikely as men to have tenure.

Again, it might be argued that the lower tenure
achievement rates for women reflect a lag in
academi c employment practicesthat will be remedied
given sufficient time. Data from the AAUP survey
do not support this contention, however. Separate
databy gender on tenure status of full-time positions
are available beginning from 1980. At that time, 49
percent of al women full-time faculty had tenure,
compared with 70 percent of men. The proportion
among women reached 52 percent in 1998-99, but
has fallen off to 43 percent for 2005-06 (and 61

10

percent among men). As tenure rates have fallen off
generally, the gap between men and women has not
closed. And with the number of tenured and tenure-
track positions apparently now stagnating or even
decreasing (see figure 3), prospects for women do
not appear especialy bright in the future without a
significant change in hiring and tenure practices.

Faculty Gender Equity Indicator 3:

Full Professor Rank

In sharp contrast to non-tenure-track positions, when
we turn to the most prestigious and highest paid
faculty jobs in higher education we find the lowest
percentages of women. Among full professors at al
institutions nationwide in 2005-06, women held 24
percent of the positions and men held 76 percent. As
depicted in figure 5, Gender Equity Indicator 3
reflects differentials among categories of institutions
similar to the differentials found in indicators 1 and
2: women are much closer to equality with men in
achieving full professor status at community colleges



Figure 6.
Equity Indicator 4 - Full-Time Faculty, Women's Average Salary as a Percent of Men's,
by Institutional Type, 2005-06
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than at doctoral institutions. In 2005-06, women
comprised 47 percent of full professorsat community
colleges and men 53 percent, almost at parity. By
contrast, at doctoral universities the percentage of
women among full professors was less than one-
fourth of men’'s, 19 percent compared with 81
percent. Baccalaureate and master’'s degree
institutions were in between, with 29 and 28 percent
women respectively, but still with substantially lower
proportions of full professor positions than at
associate degree colleges.

At the full professor rank, the increase in the
proportion of women has been relatively rapid over
the years. Women were 10 percent of all full
professors in 1974-75 and 24 percent in 2005-06.%3
However, thisis a relatively rapid increase from a
very low starting point. At thisrate of changeit does
not appear that women faculty will attain equity in
full professorships for many years. Thus, promotion
to full professor constitutes a further point where
inequities persist in the career progression of faculty
women.
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Faculty Gender Equity Indicator 4:
Average Salary
Thefinal Gender Equity Indicator compares average
salaries of men and women by rank and across all
academic ranks. In 2005-06, across all ranksand all
institutions, the average salary for women faculty
was 81 percent of the amount earned by men. This
comparison has remained virtually unchanged since
the AAUP began collecting separate salary data for
women and men faculty inthelate 1970s. When men
and women faculty at the same rank are compared,
women’srelative salary is somewhat higher. Among
all full professorsat all types of institutionsin 2005-
06, women earned on average 88 percent of what
men earned. For associate and assistant professors,
the overdl national figure for women was 93 percent.
However, these numbers are actually slightly lower
than they were thirty years previously, down from
90 and 96 percent respectively.

The overall salary disadvantage for women isa
combination of two primary factors: women are more
likely to have positions at institutionsthat pay |ower



salaries, and they arelesslikely to hold senior faculty
rank. Figure 6 reflects both of these aspects of salary
differences for 2005-06, but also indicates that
women earn lower salaries on average even when
they hold the same rank as men.

In figure 6, the comparison of average salaries
within rank shows that women do not reach parity
with men in any of the institutional categories.
Women's proportion of men's average salary is
significantly lower at doctoral universities for all
three ranks, while the proportions at master’s,
baccalaureate, and associate degree institutions are
similar to one ancther. The differences in average
salary reflected in the first three sets of columns of
figure 6 may seem small. However, viewed another
way, the chart indicates that women earn average
salariesthat are two to nine percentage points lower
than men's salaries, even when they hold the same
rank.

Theaccumulated salary disadvantage for women
is shown most dramatically in the “All ranks”
columns of figure 6. The“All ranks” columnsin the
chart include salaries for full-time instructors,
lecturers, and unranked faculty where these are
reported. Because women are overrepresented at
those lower-paying ranks, the overal figures differ
substantially from the figures for each of the upper
threeranks. The“All ranks’ figuresa so pointtolarge
variations between institutional types. Thedifference
between institutions reflects two aspects of different
faculty appointment structures: doctoral universities
are more likely to employ faculty at the instructor
and lecturer ranks, and more unranked faculty.
Further, the salary differentials between ranks at
doctoral universities are much larger than those at
other types of institutions.

Given these differences, the variationsin salary
disadvantage for women between different
institutional typesare stark. Women have not reached
overall salary parity with men in any of the
institutional categories. However, thefigurefor 2005-
06 at associate degree colleges is closest at 96
percent. At baccalaureate colleges, women earn an
average of 90 percent of men'ssalary, and at master’s
degree colleges they earn 87 percent. Again, the
differences between women and men are greatest at
doctoral universities, where the overall national
gender equity indicator isonly 78 percent for 2005-
06.
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Gender differences in faculty salary have been
subjected to numerous statistical analyses over the
last three decades. Many quantitative analystswould
argue that the comparison represented by Gender
Equity Indicator 4 istoo simplistic, because it does
not take into account myriad individual differences
between men and women faculty. For example, an
analysis of data from the National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty for fall 1998 wasincludedin
the U.S. Department of Education’s Condition of
Education 2002. Based on a multiple regression
analysis, the study found that men earned 9 percent
morethan women, even after controlling for 13 other
variables (institution type, discipline, tenure, rank,
degree, age, teaching/research, publications).
Toutkoushian and Conley’s comprehensive review
and extension of variousanalytical model sdevel oped
during the 1990sfound that the “ unexplained” salary
gap between male and female faculty remains at
between 4 and 6 percent. In arecent article, Umbach
focused on disciplinary labor markets, which are
often cited as a key source of differences in salary
between men and women.*

Each of these statistical studies finds an
“unexplained” disadvantage of several percentage
points in average salaries for women faculty, even
after accounting for numerous individual and
institutional factors. Although it is not appropriate
to attribute this remaining differential to
discrimination on the basis of this evidence aone,
the statistical analyses clearly leave a series of
guestions unanswered: Why is the proportion of
women faculty holding doctorates smaller than the
proportion among men? Why are women less likely
to obtain full-time tenure-track positions? Why are
they less likely to be employed in research
universities? Why do women faculty generally spend
more of their time on student advising and committee
service than do men? Why do positions in the
disciplinesin which women faculty are concentrated
generally pay less? Why are women less likely than
men to earn tenure and promotion to full professor?
Why do they earn less on average at every rank than
their male counterparts?

If we areto achieve equity for women faculty, it
is necessary to confront each of these questions at
thelocal level, and to devise more effective strategies
to remove the disadvantages for women that persist
even after decades of effort to remove them.



Section I1. The Satus of Faculty Women at
Each College and University

Now it is time to compare the gender equity
indicators for each college and university to the
national norms. Listings of the indicators for
individual institutions can be found in the Appendix.
Theinstitutional listings are grouped by category to
facilitate comparisons of similar institutions. Within
eachingtitutional category, thelistings are organized
by state and then alphabetically within each state.
Look at the gender equity indicators for your
college or university. Do they reflect the same
processes as the national data? What steps can be
taken on your campusto support women asthey seek
fuller integration into the faculty ranks? As we
examine the data, we would also like to suggest
strategies for change, focusing on some of the most
difficult problems for women in higher education.

Hiringwomen intotenure-track faculty positions
Over the past 30 years, as women have obtained
doctoratesin increasing numbers, they have not been
hired into tenure-track positions at doctoral
universities at equitable rates. The situation seems
to be better for women at master’s and baccal aureate
institutions, which generally also require the
doctoratefor tenure-track positions. Recent hiresare
indicated by the percentages of women and men in
tenure-track positions who have not yet obtained
tenure. In examining the data for Gender Equity
Indicator 2 (tenure status) at individual doctoral
institutions, wefind the percentages of women among
tenure-track faculty members range, for example,
from highs of 63 percent women at Adelphi
University, 60 percent at Loyola University of
Chicago, and 59 percent at the University of
Missouri-S. Louis, tolowsof only 15 percent women
at Cal Tech, 24 percent at MIT, 29 percent women at
Brown, Duke, and the University of Chicago, 30
percent at Princeton, 32 percent at Stanford, and 34
percent at Harvard. Even among master’'s and
baccalaureate colleges, thereisawiderange of values
for women as a proportion of tenure-track faculty.
Where does your institution place in this range?
Why has it been difficult for women to obtain
tenure-track jobs, particularly at doctoral institutions?
The answers are, no doubt, complex, but we
encourageinterested faculty membersto examinethe
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situation on their campus and determine whether
women are being steered into the non-tenure-track
ranks instead of being hired as tenure-track faculty.
At your college or university, are women obtaining
tenure-track positions at rates comparable to their
representation in the PhD pool? The cohort of recent
PhD recipients hasreached gender equity, 53 percent
women among U.S. citizens and 48 percent of all
PhDs in 2004. Is your campus hiring women into
tenure-track positions at higher or lower rates than
other comparable ingtitutions? If the percentage of
women among tenure-track positionsat your campus
is below the national figure on Gender Equity
Indicator 2 for your institutional category, then we
suggest that interested faculty form a committee or
use an existing committee structure to examine
faculty hiring on campus.

The process of hiring tenure-track faculty differs
significantly from that used to fill non-tenure-track
positions. For tenure-track positions, afaculty search
committee is formed, applications are solicited
nationwide, short lists are compiled, and candidates
are invited to campus for in-depth interviews. The
hiring decision is then made at the department level
by the faculty collectively, which submits its
recommendation to the campus for final approval.
By contrast, the more informal processes used for
hiring non-tenure-track positions have not presented
difficult hurdles for women to cross. On many
campuses, non-tenure-track jobsareinformally filled
by department chairs without a search, using alocal
pool of available candidates. Often non-tenure-track
jobs are not even advertised or posted. Are women
PhD recipients encouraged to take these non-tenure
track positions and discouraged from seeking tenure
track jobs? Do women themsel ves pursue non-tenure-
track positions because these positions are perceived
to be more flexible to accommodate family
responsibilities?

To conduct astudy of tenure-track faculty hires,
faculty members should begin by examining national
PhD data by field. As one may expect, women's
percentages among PhD recipients in English or
psychology have been very high, above 60 percent
for the past 15-20 years. In biological science, women
have received over 45 percent of PhDsfor aimost 15
years. But in physics, women have obtained only 17
percent of recent PhDs. National data by field are
available from the Survey of Earned Doctorates



compiled each year by the National Opinion Research
Center (NORC) on behalf of six federal government
agencies. Most campuses have the data available
locally as part of their federally required affirmative
action plans. Faculty should request these data,
broken down into PhD fields relevant for each
department.

Once faculty have the PhD data by field, they
can compare the data to each department’s hiring
record over the past five to ten years. If significant
differences are found between the percentage of

career and raise children. In one study at the
University of California, Davis, among graduate
studentsin the sciences, women'sinterest in pursuing
academic careers decreased significantly more than
men’sduring their yearsin graduate school .*> A mgjor
reason women cited for no longer being interested
in academia was the difficulty of integrating family
responsibilities with atenure-track faculty position.
Asfaculty work to adopt “stop the clock” and other
family-friendly policies, many modeled on the
AAUP's Statement of Principles on Family

women among PhD
recipients and the
percentage of women
among tenure-track
hires, a problem may
exist and further

examination s raising children and becoming
warranted.

On campusesthat tenure-track faculty members.
have conducted

The academy must make further efforts
to convey to women that they no longer
need to make a choice between

Responsibility and
Academic Work, it is
crucial that these
policies be well-
advertised and
distributed to graduate
students, so women in
graduate school realize
that it is possible to

studies of recent hire data, one often finds that the
percentage of women among applicants for tenure-
track faculty jobs does not match the percentage of
women among PhD recipients. There seemsto be a
significant drop-off among women between receipt
of the PhD and application for tenure-track faculty
positions. One problem is the way colleges and
universitiesidentify applicants. When senior faculty
call their peers at other institutions and ask for
outstanding graduates to consider for faculty jobs,
they often do not get agender-balanced list of names.
One department chair reported that when his
colleagues made such calls, they got only men's
names. When they called back, and asked specifically
whether or not there were any women candidates to
consider, the response was often, “oh, yes, | just
didn't think of (fill in a woman’'s name).” They
eventually ended up with an appropriate short list of
both men and women candidates. So one good
practice is to make sure search committees
specifically solicit the names of women candidates
when they make such requests. It also helps, of
course, to have gender-balanced committees
conducting faculty searches.

Ancther reason for the gap between women's
representation among PhD recipients and their
presence in applicant pools is women’s perception
that it istoo difficult to pursue atenure-track faculty

remain in academia
while raising children.’® The academy must make
further effortsto convey to women that they nolonger
need to make a choice between raising children and
becoming tenure-track faculty members.

Ancther reason that tenure-eligible hiring rates
have remained below women's PhD ratesisthat many
research universities hire asignificant proportion of
faculty into tenured positions as associate or full
professors, not at the tenure-track entry level of
assistant professor. Among faculty hired with tenure,
the percentage of women fallssignificantly. Oneway
toincreasethe proportion of women intenure-eligible
positionsisto limit the number of hires with tenure.
For example, at the University of California, Davis,
the campus adopted apolicy in 2000-01 to limit hires
at the senior associate or full professor level to 20
percent of all ladder-rank (tenure-eligible) faculty
appointments. Traditionally, 40 percent of new
ladder-rank faculty appointments within the
University of California system have been with
tenure, one reason California's rates for hiring
women faculty have remained relatively low. If
faculty areinterested in increasing the appointments
of women, they need to work with administrations
to limit the number of direct hires into tenured
appointments.
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Difficultiesin Obtaining Tenure

Asisevident from examining the appendix data for
specificinstitutions, the proportion of women among
tenured faculty also varies substantially. Among
doctoral universities, for example, only 8 percent of
tenured faculty members at the University of
Missouri, Rolla are women, as are only 10 percent
of tenured North Dakota State University faculty. By
contrast, women comprise 43 percent of tenured
faculty at the University of California, San Francisco,
and 41 percent at the University of Northern
Colorado and Indiana University of Pennsylvania.
There is an even wider range in the proportion of
tenured faculty who are women at master’s degree
universities and baccal aureate coll eges; the majority
of thesefaculty arewomen at anumber of universities
and colleges. Even so, women constitute only alittle
more than a third of tenured faculty overall at
institutions in these categories.

At some schools, women who seek tenurereceive
it a the same rates as men; at other schools, thisis
not true. AAUP does not have access to tenure
decision data on a hational basis, but faculty should
request it for their campus. One needsto ask for the
numbers of both women and men who apply for
tenure and then compare those to the numbers who
received it. It is more difficult to get numbers for
those faculty who left academia before applying for
tenure. Perhaps more women than men drop out
during those pre-tenure years.’” In the absence of a
longer-term longitudinal analysis, following faculty
members from initial hire through tenure, it is
impossible to say. Such a study should be possible,
however, at the campus level.

Promoting Women to Full Professor
Therelative lack of women at the full professor level
isthe cumulative result of multiple barriers at many
points along the career path, plus the remaining
historical legacy of women's earlier exclusion from
graduate education prior to the enactment of Title
IX in 1972. Some full professors have held their
positions for decades. However, as older faculty—
predominantly men—retire, historical patterns no
longer explain completely women’s low percentage
within the full professor ranks.

The first significant barrier women must
overcome on the way to a full professorship is the
tenure hurdle discussed above. The second significant
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barrier on most campuses is the promotion from
associateto full professor. Some studiesindicate that
women spend alonger time than men at the associate
professor rank. Is this true at your institution? Are
men encouraged by their colleagues to go up for
promation to full professor earlier than the norm,
while women are encouraged to wait? Do women
take longer than men to move to full professor
becausethey have greater family responsibilities?As
VirginiaValian discussesin her book Why So Sow?,
the accumulation of small disadvantages over the
course of an entire career may limit women’s ability
to progress at the same rate as men.

Unequal Salariesfor Women Faculty

The gap between the average salaries of men and
women among full-time faculty has remained
considerable for three decades with little sign of
improvement. The overall national value of 81
percent on Gender Equity Indicator 4 reflectsthefact
that asignificantly higher percentage of women than
men are found in the ranks that pay the lowest
salaries. When the salaries of women in the combined
assistant, associate and full professor ranks are
compared to men’s, women earn on average about
83 percent of what men earn. A lower percentage of
women than men, however, arefound inthese higher-
paid ranks: 78 percent of faculty women compared
to 88 percent of faculty men.

AAUP has been concerned about the gap
between women’'sand men’ssalariesfor many years.
If faculty members are interested in examining pay
structures on their campuses, auseful guideto salary
equity studiesis Paychecks: A Guide to Conducting
Salary-Equity Studies for Higher Education
Faculty.®® In 2002 when the most recent edition of
Paychecks was published, among full professors
women were earning 88 percent of what men earned.
Among associate and assistant professors, women
earned approximately 93 percent of what men earned.
Those ratios still held in 2005-06. The persistent
saary differentialsat the assistant professor level are
of great concern because most of these faculty
members were hired recently, usually within the last
six or seven years. Slower rates of promotion and
cumulative disadvantages over time cannot generally
explain the gender differences in salary among
assistant professors. The fact that more women are
hiredin fieldsthat pay lessis part of the explanation.



Ancther reason is simply that women are hired at
lower salariesthan men, even within the samefields.
Unless higher education institutions have established
a centralized review of all salaries at time of
appointment to find and remedy gender differentials
at the beginning of academic careers, these salary
inequities will continue far into the future.

Thelarge overall differential between men’sand
women’ salaries, however, will be eliminated only
when women are hired into tenure-eligible faculty
positions, instead of non-tenure-track jobs, at rates
equal to men. Aslong as women hold 57 percent of
the lecturer and instructor positions, but only 36
percent of the assistant through full professor
positions, these significant differences between men
and women's average salaries will remain.

Conclusion

By developing gender equity indicators for each
college or university, the AAUP hopes to stimulate
renewed discussion on campus concerning the status
of women faculty. Many questions remain
unanswered. After decades of high enrollments of
women in most PhD fields, why are so few women
found on the faculties of doctoral universities? Why
isthe percentage of full-timefaculty women still only
about half the percentage of men on these campuses?
Clearly, the master’s and baccalaureate institutions
have been much more wel coming to women over the
last 20 yearsthan the research campuses. Community
colleges, however, are the only category of
institutions where we currently find equity between
men and women in termsof total faculty composition.
There women have amost reached parity with men
even at the full professor rank, now 47 percent
women.

At most colleges and universities there remains
significant room for improvement in fully integrating
women into the faculty. Salary-setting practices must
be examined periodically in order to eliminate gender
bias, whether it manifests itself at the department
level or at the individual faculty level. More
importantly, if these gender equity indicators are to
improvein any meaningful way over the next decade,
the rate of appointments of women into tenured or
tenure-track positions must increase dramatically at
research universities, to reflect women's increased
representation among doctoral degree recipients.
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