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Assessing the Academic Work
Environment for Women
Scientistsand Engineers

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY*

Background
Effortsto recruit, retain, and promote women sci-
entistsand engineersat research universitieshave

Figure 1: Percentages of Female Faculty
in the Social Sciences, Sciences
and Engineering at UM:
1980, 1990, and 1995*
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had slow and uneven results (Figure 1). Thein-
creasein the proportion of women on thetenure
track in scienceand engineering fields, both at the
Universty of Michiganand nationaly, hasnot only
lagged far behind gains made by womenin non-
sciencefields, but alsofailed to keep up with the
ratio of women earning Ph.D.sin scienceand en-
gineering fields (Figure 2). Furthermore, studies
reveal that women in academic science and engi-
neering, asin academe more generally, areten-
ured and promoted moresowly, andearnlesson
averagethan their male counterparts, even when
controlling for productivity.

To addressthis problem on our own campus, Pro-
fessor Abigail Stewart, then Director of theUM’s
Institute for Research on Women and Gender,

Figure 2: National Per centages of Female
Gr aduate Students and Faculty in Science and
Engineering: 1987 and 1998*
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worked with ateam? that submitted asuccessful
proposal to the National Science Foundation
(NSF) foranADVANCE Ingtitutional Transfor-
mation Grant. Thisnew initiative by NSFfocuses
onimproving recruitment and retention of women
scienceand engineering faculty at research univer-
sties.® TheUniversity provided funding to collect
baseline datathat would enablethe project to tar-
get areasfor change. Thedatacollectionincluded
aclimate survey administered inthefall of 2001.
Thisreport outlinesthefindingsfromtheclimate
survey and related interviewsand focus groups.

Goalsfor the Sudy

Thegod of the climate study wasto observe how
women and men scientistsand engineers experi-
encetheir working environmentsat UM. Thestudy
compared women scientistisand engineerswith two
other groups: men scientists and engineers and
women socia scientists. Thisdesign allowed usto
assesswhether differencesare attributableto gen-
der (e.g., if the experiences of women scientists
and engineersresemblethose of women socid sci-
entists, but not men scientists), or to factorsmore
generaly relevant to the science and engineering
context (e.g., if experiencesaresmilar for menand
women scientistsand engineers, and different for
women social scientists) or to factors affecting
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women in science and engineering only (e.g., if
experiences are unique to women scientistsand
engineers in comparison to both of the other

groups).

Wea so conducted anandysiscomparingmenand
women scientistsand engineerson the threefac-
ulty tracksat the University of Michigan (thein-
structional or tenuretrack; the primary research
track, and the clinical track), in order to assess
similaritiesand differencesin experiencesacross
thethreetracks.

Sample
Thesampleincluded:

» dl femaetenuretrack scienceand engi-
neering faculty with paid appointmentsat
theUniversity of Michigan-AnnArbor as
of May 31, 2001, arandom subsampl e of
maletenuretrack scienceand engineering
faculty, and al female social scienceten-
uretrack faculty from schoolsor colleges
with sciencefaculty;

» dlfemaeprimary research science (PRS)
faculty at or above the rank of research
investigator in scienceand engineering de-
partmentsand researchindtitutions; aran-
dom subsample of male primary research
scienceand engineering faculty;

» dlfemaeclinica faculty at or abovethe
rank of assistant professor in science de-
partments; al maleclinical faculty at or
abovetherank of assstant professor insci-
ence departments.

Duetothesmall numbersof faculty of color inaca:
demic scienceand engineering at the University of
Michigan, weincluded nearly dl faculty of color in
thosefieldsinthesample.

Comparing Women Scientistsand Engineers
ontheTenureTrack with Two Groups

Duringthefirgt phaseof andysswecompared 135
women tenuretrack scientistsand engineerswith

thetwo key comparison groupsalso on thetenure
track: 100 male scientistsand engineersand 73
femaesocid scientigs. Intheseanalyseswecon-
trolled for differencesbetweenthegroupsinrank,
age, experience, and household compositions.

Similar Career Patterns. All threegroupswere
quitesmilar in career patterns (professional expe-
rience, household characteristics, career experi-
ences, values, and satisfactions). Therewere no
differencesamong the groupsin reports of their
ownor their departments’ view of their productiv-
ity, and few differencesamong themintheareasof
career satisfactions, recognition, effort and satis-
faction withrresourcesand initia contract negotia-
tion. Thesesmilaritiesprovidean important back-
drop against which to examinethedifferences.

Different Household Structures. Differences
that arelikely to beconsequentia involvethelike-
lihood of having aspouse or partner, and thelike-
lihood of having aspouse or partner whoisem-
ployed full-time. Menin science and engineering
weremuch morelikely than both groupsof women
to share ahome with an adult who was not em-
ployed full-time. Our datasuggest that women
scientists and engineers are more burdened by
household responsibilitiesthan their male counter-
parts, becausethey areboth morelikely not to be
partnered (and therefore have no oneat hometo
provide assistance, evenif they have no depen-
dents), and morelikely to haveapartner whoworks
full-time (and therefore operatein atwo-career
household). More than half of their male col-
leagueshaveapartner whoisnot employed, or is
employed part-time. Perhaps for that reason,
women wereless satisfied than men with the bal -
ance between professional and persond life.

Differencesin Work Experiences. Whilethey
shared many workplace experiences, women and
men scientistsand engineersdifferedintheareas
of changes in contract terms, service and
mentoring, and on nearly al climateindicators.
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Changesin Contract Terms. Menindicated that
UM provided more itemsin their renegotiated
termsof contract than thewomen identified, al-
though thisdifferencewassmall. If theseresults
areverified by comparing the absolutesize of re-
negotiated contractsto men and women (including
formal counter-offers), onestrategy for improving
retention of women scientistsand engineersmight
be increasing the terms of these contracts with
women.

Service. Despitereporting ahigher rate of ser-
viceon formal committeesthan men, women sci-
entistsand engineersdid not chair committeesat a
higher rate, even though they reported an interest
inleadership roles. Qualitative datasuggest that
women scientistsand engineersalso carry an ex-
ceptiona informal serviceand advising burden.
Theseresultsindicate theimportance of limiting
routi ne service demands on women faculty, and of
providing themwith more opportunitiesto lead.

Mentoring. Among assi stant professors, women
scientistsand engineersreceived subgtantialy less
mentoring than both comparison groups. In par-
ticular, these women reported having fewer male
mentorsintheir own departmentsthan mendid—
animportant difference, sincethevast mgority of
senior scienceand engineering faculty aremen.

» While men scientistsand engineersreported
an averageof nearly 5 male mentorsintheir
departments, women reported an average of
just over 2 maementorsintheir departments,

asgnificantly lower number.

» \Women scientists and engineersreported no
mentoringinan averageof over 3areas, com-
pared to less than 1 for men scientists and
engineersand 1-2 for women socid scientists
at thesamerank.

* Obviously, women scientists and engineers
report lessmentoringinrelativeterms. Inab-
solutetermsthe proportion of women scien-
tists and engineers receiving little or no
mentoring in someareasisquitestriking. In

fact, fewer than half of thewomen scientists
and engineersreported any mentoring of any
kindin 5 of the8 mentoring areas. network-
ing, department politics, obtaining resources,
advocating for me, work-family balance.

Thesefindingsaresignificant inlight of research
connecting effectivementoring and positive career
outcomesin scienceand engineering.

Differencesin Climate. Men and women scien-
tistsand engineersreported striking differencesin
the areas of gender discrimination and sexual ha-
rassment.

Gender discrimination. Over 41% of thewomen
scientistsand engineers, in contrast to 4% of the
men, reported experiences of gender related dis-
criminationinthe past fiveyearsat UM inat least
oneof thefollowing areas. hiring; promotion; sa-
ary; space/equipment or other resources; access
to adminigtrative saff; graduate student or resident/
fellow assgnments. Women socid scientistsat UM
reported levelsof gender discrimination nearly as
high, slightly over 35%. In each of three areas
(salary, promotion and resources), over 15% of
women scientistsand engineersreported having ex-
perienced gender discriminationat UM withinthe
previousfiveyears.

Unwanted sexual attention. About 20% of
women scientistsand engineersreported having
experienced unwanted and uninvited sexua atten-
tionat UM during the past fiveyears, compared to
about 13% of women socid scientistsand just over
5% of men scientistsand engineers. Over 38% of
women scientists and engineers, 29% of women
social scientists and 21% of men scientistsand
engineersreported that othershaveinformed them
of instances of unwanted and uninvited sexual at-
tention.

Department climate. Wefound significant group
differenceson al but one (scholarly isolation) of
the ninefeatures of departmental climatewe as-
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sessed (positive climate, tolerant climate, egdlitar-
ian atmosphere, felt surveillance, race/gender to-
kenism, fairnessof thechair, ability of thechair to
create positive environment, chair’scommitment
toracia/ethnic diversity). We created an overall
index of climate by combiningal ninescales, and
found that women scientistsand engineersreported
themost negativeclimate.

It ishard to assessthe meaning of amean differ-
enceonab-point scale. Inorder to evaluatethe
gzeof thedifference, weexaminedthedigtribution
of women’sand men’sratings. Themiddle (mean
and median) rating of the climatefor women sci-
entistsand engineerswasclosest to 3onthe 5 point
scae (1=low, negativeto 5=high, positive), while
themiddlerating for men scientistsand engineers
(andwomen socid scientists) wasclosest to4. Half
asmany women scientistsand engineersrated the
climate at or above 4 (about 20%), compared to
themen (40%), whilethreetimesasmany women
(37%) rated the climate at or below 3 compared
tothemen (11%). Thedifferenceinfelt climate
(betweenwomen and men scientistsand engineers)
appears to besubstantial (Fig. 3).

Figure 3: Distribution of
Climate Ratings by Gender
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We also considered whether perceptions of cli-
matearerdatedtooverdl job satisfactionand found
highand atigticaly sgnificant corrdaionsbetween
negative climateratingsand overall job satisfac-
tion, both for the survey respondentsasawhole

and for women scientistsand engineers.

Finally, we considered whether reports of gender
discrimination or harassment over the past five
years“predict” current satisfaction and climaterat-
ings. Among all tenuretrack faculty, and among
women scientists and engineers, thosewho had
experienced gender discrimination or sexua ha-
rassment reported significantly lower scoreson
overal| satisfactionwith UM position, tolerant cli-
meate, and gender egditarian atmosphere, and higher
scores on gender stereotyping and race/gender
tokenism. Inaddition, among dl tenuretrack fac-
ulty, thosewho reported either gender discrimina-
tion or sexual harassment reported higher scores
onfelt surveillance, and lower scoreson positive
climate, fairnessof thechair, and theability of the
chair to createapostive environment.

Conclusions- TenureTrack Comparisons
Theresultsshow that in many areas pertaining to
career patternsand satisfactions, and in terms of
therelationship between climateand satisfaction,
tenure track women and men science and engi-
neering faculty at UM aresimilar. However, they
differ in household composition, with thewomen
scientistsand engineersmorelikely thanthemen
to bememberseither of two-career householdsor
solo adult households. Perhapsasaresult of this
differenceinhousehold sructure--whichimpliesthet
women scientistisand engineershavelessassgtance
availableat homethan men--profess ona/persona
issuesare especidly important to them. Inthisre-
spect, these women are similar to women social
scientists.Women scientistsand engineers experi-
enceamore negativework environment than men
inthesefieldsor women social scientistsdo. The
particular negetivefesturesfor womenincludeless
robust renegotiated contracts, higher servicede-
mands, inadequate mentoring, and chilly depart-
mentd climates. Women report highlevelsof gen-
der discrimination and sexual harassment. Inmost
(but not all) of theserespects, thingsareworsefor
women scientistsand engineersthan for women
socid scientigts.

-8-
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Comparing Women Scientists& Engineers
ontheThreeFaculty Tracks

The second phase of dataanalysisconsisted of a
track by gender analysis, comparing the experi-
encesof 187 maleand 259 female scientistsand
engineersonthethreefaculty tracksat the Univer-
gty of Michigan: tenure, primary research, and dini-
cal. Tenuretrack women socia scientistsare not
includedinthetrack by gender analysis.

Resultssuggest that gender playsasimilar rolein
thelivesof women scientistsand engineers, regard-
lessof track. While somegender differencesseem
to pertainonly totenuretrack faculty (e.g., thelack
of mentoring), most others(e.g., service burdens
and more negative climate) weresimilar acrossall
tracks.

Track playsasignificant roleinthelivesof UM
science and engineering faculty. Tenuretrack fac-
ulty seemto be advantaged in severd areas, with
primary research and clinicd track faculty feeing
inmany wayslike second-classcitizens.

* Researchtrack faculty findtheambiguities
around their title “Research Scientist,”
teaching rolesand accessto resources(no-
tably onarrival andin renegotiating their
contracts) particularly difficult.

» Clinicd track faculty strugglemorewitha
senseof lesser productivity and status.

» Therearesgnsthat both groupsaremore
alienated fromtheinstitutionanditsmis-
sonthantenuretrack faculty.

Relative gender ratiosinthethreetracks (Figure
4), aswdll asthesatusdifferentialsfelt acrossgen-
der, suggest that the research and clinical tracks
are lower status and more open to women than
thetenuretrack (except in the College of Engi-
neering wheretheresearch and tenuretracksboth
havefew women and thereisno clinical track).

I mplicationsof theF Findings

Thereaultsof theseandyses, dongwiththosefrom
the sdlary and space analyses, will beused to make
policy recommendationsand identify practicesthat

Figure 4: Percent Males and Femal es
by Track
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might improvethework environment not only for
women scientistsand engineers, but for al faculty.
Thesurvey findingshaveaready informed thede-
signandimplementation of ADVANCE initiatives
at theUniversity of Michigan. Perhapsthesingle
most important remedy suggested by our findings
isincreasing the* critical mass’ of women science
and engineering faculty by recruitingandretaining
more women scientistsand engineers. Thefol-
lowing remediesaredsoindicated by our findings:

Work-family interface:

« ensuring that existing family-friendly policies
arewiddy known, andimproving thefamily-
friendlinessof the scienceand engineering de-
partments, aswell astheuniversity moregen-
erdly.

Negotiation of contracts:
« ensuring that equitable offers, counter-offers,
and contract agreementsare made and moni-
tored.

Mentoring:

« increasing commitment to and understanding
of mentoring among chairsand senior faculty
leaders, aswell asyounger faculty;

« supporting on- and of f-campus mentoring;

» creating formal and informal mentoring pro-
gramsfor tenuretrack faculty.



Service:

« increasing awarenessof thecrucid difference
between “ participation” in committeework
and“power” in setting policy;

« limiting routine service demands on women
scienceand engineering faculty, whileprovid-
ing themwith more opportunitiestolead.

Climate:

« ensuring that departmentsand collegeshave
clear and transparent policiesand procedures
that minimizenegativeexperiences,

« improving training, selection and accountabil-
ity of chair and senior faculty leadersin areas
of mentoring, problem-solving, fair and judi-
ciousproceduresand practices, and conflict-
resolution;

« having departments engage in systematic
evaluation of their own climatesand takeac-
tive stepsto addresstheir negativefeatures,

» creating new mechanismsfor addressing con-
flictsor difficultieswomen scientistsand engi-
neersfaceat the departmentd level.

Resear ch and clinical tracks:

» consder achangeintitlefrom*research sci-
entist” to*“ research professor”;

« Cregteequitablearrangementsfor researchand
clinica faculty toteach and participatein gov-
ernanceintheir gppointment homes,

« provideimproved recognition for faculty on
thesetracks,

« increase support to research faculty for their
researchactivities,

« increase support to clinical faculty for schol-
arly productivity;

» offer opportunitiestowomen scientistisand en-
gineerson thesetracksto moveontotheten-
uretrack.

A study likethisone can only be abeginning.
This study examined many important aspects of
thework lives of women scientistsand engineers
at oneuniversity. Weneed comparabledatafrom
other universities, and many other featuresof sci-

-10-

entists’ and engineers work livesalsoneedto be
studied here and elsewhere: tenure and promo-
tion processesand rates, attritionwithin and across
fidlds, salary equity, equity inthedlocation of space
and other research resources; and so on. Webe-
lievethat the best ingtitutiona Strategy for improv-
ing the academic work environment for women
scientistsand engineers—asfor al faculty—isto
create and maintain systematic proceduresfor as-
sessing that environment and acting on those as-
sessments.

NSF sADVANCE program providesuswith cru-
cial resourcesto implement some of the sugges-
tionsoutlined here, but it will takeagreat deal of
collaboration and commitment from many faculty
and administrativeleadersto put those and other
resourcesto effectiveuse. If wesucceedindoing
30, thisstudy will have serveditspurpose—to pro-
vide a baseline against which to measure the
ingtitution’sfuture success at improving gender
equity among scienceand engineering faculty at the
Univergty of Michigan.

1The full report can be read or downloaded from http://
www.umich.edu/~advproj/reports.html. Printed copiesof
the full report can be requested by writing to
dlavague@umich.edu, or Dr. Danielle LaVaque-Manty,
ADVANCE, Institute for Research on Women and Gen-
der, 204 S, State St., AnnArbor, M1 48109-1290.

2 Co-Principa Investigators, now members of the Ad-
vance Steering Committee, are Professor PamelaRaymond
(Senior Counselor to the Provost, Professor of Cell and
Developmental Biology and former Associate Provost),
and Deans Stephen Director (College of Engineering)
and Allen Lichter (School of Medicine). Interim Dean
Terrence McDonald (College of Literature, Science and
the Arts) has joined the Steering Committee, replacing
former Dean Shirley Neuman. Dr. Janet E. Malley, Deputy
Director of IRWG, provided key support.

3 Awards were announced in October 2001 for a January
2002 start date. Other recipients include the University
of Wisconsin-Madison, the University of Washington,
the University of Caifornia-Irvine, Georgia I nstitute of
Technology, the University of Colorado-Boulder, New
Mexico State University, the University of Puerto Rico-
Humacao, and Hunter College of the City University of
New York.
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Assessing the Academic Work
Environment for Women
Scientistsand Engineers

OVERVIEW

History of the Project

During thefall of 2001, staff at the Institute for
Research onWomen and Gender (IRWG) admin-
istered the University of Michigan Survey of Aca:
demic Climateand Activitiesas part of alarger
effort to assessthe work environment for scien-
tisgsand engineersat UM. TheUnivergty initiated
thisstudy asaresult of increasing recognition that
effortstorecruit, retain, and promote women sci-
entistsand engineersat research universitieshave
not beenvery successful (Sonnert & Holton, 1996;
Etzkowitz, Kemelgor & Uzzi, 2000; Zuckerman,
Cole & Bruer, 1991). While there has been
progress, it hasbeen dow and uneven; infact, it's
been especidly dow at thehighest ranks, i.e., full
professors (see Figure 1 for recent percentages of
women faculty onthethreetenure-track ranksat
theUniverdty of Michigan).

Figure 1: Percentage of Female Tenure
Track Faculty in Engineering, LSA Science
Depar tments, and Medicine by Rank,
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Figure 2: Percentages of Female Faculty in
the Social Sciences, Sciences and Engineering
at UM: 1980, 1990, and 1995*
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Theincreasein the proportion of women on the
tenuretrack in scienceand engineering fields, at
UM and nationally, haslagged far behind gains
made by womenin non-sciencefields(see Figures
2 and 3), and has not kept up with the ratio of

Figure 3: National Percentages of
Female Faculty in the Social Sciences, Sciences,
and Engineering: 1987-1997*
50 -
1987
40 | W 1997
30 |
20 -
10
0
Social Siences Siences Engineering
*Source: NSF Data

women earning Ph.D.sin science and engineering
fields(Figure4, seep. 12). Further, womenwho
persist in careersin academic science and engi-
neering, asin academe more generally, areten-
ured and promoted moreslowly, and earnlesson
averagethan their male counterparts, even when
controlling for productivity (Valian, 2000).
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Figure4: National Per centages of Female
Gr aduate Students and Faculty in Science and
Engineering: 1987 and 1998*
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Thelow representation of women faculty in sci-
enceand engineering fieldswas once considered
only a“pipeline” problem, theresult of too few
women pursuing doctoral level graduate study in
thesefields. According to the pipelinetheory, as
women gain the relevant credentias, they will
achieve the same career outcomes as men
(Etzkowitz et al., 2000). Thereisno doubt that
thereisapipeline problem for womenin science
and engineering. Itisextremely important to con-
tinueto addressthelower participation of girlsand
women of all agesin science and engineering.
However, the pipeline analysis does not account
for many featuresof the problemsassociated with
recruiting, promoting and retaining womeninthe
science and engineering at the highest academic
level, that is, on thefaculty. The slow progress
toward gender equity among faculty in scienceand
engineering over the past twenty years, particu-
larly at the highest ranks, in spite of anincreased
proportion of science and engineering doctorates
earned by women, has caused researchersto ques-
tionthewaysinwhichtheclimate of academic sci-
ence might contribute both to women “leaking”
from the academic pipeline, andtotheir low status
within the academy (Bronstein & Farnsworth,
1998; Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Sonnert & Holton,
1996; Valian, 2000).

Toaddressthisproblem at the University of Michi-
gan, former UM President Lee Bollinger estab-
lished aGender in Scienceand Engineering (GSE)
Committeefollowingameetinga MIT in January
2001, at which leaders of ninetop USresearch
Institutions agreed to make serious effortstoim-
provegender equity in scienceand engineering on
their own campuses* At therequest of thiscom-
mittee, in May 2001 Professor Abigail Stewart,
then Director of the Institute for Research on
Women and Gender at the University of Michigan,
headed ateen™ that prepared and submitted agrant
proposal to the National Science Foundation
(NSF) for anADVANCE Ingtitutional Transfor-
mation Grant. Thesegrantswereanew initiative
by NSF, focused on improving recruitment and
retention of women science and engineering facul-

4 Presidents and other senior administratorsfrom thefol-
lowing research institutions attended the conference:
Harvard, Princeton, Stanford, and Yale Universities, the
Universitiesof California-Berkeley, Michigan, Pennsyl-
vania, the California Institute of Technology and MIT.
SeelLawler, A. (2001). Representing UM at thismeeting
wereformer President Bollinger; Vice President and Sec-
retary of the University LisaTedesco (Dentistry); former
Associate Dean of Engineering LindaKatehi (Electrical
Engineering and Computer Science); and former IRWG
Director Abigail Stewart (Psychology and Women's Stud-
ies). Membersof theinitial Gender in Science and Engi-
neering Committeeincluded: former President Bollinger;
former Provost Nancy Cantor; Dean Stephen Director
(Engineering); Dean Allen Lichter (Medicine); former
Dean Shirley Neuman (LS& A); LindaKatehi; former As-
sociate Provost Pamela Raymond (Senior Counselor to
the Provost, Cell and Developmental Biology); Abigail
Stewart; and LisaTedesco. The Committee now includes
President Mary Sue Coleman, Interim Provost Paul Cou-
rant, and I nterim Dean Terrence McDonald (LS& A).

5 Co-Principal Investigators, now members of the Steer-
ing Committee of the project, are Professor Pamela
Raymond (Cell and Developmental Biology and Senior
Counselor to the Provost), and Deans Stephen Director
(College of Engineering) and Allen Lichter (School of
Medicine). Interim Dean Terrence McDonald (College of
Literature, Science and the Arts) hasjoined the Steering
Committee, replacing former Dean Shirley Neuman. Key
support was provided by Dr. Janet E. Malley, Deputy
Director of IRWG
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ty @ research univergties. TheUniversty of Michi-
ganwasoneof nineuniversitiestoreceivean NSF
ADVANCE grantintheinitia round.t The Uni-
versity provided funding for the collection of
baseline data before the grant award, in order to
identify specificissuesand needsthat may apply
towomen scientistsand engineersat UM, and to
determine areasto target for change. Theinitial
datacollectionincluded aclimate survey adminis-
teredinthefall, 2001 (see Appendix A for acopy
of the survey), and studies of salary equity and
spacedlocation equity, thelatter conducted inthe
threelargest schools(Engineering, Medicineand
L S& A sciencedepartments), where most women
scientistsand engineers (68%) at UM work.”

Thisreport outlinesthefindingsfrom the climate
survey, and related interviews and focus groups.
Theresultswill be used to make policy recom-
mendationsand identify practicesthat might im-
provethework environment for women science
and engineering faculty and faculty generdly, snce
many measurestaken toimprovethe climatefor
women scientistsand engineers® will likely benefit
menaswell. Inparticular, thesurvey findingsin-
formthedesgnandimplementation of ADVANCE

8 Awards were announced in October 2001 for a January
2002 start date. Other recipients include the University
of Wisconsin-Madison, the University of Washington,
the University of California-Irvine, Georgia Ingtitute of
Technology, the University of Colorado-Boulder, New
Mexico State University, the University of Puerto Rico-
Humacao, and Hunter College of the City University of
New York.

7 Among 2000-01 tenure track women scientistsat UM,
12% are in the College of Literature, Sciences and the
Arts, 10% arein the College of Engineering, and 46% are
inthe School of Medicine. Theremaining 32% of tenure
track women scientists have an appointment in one of
seven smaller colleges—School of Dentistry, School of
Information, School of Natural Resources and Environ-
ment, School of Nursing, School of Public Health, Col-
lege of Pharmacy, and the Division of Kinesiology.

8 For the sake of brevity, theterm scientistsis sometimes
used in thisreport; in all instancesit is meant to include
engineers.
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initiativesat UM. Separatereportswill present
analysesof spaceadllocation and sdlary equity.

Goalsfor the Sudy

Our god for the climate study wasto observe how
women and men scientistsand engineers experi-
encetheir working environmentsat UM. Wher-
ever possible, we aimed to ascertain whether dif-
ferenceswere attributable to gender (e.g., if the
experiencesof women scientistsand engineersre-
semblethose of women socia scientists, but not
men scientistsand engineers), or to factorsmore
generaly relevant to the science and engineering
context (e.g., if experiencesaresmilar for menand
women scientistsand engineers, and different for
women social scientists) or to factors affecting
women in science and engineering only (e.g., if
experiences are unique to women scientistsand
engineersin comparisonto the other two groups).

In order to permit these kinds of inferences, the
primary design of thisstudy focuseson tenuretrack
faculty at the University of Michigan, comparing
femad e scientistsand engineersto bothmaescien-
tistsand engineersand femalesocid scientists. We
added to thisasecondary design anayzing appoint-
ment track and gender, which allowsusto com-
paretheexperiencesof maeandfemaescientists
and engineersonthetenure, primary researchand
clinicd tracks. Tenuretrack scientissand engineers
arethefocusof the NSF grant, although campus
climateinitiativesare opentofaculty onall tracks
andinall science and engineering departments.

The study discussed in thisreport wasinitiated
under the assumption that aggregate data about
difficultiesfaced by womenin scienceand engi-
neeringfiedsat theUniversty of Michiganwould
help ustarget intervention effortsto improvethe
stuation. Webelievethat our findingscaninfact
behelpful inthisway. But wea so offer acaution:
aggregate data can only provideapicture of the
overd| group—that picturemay infact bemidead-
ingor simply irrelevant to any givenindividual or
particular unit. What thisstudy can do—and we
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hope it does—isto give us apicturein “broad
strokes’ acrossmany different unitsand individu-
as. Itdoesnaot fill inthecrucial shading and detail
that only individua unitsand faculty can provide.

Itisimportant to keep thisin mind bothinthecase
wherean obstacleidentified heremay seemnot to
apply, and inthe casewhereanindividual may
feel shefacesan obstacle, but it does not appear
in the aggregate data. For example, particular
women faculty who are untenured may feel they
arereceiving adequate mentoring from senior fac-
ulty onand off-campus. If that'sso, it'sgrest. But
the aggregate data point to mentoring as some-
thing that, on average, isaproblemfor untenured
womeninscienceand engineering. Soitisworth-
whilefor inditutiona decison-makerstothink about
theproblem, evenif thereareindividua casesthat
areworkingfine. Infact, it would bewisefor them
to examinethoseindividual casescarefully, not
becausethey conflict withthe aggregate data, but
so we can learn how to make mentoring work bet-
ter for morewomen faculty in science and engi-
neering.

Equdly, anindividud womanin scienceand engi-
neering may feel that she carriesan inequitable
teaching load compared with menin her depart-
ment. Thefact that wedid not find average gender
differencesinteaching load doesnot precludethe
possibility that thereare, infact, important inequi-
tiesat theindividud leve. Theseindividud inequi-
tiesdeserve attention, regardiessof the aggregate
pattern. Infact, our datastrongly suggest that indi-
vidua men’sand women'’sperceptionsof inequi-
ties (whether they fit the aggregate pattern or not)
have consequencesfor their ownmorale, and felt
satisfaction with their jobsat Michigan. Itisim-
portant, then, that data about women in science
and engineering in general not be used to discount
evidenceabout individual cases. Inequitiesthat
apply only in afew cases are just as unequal as
thosethat are more common; they demand atten-
tionand correction at theindividua level.

Theoretical Framework

Thereareseverd potentid dternativeexplanations
for any differences between women and men sci-
entitsand engineersintheir experienceof theaca
demicworkplace. Theseexplanationsfocuson
gender differences, deficitsinthe scienceand en-
gineering environment, and the accumul ation of
advantages and disadvantages.

Thegender differencemodd viewswomen'sdif-
ficultiesinsciencefieldsasresulting from differ-
ences between menand womeninbiology, ingen-
der role socidization or ingender-linked cultural
patterns (Sonnert & Holton, 1996). Oneform of
thistheory, for example, arguesthat differencesin
academic career outcomes are a function of
women’sadoption of self-limiting behaviorsasa
result of internalized socia valuesthat underesti-
matewomen’scompetence. According tothisex-
planation, women morethan men suffer from“the
imposter syndrome,” whichincludesdoubting that
their successisafunction of their own ability and
effort. Believing that their successto dateisthe
result of luck or pretense hasbeen shown to result
in greater evaluation anxiety, which inturn may
negatively affect academic performance. Brongtein
and Farnsworth (1998) argued that for thisreason
women may belesslikely than mento submit and
resubmit their work for publication.

Another form of the gender difference model em-
phasizes women’s family role demands. Here
Bronstein and Farnsworth (1998) point out that if
women limit their job search to areas near their
partners, or experienceinsurmountable conflicts
betweenthebiologica clock and thetenureclock,
thesefactorsmay causewomentoleaveacademia
(Itisworth noting that thiskind of argument canbe
used to evaluate and critique the gender-fairness
of academic job features such asthetenure clock,
rather thantoidentify the source of theproblemas
lyingingender differences.) Thegender difference
modd, inshort, most often suggeststhat itiswomen
scientistsand engineerswho need to changeif they

-14-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

aretobesuccessful inacademia. Itisentirely pos-
gble, however, toidentify gender differences(e.g.,
inthe pressuresof parenting and household roles)
that suggest the need for changesin the academy
or in science (or the broader society), rather than
inwomen.

The deficitsin the science environment model,
incontrast, suggeststhat theremay be some prob-
lem or feature of the science environment that ac-
countsfor women'sfalluretothrive, and that needs
to change. Accordingto thistheory, structural bar-
riersmay limit women’ssuccessin scientificfields.
Thesemay includeformal barrierssuch asopen
gender discrimination, and denia of good entry-
level jobs, promotions, and tenure. Inaddition,
and perhaps more commonly, they involveinfor-
mal barriers such aswomen’srestricted accessto
socid capitd, e.g. effective mentoring and network-
ing opportunities (Etzkowitz et al., 2000; Sonnert
& Holton, 1996).

Many researchersarguethat thelow number of
womenin scienceand engineering, particularly at
the upper echelonsof the profession, isrelated to
the accumulation of advantages and disadvan-
tagesthat beginto accrueat early stagesinone’s
caregr. Accordingtothistheory, smal differences
in prestige and successin early career stagesare
amplifiedin subsequent stages, leading to very dif-
ferent career outcomes(Cole& Singer, 1991; Fox,

1981, 1985; Long, 1990; Merton, 1968, 1973;
Zuckerman, 1989). Oneresearcher used an eco-
nomicanaogy toexplainthetheory: “Likeinterest
on capital, advantages accrue. Likeinterest on
debt, disadvantages also accumulate. Very small
differencesin treatment can, asthey pileup, result
inlargedisparitiesin salary, promation, and pres-
tige” (Valian, 2000). SeeFigure5for agraphic
representation of thesethree theoretical models.
Obvioudly thesedternativesare not mutually ex-
clusive; moreover, many observationswould be
difficult toattribute solely to“gender” or solely to
the* science environment.” We have used these
two approachesto organize the questionswe ask
of the data, but we do not believeit isimportant
(or possible) to separate gender and the science
environment any morethanit ispossibleto sepa-
rate” nature’ from* nurture.”

EvaluatingAlter native Explanations

for Observed Differences

Aswe andyzed datafrom the climate survey, we
generdly tried to eval uate a ternative explanations
for observed group differences, withinthelimitsof
thevariableswe have available. We have noted
that our design allows usto assess whether ob-
served differencesarerel ated to something about
the specific environmentd Stuation for women sci-
entistsand engineersrather than something about
women academicsgeneraly. If thiswerethecase,
wewould expect the pattern of findingsto identify
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stuationsthat are uniquefor women scientistsand
engineersin comparison with both men scientists
and engineersand women socia scientists. Evi-
dence of thiskind is, then, compatible with the
deficitsinthe science environment model. 1f we
find, however, differencesbetween both groups of
women and themal e scientistsand engineers, they
could reflect some persona characteristic of
women, supporting thegender differencesmode.

Gender differences could in turn result from
women'sdifferent lifesituations(e.g., household
respongibilities) or their persondities. For example,
we sometimes hear skeptics suggest that women
scientistisand engineersmay Smply complainmore
than men (or womenin other fields), or that they
arelesscompetent or aggressivethan their male
counterparts. We can, with our data, try to assess
the plausibility of thiskind of argument. For ex-
ample, if women scientistsscoreuniformly low on
all measuresof satisfactionwith their careers, this
might point to apersona characteristicleadingto
indiscriminate discontent with their environment.
However, if women scientistsand engineerstarget
particular issuesfor complaint, then their satisfac-
tion with many areas of their work environment
wouldlend credibility to their critique of other ar-
ess. |If women scientistsare dissatisfied with their
positionsbecauseasagroup they are, or fed they
are, lessqualified than men scientists, wewould
expect to see evidence of thissupposed incompe-
tencein such areasasrecognition and productiv-
ity. Likewise, if theobserved differencesrelateto
thefamily situation of women scientistsand engi-
neers, then wewould expect to seelargefamily
Stuation effectson those variablesthat differenti-
ate men and women scientistsand engineers. Ob-
served differences between men and women sci-
entistsand engineersa so could be areflection of
differences between men and women in profes-
siona experience, for exampleyearssince Ph.D.,
or number of yearsat UM. If thiswerethe case,
wewould expect to find that group differencesdis-
appear whenwe control for relevant variables.

Sample

The sample of faculty surveyed included thefol-
lowing groupsof faculty with paid gppointmentsat
theUniversity of Michigan-AnnArbor asof May
31,2001°:

Tenure Track Faculty

« All femaetenuretrack scienceand engi-
neering faculty at or abovetherank of as-
sistant professor (N=259).

+  Random subsample of maletenuretrack
scienceand engineering faculty at or above
therank of assistant professor, stratified
by raceand rank (N=339).

+ Allfemaetenuretrack socia sciencefac-
ulty at or abovetherank of assistant pro-
fessor whowerein collegesthat aso have
sciencefaculty (N=156).%°

°®The Provost's Office and the Office of Budget and Plan-
ning prepared databases containing tenure track, primary
research and clinical faculty from which we drew the sur-
vey samples. The Steering Committee identified the
schools/colleges and departments that housed basic sci-
ence faculty at the University of Michigan.

10 The ADVANCE Evaluation Advisory Committee rec-
ommended that we limit our sample of female social sci-
ence faculty to disciplines that are part of schools/col-
leges that also have science/engineering disciplines and
sub-disciplines. Based on this advice, we surveyed fac-
ulty from L SA, Engineering, Medicine, Dentistry, Infor-
mation, Kinesiology, Pharmacy, Public Health, Natural Re-
sourcesand Environment, and Nursing. (SeeAppendix B
for acompletelist of departments surveyed.) Withinthe
sample, faculty were tentatively classified as scientists
and engineersor social scientists based on thefollowing
criteriac Faculty whose primary appointment (.5 fraction
or higher) was in the Colleges of Engineering or Den-
tistry, and the Schools of Medicine or Pharmacy, were
classified as scientistsand engineers. Within LS& A, As-
tronomy, Biology, Chemistry, Geological Sciences, Math-
ematics, Physics, and Statistics were classified as sci-
ence departments. Anthropology, Communication Stud-
ies, Economics, History, Political Science, Psychology,
and Sociology were classified as socia science depart-
ments. Within the School of Public Health, Biostatistics,
Environmental Health Sciences and Epidemiology were
classified as science departments, while Health Be-
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Primary Research Track Faculty

All femaeprimary research science (PRS)
faculty at or above the rank of research
investigator in scienceand engineering de-
partments and research institutions
(N=115).1

Random subsample of male primary re-
search science and engineering faculty at
or abovetherank of research investigator
stratified by raceand rank (N=184).

Clinical Track Faculty

All femaeclinica faculty at or abovethe
rank of instructor in science departments
(N=143).

All maedinica faculty a or dbovetherank
of instructor in science departments
(N=202), sincethe numberswereroughly
comparabletothoseof clinica femaefac-

ulty.

Dueto thesmall number of faculty of color inaca-
demic scienceand engineering at the University of
Michigan, theADVANCE Evaluation Advisory

havior and Health Education, and Health Management
and Policy were classified as socia science. Faculty in
the Division of Kinesiology, School of Information and
School of Natural Resources were classified according
totheir field of highest degree. Survey respondentswere
also asked to self-identify as social scientists or scien-
tists and engineers, and that identification was used in
final classification of all individuals.

11 PRS faculty from the following research centers and
instituteswereincluded in our survey sample: Center for
Human Growth & Development; Biological Station; Mu-
seum of Anthropology; Herbarium; Museum of Paleon-
tology; Institute for Environmental Sciences, Engineer-
ing and Technology; Space Physics Research Lab; Co-
operative Institute for Limnology & Ecosystems Re-
search; Substance Abuse (Medical School); Mental
Health Research Institute; Substance Abuse Research
Center; Research in Dentistry; Ingtitute of Gerontology;
Collaboratory for Research on Electric Work; Program
for the Study of Complex Systems; Biophysics Research
Division; Center for Great Lakes & Aquatic Sciences;
UM Transportation Research Ingtitute.
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Committeerecommended oversampling faculty of
color, both to yield numberslarge enough to per-
mit andysisby race/ethnicity, and to protect confi-
dentidity. Wethereforeincluded nearly al faculty
of color inthe sample sent thequestionnaire.*?

QuestionnaireDesign

The University of Michigan Survey of Aca-
demic Climateand Activitiesisaten-page survey
focusngoninditutiona and unit/department dimate
(seeAppendix A for acopy of thesurvey). There
areadditiond sectionson professiona employmert,
teaching, resources, career satisfaction, recogni-
tion, productivity, personal life, and demograph-
icsincluded to help us assess equivaence of fac-
ulty experiences. Women scientistsand engineers
at the University of Michigan suggested many of
the survey topicsduringinterviews conducted by
Professor Abigail Stewart in 2000, in preparation
for theMIT meeting. Wherepossible, weincluded
questionsfrom faculty surveyspreviously con-
ducted at other universities. Many of theclimate
questionscamefromthe 1996 Universty of Michi-
gan Faculty Work-Life Sudy (describedinal1999
report) conducted by researchersfrom The Cen-
ter for the Study of Higher and Postsecondary Edu-
cation (CSHPE) and the Center for the Education
of Women (CEW).%2

2\We sampled all of the women of color scientists, engi-
neers and social scientists acrosstenure, clinical and re-
search tracks (N=93 scientists and engineers, N=52 so-
cial scientists). We also sampled all of the men of color
scientists and engineers, with the exception of tenure
track male scientists and engineers of Asian or Pacific
Islander background. Wedrew arandom sample of 50 (of
131) because the number of men in this category far ex-
ceeded the number of women of Asian or Pacific Islander
background (N=25). Thisresultedinatota of 187 men of
color in the sample, across ethnic groups.

13|n addition, weincorporated itemsfrom aUniversity of
Michigan Medical School faculty survey (1994), aTexas
A&M University Campus Climate Survey (1998), the Uni-
versity of ArizonaFaculty Advancement Survey (2000),
and the University of California at Los Angeles Higher
Education Research Ingtitute (HERI) Faculty Survey. We
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InAugust 2001, gpproximately 20 scientists, engi-
neersand social scientistscompleted apilot ver-
sionof theUM Survey of Academic Climateand
Activities. Many of theseindividualswere UM
faculty members serving on ADVANCE Com-
mittees, they werefamiliar with thefaculty experi-
enceat UM, but excluded fromthe survey sample
because of involvement with the project. (SeeAp-
pendix Cfor ADVANCE committee membership
ligs)

Duetothesenstivity of theinformation collected,
and the limited number of women scientistsand
engineersand faculty of color inmost scienceand
engineering departments and colleges, the AD-
VANCE Steering Committee decided that survey
responses should beanonymous, aswell as confi-
dential. No identification number connected the
mailed surveysto the potential respondents. To
further preserve anonymity, the questionnairedid
not ask faculty to identify their appointing
department(s), but only their school or college. This
step wascritical Sincein somedepartmentsanin-
dividua would becompletdy identifiableif sheor
heidentified her/hisgender and race-ethnicity. We
were, however, concerned both to try to assess
the representati veness of our sample of respon-
dents, and to invite respondentsto participatein
focus groups and interviews. Therefore, wein-
cluded inthe survey mailing areturn postcard on
which we asked faculty to note their name and
whether or not they had completed and returned
thesurvey. Faculty mailed thispostcard to IRWG
Separatefromthesurvey.

adapted questions on gender equity from a Gender Fair-
ness Environment Scale devel oped by the University of
VirginiaSchool of Medicine Committee on Women, and a
scal e to measure aspects of theworking environment for
female faculty developed by Riger, Stokes, Raja, and
Sullivan (1997). Questions on sexua harassment were
modified fromitemsincluded inthe U.S. Merit Systems
Protection Board's survey of sexua harassment in the
federa workplace (1994).

Response Rate

Thesurvey wasmailedto 1,398 faculty duringthe
week of October 15,2001.14 To encourage par-
ticipation, we sent asecond mailing of the survey
to non-respondents (identified by thosewho did
not return the postcard) during the week of No-
vember 5, 2001. Asof December 14, 2001, we
received 536 responsesfor an overall response
rate of 38%.%°

Thisresponserateisdisappointing, though quite
typical of surveysof thiskind, aswe discuss be-
low. We cannot be surewhat all thefactorswere
that contributed to thisresponserate, but two seem
particularly likely to have been relevant:

—Thesurvey wasdesigned to addressfac-
ulty with three different kinds of appoint-
ments—tenuretrack, researchand clinica—
andintendifferent colleges, and at dl ranks.
Carewastakentoinclude questionsthat ap-
pliedto all of thetracksand disciplines, but
inevitably thismeant that someitemswereir-
relevant, and possibly frustrating, to there-
spondents;

—Partly asaresult of the need to cover so
many different kindsof experience, but also
because we hoped to be quite comprehen-
sve, thesurvey wasquitelong, requiringin-
dividuasto spend, in most cases, morethan
an hour to compl eteit.

1“4 Thesampleof 1,398 excludesfaculty who wereremoved
from the database for the following reasons: membership
onADVANCE committees; termination of faculty appoint-
ment; moved, no forwarding address; administrative er-
rors. A PDF version of thesurvey, identical in content to
the paper version, was available online at http://
www.umich.edu/~irwg/climatesurvey/ for those respon-
dentswho preferred to compl ete the survey using acom-
puter.

5 At that timewe had received 485 return postcards. Since
December 14, 2001, nine additional surveyswerereturned.
Unfortunately, these surveys were returned too late to
be included in the analyses.
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Supporting our view that thelength of the survey
wasafactor isthefact that our overall response
rateiscomparableto responseratesfor other sur-
veysof similar length admini stered to persons of
high status, such asuniversity faculty.'®

The actual rate of responseislessimportant, in
scientific terms, than therepresentativenessof the
sampleof respondents. Thisis, aswehavenoted
above, difficult to assess. Wehaveonly five pos-
sibleindicatorswithwhich to eva uaterepresenta:
tiveness, because respondentsreport them onthe
questionnaire, and we have datafrom University
recordsabout the entire sampleof individuassent
thesurvey. Theseindicatorsinclude: track (ten-
ure, clinica, research), college, rank, race-ethnicity
and gender. Thethreefaculty tracks—tenure, re-
search and clinical—wereequivaently represented
inthe respondent sample and the pool of faculty
includedinthe survey. Withinthetenureand re-
search tracks, therewere no differencesby race,
rank or school between the survey respondents
andthelarger poal of faculty surveyed. Thissug-
geststhat for the tenure and research tracks our
survey sampleisrepresentative of thelarger pool
of faculty intermsof thetype of appointment held,
collegeof gppointment, rank and ethnicity. (Among
clinical faculty, faculty of color and assistant pro-
fessorsresponded at alower ratethan whitefac-
ulty and thoseat higher ranks.)

Onthefifthindicator—gender—therewasadif-
ference on dl tracksbetween suvery respondents
and the pool of faculty surveyed. Women of both
academic groupsresponded at ahigher ratethan
men: 50% femal e scientistsand engineers, 47%
femalesocid scientistsvs. 26% maescientistssand
engineers. On the one hand, thisis amatter of
someconcern, snceweare attempting withthese
datato assessgender differences. Giventhisdif-
ference in response rate, it is possible that the
sample of malerespondentsislessrepresentative

** For example, the response rate tor the survey of UM
faculty conducted by CEW and CSHPE in 1996 was 44%
(CSHPE and CEW, 1999).
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of al mae scientistsand engineersthanisthat of
femalerespondents. To assessthat possibility we
compared male and female respondents to the
overal samplepoolsof menandwomen separately.
Wefound that for both men and women, respon-
dents on the tenure and research tracks did not
differ fromthepool asawhole; thus, themaleand
femal e respondents on these two tracks appear to
be equally representative. Respondents on the
clinical track also did not differ by gender. Junior
faculty and faculty of color were somewhat
underrepresented ontheclinicd track for bothmen
and women. In short, there was no evidence of
differential representativeness of the sample by
gender. Inaddition, thegender differenceinre-
sponse rates—and the rates of response them-
selves—arequitetypica for socid sciencesurveys
(Riger etal., 1997). Overal, then, theevidence
we haveisthat therespondent sampleisrepresen-
tative of thelarger pool of faculty surveyed. But
weonly haveafew indicatorsto useto assessthis
issue, and weremain awarethat thesampleof male
scientistsand engineersmay differ fromthelarger
pool inwayswewerenot ableto examine.

Inter preting Self-Report Data

Survey dataare, by necessity, salf-report data. For
our purposes—assessment of thework environ-
ment experienced by women scientistsand engi-
neers—thisisactualy exactly what wewant. By
definition, thefelt work environment can only be
reported on by anindividua from her or hispoint
of view.

Nevertheless, it isoften tempting to think of self-
report differencesas” merdy” subjective. Wemust
emphasizethat the subjectiveand theobjectiveare
identical when we are assessing aspects of per-
sonal moraleand satisfaction, and perceptions of
thework environment. Of courseitispossibleto
ask whether peoplein general (or some specific
person—e.g., the* man on the Clapham omnibus”
of British philosophy; or “ Joe Sixpack” inUScon-
texts) would seethe situation the sameway. But
whether they would or would not isactually not
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relevant to the assessment of any individua’sper-
gpective. Inthesameway, aparticular individual
may find an office or meeting room “too warm,”
whileanother findsit “too cool.” Thethermostat
may indicate that the temperatureis 72 degrees
Fahrenhelt, but that outside measureisredly unre-
lated totheindividual’sperceptionthat theroomis
too warm (for her) or too cool (for her). Her per-
ceptionisthefelt or relative temperature of the
room. Inthesameway, weareinterestedinthe
felt workplace environment for women scientists
and engineers.

There are instances in this report—though not
many—when we believe readersmay neverthe-
lessbe particularly tempted to wish for some ex-
ternad standard for evauatingtheevidence. Inone
sort of case, the reader may be interested in
whether salf-reportsfit evidencefrom other kinds
of data. For example, wefind that men scientists
and engineersreport being offered more separate
inducementsto stay a Michigan whenthetermsof
their employment arerenegotiated. Thereader may
wonder whether thisdifferencereflectsactud dif-
ferencesinthekindsof revised offersmadeto men
andwomenfaculty in scienceand engineering. We
dotoo. Thefindingsfrom thisstudy cannot settle
the question, but they can point theingtitution to-
ward some practicesthat deservefurther evalua-
tion. Onthebasisof our findings—based on self-
reports—we can only say that men scientistsand
engineersreport that they are offered moreitems
than do women scientistsand engineersinrevised
offers(after controlling for rank and other experi-
encefactors). Perhapsthesedifferencesarefully
warranted, or perhapsthey do not reflect differ-
encesintheoveral vaueof theoffer. Inthiscase,
though, our datahave helpedtoidentify atopicfor
further study with different kindsof data.

A somewhat different set of issuesarisesinthecase
of individuals' reportsof felt discrimination and
unwanted sexud attention (or sexua harassment).
Onereason an external standard may seem im-
portant in these casesisthat thelegal system ap-

pliesparticular standardswhen legal remediesare
being sought. Inthisstudy, asin other studiesof
faculty experience, wearenot limiting our inquiry
to experiencesthat would meet alegal standard
(andinfact legal remediesarenotin question); we
areinterested in experiencesthat may affect mo-
rale, whether or not they meet alegal standard.
We havetherefore provided some evidence about
other findingsin theliterature with the measures
we have used.

Finally, becausewe used somemeasuresthat were
used fairly recently (1996) inaUM study of fac-
ulty work-life, conducted by the Center for the
Study of Higher and Postsecondary Educationand
the Center for the Education of Women (seethe
1999 report), weare sometimes ableto make com-
parisons between thefindingsin this study (re-
tricted to scientistsand engineersondl threetracks
and acomparison tenuretrack sample of women
socid scientigts) andthoseintheirs(whichincluded
those groupsaswell as nontenuretrack instruc-
tiona faculty and dl fields, but not primary research
faculty). Thesecomparisonsareparticularly help-
ful inalowing us, inafew cases, to assesswhether
our findingsare particular to scienceand engineer-
ing faculty at UM or reflect some broad features
of theUniversity environment for al or most fac-

ulty.

Sructureof theReport

Theremainder of thisreport isdivided into two
lengthy sectionsfollowed by abrief discussion of
implicationsof thefindings. Thenext section (pp.
21- 46) presentstheresultsof comparisonsof three
groups of tenuretrack faculty: women scientists
and engineers, men scientistsand engineers; and
women socid scientists. Thesectionfollowing that
(pp.46-71) presentstheresultsof analysesof gen-
der and track (tenure, research scientist and clini-
cal faculty) differencesusing the entire sampl e of
scientistsand engineers(and no socia scientists).
Finally, weprovideadiscussion of potentia impli-
cations of our findings (pp. 72-74). Tablesand
appendicesareincluded at theend of thereport.
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ANALYSESOFTENURE TRACK
FACULTY DATA:

Women Scientists& Engineers,
Men Scientists & Engineers,
Women Social Scientists

During thefirst phase of analysiswe compared
women scientistssand engineersonthetenuretrack
with thetwo key comparison groupsalso onthe
tenuretrack: maescientistsand engineersandfe-
malesocid scientists. Overdl, therespondentsin-
cluded 308 tenuretrack faculty: 135femalesci-
entistsand engineers, 100 male scientistsand en-
gineers, and 73 female social scientists.t’ The
overall responseratefor tenuretrack faculty was
41%, with responserates of 52% for female sci-
entistsand engineers, 47%for femalesocid scien-
tists, and 30% for mal e scientistsand engineers.

Qualitative Data:

FocusGroupsand I nterviews
Alongwiththeclimate survey, we collected some
quditativedatathroughfaculty interviewsandfo-
cusgroups. Onthesurvey return postcard, respon-
dentswere asked to indi cate whether they would
beinterested in being interviewed to discussthe
issues addressed in the survey. Of the 485 re-
spondentswho returned the postcard, 150 (30%)
expressedinterestin being interviewed.’® Given
thetimeframefor the completion of our study, we
werenot abletointerview al faculty whoindicated
interest. We contacted twenty tenuretrack faculty
forinterviews, and nineinterviewswerecompleted,

17 Faculty with atenure track appointment in addition to
aprimary research or clinical track appointment wereclas-
sified as tenure track faculty for the purposes of our
analyses, if their tenure appointment was at or abovethe
rank of assistant professor. Faculty with multiple ap-
pointments whose tenure track appointment was as a
lecturer or instructor were classified according to their
primary research or clinical track appointment.

18 Thisincludes 115 women and 35 men; 68 tenure track
scientists/engineers, 31 tenuretrack social scientists, 32
primary research scientists, and 19 clinical scientists.
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transcribed and analyzed intimefor thisreport.®
Inadditiontothelimited number of individua in-
terviews, we conducted threefocusgroupsfor ten-
uretrack scientistsand engineers, oneeachfor as-
Sstant professors, associate professorsand full pro-
fessors® Sixteen faculty attended thefocusgroups
for tenuretrack faculty.

Obviously the sample of individuals who pro-
vided qualitative data was self-selected from
among those who participated inthe survey. For
that reason, we cannot usethefocusgroup or in-
terview datato draw confident inferences about
group differences. Our purposesin collectingthese
dataweredifferent. First, at thefocusgroupsand
intheindividual interviews, we asked participants
aseriesof questionsregarding the climate survey
itself. Weinvited themtoidentify particular ques-
tionsfromthe survey that seemed va uablefor un-

2 When selecting tenure track faculty for individual in-
terviews, we chose faculty of various ranks, race/
ethnicities, and from each of the three larger, and seven
smaller colleges. Because this study is primarily con-
cerned with women scientists and engineers, we chose
more women than men for individual interviews. Tenure
track faculty invited for aninterview included nineassis-
tant professors; seven associate professors, and four
full professors. Among these faculty, eleven are white,
and nine are faculty of color; three are men and seven-
teen are women; seven have appointments in “smaller”
colleges, four in Engineering, fivein LS& A, and four in
Medicine. Those who completed interviewsinclude four
junior faculty women, three senior faculty women, and
two senior faculty men.

2 We aso held a focus group with women primary re-
search scientists and engineers, attended by six faculty,
and interviewed three additional women research scien-
tists and engineers. Unfortunately, due to scheduling
conflicts, we were unable to arrange a focus group for
women clinical track scientists. Instead we scheduled
individual interviews with those who were interested.
Threeinterviewswere compl eted with women faculty on
theclinical track.

2 Two women attended the group for assistant profes-
sors; four women and two men attended the groups for
associate professors; and seven women and one man
attended the group for full professors.
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dergtanding their own Situation and the Situation of
women scientistsand engineersat UM, aswell as
misleading questions, or topicsthat should have
been addressed on the survey, but werenot. Par-
ticipantswere a so asked to describe recruitment
and hiring intheir departments (an issue not cov-
ered onthesurvey), andtoidentify issuesthat might
be particular to their school or unit, possiblerea-
sonsthat faculty choosetoleave UM, and thetypes
of interventionsor policiesthat might improvethe
campusclimate. Thus, the qualitative datawere
collected to help usclarify and understand the sur-
vey data, and toidentify and fill in gapsthat might
not have been addressed adequately inthe survey.
Focus groups and interviews were audio-taped
and transcribed.

Aswediscussfindingsfromthesurvey below, we
incorporate quotationsfrom thefocusgroupsand
interviewstoillugtrateimportant points. Inthissec-
tion of thereport weare using the quantitative data
toidentify important featuresof women scientists

and engineers experiencesthat differ fromthose
of comparablemen, and women social scientists.
Weareusing thequditativedatato hel p givesome
greater senseof thelived experiencethat isindexed
by the survey findings; our procedure, then, was
to search thequditative datafor examplesor dis-
cussionsthat might helpusgaininsghtintothepro-
cessesthat producethe quantitative differences. A
more systematic analysis of the qualitative data,
amed at identifying gapsintheevidencefromthe
survey data, ispresented at the end of each sec-
tion of thereport.

DataAnalysis Strategy

We cdl culated analyses of variance (ANOVAS) on
scdesanditemsfrom the survey, comparing mean
scores of women scientists and engineers, men
scientistsand engineers, and women socia scien-
tists. Andysisof varianceisadtatistica procedure
that apportionsvariationin people’ sscoreson a
variableto different “factors’--inthiscase, their
membership in one of thethree groups (women
scientistsand engineers, men scientistsand engi-

neers, women socid scientists). WhentheANOVA

indicated anoverdl sgnificant differenceamongthe
groups, we pursued planned comparisonsinwhich
women scientists and engineerswere compared
with each of the other two groups. Frequency data
(numbersof people, rather than scores) wereeva u-
ated by adifferent (more appropriate) statistical

analysis. Chi-sguare tests. Chi-sgquare detects
whether two or more groups have different rates
of occurrence of some phenomenon, beyond what
would be expected by chance.

In the results discussed below, any referencesto
significant differencesor group differencesrefer
exclusvely todifferencesfoundto be statistically
sgnificant (p<.05--that is, differencesor effectsthat
would have occurred by chancelessthan 5 per-
cent of thetime, whichisageneraly accepted stan-
dard of statistical sgnificancein social sciencere-
search). Throughout thisaccount, wereport fre-
guencies/percentages, meansand standard devia-
tions, asappropriate. We notethat descriptive sta-
tistics reported for ANOVAS are raw scores,
though all significancetestswere conducted on
scores controlling for rank, age, time at the Uni-
vergty of Michigan, timeinrank, timesincePh.D.,
and household composition. Wereport the raw
scoresfor ease of interpretation becausethe con-
trols(though sometimesthemsa vesre ated to out-
comes) did not affect Sgnificancetestsonthegroup
effects.

In many cases, we created scales of itemsasa
datareduction strategy that minimized thelikeli-
hood of findingsresulting from chance, and maxi-
mized measurement reliability (see Cronbach,
1990, for ageneral account of the measurement
approach employed here). Thirteen scaleswere
constructed to assessdepartmenta and University
dimateandactivities? Within sections of the ques-

2 For questions on departmental climate and activities,
the survey afforded respondents with appointments in
multiple departments the opportunity to rate two depart-
ments. The results discussed in this report apply to the
first unit rated by respondents.
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tionnaire, factor analyseswere conducted toiden-
tify the structure underlying setsof itemsusedin
previousresearch. Using standard criteriafor iden-
tification of meaningful factor Sructures(eigenvd-
uesgreater than 1, rotated factor loadings>.40 on
therelevant scaleand <.30 on all other scales), we
identified groupsof itemsfor reliability analyses.
Itemsthat loaded relatively purely onasinglefac-
tor and made conceptual sense as measuring a
singleunderlying dimensonwerethen assessedin
termsof aphardiability. Scaeswerecreated (by
averaging unweighted items selected inthisway)
with alphasabove .70 (and for which del etion of
noitemwouldincreasethea pha).

A total of thirteen scaleswere created: twotoas-
sessunivergty climate, eight to assessdepartmen-
tal climate (oneadditional item--eva uation of de-
partment leader ascommitted to racial/ethnic di-
versity--wasal so used to assess departmental cli-
mate), and threeto assess other department and
campusexperiences. Following arethethirteen
scales created by category; see Appendix D for
listsof itemscomprisingeach scale.

Universty Climate
+ gender stereotyping (4 items)
« ethnicandreligiousgroup stereotyp-
ing (4items)

Departmentd Climate
egditarianism of atmosphere (9items)
scholarly isolation (7 items)
fet survelllance (4 items)
felttokenism (2items)
supportiveenvironment (6 items)
environment’ stolerance of diversity

(4items)

+ evauation of departmentd |leader as
far (3items)

+ evauation of departmentd |leader as
ableto createapositive environment
(3items)

« evauation of departmentd |leader as
committed toracid/ethnicdiversty
(1item)
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Other Department and Campus Experiences
feltinfluence over educational deci-
sons(5items)

feltinfluenceover unit resources
(salary, money for professional meet-
Ings, equipment) (3items)

career satisfactions (12 items)

Inthe course of anayzing these data, we conducted
many statistical tests. Of course some of them
might have been significant by chance, despiteour
relianceon conventiona standardsof datistica 9g-
nificanceasaguide. Wefeltit wasextremely im-
portant inthiskind of research—inwhichthereare
few theoretical or empirical guides, andinwhichit
might be consequentia in policy termsto overlook
or underestimate differences—toreportonal sg-
nificant findings. Cong stent with practicestandards
for thiskind of research, we have only written at
any length about findingsthat arerelatively robust,
that fit with apattern of other findingsinthissurvey
and/or inother studies, and that hold upinthecon-
text of severa statistical controls.

Ruling Out Alter native Explanations

The findings reported below did not differ by
school or college. It should benoted, though, that
“school” was defined as Engineering, Medicine,
LSA, or “other” (including the seven smaller col-
legesinonegroup). Whilethisvariableisprob-
ably adequate for assessing gross differences
among the schools, it may conceal differences
among the smaller collegesand withinthelarge
ones. Thoughwe collected dataon race/ethnicity,
wewill not present findingsfrom analysisof these
datain the current report. We believe the aca-
demic climatefor faculty of color inthesciences
and engineering isanimportant topic warranting
thorough discussion in aseparatereport.

Results of Tenure Track Analyses

Overview: Webegin by reviewing severa areas
inwhichfema eand mae scientistsand engineers
(andfemdesocid scientigs, too) weremostly quite
similar (professional experience, household char-
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acteristics, and career experiences and satisfac-
tions). These similarities provide animportant
backdrop or context for the areas in which the
groupsdiffer, whichiscovered next. Inaddition,
evenintheseareasof smilarity weidentify afew
differences that are likely to be consequential.
Perhaps most importantly we note differencesin
thelikelihood of having apartner, and thelikeli-
hood of having apartner who isemployed full-
time

In the next section wereview themajor areasin
which men and women scientistsand engineers
differed: contracts, mentoring and many aspects
of theingtitutiona and departmenta climate. Here
thedifferencesare substantia, and thereportsfrom
women scientistsand engineersgenerdly suggest
greater difficultiesfor them thanfor either men sci-
entistsand engineersor women socid scientists—
indicating that the problemsarisenot for all women
academics, or dl scientistsand engineers, but par-
ticularly for women scientistsand engineers.

In thethird section we examinetherelationship
between reporting that the climate has been nega
tiveinoneor another way andindividuas overdl
job satisfaction. Thesere ationshipssuggest that,
for al threegroups, negativeratingsarerelated to
lesssatisfaction.

Finally, we conclude with athematic analysis of
thequalitativedata. Theseanalysesfocusoniden-
tifying particular issuesthat might not have been
well-addressed in the survey. Specifically, we
found that informal serviceresponshilitiesweigh
heavily onwomen scientists, asdodifficultiesbal-
ancing personal and professonal life. Thequdita
tive dataal so indicate that women scientistsand
engineersfind particularly troubling departmental
and college practicesthat are not democratic or
transparent.

Professional Experience: The three groups
(women scientistsand engineers, men scientistssand
engineers, andwomen socia scientists) did not dif-
fer inyearsemployed in research in anon-aca-
demic setting, or intime spent out of thelabor force.
Ma eand femal e scientistsand engineersdid not
differinnumber of yearsin postdoctora positions,
thoughfemdesocid scientigshad fewer than both.
Morerelevant to our analyses, though (see Table
1, below, and Table 2), arethefactsthat male sci-
entistsand engineersare on average older than fe-
male scientistsand engineers, and morelikely to
beat therank of full professor. Female scientists
and engineerscompleted their Ph.D.smorerecently,
and have been at UM fewer yearsthan male sci-
entistsand engineers. Women scientistsand engi-
neersresemblewomen socid scientigtsinthesepro-

Table1: Control Variables

7=1965-1969; 8=1960-1964.

women men women
scientist/engineers  scientists/engineers  social scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean <d mean sd mean «
Time since highest degree* 3.542 423% 2.23 321 190
Time since first UM
appointment* 2572 3192 210 221 164
percentage percentage percentage
Hired in last ten years 552 43 692
Full professor rank 30° 558 38
Associate professor rank 36? 172 33
Assistant professor rank 34 28 29

*1=1995-2001; 2=1990-1994, 3=1985-1989; 4=1980-1984; 5=1975-1979; 6=1970-1974;

& Matching symbolsidentify groups that differ from each other statistically significantly, p<.05.
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fessional characteristics, and the respondent pool
of tenuretrack faculty mirrorsthesample. Tocon-
trol for these potentialy confounding variables, we
used the experience variablesas covariateswhen
running ANOVAS. Group differences and ab-
sences of differences proved very robust. With
the exception of rank, whichwasrelated to afew
variables(discussed bel ow whenever relevant), the
control variableswere unrelated to climate vari-
ables. Evenwhentherewasarelationship with
rank, themain effect for group remained. There-
fore, group differences on climate variablescan-
not be explained by differencesin professiond ex-
perience.

Household Characteristics. As with profes-
sonal experience, thereweresomedatisticaly Sg-
nificant group differencesbetweenwomenand men
scientistsand engineerswith regard to household
characteristics (Table 3). Femalescientistsand
engineersaremorelikely thanmaescientiststobe
single, and arelesslikely to have both apartner
and children; fema e scientistsand engineerswho
do have partnersare morelikely to have consid-
eredleaving UM for their partners careers. Itis
especidly important to notethat, if partnered, fe-
male scientistsand engineersaremorelikely than
mal e scientistsand engineersto haveapartner who
worksfull-time, and that personismorelikely to
be afull-time UM faculty member (Figure 6a).
Women social scientistsresemblewomen scien-
tistsand engineersin these household characteris-
tics. In the CSPHE & CEW study (1999), the
patternwassimilar intermsof gender differences
inhousehold characterigticsacrossfie dsand types
of appointments.

Thesedatasuggest that women scientistsand en-
gineers, becausethey aremorelikely to either not
be partnered (and therefore have no one at home
to provide assistance, evenif they have no depen-
dents), or to have apartner who worksfull time
(andtherefore operatein atwo-career household),
aremore burdened by household responsibilities
than their male counterparts, more than half of
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Figure6a: Partner Infor mation
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no partner partner,  partner, UM partner,
part-time or faculty other full-
no time
employment employment

ab.cd Matching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

whom haveapartner who hasno or part-timepaid
employment (Figure6b, Table 3). Whilewebe-
lievethese household differencesbetween menand
women provide an important context for under-
standing the experiences of women scientistsand
engineers, we notethat thereisno evidence that
thefamily situation of women scientistsaccounts
for the observed differences(discussed later inthe
report) on climate variables. We included the
household characteristic variablesas covariates
when caculaingANOVAS, and therewerenofam-
ily Situationinteractionsor main effects.

Figure 6b: Partner Employment
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O male scientistg/engineers (N=100)
W female social scientists (N=73)
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Career Experiences and Satisfactions. The
survey findingsdo not support thetheory that group
differencesresult fromwomen scientists and en-
gineers hypothesizedinclinationtocomplain. The
findingsreved few differences between menand
women scientistsand engineersin many aspectsof
their experiencesand satisfactionsintheir careers.

Career satisfactions. For the career satisfac-
tionsscae, anddevenof thetwel veindividud items
comprising that scale, therewereno group differ-
ences between women and men scientistsand en-
gineers(see Tableda for asummary acrossgroups,
and Table4bfor detailsby group). Women scien-
tistsand engineers, men scientistsand engineers
andwomensocid scientigsderivesatisfactionfrom
many of the same aspectsof their careers. Among
theitemsrated highly by all threegroupswerea
sense of being valued asamentor by students, a
sense of being valued asateacher by students, a
sense of contributing to theoretical developments
inone sdiscipline, and theopportunity to collabo-
rate with other faculty. The lowest rated item
acrossthethree groupswas bal ance between per-
sona and professiond life(Figure7). 1t should be
noted that women scientistsand engineerswere

significantly lesssatisfied than men scientistsand
engineerswiththisoneaspect of their careers(Table
4b).

Productivity. Thereisno evidencefromthecli-
mate survey that the women scientistsand engi-
neersarelessproductiveor lessquaified thanther
male counterparts (Table5). Thesedataall de-
pend on self-reports, but other research suggests
that self-reportsare broadly accurate estimates of
productivity (Cole & Zuckerman, 1991, 158).
Moreover, Xie & Shauman (1998) have demon-
strated that thereare no real gender differencesin
productivity. Inour study, therewereno reported
differencesamong women scientistsand engineers,
men scientistsand engineers, and women socid
scientistson two productivity items, one asking
faculty toratetheir own productivity, the other ask-
ing themto ratetheir departments’ view of their
productivity, compared to researchersinthe same
areaand rank nationwide. Whiletherewereno
group differencesin productivity, therewererank
effects; senior faculty reported higher levelsof pro-
ductivity (Table5). Controlsfor rank, however,
did not dter resultsfor thethreetenuretrack groups.

Recognition. Therewere no group

Figure 7: Career Satisfaction Ratings

[highest rated items
M lowest rated items

differencesinrecognition (Table6),
measured by self-reported accounts
of nominationsfor awardsinthear-
eas of teaching, research, clinical, or
service work, once these analyses
controlled for rank differences be-
tween men and women scientistsand
engineers. Therewereno group dif-
ferencesin perceived failure to be
nominated for awardsfor which one
wasqualified. Aswith productivity,
there were rank effectsfor therec-
ognitionitems. A significantly lower
percentageof ass stant professorsthan
associate and/or full professorsre-
ported having been nominated for
awardsin particular domains (teach-
ing, research, serviceand clinical).
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Additiondly, moresenior faculty than assistant pro-
fessors reported failure to be nominated for an
award for whichthey werequalified.

Felt influenceon educational mattersandre-
sour ces. Therewereno differencesbetween men
and women scientistsand engineerson sca escon-
structed to assessfelt influence over educational
decisions (curriculum decisions; selecting new
graduate students, resident/fellows, faculty mem-
bers, and unit head), or unit resources (the size of
sdary increases; obtaining money for travel to pro-
fessona meetings, securing researchfacilitiesand
equipment; Table7). Looking at theindividual
items, wefound two significant differencesbetween
women scientistsand engineersand socia scien-
tists, women scientistsand engineersreport less
fetinfluence over choosing thenext unit head, and
obtaining money for travel to professional meet-
ings. Thequestionsabout influencedid produce
rank effects, with senior faculty reportingmorein-
fluence over educationa matters.?

Resour ces—effort and satisfaction. Therewas
only one reported difference between men and
women scientistsand engineersin the amount of
effort it takesto secure resources such asoffice
space, research space, lab equipment, and service
fromvendors(for repairs, supplies, upgrades), or
intheleve of satisfaction withthecurrent aloca-
tion of thoseresources (Table8). Women scien-
tistsand engineersreported that it takesmore ef-
fort to securecomputer equipment. However, there
was no difference between thetwo groupsin sat-
ifactionwith current alocation of computer equip-
ment, or other resources. Compared to women
socia scientists, women scientistsand engineers
weresignificantly lesssatisfied with thealocation
of office space and computer equipment.

2 Measuring influence over educational matters on a
scaleof 1-5, with 1 representing no influenceand 5 repre-
senting tremendous influence, the mean of scores re-
ported by full professorswas2.99 (SD .86), compared to
2.77 (SD.88) for associate professors and 2.25 (SD .90)
for assistant professors, p<.01.
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I nitial contract negotiation. Questionsregard-
ing theelementsincludedinfaculty’sinitial con-
tract negotiation reveal ed no differences between
men and women scientistsand engineers, but sev-
era differencesbetween women scientistsand en-
gineersand women socid scientists.

All survey respondentswho were hired withinthe
past ten yearswere asked about fifteen key items
that might be rai sed during contract negotiations,
such ascoursereleasetime, |ab equipment and lab
space, discretionary funds, etc. For thisseriesof
fifteenitems, survey respondentswere asked to
indicatewhether UM had offered theitem during
initial contract negotiation, whether they had bar-
gainedfor theitem, whether it waspromisedinthe
offer letter, and whether the item wasreceived.
Therewereno group differencesin the number of
itemsreported asoffered by UM, bargained for
by theindividual, promised inthe offer |etter, or
received (Table 9a). Looking at the individual
contract items, we found one significant differ-
encein the percentage of men and women science
and engineering faculty who bargained for apar-
ticular item or were offered aparticular item by
UM (Table9b). Morewomen scientistsand engi-
neers reported being offered lab space by UM
during theinitial contract negotiation.

Thispictureof relative equity for womenand men
scientistsand engineersin the e ementsnegotiated
at thetimeof hiringisimportant. It should becare-
fully interpreted, though. Most research suggests
that gender inequitiesaresmallest early intheca
reer (see, e.g., Valian, 2000); moreover, none of
our indicesassess actua magnitude of theitemsor
the overall offer—only the number of itemsre-
guested and offered.

L ooking at the percentage of women scientistsand
engineersand social scientistswho wereoffered,
bargained for, promised, and received individual
contract items, wefound acoupleof sgnificant dif-
ferences, possibly disciplinary innature (Table9b).
Women socid scientisisweremorelikely thanboth
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men and women scientistsand engineersto be of -
fered coursereleasetime and asummer salary as
part of theinitia contract negotiation. Incontrast,
womensodid scientigswerelesslikey thanwomen
scientistsand engineersto be offered, or to bar-
gainfor, lab space. Thesefindingsmay berelated
todisciplinary differences: socia scientistscarry
heavier teaching loads, on average, and scientists
and engineersrequiremorelab spacefor their re-
search.

Women social scientistswerea so morelikely to
request aposition for their partnersfromthe Uni-
versity of Michigan. Thisdifferencemay beim-
portant, since women academicsin both science
and engineering and social sciencefieldsat UM
aremorelikely thantheir male counterpartsto have
partnerswho area so academics. Thoughitisim-
possibleto know for surefromthe survey data, it
could bethat social science departmentsat UM
are either more proactive about, or more recep-
tiveto, inquiriesregarding partner positionsduring
theprocessof initial contract negotiation. Onein-
dicationthat thismight bethe caseisthelargenum-
ber of timesthisissuecameupinfocusgroupsand
interviewswith scienceand engineering faculty. For
example, onejunior woman said,

...when | came...their efforts
werelike, ‘ahwdl, let’'ssee, | think
my daughter knows somebody
who...." Itwasn't systematic, it
wasn'taningitutiond thingat al.

Othersreported smilar experiences:

| think for women particularly it's,
‘Oh, well, what’s your husband
goingtodo? Whereasit may be
assumed, with aman [that] your
wifewill go wherever you want.
Andsol [said], ‘No, don’'tworry,
[he] will find ajob here.” They
said, ‘Okay, good.” Because, oth-
erwise, they won't believeyou....

They won'teventak toyou; they'lI
assume that women won't rel o-
cate.

They said, ‘What doesyour hus-
band do?.... My husband wasa
Ph.D., and he was going to be
looking for aresearch postion....
| didn’t specifically ask, * Could
you helphimfindaposition? and
| don't think the thought ever oc-
curred tothem either.

A very different, and more positive, experiencewas
reported by onewoman:

The day | arrived for my inter-
view... | explained, ‘ Asyou know
| am married, and my husbandis
currently applyingfor jobs. Infact,
hedid apply for an advertised po-
stionin[another] department and
actudly had not gotten aresponse.”

We later learned it was because
they didn’t think they could hirea
senior person. They were only
looking at juniors. But | also had
withmeac.v. and the head of the
search committee said, ‘May |

havethec.v.? And| said, ‘ Cer-
tainly’.... Sothen, months after
my interview, whenthechair caled
andsaid, ‘We dlikeyouto come
for asecondinterview, againwe
spoke about my husband, and at
that point, [thechair] had already
done the groundwork and
found. . .that [another department]

could infact offer him atenured
position. So those negotiations
werewell underway.

Contract renegotiation. Women scientistsand
engineers apparently did not do aswell asmen
scientisisand engineersor women socia scientists
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intheareaof contract renegotiation. Thequestion
on contract renegotiation asked about the same
fifteenitemslisted under initial contract negotia-
tion, and respondentswere asked to indicate the
itemsoffered by UM, received through theterms
of anaward, or bargained for by them during any
renegotiation of their origina contract. Two hun-
dred thirty nine faculty (78%) across the three
groupsreported that they had renegotiated some
aspect of their contract in the course of their ap-
pointment at UM. Of these, alittleover haf (124)
reported having received an outside offer. Since
these two groups (those receiving outside offers
and thoserenegotiating arrangementsfor other rea
sons) might bedifferent, we examined resultsboth
for thelarger group and only for thosewith outsde
offers. Whiletherewereno significant group dif-
ferencesin the number of itemsbargained forin
either case, thereweresmall, but statistically sig-
nificant, differencesinthenumber of itemsoffered
by UM during contract renegotiation, aswell as
thetotal number of itemsreceived (offered by UM,
bargained for, and given by termsof anaward) in
both cases. Tenure track women scientists and
engineersreported being offered fewer items by
UM, and receiving fewer items, during contract re-
negotiation than ether men scientistsand engineers
orwomen socid scientists(Table9a). Theformer
differenceisalso statistically significant in the
subsampleof outside offer recipients. Thelatter
differenceisonly atrend (p<.10) inthe smaller
sample. However, giventhe cons stency of the pat-
tern and thefact that the sampleissmaller, weview
thefindingsas pointing toward anissueworth fur-
ther explorationin both groups—those renegoti-
ating generaly and thoserenegotiatingin thecon-
text of an outside offer.

Looking at theindividual contract items, wefound
that women scientistsand engineerswerelesslikely
than both men scientistsand engineersand women
socia scientiststo be offered travel funding or
coursereleasetime. \WWomen scientistsand engi-
neerswerelesslikely than men scientistsand engi-
neersto be offered |ab equipment, and lesslikely
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than women socid scientiststo be offered asum-
mer salary, or aposition for their partner/spouse.
Women scientistsand engineersweremorelikely
thanwomen socid scientiststo beoffered lab space
(alsoprobably adisciplinary difference).

Aswiththefinding of reativeequity ininitial con-
tract negotiations, thesefindingsmust beinterpreted
cautiously. We cannot assessthe overall magni-
tude of the counter-offersor other renegotiated
contractsoffered to men and women scientistsand
engineersfrom these data; they do, though, sug-
gest that further study of University practicesin
these negotiationswith maleand femalescientists
and engineersiswarranted.

Teaching. Onaverage, women socia scientists
reported aheavier teaching load than did scientists
and engineers, but men and women scientistsand
engineersdid not generaly differ fromeach other
(seeTable10).%* In particular, women social sci-
entistsreported aheavier “typical teaching load”
of both undergraduate and graduate coursesintheir
departments. Duringthewinter 2001 andfal 2001
semesters, women socia scientistsreported teach-
ing more non-lab courses. WWomen social scien-
tists al so devel oped more new coursesfor their
departments, and reported being released from
teaching more courses. Compared to women sci-
entistsand engineers, women social scientistsre-
ported serving asofficid advisor to moregraduate
students, but fewer postdoctoral fellowsor resi-
dents. Compared with their male counterparts,
women scientistsand engineers serve asadvisors
tosgnificantly morejunior faculty.

Conclusions. Overal, menand women scientists
and engineersand women social scientistsvalue

2Themeasuresincluded: number of undergraduate and
graduate courses taught; number of lab and non-lab
courses taught; total number of students taught; num-
ber of graduate student instructors (teaching assistants)
assigned to them; average number of contract hourswith
medical studentsand residents/fellows; number of office
hours per week; and the average number of hours spent
supervising student research.
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the same aspectsof their careers, and havesimilar
levelsof satisfaction and frustrationin many aress.
Therewere no differencesamong women scien-
tistsand engineers, men scientistsand engineers,
and women social scientistsin self-rated or de-
partment-rated productivity, and very few differ-
encesamong thethreegroupsintheareasof ca-
reer satisfactions, recognition, effort and satisfac-
tionwith resourcesandinitial contract negotiation.
Women scientistsand engineerswereless satis-
fied than men scientistssand engineerswiththebal -
ance between professiona and persond life, they
reported more effort to secure computer equip-
ment, and they did not fareaswell during contract
renegotiation. Compared towomen scientistsand
engineers, women social scientists reported a
heavier teachingload, but moreinfluenceover se-
lecting the next unit head and securing money for
travel to professiona meetings. Thereweresome
disciplinary differencesin thekindsof itemsin-
cluded in start-up packages, and women social
scientistswere morelikely to bargain for apart-
ner/spouse position. Likemen scientistsand engi-
neers, women social scientists did better than
women scientistsand engineersin contract rene-
gotiation. However, these differenceswere gen-
eraly small comparedto differencesintheareaof
ingtitutional and departmental climate, whichisthe
context of their work. Asweshall seeinthe next
section, women scientistssand engineersarenot in-
discriminately dissatisfied with their work environ-
ment, but rather point to specific problems.

Areasin Which Women ScientistsEngineers
Differ From Men ScientistsEngineers
Whilethey share many workplace experiences,
women and men scientistsand engineersdifferin
theareas of serviceand mentoring, and on nearly
dl dimateindicators.

Service: Respondentsto the survey were asked
torecord their involvement on departmental, col-
lege, and university level committeesover the past
fiveyears. Onaverage, women scientistsand en-
gineersreported serving on more committeesthan

did men scientistsand engineers. Thisisconss-
tentwithfindingsfromthe CSPHE & CEW study’s
(1999) findingsfor faculty inthe biological and
health sciences. However, therewereno differ-
encesinthenumber of committeesmen andwomen
scientistsand engineersreported charinginthelast
year, despite the fact that women scientists and
engineersreported agrester interest thantheir male
colleaguesin assuming department or collegelead-
ership positionsat theUniversty of Michigan (Fig-
ure8; see Table 11). Itisimportant to note here
that women scientistsand engineersa so reported
agreat deal of informal servicethatisgenerally
unrecognized. Thisisdiscussedindetail inthe
analysisof thequditative datafurther on.

Figure 8: Committee Service and Leader ship

O female scientistgengineers (N=135)
O male scientist/engineers (N=100)
W female socia scientists (N=73)

a b,c

b c

: s |

number of number of importance of
committees committees having a
served on each chaired leadership
year position

ab.cMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

According to our data, women scientists and en-
gineers leve of formd andinformal committeeser-
viceisfrugtrating, partly because committeelead-
ership does not accompany it. Qualitative data
indicatethat in some caseswomen are passed over
for committeechair even whenthey arequdlified
and interested inthe position. Asonesenior fac-
ulty woman explained, an untenured maninher unit
isholding aresponsibleposition, “eventhoughthere
were[several] tenured senior women that served
on the committee, that could have been [ap-
pointed], that had expressed interest.”
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Mentoring: Thesurvey asked several questions
regarding the mentoring received by respondents,
including whether respondentswould benefit from
mentoring at thispointintheir careers, and how
much mentoring therespondentsreceive. Toavoid
relying on respondents’ own definitions of
mentoring, they wereasked to giveinformationre-
garding eight specific potential activities(seelist
following). They also were asked to report the
total number of maeand female mentorsthey had,
and to indicate the kinds of support/advice pro-
vided by their mentorsaccording to that mentor’s
ingtitutiond affiliation (inthesameunitat UM, ina
different unit at UM, at another institution, or out-
sideacademe). Theeight activitiesincluded the
following:

« rolemodel

« advocate

« promoting career through networking

« advising about preparation for advancement
« advising about getting work published

« advising about departmental politics

« advising about obtai ning needed resources

« advising about bal ancing work and family

Itisworth noting that among the 230 tenure track
faculty who rated the amount of mentoring they
currently receivein eight specific areasor “other,”
noneindicated that sheor hewasreceiving “alot”
of mentoring in any, and noneindicated that sheor
hewasreceiving “too much.” Thusall responses
wereeither “none”’ or “ some.”

Thefallowinganadyseswerelimited to assstant pro-
fessors, since over one-third of the senior faculty
respondents considered the mentoring questions
not applicableto them. Among assistant profes-
sors, women scientistsand engineersreported re-
celving theleast mentoring. Inparticular, women
scientistsand engineersreported having fewer mde
mentorsintheir own departmentsthan male scien-
tistsand engineers—an important difference con-
sidering the vast majority of senior scienceand
engineering faculty are men—and more areas of
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no mentoring from anyone, than both malescien-
tigsand engineersand femdesocid scientists(Fig-
ure9and Table 12a).

Figure9: Mentoring Among
Assistant Professors

Ofemale scientistgengineers (N=46)
0 male scientistgengineers (N=28)
W female social scientists (N=21)

b,c

c
1
number of areas of non-

mentoring

number of male mentors
in same UM dept

ab Matching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

While men scientists and engineersreported an
average of nearly fivemalementorsintheir de-
partments, women scientists and engineers re-
ported an average of just over two male mentors
intheir departments, asignificantly lower number.
In addition, women scientistsand engineersat the
assistant professor level reported an average of
over three areas of no mentoring, compared to
lessthan onefor men scientistsand engineersand
between oneand two for women social scientists
at thesamerank. Fewer than half of thewomen
scientists and engineerswho are assistant pro-
fessors reported any mentoring of any kind in
five of the eight mentoring areas. networking,
department politics, obtaining resources, advo-
cating for me, balancing work and family (Table
12b).» Thesefindingsaredisturbinginlight of
research connecting effective mentoring and pos-
tive career outcomesin science and engineering
(Sonnert & Holton 1996; Etzkowitz et al 2000).

Focusgroup andinterview dataindicatethat some
faculty feel UM does not provide sufficient

% These findings do not hold for associate professors.
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mentoring for junior faculty generally—men and
women alike. Inthewordsof onesenior faculty
woman, “ Thisisnot aplacewherejunior faculty
comeand developinto senior faculty. Thisisaplace
wherethey’ rejust going to buy senior faculty su-
perstarsand let thosejunior faculty struggle.” To
this, another senior woman responded, “\We eat
our young.”

Thequalitative dataal so point to waysinwhich
women faculty may be excluded from mentoring
activitiesthat take place at moreinformal, social
gatherings. Severd women scientistsand engineers
reported that their senior malecolleagues extend
lunch, dinner, or drink invitationstojunior men, but
not women faculty. Evenif womenfaculty arein-
vited, these socia activitiestend to be held after-
hours, makingit difficult for faculty withfamily re-
sponsibilitiesto attend, for example, late-night
drinksinthelab. Sometimestheactivitiesstem
fromtime-honored traditionsthat may be off-put-
tingfor someyounger faculty, such ascoffeebresks
for whichtheorigina purposewasto ogle pretty
“co-eds.” Whilethese gatheringsmay seemto be
simplesocia occasions, they serve animportant
mentoring function through networking, and cru-
cia information may becommunicated quiteinfor-
mally. Asone senior woman explained:

| feel pretty strongly that thereare
certain men who are mentored,
and the women are not. For ex-
ample, more of the senior col-
leaguestakethemalesout. There
are some new male faculty that
comein, and | havefoundthat they
goout tolunch al thetime, they
doall sortsof things[that] | was
never asked to do. I’ m not asked
tobeput inon proposals. I’ m not
mentored[in] thesameway.... |

am mentored by colleagues at
other universities, which says
something, does'tit? | would say
| have good mentors, but they're

not hereat UM.

Another senior faculty woman described theim-
portant role male mentors played inthe advance-
ment of her career:

| think I’'ve been extremely
lucky...inhavingavery positive
experience, and I’ ve been here
since | was an assistant profes-
sor.... Butwhat madeit different
for mewasnot theadministration
or the department. It was not the
college. It was some older male
colleagues who have been im-
mensely supportive of me, very
politically conscious, very sup-
portive of womeningeneral, but
directly very personally support-
ive, since | have been here.... |
awaysknew | waslucky, but | had
no ideajust how incredibly lucky
I’ ve been.

University Climate: The survey asked several
guestionsregarding climatethat werenot limited
tofaculty experiencesinther unit(s)/department(s).
Questionsregarding ingtitutional climateincluded
itemsto assessthelevel of gender andracial ste-
reotyping, discrimination, and unwanted and unin-
vited sexud attentionthat faculty experienceonthe
UM campus. Some of the most striking differ-
ences in the reported experiences of men and
women scientistssand engineersarein theareas of
gender discrimination and sexual harassment (see
Figure 10, p. 33).

Sereotyping. Survey respondentswere asked
toindicatehow oftenwithinthelast fiveyearsthey
heard faculty or studentsmake*“ insengitiveor dis-
paraging comments’ about women, men, members
of racial/ethnic minorities, or membersof apar-
ticular religiousgroup, as“typica” of that group.
These items were combined into two scales. a
gender stereotyping scalerating the frequency of
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Figure 10: Gender Discrimination and
Sexual Harassment in Past 5 Year s at UM

O female scientistgengineers (N=135)
O male scientistg/engineers (N=100)
W female social scientists (N=73)
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disparaging comments about men and women, and
aracia/religious stereotyping scaerating insens -
tive comments about membersof aracia/ethnic
minority or particular religiousgroup (seeAppen-
dix D for alist of itemsineach scale). Therewas
asmall, but satisticaly sgnificant, differenceinre-
ports of gender stereotyping. WWomen scientists
and engineersreported ahigher frequency of hear-
ing faculty or students make disparaging or insen-
gtivecommentsabout womeningenera or menin
generd thantheother two groups. However, there
wereno significant group differencesin reportsof
ethnicor religious stereotyping (Table 13a).

Discrimination. Survey respondentswereasked
toindicate any job-related discriminationthey ex-
perienced at UM withinthelast fiveyears, noting
thebas sfor the discrimination (race/ethnicity, gen-
der, sexud orientation, physicd disability, rdigious
affiliation), and theareasin which thediscrimina
tory behavior affected their career (hiring, promo-
tion, salary, space or other resources, access to
administrative staff, graduate student or resident/
fellow assignments). Overal, 60% of thetenure
track faculty surveyed reported that they had ex-
perienced somekind of discrimination during the
last fiveyears(in comparisonwith figuresranging
from 28t043%for the past two yearsfoundinthe
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CSPHE & CEW study of a broader sample of
UM faculty). Fewer than 3% of women scientists
and engineers, men scientists and engineers, or
women socid scientigsreported discriminationdue
tophysicd disahility, religiousaffiliation, or sexua
orientation, and there were no significant group
differencesfor theseitems. Significantly moremen
scientistsand engineers (9%) than women scien-
tistsand engineers (3%) reported having experi-
enced racid/ethnic discrimination at UM over the
last fiveyears(Table 13a). Thisdifferenceis, how-
ever, dueto thefact that therearemorefaculty of
color inthesampleof maescientigsand engineers,
among the survey respondents, 24% of thetenure
track men scientistsand engineerswerefaculty of
color, but only 13% of women scientistsand engi-
neersand 16% of women socia scientistswere
faculty of color. Whentheanaysisislimited only
to European American faculty, fewer than 1% re-
port racid-ethnic discrimination.

Of thedifferent kindsof discrimination, gender dis-
crimination wasby far theonemost frequently re-
ported, and women scientists and engineersre-
ported sgnificantly higher ratesthan men scientists
and engineers. Over 41% of thewomen, in con-
trast to 4% of the men scientists and engineers,
reported having experienced gender related dis-
criminationinthe past fiveyearsat UM inat least
oneof thefollowingareas. hiring, promotion, sa-
ary, space/equipment or other resources, access
toadminigtrative staff, graduate student or resident/
fellow assignments (Table 13b). In each of three
areas(sdary, promotion and resources), morethan
15% of women scientistsand engineersreported
having experienced gender discrimination at UM
withinthisfive-year period. Itisimportant to note
that women socid scientistsat UM reported levels
of gender discriminationnearly ashigh: dightly over
35% (seeFigure 10; Table 13a).2%

% Giventhedifferent gender ratioin Nursing thanin the
other schools, weran the gender discrimination analyses
removing the Nursing faculty from the sample. With nurses
removed, the rates of gender discrimination among
women scientists/engineersrose from 41.5%to 44.7%.
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The percentage of women scientistsand engineers
at UM reporting gender discrimination in the past
fiveyears(41%) seemsquitehigh. For example,
another study found that 21.4% of women scien-
tistsand engineerswho had held NSF and NRC
fellowshipsreported having experienced gender
discrimination over the course of their careers
(Sonnert & Holton, 1995, 124). Even more po-
tentialy sgnificant: whenthissamplewasdivided
into those who had | eft science, 38.5% reported
gender discriminationintheir pasts, while 19.4%
of academic scientistsdid (and 18.8% of non-aca
demic scientists). Thus, reporting discrimination
onthe questionnaire at the rate we found among
scientistsand engineersat UM wasrédated to hav-
ing left sciencein thissample of womenwhowere
promising young scientists at the time of their
postdoctoral fellowships.

Thedifferencesinratesmay result, of course, from
differencesin the precisewording of questionsor
inthesamplesstudied. Theremay a so, though,
actually be problemsof under-reporting. Thus,
whenasubsampleof thefdlowship study respon-
dentswasinterviewed, somewomen“ reported that
inhindsight they cons dered someexperiencesdis-
criminatory but did not judgethemto be sowhen
they happened” (p. 127). Fully 72.8 percent of
the women interviewed reported some form of
gender-reated discriminationintheinterview (ob-
vioudy amuch higher figurethanthosereporting it
onthequestionnaire). Sonnert & Holton suggest
that their interviewsindicatethat many women sci-
entistsadopt avariety of strategiesfor handling
discriminatory experiencesthat “minimize’ them:
ignoring them; humor; compliancewithtrivial but
demeaning demands, de-emphasi zing gender and
femininity; and avoidanceof problematicindividu-
alsand situations. Thefact that women scientists
doadopt these”minimizing” srategiesfor handling
discriminatory experiencesmay meanthatitisim-
portant to overcometheir reluctanceto focuson
theseincidentsin estimating rates of discriminat-
ing. Higher ratesmay result from studies, likeours
and like Sonnert & Holton'sinterviews, that ask

about experiencesinvery specific, concreteterms.

Focus group and interview datarevealed some
vivid examplesof reported gender discrimination.
Gender discrimination inthe areas of promotion
and spaced |l ocation werementioned multipletimes.
A senior faculty woman indicated, “ The promo-
tion track for thewomenisnot thesameasfor the
men.” Another senior woman recounted how her
department chair stopped thetenureclock with the
birth of her child, despite her wishesnot to, and
refused to put her up for promotion. Shehadto
ask thedeantointervene.

[O]ne of the reasons the depart-
ment didn’t put meup [for tenure]
was they said, ‘Well, she had a
baby, sowedon’t haveto put her
upyet.” Andl had not requested
... [to] stop my clock.... [W]hen
my paperwork went through
...questions were raised about
why | had not been put up earlier,
and that my c.v. was as good as
many full professors.

In the area of space allocation, one woman ex-
plained how the space assigned to her isnot com-
mensurate with her research and teaching respon-
ghilities

| have the smallest officein the
department, including post-docs,
assi stant professors, and visiting
professors. And being somebody
who hasmultipleresearch projects
and alot of student responsibil-
ity—my stuff just does’t evenfit.

Another senior woman said,

...| walked in one day, and a
post-doc had been put in my of -
fice, and | wasnever told about it.
All my paperswereshuffled; it took
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methreemonthsto sort out my re-
search.

A junior faculty woman recounted how the lab
space explicitly promised in her contract | etter as
part of her start-up packagewasnever delivered.
Yet, despite inadequate resources she was ex-
pected to conduct basic scienceresearch. Inher
words,

[Not getting alab] isalittlebit of
ahindrance.... When that hap-
pened | started to switch my fo-
cuson my research [so that] I'd
go toward clinical [work]. That
doesn't takemuch space. Andit’'s
like, “Well, wehired you to do ba
scscienceresearch.’ [But] thela
diesroomisn't that big.... So
weget redly alot of mixed sgnas
inour department.

Sexual Harassment. Oneof the standard mea-
suresof “ sexua harassment” usedinnational stud-
iesavoidsusing thetermitself, sinceindividuals
disagreeabout itsprecise meaning. (Thus, socia
scientistsareunableto besurethat individua shave
the same behaviorsin mind when respondentsre-
port that they have or havenot experienced “ sexua
harassment.”) Using thismeasure, which asksre-
spondentsabout “ unwanted and uninvited sexua
attention,” and then lists particular behavior that
might reflect that,?” about 20% of women scien-
tistsand engineersreported having experienced
such behavior at UM during the past fiveyears,
compared to about 13% of women social scien-

27 The UM Survey of Academic Climate and Activities
adapted (using the same wording with different format)
the definition of unwanted and uninvited sexua atten-
tion used by the Merit Systems Survey of Federal Em-
ployees; including unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, re-
marks or questions; unwanted pressure for dates; un-
wanted letters, phone calls, email; unwanted touching,
leaning over, cornering, pinching; unwanted pressurefor
sexual favors; stalking; rape or assaullt.
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tistsand just over 5% of men scientistsand engi-
neers(Figure 10, seep.33and Table 13a).%2 Pro-
viding some cross-vaidation of these self-reported
numbers, over 38% of women scientistsand engi-
neers, 29% of women social scientistsand 21% of
men scientistsand engineersreported that others
haveinformed them of instances of unwanted and
uninvited sexual attention. The percentage of
women scientistsand engineerswho reported hav-
ing experienced sexud harassment a theUM within
afiveyear timeframeisquite high compared to
other university studies, in which 11-15% of the
women surveyed reported having experienced such
behavior over their entire careers (Dey, Korn &
Sax 1996; Sonnert & Holton 1995). The demo-
graphic character of the work setting for most
women scientists and engineersat research uni-
verstieslike UM may, however, bequitedifferent
fromthat in other settings. National studiesas-
sessing the factorswithin and acrossfieldsand
types of academic settings would be extremely
valuablein pinpointing the sourcesof variationin
women scientists’ and engineers' experiences of
unwanted and uninvited sexual attention.

Department Climate: Of the scales constructed
to assess features of department climate (posi-
tivedimate tolerant climate, egditarianamaosphere,
scholarly isolation, felt surveillance, race/gender to-
kenism, chair asfair, chair asableto create posi-
tiveenvironment, chair ascommittedtoracia/eth-
nicdiversty), wefound sgnificant group differences
indl but one(scholarly isolation). Usinganaggre-
gate measure combining al of the scales, and on
theeight indicatorslisted above, women scientists
and engineersreported the most negative climate
(Figure 11, seep.36, Table 14). Women scientists
and engineerswerelesslikely thantheir malecoun-
terpartstoratetheir departmental climate assup-
portive, lesslikely than both men scientistsand
engineersand women social scientiststoratetheir

2 Removing Nursing faculty from these analyses, given
its different gender ratio, the rate of sexual harassment
reported by women scientists/engineersrosefrom 19.7%
t022.3%.
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Figure 11: Mean Paositive Climate
for Men and Women
Scientists and Engineer s
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departmental climate astolerant of diversity, and
their department gender atmosphereasegditarian
(Figure12). Women scientistsand engineerswere
morelikely than both men scientistsand engineers
and women social scientiststo report having felt
raceor gender tokenismin their department—be-
ing expected to represent the“ point of view” of
thelr race or gender. They werealso morelikely
than men scientistsand engineersto report having
fdt surveillanceinther department (Figure 13); this
scaeincludesitemssuchaas, “I fed under constant
scrutiny by my colleagues,” and “1 havetowork
harder than my colleaguesto be percelved asa

Figure 12: Department Climate as
Pasitive, Tolerant, Egalitarian
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legitimatescholar.” Theseresultsare compatible
with, but even stronger than, thosefound for amuch
broader sampleof faculty inthe CSPHE & CEW
(1999) study. Inthat study the kinds of differ-
ences reported here were sometimes limited to
women at lower ranks.

Focusgroup and interview dataprovided examples
of how the department climate was chillier for
women scientistssand engineersthanfor their male
counterparts. Women faculty reported receiving
different, andlessrespectful, trestment from staff,

Figure 13: Department Climate
Tok enism and Sur \eillance

O female scientistgengineers (N=135)
O male scientistgengineers (N=100)
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ab.c Matching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statigtically significantly, p<.05.

students, and other faculty. A senior faculty woman
stated,

In[my] college, thewomen fac-
ulty arenot treated the sameasthe
madefaculty by staff. Forexample,
whenwe readdressed, we' read-
dressed on afirst namebasis, in-
stead of as* Professor’ .. .theother
thingisthat they will not takecare
of our needs similar to the male
faculty.

Another senior woman added,

It svery commonfor requeststhat
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were made by malefaculty tobe
honored, and thewomen faculty
to be not treated with the same
amount of respect.

Asanother senior woman explained,

Faculty meetingsweretypical of
the treatment of women from all
walksof life. | would say some-
thing and no one would listen.
Another [man] would speak up
with exactly thesamething | had
said and everyone would say,
‘What agreat idea’

Thefollowing story, ad sotold by asenior woman,
illustratesthe preceding points.

When first started working here,
and | would havemy door open, |
had peoplecominginand treating
melikeasecretary, asking meto
writeletters.... | hadacolleague
two doorsdown, afaculty mem-
ber, comein and ask metowrite
aletter for him, because hethought
| was a secretary.... Students
would comein, and they would
take things from my desk--sta-
plers, that kind of thing. | haven't
gottenthat inthelast threeor four
years.

Department Chair: Therewereaso significant
group differencesonratingsof thedepartment chair.
Aswiththeother climate scales, women scientists
and engineerswereless satisfied than their male
counterparts, overall, with thisaspect of depart-
mental climate. It may beimportant to note, here,
that for the period under study all of the science
and engineering department chairsweremae(there
wasonefemaleinterim chair, but she had been ap-
pointed after the period being assessed), and all
but one of the social science department chairs
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weremale. Therewas, then, no opportunity to
assesswhether the gender of department chair was
important, which isregrettable. Sincenearly all
chairsweremae, discovered differences between
science and engineering and social sciencefac-
ulty inthelir ratings of department chairscannot be
accounted for by thegender of thechair.

Therewerefifteenindividua itemsthat assessed
aspectsof the performance of the department chair.
Therewereno group differenceson eight of these
items, which assesssomegenera featuresof chair
job performance in the areas of academic stan-
dards(e.g., thechar maintainshigh academic stan-
dards), and communication with faculty about im-
portant issues (e.g., thechair isopen to construc-
tivecriticism, showsinterest infaculty, helpsme
obtain needed resources, gives useful feedback
about performance, articulatesaclear vision, ar-
ticulatesclear criteriafor promotion/tenure, and
communicatescons stently with faculty).

Theremaining sevenitemsweregroupedintothree
Separate measures. Threevariablescreated aper-
celvedfarnessscale. Another threevariablescre-
ated apositive departmental climate scale. (See
Appendix D for alist of theitemscomprising each
scade, andthescaderdiabilities)) Thisleft oneitem
assessing thechair’scommitment to racial/ethnic
diversity. Anayzingthesemeasures, wefoundthat
women scientistsand engineerswerelesslikely than
women social scientistsand men scientistsand en-
gineersto ratetheir department chair asfair, and
lesslikely than women social scientiststo report
that their chair showsacommitment to racial-eth-
nicdiversity (Figure 14, seep. 38; Table 14). In-
teregtingly, thereweres gnificant differencesamong
all three groupsfor the scale rating whether the
chair createsapositive environment. \Women sci-
entistsand engineersrank their chairsthelowest,
women social scientiststhehighest. Thefact that
men scientistsand engineersaso rank their chair
sgnificantly lower inthisareathan women socia
scientistsindicatesthat there may be procedures
or practicescommonly employed by chairsof so-
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Figure 14: Department Chair

O female scientistsengineers (N=135)
0 male scientists/engineers (N=100)

5 _ H female socia scientists (N=73)
e
d

4 a b c o

ab cd —
3
2
1

chair isfair chair createsa chair shows

positive commitment to
environment diversity

ab.cd.e Matching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statigtically significantly, p<.05.

cial science departmentsthat, if adopted by sci-
enceand engineering chairs, would benefit all sci-
enceand engineering faculty.

In interviews and focus groups the department
chair’ spower was often mentioned.

My chairman—heiseverything,
or heisnothing. And becauseyou
haveto report to that person, and
you can’'t gotalk to anybody el se
without going through that person,
they can only make or break
[things]. There isn't much of a
buffer there.

Another senior woman commented:

[My chair] shuts people up by
being angry, or hetriesto get his
way by beingangry.... Thatwas
hisfirst responsethefirs timel sad
| think thereisan issue about of -
fices.... I’ svery unpleasant. I'm
sckof it.

Many women commented that there wasno way

to find solutionsto problemsthat arose with the
chair or whichthechair did not helpto solve. For
example, asenior woman said,

There snothingformd, andthere's
noformal redress... . Basicaly
what happensnow isyou draw a
lineinthesandandyou say, ‘ You
either sue, or you leave.’

A senior man observed, onthispoint, that,

It would also be good to have
some kind of mechanism for
womento expresstheir concerns,
to raise concerns in a way that
would beproductive...away that
would seem sfe.

Finally, many women commented that their chairs
did not know about standard university policies
affectingthem, or actively res sted applying them:

In my experience there was no
knowledgeat thelevel of thede-
partment, the chair, or the dean of
my school about what those re-
quirements[regarding maternity]
were.... Theruleis, you' re sup-
posed to have reduced duties.
You' re supposed to get teaching
off.... I"'maperson who had to
havemgor intervention at thelevel
of the dean in order for my de-
partment to act properly to begin
with. It wasnot even possiblefor
meto makearequest to havewhat
oneshould have.

Do These Differencesin Climate M atter ?

Itisfair to ask whether the differenceswe have
foundintheclimate asexperienced by women sci-
entistsand engineersrealy “matter.” Itisaways
difficult to addressthe question of the magnitude
of adifferencefound onasurvey scale. Theabso-
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lutevalues (from 1 aslow, negativeto 5 ashigh,
positive) do not correspond to any external stan-
dard (theway the valueson athermometer do), so
wecan't tell whether amean difference of nearly
1/2 point (whichisthedifference betweenfemae
scientists and engineers scoreson the aggregate
climatescdeandtheother groups), islargeor amdl.

Oneway to decide might beto look not just at the
middleof thedistribution, but at thefull range of
scores. Thetwo distributionsdo overlap substan-
tidly, withmembersof dl threegroupsscoring near
thetop of the scal e, though both groups of women
include scorescloser to the bottom than the group
of men. What thissuggestsisthat therearesome
women scientists and engineerswho experience
theclimateas positively asthemost positive men.
But therearefew men scientistsand engineerswho
experiencethe climate as negatively asthe most
negativewomen. And therearemorewomen than
menwho experienceit negatively.

Another way of getting at thisistolook a themiddle
of thedistributionsin absoluteterms. Themiddle
(both mean and median) rating of the climatefor
women scientistsand engineersisclosesttoa3on
the5 point scale, whilethe averagerating for both
men scientistsand engineersand women socid sci-
entistsisclosest to a4. There are somewomen
scientistsand engineerswho rated the climate at
or above 4 (about 20%), but twice asmany men
did (40%). And some men scientists and engi-
neers rated the climate at or below 3 (about 11
%), but more than three times as many women
scientistsand engineersdid (37%). Sothedistri-
butionsof ratingsdo overlap, but they ared so quite
different (Figure15).% Onthebasisof thesefind-
ings, we believeit isreasonabl e to conclude that
thedifferenceinfelt climate (between women sci-
entistsand engineersand both comparison groups)
issubstantial.

2 Readers may be interested in where women social sci-
entistsfall for comparison. Only 12% ratetheclimate at
3or below, and 44% rateit at 4 or above. Their scoresare
much morelike men than women scientistsand engineers.
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Another way to eva uatetheimportance of thecli-
mate differencesisto examine whether percep-
tionsof climatearerelatedto overall job satisfac-
tion. We calculated correlations between these
variablesand overall satisfactionwith current po-
stionat UM for both thetenure track faculty asa
whole(includingwomen and men scientistsand en-
gineersand women social scientists), and women
scientists and engineers alone. To help us
contextudizethemeaning of thesere ationships, we
a so calculated correlationsassessing therelation-
ship between sati sfaction and other campus expe-
riences, and personal positionindicators.

Figure 15: Distribution of
Climate Ratings by Gender
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Institutional and Departmental Climate Rat-
ings. Wefound that climateindicatorsweresig-
nificantly correlated with overal satisfactionwith
positionat UM. Thishedtruefor al tenuretrack
faculty, and for women scientists and engineers
(Table15). Thesefindingssuggest that climateis
connected withfaculty stisfaction generdly, though
of coursetherelationshipscould operatein either
causal direction or both.

Departmental and Other Campus Academic
Experiences. Wefound that the career satisfac-
tionsand felt influence over educational decisions
scales, and the number of areas of no mentoring
werestrongly correlated with overall job satisfac-
tion (Table16). Thesefindingsunderscorethe
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importance of agood working environment at the
departmental level, and may point to possiblear-
easof interventiontoimprovethe campusclimate
for women scientigssand engineers. Mentoringand
career satisfactionsarehighly correlated with sat-
isfaction, yet women scientistsand engineersat the
assistant professor level reported a deficit of
mentoring, and women scientistsand engineers
wereleast satisfied withwork-family balance (one
of the items on the career satisfactions scale).
Reformsinthese areas may bewarranted.

Personal and Position I ndicatorsand House-
hold Characteristics. Incontrast to theclimate
and campusexperiencesindicators, very few per-
sonal and professional experienceindicators, or
household characteristics, weresignificantly cor-
rdaedwithoverd| satisfactionwith positionat UM
(Table 17). For example, age, ethnicity, yearsat
UM, holding ajoint appointment, rank, and ap-
pointmentinasmall college, werenot significantly
correlated with overall job satisfaction.

Among the household characteristicsindicators,
being snglewith no childrenwasnegatively corre-
lated with overdl satisfaction at UM for al tenure
track faculty and women scientistsand engineers
specifically. Having apartner who isemployed
full-timeisnegatively correlated with overall job
satisfaction for tenure tenure track faculty asa
whole. However, separate analyses of thethree
groupsreved edthat thisreationship holdsonly for
the men scientists and engineerswhose partners
areemployed full-time (r=-.26; p=.01); having a
full-timeemployed partner wasnot related to over-
all job satisfaction for women scientistsand engi-
neersor socia scientists.

We have seen that University and department cli-
mateindicatorsand other academic experiences
relate to faculty satisfaction. Thissuggeststhat
women scientistsand engineersare at adistinct
professiona disadvantage because of their nega-
tive experienceswith regard to University and de-
partmental climate (as compared with both men

scientistsand engineersand women social scien-
tists).

Do These Bad Experiences Cumulate?
Findingsfrom thesurvey dataindicate that the ex-
periencesof women scientistsand engineersat the
University of Michiganfit better with the deficits
in the science environment model, than the gen-
der differences model. But are we ableto dis-
cern whether an accumulation of advantages
and disadvantagestakes place? Thisquestionis
imposs bleto answer with the datawe have, given
that they are cross-sectiona innature. Thereare,
however, two questionsthat wererated for “the
past fiveyears’—gender discrimination and sexud
harassment. To examinewhether reportsof gen-
der discrimination or harassment “predict” current
satisfaction and climateratings, wecalculated in-
dependent samplet-tests (Figure 16, seep. 41,
Tables18 and 19). Among al tenure track fac-
ulty, and among women scientistsand engineers,
thosewho had experienced gender discrimination
or sexua harassment reported significantly lower
scoreson overal satisfaction with UM position,
tolerant climate, and gender egditarian amosphere,
and higher scores on gender stereotyping, race/
gender tokenism, and felt surveillance. 1naddi-
tion, among al faculty, thosewho reported either
gender discrimination or sexual harassment re-
ported lower scoreson positive climate, chair as
fair, and chair asableto createapositiveenviron-
ment. Based on thisevidence, it seemsthat bad
experiencesmay infact cumulate. Itwouldlikely
beinthebest interest of faculty and the University
towork both to prevent the occurrence of nega-
tiveincidents, and to minimizetheir impact onfac-
ulty through implementation of clear policiesand
proceduresthat addressthedifficultieswomen sci-
entistsand engineersexperience.

Analysisof theQualitative Datafrom
FocusGroupsand I nterviews
Aswasdescribed earlier, inthefocusgroupsand
theindividua interviews, we asked participantsa
seriesof questionsregarding the climate survey.
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Figurel6: Mean Scores on Satisfaction Grouped by
Those Who Have and Have Not Experienced
Sexual Har assment and Gender Discrimination
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W al tenure track faculty (N=308)
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each other satigtically significantly, p<.05.

Weinvited themtoidentify particular questionsfrom
the survey that seemed va uablefor understanding
the situation of women scientistsand engineersat
UM, aswdll asmideading questions, or topicsthat
should have been addressed on the survey, but were
not. Participantswere also asked to describere-
cruitment and hiringintheir departments, andiden-
tify issuesthat might be particular totheir schools
or units, possiblereasonsthat faculty chooseto
leave UM, and thetypes of interventionsor poli-
ciesthat might improvethe campusclimate.

ThematicAnalysis. Focusgroupsandinterviews
were audiotaped and transcribed. Two members
of theADVANCE research team, who did thein-
terviews, searched thetranscriptsfor key themes.
A third member, who facilitated thefocus groups
and conducted one of theinterviews, then further
validated these. Interview and focusgroup data
collected from tenure track scientistsand engi-
neersaugment the survey dataconcerning thesitu-
ationfor women scientistssand engineersat UM in
threekey areas. informal service, the balance be-
tweenwork and family, and department culture.

Informal Service. Thesurvey findingsidentified
no sgnificant differencesbetween menandwomen
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tenure track scientistsand engineersinterms of
teaching load, but reveal ed that women scientists
and engineersdid perform more committee ser-
viceinthe past year. Consistent with thesefind-
ingsand those from the CSPHE and CEW study
for faculty moregenerdly (1999, p. 11), datafrom
focusgroupsandinterviewsconfirmed that women
scientistsand engineersfelt they wereasked toun-
dertake heavy committee service, and suggested
that they also have more unofficia or informal ad-
visgngduties, particularly in departmentswherethe
number of female studentsfar exceedsthe number
of women faculty. When there are few women
scientistsand engineersinagivenfield, striving to
haveawoman on every departmentd, collegeand
University wide committee becomesastrain on
women scientistsand engineers, taking timeaway
from the research key to their success. One se-
nior woman commented,

| do think that there is more
pressure...for women to berep-
resented on every singlecommit-
tee, and thank god there’s[more
thanone] of us....

Another senior woman said,

[W]henthelist cameout of com-
mittees, who was on what
committee...my namewasonthis
list four times. And | could name
at least two peoplewho werenot
onthislist anywhere.

The informal service duties often assumed by
women scientistsand engineersinclude serving as
arolemodel and informal advisor to femaleun-
dergraduate and graduate students, aswell asco-
ordinating socid activities—what asenior woman
faculty member termed being the* socia guru or
cruisedirector.” Another senior woman described
the mixed feelings she had about being expected
tofill thisrole, particularly when she understood
the benefit of providing networking opportunities
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and rolemodelsfor female students.

The department wantsmeto have
partiesfor thefemaegrad students,
thiskind of stuff [and] | feel this
pressureall thetime, and | under-
gand theimportanceof it. Butl dso
sometimesfed that my roleasasci-
entistisnot theimportant onehere.
It'sthat you' retherepresentative of
all thefemal e peopleand you have
to do everything that they need
done.

A senior malefaculty member stated it wasunfair
to expect asmall number of womenfaculty totake
ontheseextraserviceduties:

Thefactisthat sSncewehavevery
few women, they tendto becalled
to do morethan their share. The
fact is that when we have a
woman adviser advising under-
graduates, they get alot of work,
becausealot of women students
would liketo meet with awoman.
And sothey get alot of work, and
so we keep calling on them, be-
causewe haveademandfor it....
| think it' swrongtogiveintothese
demands, to have thewomen do
al kindsof services, too much.

Frequently, women scientists and engineersfelt
thelr service contributions, while expected, were
not adequately rewarded or respected, suggesting
that servicedutiesarenot uniformly recognizedin
departmenta and University reward structure.

Atmerit review timewhat they go
by isyour research. So this[ser-
vice work] was a negative, be-
cause it did slow down my re-
search. | wasn't ableto spendtime
inthelab.

Another senior woman recounted the following
disurbing story:

| was told by a colleague that it
wasmy jobtotakecareof...lesser
prepared students, or studentsnot
as good as other students--the
women and minorities.... Inthe
course of the conversation, he
sad, ‘youwerehiredtoded with
thejunk.’

Faculty participating inthefocusgroupsand inter-
views recommended the following measuresto
redressthe problem of women scientists' and en-
gineers disproportionateshareof informal andfor-
mal serviceduties:

« hiring of women faculty inequal proportionto
women students,

« changing thereward structureto recognizefac-
ulty contributionsintheareasof teachingand
avisng;

* avoiding assigning women to committeesin
whichthey havelittleinterest or expertisesm-
ply tofill ad ot withawoman.

Balancein personal/professional life. Thein-
terviewsand focusgroupsreved ed somewaysin
which thesgnificant differencesbetween menand
women scientistsand engineersin household Situ-
ationsmay createdifficultiesfor women scientists
and engineers. The survey showed that women
scientistssand engineersaresignificantly lesslikely
than men scientistsand engineersor women socid
scientiststo bemarried or partnered (Figure 6a,
Table3). If partnered, women scientistsand engi-
neersaresgnificantly morelikely to haveaspouse
or partner who isemployed full time (Figures6a
and 6b, see p.25, Table 3). Many focus group
andinterview participantsfdt that thesedifferences
in househol d contexts di sadvantaged women sci-
entistsand engineersprofessiondly. Inparticular,
the tendency for women, even women who work
full-time, to bear agreater share of the childcare
and domestic responsibilities, placed greater bur-
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densonwomen scientistsand engineers. Onese-
nior woman faculty member stated,

The expectations for what you
have to do here, as a faculty
member ...l don’t see how those
expectations|eaveany timefor a
persontoraiseafamily.

Men scientistsand engineers, who more often have
apartner who isemployed part-time, or notinthe
labor force, do not confront these obstaclesasfre-
quently. Inatelling exchange, asenior man sug-
gestedfacetioudy, “ Everyoneshould haveawife,”
to which asenior woman responded, “ That'sright,
and women faculty don't havewives.”

Focus groups suggested that the * dual-career
couple’ problemissometimesdifficult for faculty
at theUniversity of Michigan, particularly women
scientistsand engineers. Thesurvey findingsindi-
cated that awoman scientist or engineer ismore
likely to haveapartner employed asafaculty mem-
ber, if that partner isemployed at the University.
We heard awiderange of experiencesdescribing
how appointing departments handl ed the oppor-
tunity of apartner or spousal placement. Some
junior women did not know that they could en-
quire about aspousal or partner position during
theirinitial contract negotiation, whileothersre-
ported that when they asked their department about
employment opportunitiesfor their partners, the
chair did not know what resourceswereavailable
at UM to assist partners of faculty infinding ap-
propriatework. A few faculty mentioned encoun-
tering the gendered assumption that any manwho
would bewilling to bea“trailing spouse” would
not be qualified for afaculty positionat UM. In
these cases, the women scientistsand engineers
and their partners had to navigate thedual career
path unassisted by the University. Onthepositive
sde, somefaculty commented on how their chairs

proactive stance with regard to the partner place-
ment issue helped inthe successful recruitment of
women faculty. Thissuggeststhat improvements
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intheareaof partner hireswould help UM science
and engineering departments attract qualified
women candidates.

Therewasagenera consensusinthefocusgroups
that UM wasnot a“family-friendly” place. It may
be remembered that on the survey, from alist of

twelve career satisfactions, dl tenuretrack faculty
wereleast satisfied with the ba ance between work
andfamily intheir lives. Onthisitem, women sci-
entistsand engineersweresignificantly lesssatis-
fied than men scientistsand engineers. Thefocus
groupsand interviewshel ped to explain thisdiffer-
ence, reveding that somewomen scientistisand en-
gineersfelt they had to choose between having a
family and pursLing thescientificwork they enjoyed.

In the words of one senior woman, “1 think if |

weremarried, or had kids, | would not be sitting
here, to behonest.” Other women recounted dif-
ficultiesin synchronizing thebiologica andtenure
clocks. Implementation of UM policiesregarding
maternity leave, and stopping thetenureclock, was
complicated by ignorance about such policiesat
thedepartment level. Chairswould refuseto stop
thetenureclock until adean intervened, or would
automatically stop the tenure clock when the
woman scientist did not wish them to do so.

Focusgroup and interview participantsexpressed
the belief that thisopposition between work and
family adversely affected men scientistsand engi-
neersa so, though they may be more hesitant than
womeninvoicingther frustrations. Asonesenior
woman stated:

| have had severa men say to
me--especially men who have
come[totheUniversity] fromin-
dustry--“...[T]hisplaceisnot a
family-friendly place. | don’'t
know what to do. | spend hours
andhoursand | never seemy fam-
ily.” ... Alotof menfed thisway...
but they won't say that out loud.
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Toaidal UM faculty in achieving abalance be-
tween work and persond life, participantsinthe
focusgroupsand interviewssuggested:
» moreon-stechildcarefacilities,
» thescheduling of regular meetingsduring nor-
mal working hours;
* increased knowledge at the department level
of University policiesregarding dependent-
careleaveand partner placement.

Departmental culture and transparency of
policiesand procedur es. Based ontheclimate
survey, we know that women scientistsand engi-
neersratethar departmentd climateassignificantly
worsethan either men scientistsand engineersor
women socid scientists. They report higher levels
of gender stereotyping, gender and racial/ethnic
tokenism, and ratetheir unitsaslesstolerant and
positive. Both men and women scientistsand en-
gineersratetheir department chairslessfavorably,
intermsof fairnessand ability to createapositive
amosphere, than dowomen socid scientigts. Dis
cussonswithfaculty infocusgroupsandinterviews
suggest that these problemsmay stem, inpart, from
an autocratic or oligarchic departmental culture,
whichischaracterized by theuneven socidization
of new faculty, secrecy regarding policiesand pro-
cedures, and the placement of decision-making
authority inthehandsof afew. Whilethisisfrus-
trating for both men and women scientistsand en-
gineers, it may beparticularly disadvantageousfor
women (Etzkowitz et al, 2000).

Anoligarchic departmental culture canleavefac-
ulty feeling alienated. Inthewordsof onesenior
worman:

A major problem for mewhen |
came herewas people being un-
willing toarticulatewhat therules
areand understanding thecustoms
of the department. 1I'd bein a
committee meeting, and I’ d ask
about something, and they
wouldn'ttell me. They wouldjust

goon. | wasn't supposed to par-
ticipate.

A junior woman described how decisions are
“...made under the table, and are not public....
That'stheway itis;...I" mtotaly shut off fromthe
system most of thetime.” A senior woman de-
scribed how democratic principlesapplied only to
seemingly inconsequential decisons.

I’ ve been very surprised, sincel
moved here, at which decisonsgo
for discussionsand which don't.
For example, in my department
hiring decisions...aremadeby a
very small committee, but [for]
decisions about whether we re-
number or rename a course we
haveto have[theentirefaculty in-
volved |

The secrecy surrounding decision-making can be
especially detrimental intheareaof recruitment.
Severd faculty suggested that in their departments
faculty recruitment still tekesplaceviathe* old boy
network,” even when officia search committees
areconvened. Onejunior femaeexplained,

It'ssort of word of mouth or from
one chairman to another. My ex-
perience being on asearch com-
mitteeisthat itisreally ascam....
It'sacommittee that may never
meet...and usualy it’s, ‘my old
buddy has a great guy that is
graduating theprogram, so | think
wereally need [someonein that
fidd].

To create abetter department atmosphere, faculty
suggested that departments display transparent
policiesand procedures, and adopt mechanisms
toredress problems, such asthoseregarding dis-
crimination, harassment, unfair treatment. Inthe
words of one senior woman,
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| think themost important thingis
trangparency.... They [shouldnot]
make any decisions under the
table.... We want to know, we
havearight to know, their policy-
making process..... Trangparency,
that’sakey word.

A junior woman described how such measures
worked successfully in her department.

Whenthereisaproblem[inour
department], it's laid out for us
clearly, well inadvance, and then
amechanismisset upto solveit.
Soweadll--wemay not likeit--but
we' veadl had achanceto havein-
put. So the transparency--the
shared responsibility, the democ-
racy, andthentheshared godsand
interests...[makeud]| dl willingto
work alittle harder.

Because department chairsaretrained as scien-
tistsand engineers, and not administrators, it may
be advantageousto provide them with resources
to help preparethem for the challenges of success-
ful leadership and conflict resolution. Many fac-
ulty suggested that department chairsberequired
to completean administrativetraining course. In
thewords of one senior faculty woman,

| would make every department
chair go through...training
classes.... They need.. .trainingin
somebasicsocid kills--...learn-
ing how to deal with people,
...how totreat employees, how to
give feedback for improvement
and haveit be matter of fact, not
personal.... [They need to] pay
attentionto moraeissues.

Thisproposal focuseson the department chair as
the key creator of the departmental culture, but
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we notethat it may well bethat abroader set of
senior faculty leaders playsan important rolein
creating the problematic cultureswe heard about,
and could play aroleinatering them.

Conclusionsand Suggestions
Dothefindingsfromtheclimatesurvey, interviews
and focus groups suggest that the gender differ-
ence model best describesthedifferencesinca
reer experiences between women and men scien-
tists and engineers? In most cases, they do not.
Theresultsshow that in many areas pertaining to
career patternsand satisfactions, women and men
science and engineering faculty at UM arevery
similar. They arealso similar inthat satisfaction
withtheir positionisrelated torating their depart-
mental climateaspositive. Inonearea, household
composition, thefact that women scientistsand en-
gineersaremorelikely than men scientistsand en-
gineersto be membersof two-career households,
or solo househol ds, makes professional/personal
Issuesmoreimportant for women scientistsand en-
gineers. Inthisrespect, women scientistsand en-
gineersaresmilar towomen socia scientists.

Thesurvey findingsreveal that women scientists
and engineers experience amore negative work
environment than do men scientistsand engineers
or women socia scientists. Theseresultstendto
support the deficits in the science environment
modd. What aretheparticular deficitsfor women?

Thementoring of femal e assistant professorsin
scienceisinadequate in most areas, and the de-
partmental climateischilly for womeninthem.
Women scientistsand engineersreport highlevels
of gender discrimination and sexud harassment. In
most (but not all) of these respects, the circum-
stances are much worsefor women scientistsand
engineersthanwomen socid scientisgts. Whiledis-
heartening, these data al so point to possible do-
mainsfor intervention.

The climate survey data, though far from conclu-
sive, are compatible with the accumulation of
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advantages and disadvantagesmodel. Thereis
evidencethat past gender discriminationand sexud
harassment relateto faculty’ s current satisfaction
with position at UM and eval uation of workplace
climate. Theseresultssuggest that interrupting or
preventing early experiencesof disadvantage may
have along-term payoff inwomen scientists and
engineers subsequent morae.

TRACK BY GENDER DATA ANALYSES

The second phase of dataanalysisconsisted of a
track by gender analysis, comparing the experi-
encesof maleand femalescientistsand engineers
on the three faculty tracks at the University of
Michigan: tenuretrack, primary research, and
clinical. Tenure track womensocid scientists, in-
cluded as one of the key comparison groupsfor
tenure track women scientists and engineersin
phaseone of thedataanalysis, arenot includedin
thetrack by gender analysis.

Theoverall report of cross-track findingsfollows
the same pattern asthe section presenting findings
for thetenure track, but in this section wereport
ontrack differences(acrossmen and women), and
gender differences(acrossal threetracks). There
wereinfact virtually no track by gender interac-
tions

Inthefirst section—which examinestrack differ-
encesin professona experience, household char-
acteristics, career experiences and satisfactions,
and climate—we seethat tenure track faculty have
advantagesthat research and clinical track faculty
do not.

I n the second section—which examines gender
differences in these same areas—we see that
women scientistsand engineersacrosstrackshave
many experiencesincommon. Specificaly, across
tracks, women report higher level sof serviceand
chillier climatesthan domen.

Thethird section presentsquditative datathat i den-
tify perceived benefits of the non-instructional
tracks, aswell asdifficultieswith them.

Response Rate

Theoverall responseratefor the UM Survey of
Academic Climateand Activitieswas 38% across
tracks,; 50% of fema escientistsand engineers, and
26% of mal e scientistsand engineersresponded.
Comparing responseratesamong thetracks, ten-
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ure track faculty wasthe highest, with an overall
return rate of 41%; 52% of women scientistsand
engineers, and 30% of men scientistssand engineers
responded.*® Theresponseratesfor primary re-
search faculty and clinical faculty weredlightly
lower. Among the primary research faculty sur-
veyed, 48% of the women and 22% of the men
responded, for a total response rate of 32%.
Amongtheclinica faculty surveyed, 48% of the
women and 23% of themen responded, for atotd
responserate of 34% (Table 20).

DataAnalysis Strategy

For the track by gender analysis we conducted
analysesof variance on scalesand items, compar-
ing mean scores by track, and by gender across
track. We aso checked for interactions of track
by gender—gender differenceswithintrack that
do not hold up acrosstracks, or track differences
within gender that do not hold up acrossgenders.
Wefound virtualy notrack by gender interactions.

Theanaysesdididentify several differencesbe-
tween the tracks across gender; in most areas
wheretrack differences surfaced, tenuretrack fac-
ulty reported more advantageous circumstances
thanresearch or clinical faculty. Thegender dif-
ferencesacrosstracksinmany waysmirrored those
found within thetenure track. Intheareasof ser-
viceand particularly climate, women scientistsand
engineersacrosstracksdo not fareaswell asmen
scientistsand engineers. Thefindingsbelow are
reported first by track, and then by gender.

Resultsof Track By Gender Analyses

This section reviewsfindings about professional
experience, household characteristics, and career
satisfactionsand activitiesby track. Overal, re-
sults suggest that the clinical and research track
science and engineering faculty face anumber of
difficultiesthat arequiteattenuated for tenure track
faculty. Tenuretrack faculty reported aheavier
teaching load, but also high ratesof productivity

30| n addition, 47% of women social scientists re-
sponded.
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and recognition, and morefelt influence over edu-
cationa decisonscomparedtofaculty ontheother
two tracks. Inaddition, tenuretrack science and
engineering faculty reported that they fared better
duringinitial contract negotiation and contract re-
negotiation than their clinical and research coun-
terparts. Clinicd faculty reported thelowest self-
rated productivity, whileresearch faculty reported
thelowest ratesof recognitionfor professond con-
tributions. Although faculty acrosstracksderive
satisfaction from being mentorsand teachers, clini-
cal and research faculty areless satisfied than ten-
uretrack faculty with others' perceptionsof their
professiond contributions. Clinical track faculty
a sofared worsethan research and/or tenure track
faculty oningtitutiond climateindicators.

Level of professional experience: Therewere
severd track differencesin professond experience
(Table21). Tenuretrack faculty tended to beolder
than either research or clinical faculty (who have
beenat UM fewer years, and to havefewer years
sincethePh.D. or highest degree). Tenuretrack
faculty weremorelikely to beat senior rank; clini-
cal faculty weremorelikely to be at themiddle
rank; research faculty were morelikely to be at
thejunior rank.

Clinicd faculty weremost likely to bewhite/Euro-
pean American, whileresearch faculty weremore
likely than clinical faculty to have an appointment
in one of the smaller colleges. In these profes-
sional characteristics, the respondent pool and
samplesurveyed areequivaent.

Aswiththefirst phase of dataanalysis, we used
the experience variables as covariateswhen con-
ductingANOVAS. Thecontrol variablesdid not
produce effectson the climate variables, withthe
exception of rank (discussed following).

31 To comparerank acrosstracks, we categorized research
investigators and assistant research scientists at junior
rank, associate and senior associate research scientists
at middle rank, research and senior research scientists at
senior rank.
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Household Characteristics. Therewerenosig-
nificant track differencesin household composi-
tion (Table22). Themgority of faculty acrossthe
trackshave apartner and children. Among those
faculty who have apartner, over 60% have apart-
ner whoworksfull-time. Between 30-40% of fac-
ulty with partnersworking full-time have partners
whoasowork a UM, themgority asfaculty mem-
bers. Roughly 40% of faculty with apartner have
consdered leaving UM toimprove career oppor-
tunitiesfor their partner. Weincluded household
characteristic variables as covariates when con-
ducting ANOVAS, and theanaysesidentified no
family Stuationinteractionsor main effects.

Career Experiences and Satisfactions. The
survey findingsreveaed severa significant track
differencesin theareasof productivity, recogni-
tion, and career satisfactions. Clinical faculty self-
reported thelowest level of productivity, research
faculty reported thelowest rates of recognitionfor
professiona contributions, whiletenuretrack fac-
ulty reported the highest levelsof both productiv-
ity and recognition. Faculty acrosstracksderive
satisfactionfrommany of the same aspectsof their
careers, but clinical and research faculty areless
satisfied than tenuretrack faculty with others' per-
ceptionsof their professiona contributions.

Productivity. Thesurvey asked respondentsto
identify themost reliable and informativeindica
torsof productivity intheir areaof research from
thefollowinglist: number of externa grants, total
dollar amount of externa grants, number of exter-
na fellowships, number of articlespublishedinref-
ereed professond journds, number of monographs
written, number of booksedited, number of book
chapters, number of dissertationschaired, number
of presentationsat conferences, and number of pat-
ents. Clinica faculty weresgnificantly morelikely
to choose number of book chapters, and number
of books edited asimportant predictors of pro-
ductivity intheir field (Table23). Tenuretrack fac-
ulty weremorelikely to choosethe number of dis-
sertationschaired, and research faculty weremore

likely to choosethe number and total dollar amount
of externa grant proposals.

Based onthecriteriathey chose, respondentswere
then asked to ratetheir own productivity, and their
departments view of their productivity, inrelation
toresearchersintheir areasand at their rank na-
tionwide. Clinical faculty reported significantly
lower self-rated productivity thantenuretrack or
research faculty, and significantly lower depart-
ment-rated productivity thanresearchfaculty (Table
24).

Recognition. Intheareaof recognition, asignifi-
cantly higher percentage of tenuretrack faculty
reported being nominated for at least one award
by their departments, but ahigher percentage of
thisgroup a so reported failing to be nominated for
awardsfor whichthey werequalified (Table 25).
Over 50% percent of tenuretrack faculty reported
having been nominated for a least oneaward, com-
pared to 33% percent of clinical faculty and 17%
percent of researchfaculty. Moretenuretrack fac-
ulty thanresearch or clinical faculty reported being
nominated for awardsin teaching and research.
Moretenuretrack and clinical faculty thanresearch
faculty reported being nominated for a service
award. Perhapsnot surprisingly, moreresearch
faculty than clinical faculty reported being nomi-
nated for aresearch award, and moreclinical fac-
ulty than tenuretrack faculty or research faculty
reported being nominated for aclinical award.

Career satisfactions. Thesurvey dataindicate
that faculty acrossthe tracks value many of the
sameaspectsof their careers. Therewerenotrack
differencesonthe career satisfactionsscae (aver-
aging sati sfaction with twelve parti cular aspectsof
professiona devel opment at the unit/department
level; see Table 26a). Looking at theindividual
items, acrosstracksand within each track, being
valued asamentor and teacher by studentswere
themost highly rated areas of career satisfaction
(Table26b). Rounding out thetop aspectsof pro-
fessional devel opment acrossthetrackswerethe
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opportunity to collaborate with other faculty and
contributing to the theoretical developmentsin
one'sdiscipline(Table26b). For theresearchtrack
faculty—for whom teaching and mentoring arenot
recognized or compensated aspectsof their roles,
aswewill seebelow—thiscreatesaparadox. An
important source of career satisfactionisoutside
thedefined career rolestructure.

Therewere afew track differences on theindi-
vidual career satisfactionitems(Table26a). Ten-
uretrack faculty wereless satisfied than clinical
faculty withintellectua stimulation in day-to-day
contactswith unit colleagues. Clinical faculty were
less satisfied than research faculty with asense of
being valued for their research contributions, and
rated satisfaction with contributing to thetheoreti-
ca developmentsin one'sdiscipline, and level of
funding for research or cregtiveefforts, agnificantly
lower than either tenuretrack or research faculty.
Duringinterviews, severd clinical scientistscom-
mented on thedifficultiesof conducting research
asaclinicd faculty member. Althoughdinica fac-
ulty areexpected to produce scholarly work, they
oftenfindit difficult either to acquirethe necessary
resources, or toblock off sufficient time. Oneclini-
cal scientist reported that shewas repeatedly de-
nied |ab spacefor funded research, and wastold
to ask atenuretrack faculty member for permis-
sionto sharetheir lab. Another clinical scientist
explained thetime congtraintsof trying to balance
research and patient care:

W, ...you rewith patients80%
of your time and...that gets de-
fined as a 60 hour week.... So
four daysaweek, let'ssay, [issup-
posed] to be with patients and
then the other day aweek issup-
posed to befor meto do my schol-
arly work and my administrative
work and al these patients' paper
work that hasto happen. And it
[the time for scholarly work]
doesn’t get saved, it doesn’t get
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protected, because patient things
comeupal thetime. Soit'sredly
hardasacliniciantoredly get that
day a week or two half days a
week protected becauseitisal-
ways getting encroached upon by
patient needs. Andthenyou are
supposed to bedoing administra-
tivework thosetwo haf days. So
it salwaysgetting encroached by
somemesting or being on[acom-
mittee]. We'restill supposedto
produce some scholarly work, so
most of usfind out wearedoingit
on theweekends.

Whileclinica faculty did not feel asvalued asfac-
ulty ontheother tracksfor their research contribu-
tions, research faculty wereless satisfied than ei-
ther tenuretrack or clinica faculty with asense of
being va ued for teaching by their unit/department
colleagues. Focusgroup andinterview datahelped
to explain how research faculty could bevery sat-
isfied with being valued asamentor and teacher
by students, but alsofedl that their teaching contri-
butionswere not adequately recognized or valued
by colleagues. Theteaching that research faculty
doinlabs—supervising research, teaching tech-
niques, providingintellectud oversght—isnot rec-
ognized asofficia teaching. Duringaninterview,
oneresearch scientist suggested,

Wereyou to takeacloselook at
what research scientistsdo, what
youwouldfindisthat on many of
thesebig projectsthat wearerun-
ning, many of ushavelarge num-
bers of people working with us
that we areteaching thingsto ev-
eryday. Now peoplecan call that
training, they can call it whatever
they wanttocall it. It'steaching.
And you can't do it unless you
haveexcdlent teeching skills. You
can't retainworkersonagrant if
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you don’t know what you are do-
ing.

Research scientistsand engineersusually are not
consdered theofficial advisor for those students
whom they teach and mentor. Oneresearch sci-
entist explained,

I’mthepersonwho...makesthings
runinthelaband theprimary con-
tact for all the students. SoI'm
not the head of thegroup. I’'mthe
onethatinteractswiththemevery-
day onaregular basis.

Similarly, another research scientist com-
mented,

Therearethree postdocsonthis
team. | amnot their primary advi-
sor. However, | am the person
whoisspending uptotwevehours
aweek withthem, for which | get
no credit.

Severd research scientistisand engineersexpressed
frudtration that the“ officid” teaching that they en-
gagein, such asserving on dissertation commit-
tees, isnot recognized inthereward structure. So
whileresearch scientistsand engineers may find
teaching rewarding, they fed it countsagainst them
during evauation. During afocusgroup, onere-
search scientist commented,

I’ ve been co-chair of anumber of
dissertations. Part of my dilemma
isthat | dsogetinvitedtobeona
lot of peopl€ sdissertations, which
takesalot of timeand energy...and
there’ snothinginthereward struc-
turethat acknowledgesor recog-
nizesthat fact.... You know, my
salary depends on my ability to
bringinresearchfundingandit’s
timeaway fromthat and there sno

recognitionfor itinany of theways
that thestructureisset up. So,it's
unfortunatefor the students. but |
fed likel can’t continueto dothat.

Another research scientist responded,

| have not been ableto find easy
circumstancesin which toteach
graduatestudentsunless| doit for
nothing, which | havedone. And
then| just got tired of doing it for
nothing because it was just too
much.... | could seethat it was
cutting back on my productivity
and that wastheway | wasgoing
to get paid so, reluctantly, |
stopped. Because | still would
lovetodoit, but therejust aren’'t
opportunitiestodoit.

Felt influenceon educational mattersandre-
sour ces. Thereweresignificant track differences
on scalesconstructed to assessfelt influence over
educationd decisons(suchascurriculumdecisons,
selecting new graduate students, res dent/fellows,
faculty members, and unit head), and educational
resources (the size of salary increases, obtaining
money for travel to professiona mesetings, and se-
curing researchfacilitiesand equipment; Figure 17,
seep. 51, Table 27a). Tenuretrack faculty felt
moreinfluencethanresearchor clinical faculty over
educational decisons. Researchfaculty felt more
influencethan clinical faculty over unit resources.

Comments made during interviewsand thefocus
groupillustratethelack of influence over educa
tiona decigonsthat many researchand clinicd fac-
ulty fed. Inparticular, researchand clinica faculty
mentioned their exclusion from, or restricted par-
ticipation in, decision-making committees, which
arethe purview of tenure track faculty.

During thefocusgroup, oneresearch scientist ex-
plained,
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Figure 17: Felt Influence on Unit's
Educational Matter s and Resour ces
by Track
Otenure (N=235)

@ research (N=95)
m clinical (N=116)

ab

Unit's Educational Unit's Resources

Matters

abcMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from

each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

There’'sno mechanismfor any of
usto sit on any of the decision-
making bodies. They’redl teach-
ing faculty who dothat. So, there
areno..mentorswho areonare-
search sciencetrack, and there's
no mechanismfor usto participate
inthe decision making about ten-
urereview and advancement.

A clinical scientist toldasmilar story duringanin-
terview,

Another uniquething about clini-
cal work is that the University
doesn’t really recognize us as
equal to the other professor
people... [SJome committees
haverecently alowed ustobeable
to be on them, but there are still
somethat we arenot allowed on.

Another research scientist commented,

I’ m just thinking about our most
recent searchin our department.
Theway that it worked was, again
theresearch scientistsin my de-
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partment--we go to the faculty
meetings--we' retold that we're
equivalent to faculty, but whenit
camedownto thevoteon onthe
hire, research scientistswere ex-
plicitly told they could participate
inthediscussion about the candi-
dates, thenthey had toleavewhile
thetenuretrack faculty voted....
Only thesenior faculty could vote
ontherank inwhich they would
hiresomebody. So, thereisavery
explicit hierarchy andbasicdly re-
search scientistsshaveno voteand
no mechanismfor participatingin
decision-making within the de-
partment.

Not surprisingly, rank wasre ated to influence over
curriculum decisions, securing facilitiesand equip-
ment, selecting who getstenure, and selecting the
next unit head, with senior faculty reporting more
influence over thesematters Wefound that for
both influencescaes, and al individua itemswith
the exception of money for travel to professional
meetings, junior faculty acrosstracksreportedless
influencethan faculty at middleand/or senior rank
(Table27b).

Resour ces—effort and satisfaction. Survey
respondents were asked about the amount of ef-
fort it took to secure office and research space,
computer and other lab equipment, and service
fromvendors. They werethen asked to rate how
satisfied they werewith the current allocation of
theseresourcesin their unit/department. On the
scale constructed to assessmean effort to secure
thefiveresourcestherewerenotrack differences
(Table28). However, research faculty weremore
satisfied than tenuretrack faculty with thealoca
tion of resources.

%2 Statigtically significant effectson Hired inthelast ten
years (yes/no,), a variable highly correlated with rank,
also were found for influence over educational matters,
curriculum decisions and selecting the next unit head.
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Looking at theindividua itemsthat comprised the
effort and satisfaction with resources scales, we
found very few track differences. Researchfac-
ulty reported lesseffort thantenuretrack faculty to
secureresearch space. Researchfaculty wereadso
more sati sfied than either tenuretrack or clinical
faculty with the current allocation of computer
equipment intheir unit/department, and more sat-
isfied than tenuretrack faculty with servicefrom
vendors.

Initial contract negotiation. Therewere many
track differencesintheareaof initial contract ne-
gotiation, and inthisareatenuretrack faculty did
better thanresearch or clinicd faculty. Faculty hired
at UM withinthelast ten yearswere asked toiden-
tify featuresof their initial contract negotiationfrom
aseriesof fifteenitemsincluding courserelease
time, lab equipment, lab space, renovation of lab
space, research assistant, clerical/administrative
support, discretionary funds, travel funding, spe-
cid bonus, summer sdary, specid timing of tenure
clock, moving expenses, housing subsidy, child
care, and partner/spouse position. The survey
asked respondentsto indicate whether aparticu-
lar itemwasoffered by UM, bargained for, prom-
ised inthe contract |etter, and received. Tenure
track scienceand engineering faculty, who areex-
pected both to carry aformal teaching load and
conduct research, were offered moreitemsfrom
UM, bargained for more items, were promised
moreitemsintheir contract letter, and received more
itemsduring theinitia contract negotiation, than
ether researchor dlinical faculty (Table29a). Clini-
cd faculty were offered moreitemsfrom UM, and
received moreitems, than research faculty.

Intermsof individua contract items, ahigher per-
centageof tenure track faculty than either research
or clinical faculty reported that |ab equipment, |ab
space, renovation of lab space, summer sdary, and
moving expenseswere offered by the University
duringtheinitial contract negotiation (Table29b).
Moretenuretrack faculty and clinical faculty than
research faculty reported that the University of -

fered discretionary fundsand travel fundinginther
start-up packages. Moretenuretrack faculty than
elther research or clinicd faculty reported that they
bargained for |ab equipment, lab space, renova
tion of lab space, research assistants, discretion-
ary funds, summer sdary, specia timing of theten-
ure clock, and moving expenses. Fewer research
faculty than tenuretrack and clinical faculty bar-
ganedfor coursereleasetime. Moreresearchfac-
ulty than clinical faculty bargained for asummer
saary. Moretenuretrack faculty than clinical fac-
ulty bargained for apartner/spouse position.

Contract renegotiation. Tenuretrack faculty dso
did better than research and clinica faculty incon-
tract renegotiations. All respondentswere asked
to indicate the items offered by UM, and those
itemsbargained for by them during contract rene-
gotiation, by selecting fromthe samefifteenitems
listed under initial contract negotiation. During
contract renegotiation, UM offered moreitemsto
tenuretrack faculty thanto research faculty (Table
29a). Tenuretrack faculty bargained for, and re-
ceived, moreitemsthan either research or clinical
faculty.

Looking at theindividual items offered by UM

during contract renegotiation, ahigher percentage
of tenuretrack faculty than clinical faculty were
offered lab space (Table 29b). Looking at the
individual itemsfaculty bargained for in contract
renegotiation, moretenuretrack faculty thanre-
search or clinica faculty bargained for renovation
of lab space. Moretenuretrack faculty thanre-
searchfaculty bargained for coursereleasetime, a
research assstant, and specid timing of thetenure
clock. Moretenuretrack faculty thanclinical fac-
ulty bargained for |ab equipment, |ab space, and a
summer salary. Moreclinical faculty than tenure
track or research faculty bargained for administra-
tiveassistance, and moreclinical faculty thanre-
search faculty bargained for aspecia bonus.

Teaching. Overdl, tenuretrack faculty reported
the heaviest load of formal classroom teaching
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courses, and clinical faculty thelightest. Survey
respondentswere asked about their officia teach-
ing load for thewinter 2001 and fall 2001 semes-
ters, including number of graduate courses, under-
graduate courses, lab courses, and non-lab
courses. Respondents also were asked to indi-
cate how many new coursesthey had devel oped
for their unitsinthe past fiveyears, and the number
of coursesthey had been released from teaching
withinthesametimeframe. Clinicd faculty reported
having taught fewer undergraduate coursesthan
either tenuretrack or research faculty during the
winter andfall 2001 semesters(Table 30). Clini-
cd faculty d so reported having taught fewer gradu-
ate courses, lab coursesand fewer undergraduate
studentsthan tenuretrack faculty during thesame
timeperiod. Inaddition, compared totenuretrack
faculty, clinica faculty reported serving asofficia
advisor to significantly fewer undergraduate and
graduate students.

It should be noted, however, that teachingload is
frequently disciplinespecific, anditisparticularly
difficult to compareacrosstrackswith survey data
For example, thekind of teaching carried out by
clinical faculty during patient roundsisquitediffer-
ent, and moredifficult to quantify, than teachingan
undergraduatelecturecourse. During interviews,
severdl clinical faculty said that they felt that the
survey questionsdid not adequately capturetheir
teaching respongbilities. Asoneclinica scientist
explained, “It'snot likealectureformat. | mean,
thereissomelectureformat but the vast mgjority
iIsmoreone-to-oneteaching.”

Assessing theteaching responsibilitiesof research
faculty isaso difficult. Aswasmentioned earlier,
many research scientistsand engineersfet thesur-
vey did not capture the more unofficial teaching
that takes place in the labs (see career satisfac-
tions, pp. 48-50). Duringaninterview oneresearch
scientist commented,

| think there sawholepieceof that
teaching [section on the survey]
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whichisvery narrow and refers
only toformal tenure track type
behavior and missesout onawhole
lot of other [kindsof teaching].

Someresearch faculty teach formal classes, inad-
dition to theteaching and mentoring they perform
inthelab, holding asecond instructional (but not
tenure-track) appointment asalecturer or instruc-
tor. Of the ninety-fiveresearch faculty who re-
turned the survey, sixteen reported aformal teach-
ing load, and eighteen reported official advising
responsibilities.

Mentoring. Analyzing survey datafrom junior
faculty acrosstracks, wefound only onetrack dif-
ferenceintheareaof mentoring. Toensureauni-
form definition of mentoring, survey respondents
wereasked toindicatewhether or not they received
mentoring in eight specific areas, such asadvice
on publishing, department politics, networking, etc.
Therewereno significant track differencesinthe
number of areas of no mentoring at all, thetotal
number of mentorsin same UM department, or
the number of malementorsat UM (Table 31a).
Additiondly, therewerenotrack differencesinthe
percentage of faculty from eachtrack who reported
no mentoring intheform of arolemodd , network-
ing, preparation for advancement, advice about
publishing, advice about departmenta poalitics, ad-
vice about resources, and advice about the bal-
ance between work and family. Theonesignifi-
cant track differencewasintheareaof advocacy;
adggnificantly higher percentage of junior clinical
faculty received mentoringinthisareathandid ten-
uretrack faculty. Amongtenuretrack faculty, 34%
of assistant professors reported receiving no
mentoring in thisarea, compared to only 16% of
clinical assistant professors(Table31b).

Service. Research faculty reported serving on,
and chairing, Sgnificantly fewer committeesper year
than elther tenuretrack or clinical faculty (Figure
18, seep.54, Table 32). Tenuretrack faculty re-
ported serving on an average of closeto four com-
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mitteesayear, compared to amost threefor clini-
cd faculty and onefor researchfaculty. Therewere
no significant differences, however, among the
threetracksin faculty reportsof theimportanceto
them of having adepartment or collegeleadership

position.

Conclusions. Looking at the career experiences
and satisfactionsvariables, it seemsthat tenure
track scientistsand engineers have some demon-
strable advantages over both clinical and research

Figure 18: Committee Service by Track
4 4 a
Otenure (N=235)
b m research (N=95)
31 | clinical (N=116)
2
ab
1 4
; NS B
Mean N of Mean N of
Committees Served  Committees Chaired
on Per Year Per Year
abMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statigtically significantly, p<.05.

faculty at UM. Tenuretrack faculty reported a
heavier teaching load, but al so high rates of pro-
ductivity and recognition, and moreinfluenceover
educationd decisonsthan faculty ontheother two
tracks. Inaddition, tenuretrack scienceand engi-
neering faculty fared better duringinitial contract
negotiation and contract renegotiation than their
clinica and research counterparts. Clinical faculty
reported thelowest self-rated productivity, while
research faculty reported thelowest rates of rec-
ognitionfor professiona contributions. Although
faculty acrosstracksderive satisfaction from be-
ingamentor and teacher, clinical and researchfac-
ulty arelesssatisfied than tenuretrack faculty with
others perceptionsof their professional contribu-
tions.

University Climate: The survey asked several
guestionsregarding climatethat werenot limited
tofaculty experiencesinther unit(s)/department(s).
Questionsregarding ingtitutional climateincluded
itemsto assessthelevel of gender andracial ste-
reotyping, discrimination, and unwanted and unin-
vited sexud attentionthat faculty experienceonthe
UM campus. Clinical faculty fared worsethanre-
search and/or tenuretrack faculty on all of thein-
ditutiond climateindicators.

Sereotyping. Survey respondentswere asked
toindicatehow oftenwithinthelast fiveyearsthey
heard faculty or studentsmake*“ insengitiveor dis-
paraging comments’ about women, men, members
of aracial/ethnic minorities, or membersof apar-
ticular religiousgroup, as“typica” of that group.
These items were combined into two scales: a
gender stereotyping scalerating the frequency of
disparaging comments about men and women, and
araciad/religious stereotyping scaerating inseng-
tive comments about membersof aracial/ethnic
minority or particular religiousgroup (seeAppen-
dix D for alist of items comprising each scale).
Andyzing thesca esfor track differences, wefound
that clinical faculty reported the highest level of
gender stereotyping, Sgnificantly higher than either
tenuretrack or researchfaculty, whileresearch fac-
ulty reported sgnificantly lessgender stereotyping
than ether tenuretrack and clinical faculty (Figure
19, seep. 55, Table 33). Clinical faculty alsore-
ported ahigher frequency of ethnic/religiousste-
reotyping than research faculty.

Discrimination. Survey respondentswereasked
toindicate any job-related discriminationthey ex-
perienced at UM withinthelast fiveyears, noting
thebad sfor the discrimination (race/ethnicity, gen-
der, sexud orientation, physical disability, reigious
affiliation), and theareasin which thediscrimina
tory behavior affected their career (hiring, promo-
tion, salary, space or other resources, access to
administrative staff, graduate student or resident/
fellow assgnments). Gender discriminationwas
thetypeof discrimination most frequently reported
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Figure 19: Experiences of Ster eotyping*
by Track

O tenure (N=235)
@ research (N=95)
M clinical (N=116)

b,c

-

Gender Sereotyping

ab
d d

[

Ethnic/Religious
Sereotyping

ab.cdMatching symbols identify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

*Scale 1-5, 1=never, 2=once or twice per year, 3=couple of
times per year, 4=more than once per month, 5=weekly

by faculty ondl tracks. Acrosstracks 2% or fewer
faculty membersreported discrimination dueto
sexud orientation, religiousaffiliation, or physica
disability, while6% of tenuretrack and clinical fac-
ulty, and 8% percent of research faculty reported
racid discriminationinat least onearea(Table 344).
In contrast, 26% of tenure track faculty, 19% of
researchfaculty and 29% of clinica faculty reported
experiencing gender discriminationat UM over the
last fiveyears(Figure 20, Table 34a,).

Sexual Harassment. Fewer researchfaculty than
tenuretrack and clinical faculty reported experi-
encing sexud harassment at UM withinthelast five
years(Figure 20, Table 35). Using astandard defi-
nition of sexual harassment asunwanted and unin-
vited sexual attention (including sexual teasing,
jokes, remarksor questions; unwanted pressure
for dates; unwanted letters, phonecalls, email; un-
wanted touching, leaning over, cornering, pinch-
ing; unwanted pressurefor sexua favors; staking;
rapeor assault), 13% of tenuretrack faculty, 15%
of clinical faculty, but only 3% of research faculty
reported experiencing sexua harassment at UM
withinthelast fiveyears. Inaddition, 31% of ten-
uretrack faculty, 30% of clinical faculty and 19%
of research faculty reported knowing at |east one
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other person who had been sexually harassed at
UM during thelast fiveyears(Table 35).

Department Climate: Several setsof questions
contained inthe UM Survey of Academic Climate
andActivitiesfocused on climate at the unit/de-
patmentleve. Tomaximizemeasurement reigbility
we congtructed scalesfromtheindividua items.
The department climate sca esincludethefollow-
ing: positiveenvironment, tolerant (of diversity)
environment, scholarly isolation, felt surveillance,
gender egalitarianism, gender or racia tokenism,
department chair asfair, department chair asable
to create apositive environment, and department
chair ascommittedtoracia/ethnicdiversity. There
wereno track differenceson these scales, withthe
exceptionof scholarly isolation. Thisscdeincludes

Figure 20: Experiences of Gender
Discrimination and Sexual Har assment
in Past Five Years by Track
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abcMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from

each other gtatigically significantly, p<.05.

itemssuch as, “I feel pressured to changemy re-
search agendato make tenure/be promoted,” and
“my colleagueshavelower expectationsof methan
of other colleagues.” Clinical faculty reported a
higher level of feltisolation than tenuretrack fac-
ulty (Table 36).

® The procedureis described on pp. 22-23 of thisreport.
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Do TheTrack Differencesin Climate M atter?
What aretheimplicationsof track differencesin
work experiences? Asin phase one of the data
analysis, we calculated correlationsto seeif the
climateindicator variables, other departmentd ex-
periencesvariables, and persona and positionvari-
ableswererdatedto overall satisfactionwith UM

position. Wefound that for faculty acrosstracks
thedepartmental climateindicators, in particular,
weremoreclosaly related to overal job satisfac-
tionthan werethe other variables.

I nstitutional and Departmental Climate Rat-
ings. Departmenta climateindicators(postiveen-
vironment, tolerant environment, gender egditar-
ianamaosphere, scholarly isolation, felt surveillance,
ratings of the department chair)—though they did
not differ by track— were highly correlated with
overal job satisfaction for all tracks (Table 37).
Ingtitutiona climateindicators (stereotyping, dis-
crimination and harassment), which did differ by
track, werehighly correlated with overall job sat-
isfaction for tenuretrack faculty, but lessso for
researchand clinica faculty.

Departmental Experiences Indicators. The
career satisfactions, influence over unit resources,
effort and satisfaction with resourcesscaleswere
al highly corrdatedwith overal job satisfactionfor
faculty onall tracks, aswere mentoring, and de-
partment rated productivity (Table38). Influence
over educationa decisonswashighly correlated
with job satisfaction for tenuretrack and clinical
faculty, but not research faculty. Committee ser-
vicewas not related to satisfaction for faculty on
any of thetracks.

Personal and Position I ndicatorsand House-
hold Characteristics: Incontrast to climatein-
dicators, most persond, position, and household

indicatorswere not significantly correlated with
overal job satisfaction (Table 39). Withinthere-
search track, being of anon-white ethnicity was
negatively correlated with overal job satisfaction.

For clinical faculty, agewaspositively correlated
with overall job satisfaction. Within thetenure
track, being snglewith no childrenwasnegatively
correl ated with satisfaction.

Do These Bad Experiences Cumulate?
Giventhat thesurvey dataare cross-sectiona in
nature, itisdifficult toinvestigate whether an accu-
mulation of advantages and disadvantages
takesplacefor faculty acrosstracks. Using two
guestionsthat wererated for “the past fiveyears,”
gender discrimination and harassment, we calcu-
lated independent sampl est-teststo examineif re-
portsof discrimination or harassment could “pre-
dict” current satisfaction and climateratings (Fig-
ure2l).

Figure 21: Mean Satisfaction Scores for All Faculty
Grouped by Those Who Have and Have Not
Experienced Sexual Har assment
and Gender Discrimination

a b
b
a
3
2]
1 - \ \ \

experienced experiencedno  experienced experienced no
harassment harassment discrimination discrimination

a b Matching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

For al tracks, faculty who had experienced sexual
harassment rated their overd| job satifactionlower
than faculty who had not experienced sexua ha-
rassment; for tenuretrack and research faculty this
differencewas statisticaly significant (Table 40).
Likewise, for all tracks, faculty who had experi-
enced gender discrimination rated their overdl job
satisfaction lower than faculty who had not experi-
enced gender discrimination; for tenuretrack and
clinica faculty thisdifferencewasgtatisticaly sig-
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nificant. Therewasa so arel ationship between ex-
periences of harassment and discrimination, and
therating of climate variables. Those who had
experienced harassment and di scrimination often
reported achillier climate, although therelation-
ship was strongest among tenure track faculty
(Tables 40 and 41). Based on this evidence it
seemsthat bad experiencesmay, infact, cumulate
for faculty onall tracks.

Results of Gender AnalysesAcross Tracks*
This section reviewsfindings about professional
experience, household characterigtics, and career
satisfactionsand activitiesby gender. Overdl, re-
sultssuggest that women scientistsand engineers
acrosstracks experience many of the same diffi-
culties(specificdly intheareasof serviceandin-
stitutional and departmenta climate) that women
scientistsand engineerson thetenure track do.
Theexceptionsarein theareas of mentoring, con-
tract renegotiation, and somedepartmenta climate
indicators.

Level of Professional Experience: Therewere
several gender differencesin professiona experi-
enceamong women and men scientists/engineers
acrossthetracks (Table 42), many of which re-
flect the greater ageand timeinthefield of men
scientists/engineers. Women scientistsand engi-
neerstend to beyounger than their male counter-
parts, have been at UM fewer years, and have
fewer yearssincethe Ph.D. or highest degree. Men
scientistsand engineersweremorelikely to be at
the highest rank, women scientistsand engineers
morelikely to beat the middlerank. Acrossthe
tracks, therewereno gender differencesat thelow-
est rank. Women scientists and engineerswere
asomorelikely to holdjoint appointments, and an
appointment in oneof thesmaller colleges.®

#Tenure track women social scientists are not included
in these analyses.

% This gender difference is due to the large number of
women in Nursing; if Nursing faculty are removed from
thesmall collegesanalysis, gender differences disappear.
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Household Characteristics: Therewere many
gender differencesin household composition (Fig-
ure22, Table43). Acrossthetracks, women sci-
entistsand engineersweremorelikely thantheir
mal e colleaguesto besinglewith children, andless
likely to be partnered with children. If partnered,
women scientistsweretwiceaslikely tohavea

Figure 22: Partner | nformation by Gender
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Not Partnered Partner Considered

Employed Full- Leaving UM for
Time Partner

Note: N of partnered women=216; N of partnered men=172.

abcMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

partner who isemployed full-time. Women scien-
tissweremorelikely to haveapartner who works
a UM, andisemployed asafaculty member. They
werealso morelikely to consider leaving toim-
prove career opportunitiesfor their partner. These
dataindicatethat women scientistsand engineers
acrosstracks may have more household demands
than men scientistsand engineers; women scien-
tistsand engineersaremorelikely to besingleor
haveapartner who dsoworksfull-time, whilemost
men scientists and engineers have apartner who
doesnotwork full-time. Thesedifferencesinhouse-
hold situation, however, do not account for thedif-
ferencesinclimateratings. Like professiona ex-
periencevariables, household characteristic vari-
ableswereincluded as covariateswhenwecal cu-
lated theANOVAS, but resultedinno family sSitua-
tioninteractionsor main effects.

Thetopic of how professiond lifeimpactshouse-
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hold situation prompted commentsfrom women
scientistsand engineersfromall tracks. Many felt
that thework demands of afaculty position at the
Universty of Michigandid not leaveadequatetime
for family responghilities, particularly if both part-
nersworkedfull-time. Sincethemgority of women
science and engineering faculty acrosstrackshave
partnerswho also work full-time, women aredis-
proportionately affected by thistension between
work and home. Somewomen reported achiev-
ing ba ance between work and family by prioritiz-
ing their careersover their partners. Asonese-
nior tenure track scientist reported,

Well, | think, the balancing act of
profession and persond lifeisof-
ten more complicated for most--
not all females--but for most fe-
males, and oftenthey may not have
thesupport. Whereasmany mae
faculty membersmay havethesup-
port becausetheir wiveshave sec-
ondary positions, for example.
Now, | must say that | amjust the
opposite. My husband hasasec-
ondary sort of rolein our family,
fromacareer standpoint, andso|
havethat support.

A clinica woman scientist reported asmi-
lar household stuation,

| have the luxury of having a

It seemsdifficult, for instance, for
women, if you want to have chil-
dren, have afamily life. If you
spend 12-14 hours at work, six
daysaweek, seven daysaweek,
then work when you are back
home, it'sjust... you don't have
time. And that’s something that
makesmefed uncomfortable, but
| don't know if it'sbecausel’'ma
woman, or because | do want to
haveafamily life. It'srelated, but
it'snot necessarily specificto me
being awoman, but that’s some-
thing that ismakingmefed uncom-
fortable, | think.

The sameresearch scientist went on to say,

| know afew peoplewho...have
more or less decided to...just
postponefamily lifeor childrenfor
later, typically after tenure for
teaching faculty. For some other
people it seems like they...have
maybedifferent prioritiesandthey
arewilling, to someextent, to sac-
rificepart of their family, or maybe
sacrificeisabit extreme, but just...
not take part asmuchinthefamily
lifeand just focusonwork and | et
their partner...takecareof thekids.

spouse who works at home. |
think that isanimportant issue. ...
How do you make your spouse

During afocusgroup, awoman research scientist
suggested that menfaculty receivemorecredit and
understanding when faced with childrearing de-

happy and yourself happy at the
sametime? | persondly think you
can’'tdoit at the sametime, you
havetotaketurns.

Other women scientistsand engineersstruggled
with the decision of whether or when to start a
family. Oneresearch scientist stated,

mands,
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| understand theissueof parenting
because | raised a child [as] a
singleparent for alongtime. And
| fed likethereisadifferent atti-
tudetowardsapersonif they are
awoman doing childrearing than
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if they areaman. For example,
thereisaprofessor inour depart-
ment who hasachildwho needsa
lot of care. And so heisoff alot
totakecareof thechild. But ev-
eryone[says|, ‘aw, that’sso nice
he'staking careof hischild.’.... |

justthink thereisavery different
atitudetowardsthat and that men
get alot more slack when they
haveto do that.

Another focus group participant added, “And a
lot morecreditforit.”

Career Experiencesand Satisfactions. Inmany
areas, men and women science and engineering
faculty reported equivaent career experiencesand
satisfactions. Menandwomen faculty vauemany
of thesameaspectsof their careers, andtherewere
no sgnificant gender differencesin productivity, ef-
fort to secureresources, satisfactionwith resources,
feltinfluence over unit resources, the number of
itemsincludedininitial contract negotiation and
contract renegotiation, or theamount of mentoring
junior faculty received. Women scientistsand en-
gineersacrosstracksreported moreinfluenceover
educationd decisons, but also heavier undergradu-
ateteachingloadsand serviceresponsihilities.

Productivity. Therewereno gender differences
in either self-rated or perceptions of department
rated productivity (Table44). Women scientists
and engineers, however, weremorelikely to se-
lect the number of external grant proposalsand
number of presentationsat national and interna-
tiona conferencesasimportant criteriaof produc-
tivity (Table45). Menstientisand engineerswere
morelikely to select number of monographsand
number of patents.

Recognition. Apparent gender differencesin
nominationsfor awardsdid not survive controls
for rank. Thus, therewereno significant differ-
encesby gender inreportsof departmental nomi-
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nationsfor awardsfor teaching, research, clinical
work, or servicework (see Table 46).

Career satisfaction. Therewereno gender dif-
ferencesonthe career satisfaction scale, assessing
satisfaction with twelvekey aspectsof professona
devel opment at the unit/department level (Table
47). Both men and women scientists and engi-
neers, likefaculty acrosstracks and within each
track, rate being valued asamentor and teacher
by their students, and the opportunity to collabo-
rate with other faculty, asthe most satisfying as-
pectsof their professiona development. Looking
at theindividual itemscomprising the scale, the
survey findingsreveded only two differencesinca-
reer satisfaction between men and women scien-
tigsand engineers. women scientistsand engineers
areggnificantly lesssatidfied withtheir levd of fund-
ingfor researchandtheir current salary inrelation
totheir UM colleagues.

Felt influenceon educational mattersandre-
sour ces. Thereweresignificant gender differences
on the scale constructed to assessfelt influence
over educationa decisions(influenceover curricu-
lum decisions, selecting new graduate students,
resident/fellows, faculty members, and unit head),
withwomen faculty reporting moreinfluenceover
these educationa matters(Table48). Therewere
no gender differences, however, on the unit re-
sourcesscale (thesizeof salary increases; obtain-
ing money for travel to professional meetings, se-
curing research facilitiesand equipment). Look-
ing a theindividua itemsthat comprisethescales,
we found two significant gender differences.
Women faculty reported moreinfluencethan men
faculty on selecting the next unit head, but lessin-
fluenceon money for travel to professional meet-
ings. Asnotedinthetrack analysessection, there
wererank effectsontheinfluenceitems, with fac-
ulty at senior ranksreporting moreinfluence.

Resour ces—effort and satisfaction. There
wereno gender differencesonthe scaleassessing
mean effort to secure office and research space,
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computer and other lab equipment, and service
from vendors, or the scal e assessing satisfaction
withthecurrent alocation of theseresources(Table
49). Lookingat theindividua itemsthat comprised
the effort and sati sfaction with resources scales,
wefound only onegender difference. Menscien-
tis'sand engineersreported higher satisfactionwith
the current alocation of computer equipment.

Initial contract negotiation. Faculty hiredat UM
withinthelast ten yearswereasked to identify fea-
turesof their initial contract negotiationfromase-
riesof fifteenitemsincluding courserel easetime,
lab equipment, |ab space, renovation of [ab space,
research assistant, clerical/administrative support,
discretionary funds, travel funding, specia bonus,
summer sdary, pecid timing of tenureclock, mov-
ing expenses, housing subsidy, child care, and part-
ner/spouse position. Respondentswere asked to
indicatewhether aparticular itemwas offered by
UM, and/or bargained for by them during theini-
tial contract negotiation. Therewereno gender
differencesacrosstracksin the number of items
offered by UM, or bargained for, promisedinthe
contract |etter or received duringinitial contract
negotiation (Table 50a). With the exception of
summer salary and partner/spouse position, there
wereno significant gender differencesinthe per-
centage of men and women scientists and engi-
neersoffered any individual item by UM during
theinitia contract negotiation (Table50b). More
women scientists and engineersthan men scien-
tistsand engineerswere offered asummer sdary
by UM duringinitial contract negotiation. More
women a so bargained for both asummer salary
and aposition for their spouse/partner.

Contract renegotiation. Therewereno gender
differencesinthenumber of itemsoffered by UM,
bargainedfor, or recelved during contract renego-
tiation (selecting fromthesamefifteenitemslisted
under initid contract negotiation; Table50a). There
were, however, afew gender differencesonthe
individua contract items. UM offered moremen
than women scientistsand engineersboth lab space

and therenovation of lab space, whilemorewomen
bargained for coursereleasetime (Table 50b).

Teaching. Therewere no gender differencesin
the number of graduate, non-lab, or lab courses
taught during thewinter and fall 2001 semesters,
or inthe number of undergraduate and graduate
studentstaught during thistimeperiod (Table51).
Theonesignificant gender differenceinteaching
load wasin the number of undergraduate courses
taught during thewinter and fall 2001 semesters;
women faculty acrosstracksreported aheavier
undergraduate teaching load (though they did not
withinthetenuretrack). Wefound no gender dif-
ferencesinthe number of new coursesdevel oped
by faculty, or inthenumber of coursesfaculty were
released from teaching during the past five years.
In addition, there were no gender differencesin
the number of undergraduate students, graduate
students, postdocs, or junior faculty for whomfac-
ulty serveasofficid advisor.

Mentoring. Whilethereweresgnificant,anddis-
turbing, gender differences in the amount of
mentoring junior faculty tenure track men and
women scientistsand engineersreceived (seepages
31-32), therewereno dgnificant gender differences
in mentoring among junior faculty acrosstracks.
Wefound no significant gender differencesinthe
number of areasof no mentoring, number of men-
torsin the same department, or number of male
mentorsat UM (Table52a). Therewerealsono
gender differencesin the percentagesof menand
women science and engineering faculty who re-
ported receiving mentoring in any of elght particu-
lar mentoring areas, including networking, prepa-
rationfor advancement, department politics(Table
52b).

Althoughthey did not report adeficit of mentoring,
during thefocusgroup and interviews, womenre-
search and clinical faculty lamented the lack of
women mentors, dueto thesmall number of senior
women faculty in science and engineering. One
woman research scientist stated,
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| have had mentoring by severad
different malesand | mean, | sup-
posewhat | really havemissedis
having any femalementor thereat
al becausefor yearsand yearsand
yearsthereweren't any femdefac-
ulty atal.

A womanclinica scientist further commented on
the consequencesof lack of afemaerolemodd.

There has never been awoman
chairinthemedica departmentin
thisUniversity. How do you do
that?...[H]ow doyoulearntobe
thet if that isanaspiration of yours?

Service. Acrosstracks, women faculty reported
serving on, and chairing, morecommitteesper year
than men faculty (Figure 23, Table 53). Women
faculty reported serving on an average of dightly
morethan three committees per year, whilemen
faculty reported serving on an average of two and
ahalf. Therewereno significant gender differ-
encesinthelevel of importancefaculty attributed
to having adepartment or collegelevel leadership

position.

University Climate: To assessinstitutional cli-
mate—experiencesnot limited to one' sunit/ de-
partment—weincluded questionson gender and
racial stereotyping, discrimination, and sexua ha-
rassment. Intheareasof discrimination and ha-
rassment, theingtitutiond climateat UM ischillier
for women faculty than men faculty acrosstracks.

Sereotyping. Wefound no gender differences
acrosstrack on the scaleto assessgender stereo-
typing over thelast fiveyears (how frequently fac-
ulty or students makeinsensitive or disparaging
comments about women or men), or thescaleto
assessracid/rdigiousstereotyping over thelast five
years (how frequently faculty or studentsmakein-
sensitiveor disparaging commentsabout members
of aracia/ethnic minorities, or membersof apar-
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Figure23: Committee Service by Gender
Across Tracks
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ticular religiousgroup, as“typica” of that group;
Table54). Lookingat theindividual itemscom-
prising each scale, wefound only one significant
gender difference; compared to their male coun-
terparts, women faculty across tracks reported
hearing digparaging comments made about women
by faculty morefrequently.

During aninterview awomanclinical scientist de-
scribed anincident of gender stereotyping through
actions, if not words.

I’ ve heard stories even recently
[about] women [on the] tenure
track, good researchers, good
people, having peopleleavethings
like Good Housekeeping maga-
zinesintheir mailboxesat work,
likeyou should really be at home
doingthis.

Discrimination. Therewerenogender differences
inthereported rates of job-related discrimination
experienced at UM withinthelast fiveyearsdue
tosexud orientation, physica disability, or rdigious
affiliation. Acrosstracks, menfaculty reported a
higher instance of racia/ethnic discrimination, and
women faculty reported ahigher instance of gen-
der discrimination (Table554). Ten percent of men
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faculty and 4% of women reported experiencing
racial/ethnic discrimination. (It should be noted,
however, that among the survey respondents, 19%
of the men scientistsand engineersacrosstracks
werefaculty of color, compared to 13% of women
scientistsand engineers. Thisdifferenceisthere-
sult of thelarger proportion of faculty of colorin
the sample of men than in the sample of women.)®

Five percent of men and 40% of women reported
gender discrimination (Figure 24). The percent-
age of women scientists and engineers across
tracksat UM reporting gender discriminationin
the past five years (40%) isquite high compared
to another study, which found that 19.4% of women
scientistsin academe had experienced gender dis-
crimination asan obstacle over the courseof their
careers(Sonnert & Holton, 1995, 128).%” Of the

Figure24: Experiences of
Gender Discrimination and
Sexual Har assment by Gender
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sx areaslisted inthe survey inwhich discrimina
tory behavior may affect acareer (hiring, promo-

% Among the survey respondents, 24% of men and 13%
of women scientists and engineers on the instructional
track werefaculty of color, aswere 25% of men and 16%
of women scientists and engineers on the research track,
and 4% of men and 11% of women scientistson theclini-
cal track.

87 Among women scientists who had decided to leave
science interviewed by Sonnert and Holton the rate of
reported gender discrimination was 38.5%

tion, salary, space and other resources, accessto
administrative staff, graduate student or resident/
fellow assgnments), women faculty reported sig-
nificantly higher instancesof gender discrimination
ineach areaexcept hiring (Table55b). Over 10%
of women faculty reported gender discrimination
inaccessto adminidtrativestaff. Between 15-20%
of women faculty reported experiencing gender dis-
crimination in promotion and the distribution of
space and other resources. A full 38% percent of
women faculty reported gender discriminationin
theareaof saary.

During theinterviewsand focusgroup, womenre-
search and clinical faculty reported instances of
overt gender discrimination, such asthefollowing
Situation described by aclinical woman scientist,

[1]t' ssaidinmy department—one
person said it to me directly—
‘Well, therewill never beawomen
chair inthisdepartment. I’ll make
sure!’

However, women scientists and engineersmore
commonly described subtle casesof gender dis-
crimination, which aredifficult tolabe. A woman
research scientist recalled,

Now my salary isextremely low
and I’ ve been fighting for quite
awhileto get my salary increased.
| think my salary isthelowestin
theentire[unit]. Now isit because
| amawoman?Or, you know, is
it because I’ve been there the
shortest amount of time? And
these are questions that | think
would bevery difficult to pin any-
body down and say well, you
know it's because I’m awoman
or whatever.

Sexual harassment. Across tracks, 16% of
women scientistsand engineers, and 5% of their

-62-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

mal e counterpartsreported experiencing unwanted
and uninvited sexud attention (sexud teasing, jokes,
remarksor questions, unwanted pressurefor dates,
unwanted letters, phone calls, email; unwanted
touching, leaning over, cornering, pinching; un-
wanted pressurefor sexua favors; stalking; rape
or assault) at UM duringthelast fiveyears(Figure
24, seep.62, Table56). Thefiveyear rateof un-
wanted sexual attention reported by women sci-
ence and engineering faculty acrosstracksat UM
issomewhat higher than similar faculty surveys,
where sexual harassment rates of 11-15% were
reported over the course of acareer (Dey, Korn
& Sax 1996; Sonnert & Holton 1995; seethe sec-
tion onthetenuretrack analysesfor afuller dis-
cussion of possiblereasonsfor this). Significantly
morewomen than men faculty reported experienc-
ing sexua harassment themsalves, and knowing of
other faculty who experienced such behavior.
Twenty-two percent of men faculty and 33% per-
cent of women faculty reported knowing at |east
one person who has experienced sexual harass-
ment at UM withinthelast fiveyears.

Departmental Climate: Of the nine scales as-
sessing unit/department climate, thereweresignifi-
cant gender differencesonfour. Therewereno
gender differenceson thethree scalesrating the
department chair (asfair, asableto create apos-
tive environment, and ascommitted to ethnic/ra-
cia diversity); analysesof the scholarly isolation
and positive environment scaleslikewiseresulted
in no significant gender differences (Table 57).
Compared to their mal e counterparts, women sci-
entistsand engineersacrosstracksrated their de-
partmentssignificantly lower on tolerant environ-
ment and gender egditarian amogphere (itemssuch
as"theenvironment promotes adequate collegia
opportunitiesfor women,” and “women are ap-
propriately represented in senior positions;” Fig-
ure25). Women faculty acrosstracksrated their
departmentssgnificantly higher onfdt surveillance
(e.g.,”I constantly feel under scrutiny by my col-
leagues,” and “| haveto work harder than my col-
leaguesin order to be perceived asalegitimate
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Figure 25: Diwversity and
Gender Egalitarianism by Gender
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scholar”), and tokenism (e.g., “ my colleaguesex-
pect meto represent the point of view of my race/
ethnicity,” and“my colleaguesexpect metorepre-
sent the point of view of my gender;” Figure 26).

Figure 26: Experiences of
Tokenism and Sur veillance
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abMatching symbolsidentify groupsthat differ from
each other statistically significantly, p<.05.

Dothe Gender Differencesin Climate
Matter?

Aswiththeanaysesfor thetenure track, wecon-
sider herewhether the differenceswehavefound
intheclimate asexperienced by women scientists
really “matter.” First we consider whether they
arelargeor small. Oneway to decidemight beto
look not just at the middle of the distribution, but
at thefull range of scores. Thetwo distributionsdo
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overlgp substantially, with membersof both groups
scoring near thetop of the scale, though the scores
for womeninclude scorescloser to the bottom than
the scoresfor men (thelowest maleratingis1.79,
whilethelowest femaleratingis1.24). What this
suggestsisthat there are some women scientists
and engineerswho experiencetheclimateaspos-
tively asthe most positive men. But therearefew
men scientistsand engineerswho experiencethe
climate asnegatively asthe most negativewomen.
Andthereare morewomen than men who expei-
enceit negdively.

Anacther way of getting a thisistolook a themiddle
of thedistributionsin absoluteterms. Themiddle
(both mean and median) rating of the climatefor
women scientistsand engineersisclosesttoa3on
the5 point scale, whiletheaveragerating for both
men scientistsand engineersand women socid sci-
entistsis closest to a4 (Figure 27). There are
somewomen scientistsand engineerswho rated
theclimateat or above 4 (about 21%), but almost
twice as many men did (37%). And some men
scientistsand engineersrated the climate at or be-
low 3 (about 12 %), but nearly threetimesasmany
women scientistsand engineersdid (33%). Sothe
distributionsof ratingsdo overlap, but they area o
quitedifferent. Onthebasisof thesefindings, we
believeit isreasonableto concludethat thediffer-
enceinfelt climate between women and men sci-
entistsand engineersissubstantial.

Figure 27: Distribution of
100 - Climate Ratings by Gender
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The second approach to eva uating theimportance
of theseratingsisto examinethe correlatesof cli-
mate ratings. We have seen that for women and
men scientists and engineers and women social
scientistson thetenure track, and for faculty on
each of threetracks, theclimateindicatorsaresig-
nificantly correlated with overall satisfactionwith
UM position. Isthesametruefor menandwomen
faculty acrossthetracks? We calculated correla-
tionsto seeif theclimateindicator variables, the
other departmenta experiencesvariables, and per-
sonal and position variableswererelated to over-
all satisfaction with UM position for men and
women faculty. Wefound that for faculty of both
genderstheclimateindicatorsand departmentad ex-
periencesvariableswere highly correlated with
overal job satisfaction. Incomparisontothecli-
mate and departmental experiencesvariables, the
personal, position and household characterigticsin-
dicatorswerenot strongly correlated with overall
job satisfaction.

Institutional and Departmental Climate Rat-
ings: With theexception of scholarly isolation, the
other departmenta climateindicators(postiveen-
vironment, tolerant environment, gender egalitar-
ian atmosphere, felt survelllance, ratingsof thede-
partment chair) werehighly correlated with overdl
jobsatisfactionfor scientistsand engineersof both
genders(Table58). Of theinstitutional climate
indicators(stereotyping, discrimination and harass-
ment), gender discrimination, gender stereotyping
and sexua harassment weresignificantly negetively
correlated with overal job satisfaction for women
scientistsand engineersacrosstracks, whileonly
sexud harassment was s gnificantly negatively cor-
related with satisfaction for the men.

Departmental Experiences Indicators. The
career sdtisfactions, influence over educationa de-
cisions, influence over unit resources, and effort/
satisfaction with resources scaleswereall highly
corrdaedwith overdl job satisfactionfor both men
and women scientistsand engineersacrosstracks
(Table59). Sdf-rated productivity wassgnificantly
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correlated with overall job satisfaction for the
women, but not for the men, while committee ser-
vicewassignificant for men but not women. The
number of areasof non-mentoring wasnegatively
correlated with job satisfaction for both menand
women scientistsand engineers, number of male
mentorsat UM and number of mentorsinthesame
UM department wassignificantly positively corre-
lated with job satisfaction for thewomen.

Personal and Position I ndicatorsand House-
hold Characteristics. Incontrast to the climate
indicators, persond, position, and household indi-
catorslargey werenot significantly corrdated with
overall job satisfaction (Table 60). Noneof the
variableswassgnificantly correlated with satisfac-
tion for women scientistsand engineers. For the
men, being of non-whiteethnicity wasnegatively
correlated with overall job satisfaction, and years
sincePh.D. and rank were positively correlated.

Do These Bad Experiences Cumulate?
Using two questionsthat wererated for “the past
fiveyears,” gender discrimination and harassment,
we cal cul ated independent sampl est-teststo ex-
aminewhether reportsof discrimination or harass-
ment could “predict” current satisfaction and cli-
mate ratingsfor men and women faculty. Results
fromthiskind of investigation during phase one of
thedataanays sindicated that for thethreetenure
track groups (women scientistsand engineers, men
scientistsand engineers, and women socia scien-
tists) experiences of harassment and discrimina-
tion wererelated to satisfaction and climaterat-
ings. Thosewho had experienced gender discrimi-
nation or sexua harassment werelesssatisfied with
their UM position, and reported more negativecli-
mate ratings, than thosetenure track faculty who
had not experienced discrimination or harassment
(Tables18and 19). Testsby track yielded smilar
results(Tables40and 41).

Women and men science and engineering faculty
who had experienced sexud harassment rated their
overdl job satisfaction sgnificantly lower thanfac-
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ulty who had not experienced sexua harassment
(Table6l). Likewise, menand women scientists
and engineerswho had experienced gender dis-
criminationratedtheir overall job satisfactionlower
than faculty who had not experienced gender dis-
crimination; for women faculty thisdifferencewas
satisticaly significant (Table 62). Thosewho had
experienced harassment and discrimination re-
ported achillier climate. Menwho experienced
sexud harassment reported ahigher frequency of
gender and racia stereotyping, and gave lower
ratingsfor tolerant environment and gender egali-
tarian atmosphere (Table 61). Womenwho were
harassed reported a higher frequency of gender
andracia sereotyping, gavelower ratingson pos-
tiveenvironment, gender egditarian atmosphere,
and higher ratingson felt surveillance and token-
ism. Menwho experienced gender discrimination
reported higher levelsof felt surveillance, and to-
kenism (Table62). WWomen who experienced gen-
der discrimination reported amore negativecli-
mate on all indicatorsexcept racia stereotyping
and chair createsapositive environment.

Based on thisevidenceit seemsthat bad experi-
encesmay, infact, cumulate. Therefore, it would
beinthebest interest of faculty and the University
towork to prevent the occurrence of negativein-
cidents, and minimize their impact on faculty
through implementation of clear policiesand pro-
cedurestorapidly addressthedifficultieswomen
scientistsand engineersexperience.

Analysisof theQualitative Data From
FocusGroupsand I nterviews

We held afocus group with women primary re-
search scientistsand engineers, attended by six
faculty, and interviewed three additional women
research scientistsand engineers. Unfortunately,
dueto scheduling conflicts, wewere unableto ar-
range afocusgroup for women clinical track sci-
entigts. Instead, wescheduledindividud interviews
with clinical faculty who wereinterested. Three
interviewswere completed with women faculty on
theclinical track.
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At thefocusgroup and theindividua interviews,
we asked participantsthe same seriesof questions
regarding theclimate survey that we asked theten-
ure track faculty. Weinvited themtoidentify par-
ticular questionsfromthesurvey that seemed valu-
ablefor understanding the situation of women sci-
entistsand engineersat UM, aswell asmideading
guestions, or topics that should have been ad-
dressed on the survey, but werenot. Participants
were a so asked to describerecruitment and hiring
intheir departments (an issuenot covered onthe
survey), possible reasonsthat faculty chooseto
leave UM, and thetypes of interventionsor poli-
ciesthat may improvethe campusclimate. Re-
search and clinical faculty felt that thewording of
certainitemsonthe UM Survey of Academic Cli-
mateandActivities, particularly intheteaching sec-
tion, were directed moretoward tenuretrack fac-
ulty, but felt theitemsaddressing institutional and
departmentd climatewerebeneficia and applicable
acrossthetracks.

In addition to the questions outlined above, we
asked research and clinical faculty toidentify is-
suesthat might be particular totheir tracks, includ-
ing themaj or benefitsand drawbacks of being e -
ther research or clinical faculty. Overwhelmingly,
women research and clinical faculty believed that
by not being onthetenure track, they weregain-
ingflexibility at thecost of prestigeand/or security.
Thewomenwetaked to also agreed that ahierar-
chy of faculty tracks exists at the University of
Michigan, privileging thetenure track over theother
twotracks. Evenamongwomenwho werepleased
withtheir decisionto pursue, and persevere, ina
faculty position ontheresearch or clinical track at
UM, therewaswidespread concern that women,
morethan men, were pushed off, or steered away
fromthetenure track ontotheresearch or clinica
tracks.

Benefitsof non-tenuretrack: When asked why
they pursued aresearch or clinical track position
at UM, thevast mgjority of thewomen wetalked
with stated that thesetracks, morethan thetenure

track, afforded them flexibility inbalancing work
andfamily, or pursing their professional interests.
Severd women mentioned thedesireto stay inthe
areabecause of family ties, or having apartner/
spousewhowasemployedinAnnArbor. Others,
likethisfocusgroup participant, pursued aresearch
track position becauseit alowed moreflexibility
to achieve abalance between work and family.

| had young children and it gave
meflexibility. Youknow, itwasn't
atenuretrack pogtionthat wasgo-
ing to demand so much of me. It
wasvery, very toughtonot beable
tosay, “My kidissick today. Ei-
ther | am going to beworking at
home or I’m not going to work’

or whatever.... That wasimpor-
tanttome. So, | waswillingtodo
flex without afull-timepositiona
lot of thetime, or accept alower
salary, because | aways knew |

wastrading off onflexibility.

A womanclinica scientist aso pokeof flexibility
and the need to balance work and family.

| think most women arelooking at
their careersin medicineand say-
ing, ‘I’mnot surel want thetriple
threat of trying to get research
grants, do my research, do my
teaching, domy clinical careand
dill haveafamily andalife” So, |
think women arechoosing-- many
women are choosing--clinical
track. 1 would never havechosen
atenure-track job at auniversity
likethisfor my career.

Thebenefits of being affiliated withamajor re-
search ingtitution led several of the women to
choosetheresearchor clinical track at UM over
industry or private practice. A woman research
scientist commented,
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I’'minafunit] that isavery presti-
giousingituteand so being part of
that [unit] whether it isapart of
the University of Michigan or
somewhereelsedoesn't matter.....

acted with have at least mademe
feel respect, so | haveto believe
that at |east some peopleare hav-
ingasimilar experience.

[T]herearefaculty inall kinds of
disciplinesdoing[smilar] research
so there's a great advantage to
being thereasoneof ateamwhere
you havedl thesefaculty who have
some other take on the areathat
you areworkingin. And sothere
isgreat advantageto being there.

Another clinical scientist reported that while she
findsher work rewarding, othersdo not give her
therespect shedeserves, subscribinginsteadtoa
hierarchy among thefaculty tracksthat placesten-
uretrack faculty at thetop.

| actually am happy that | am not
abasic scientist. | never had any
intention of being one. | liketeach-
ing, and | likemedica sudentsand
| likeresdents. Sofor methedlini-
cal track is perfect. | just wish

A research scientist suggested that aposition as
research faculty at UM could be astepping-stone
to atenure-track position elsewhere.

| think it sthe chanceto befaculty
statustowriteyour first grant. At
least inthe basic scienceand re-
search sciencethat I'min. That
was the advantage to it coming
right out of your post-doc.... You
didn’t fed that you had the chance

therewasn’t that undercurrent of,
‘well if youwere good you' d be
tenuretrack,” becauseitisvery
pervasive. It's not outwardly
stated, but it's always there. |
don’t know if that’struein other
departmentsbut it sdefinitely true

in[my department].

to go straight to an assistant pro-
fessor job, a tenure track job
whereyoudidn'tfed likeyouwere
truly asmarketable asyou could
be, because assistant professor
jobsarevery difficult to get.

Drawbacks: A lack of respect, and being treated
as“second classcitizens’ or “not red faculty” were
frequently mentioned as disadvantagesto holding
aresearch or clinical faculty position. A clinical
scientist reported,

A coupleof women clinical scientistsdescribed
how theclinicd track fit their professond interests
better than an tenure track appointment.

I’'veheardfairly significant people
intheingitutionsay, ‘Well, theonly
reason you' d want to beaclini-
clanhereissoyou can benefit from
the prestige of the tenure track

people.

My chair cametomeand said, ‘|
want you to beonthetenuretrack
andtoget researchmoney.’ | sad,
‘No, that’snot ajob | want.” ...|
want to do exactly what | am do-
ing and exactly what I’ ve done.
And| fed likel’ vebeen respected.
And maybe’ve been lucky that
the colleaguesthat | haveinter-

During afocus group, aresearch scientist com-
mented,

... [W]esort of buy into the cul-

turehereand, therearetimeswhen
| feel likewdl, maybel’mnot le-
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gitimate, because none of them
think I am, somaybel’ mnot.”

Thiscomment caused another research scientist to
wonder if women morethan menwerewilling to
tolerate asecond-class status.

My husband isin the same exact
position that | am... But it's
funny—for him it has finally
reached the breaking point. He
just can’'t stand it anymore. He
says he's leaving because he's
tired of feding likeasecond-class
ctizenand| just wonder how many
moretimes-if it sawomaninthat
position, if she' smoreaccommo-
dating, morewillingto dedl, than
themen.

Resear ch and Clinical Tracks:
AlternativestotheTenureTrack for Women?
Several research and clinical faculty expressed
concernthat womenwerebeing pushed away from
thetenuretrack ontotheresearch or clinica tracks.
Oneclinical scientist recounted how she sought a
tenuretrack position, but ended up ontheclinica
track.

[E]venthough| asked tobeona
tenuretrack, they said nonewere
available, sol didn’t havetheop-
tion of being atenure track fac-

ulty.

Another clinical scientist was steered toward the
clinical track by her advisor.

When | took thisjob | actually
caled my charman and saidthey
areofferingmeajob, butit'snota
tenure-track job, and what doyou
think? And he said * You know
tenureiskind of really going out
of fashion, andit’sprobably going

to be dead in the next ten or fif-
teen years, and it’s not areason
not to take ajob.” But | think in
thisingtitution, thetenure-track is
consderedthered [scientists] and
theclinica track islike, well, they
couldn’t cutit sothey areonthe
clinica track.

Severd dinica faculty mentionedthet they flt more
men were on thetenure track, and morewomen
wereontheclinica track. Accordingtooneclini-
cd scienti,

When | ook at our department,
we only have one... | can only
think of, at themoment, I’ d have
to verify it, onewoman ontheten-
uretrack. Therestaremen. And
thedinicd trackismostly women.
Tomeit would beinteresting to
seethe statisticsin other depart-
ments if that's the same thing.
Women are being directed away
fromthered scholarly sdeinmedi-
cne.

Another clinica scientist stated,

And | think most women...are
now coming...ontheclinica track
and aclinical track status means
that you’ reasecond-classcitizen.
Thenmost of our women are not
cominginonthemost prestigious
track.

Based on data we received from the Provost’s
Officeand the Officeof Budget and Planning, there
aremore menthanwomenon al of thetracks, at
least in the schools and colleges we surveyed.
However, theratio of womento men scientistsis
twiceashighfor theresearch track (31% women)
andthreetimesashighfor theclinica track (45%
women at or abovetherank of assistant clinical
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professor) asfor thetenure track (15% women at
therank of ass stant professor or aboveinscience
fields, seeFigure 28). Thispatterndoesnot hold
for the Collegeof Engineering, which doesnot have
aclinica track, andinwhichthe primary research
track and tenure tracks are about equally male
(89% on the tenure track and 92.1% on the pri-
mary researchtrack). Examination of theremain-
ing collegessuggeststhat thispatternisparticularly
prominent in Medicine, wherethetenuretrack is
82% mde, theresearch track is60% and theclini-
cal track is56.6%. In LSA thetenuretrack is
88% male scientists, and the research track is
73.8% mdescientigts(thedlinicd track isnot avall-
able).

Figure 28: Percent Females and Males

by Track
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60 -
40 —
20
0 -

clinicd track researchtrack tenuretrack

Track Difficulties. Researchand clinical faculty
reported frustration with thelack of concretein-
formation regarding their tracksat both the depart-
ment and University leve, particularly with respect
to criteriafor promotion. To counteract this, fac-
ulty recommended moretransparency inpolicies
and proceduresregarding progressioninrank on
theresearchand clinical tracks, including the pub-
lishing of University, school/college, and depart-
ment handbooksfor research and clinical faculty.
Oneclinical scientist explained theuncertainty of
her positioninthefollowing manner,
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| think that theclinical track...is
dtill anevolving thing. You know,
itdidn'tevenredly existlargdy 15
yearsago, 20yearsago... [M]ost
of theclinicd faculty aretryingto
figure out what we are expected
todofor promotion purposesand
wherewe stand in the culture of
our departmentsand inthehierar-
chy of our departments.

Inadditiontothelack of informationregarding pro-
gressoninrank ontheir track, research and clini-
cd faculty pointed to other waysinwhichther pro-
fessional development isstifled. Clinical faculty
expressed frustration with the constant pressureto
bring in more patient revenue at the expense of
time spent teaching, whileresearch faculty pointed
tothelimitationsimposed by thetitlesgiventofac-
ulty ontheresearch track.

Teaching. Onthesurvey, faculty acrosstracks
listed being val ued asateacher and mentor by stu-
dentsastwo of the most satisfying aspectsof their
professional development (seep. 48). Interview
and focusgroup datasupport thisfinding. Clinica
and research faculty suggested that being part of
theteaching mission of the University wasone of
thereasonsthey chose afaculty position at UM
over apogtioninindudtry or privatepractice. How-
ever, research faculty felt that their teaching was
not valued by colleagues, or in thereward struc-
turefor theresearch track (seepp. 48-50). Clini-
cal faculty al so spoke of the day-to-day disincen-
tivesfor teaching. Many commented on the pres-
sureto bring in more patient revenue, often at the
expenseof teaching. Oneclinical scientist said,

Your emphasisissupposed to be
taking care of patients and aso
timeteaching and | think now we
have these productivity targets.
how many patients, how much
money you generate.
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Other clinica scientistsexplained how lack of time
and the pressureto report morebillable hourskept
them from one of the most rewarding aspects of
their careers.

Thedepartment chairsaretrying
to meet their bottom line saying,
‘No, | want my faculty to get
grantsand to see patientsbecause
teaching doesn’t pay.’ ...l think
clinical faculty loveteaching and
wewanttodoit. What wedon’t
wantisto haveour chair say, ‘ You
can’t do it because you have to
doclinic.” Andthat’swhat'shap-
pening to some people.

Thereisadisincentiveto do that
[teach], because it takes alot of
time. Andit'sfunandtherearelot
of intrinsic rewards, therereally
are, but whenyou arestretchedin
twenty-seven different ways, the
intringc rewardsjust go away.

Onedlinical scientist concludedthat if the pressure
to makemoney at the expense of teaching contin-
ues, scientistswill start to choose private practice
over theclinical track.

| just wroteabook, with the other
resdents. Youknow, havingtime
to do that and think, well, in ten
years...maybel could look back
and say maybe | contributed to
something here and to the next
generaionof physcians. Butif thet
kind of stuff gets pushed away,
then thereason to bein academ-
icswill fadeandalot of faculty are
asking that question now. ... |
know severd faculty saying, ‘Well,
| could dothisin private practice
withlessoverhead, lessstress. |
could control my hours.’

Title. During thefocusgroup meetingsand inter-
views, research scientistsand engineersoften com-
mented on how limiting thetitlesfor research fac-
ulty were. Thetitlesfor thistrack—e.g., “research
investigator,” “ assstant research scientit” —arenot
titlesthat mean anything outside of the University
of Michigan, they suggested. Without theword
“professor” intheir title, research scientistsre-
counted how they were often mistaken for research
assistantsor graduate studentsinstead of faculty.
Thevaguetitle also put them at a disadvantage
when applyingfor nationa grants. Inthewordsof
oneresearch scientis,

Wehaveto do morework to com-
pete to make our salary on the
basisof grant money, and yet we
aresaddledwithatitlethatisamor-
phous.... Why can’t we be “re-
search assistant professor,” “re-
search associate professor” so at
least it would be clear what the
levelsare. It'sahugeproblem|
think. Infact, if you aregoing to
ask people why they have left
Michigan, the research track
peoplethat | know haveleft Michi-
gan haveleft for the graduate stu-
dent issueandfor thetitleissue,
becauseitistoo hardtodistinguish
what you are. Outsideof Michi-
gan that title means nothing. So,
that’'samgor issug, | think, for all
researchfaculty.

Another research scientist added,

Whenwesend inan NIH grant,
we are competing against people
who are assistant professorsand
associate professors. And when
yOou put assistant research scien-
tist on there, there’'s no way for
someoneoutsdeof theUniversty
of Michigan to have any ideaof
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what level of proficiency that
meansfor you.

Conclusionsand Suggestions
Resultsfromthetrack by gender analysespoint to
theimportanceof track inthelivesof University of
Michigan science and engineering faculty across
tracks. Tenure track faculty seem to be
advantagedinavariety of areas, with bothresearch
track and dinicd track faculty fedinginmany ways
like second-classcitizens. Researchtrack faculty
findtheambiguitiesaroundther title, teachingroles
and accessto resources (particularly onarriva and
inrenegotiating their contracts) particularly diffi-
cult. Clinicd track faculty strugglemorewiththeir
senseof lesser productivity and status. Thereare
signsthat both groupsare more alienated fromthe
ingtitution and itsmission than tenuretrack faculty.
Perhapsmost troubling, thereissomeevidencethat
both theresearch and clinical tracksarelower sta-
tusand, except in Engineering, track alternatives
that are more open to women than isthe tenure
track.

Resultsof theseandysesa so suggest that inmany
waysgender playsavery smilar roleinthelivesof
women scientists and engineers, regardless of
track. While some gender differences seem to
pertainonly totenure track faculty (e.g., thelack
of mentoring), most others(e.g., service burdens
and morenegativeclimate) arequitesmilar across
all tracks.

Dothefindingsfromthetrack by gender analyses
suggest that the gender difference model best
describesthe differencesin career experiences
between women and men scientistsand engineers?
Aswiththetenuretrack faculty, in most casesthey
donot. Theresultsshow that in many areas per-
taining to career patternsand satisfactions, women
and men science and engineering faculty at UM
arevery smilar. They areadsosmilar intermsof
therel ationship between climate and satisfaction.
In one area, household composition, thefact that
women scientigsand engineersaremorelikely than
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men scientistisand engineersto be membersof two-
career households, or solo households, makespro-
fessond/persond issuesmoreimportant for women
scientistsand engineers,

Resultsof these analyses a so suggest that women
scientistsand engineers acrosstracks experience
amore negativework environment than do men
scientisisand engineers. Theseresultstend to sup-
port the deficits in the science environment
modd.

Aswiththetenure track data, data acrosstracks
are compatiblewith the accumulation of advan-
tages and disadvantages model. Thereis evi-
dencethat past gender discrimination and sexual
harassment relate to faculty’scurrent satisfaction
with position at UM and eva uation of workplace
climate. Theseresultssuggest that interrupting or
preventing early experiencesof disadvantage may
have along-term payoff inwomen scientists and
engineers subsequent morae.
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IMPLICATIONSOF FINDINGS

Firgt, wehopethat findingsfrom our analyseswill
guideeffortstoimprovetherecruitment, and par-
ticularly theretention, of tenuretrack women sci-
entistsand engineersat the University of Michi-
gan. Webdlievetheseandysespoint toward some
particular problemsthat tenuretrack women sci-
entistsand engineershereare havingintheareas
of thework-family interface, negotiation of con-
tracts, mentoring, service, and climate. Stepsthat
seem most closdly related to our findingsinclude:

Wor k-family interface:
« ensuring that exigting policiesthat are” family-
friendly” arewiddy-known by adminidrators,
faculty and search committees;

« improving the “family-friendliness’ of the
science and engineering departmentsand the
university moregenerdly, including by:

« providing more assistance in securing
quality child care, including childcare
fadlities,

« scheduling all regular meetingsduring
normal working hours.

Negotiation of contracts:

« ensuring that equitable offers, counter-offers
and contract agreementsare made; thismay
requiresystematic monitoring of equity aswell
asadoption of moretransparent, universdistic
proceduresfor negotiating terms of faculty
appointments(e.g., sharingwith candidatesa
list of potential areas of negotiation, and
discussion of afair package of elements).

Mentoring:
« increasing commitment to and understanding
of mentoring among chairsand senior faculty
leaders,

« increasing ingtitutional mentoring activities
(informational meetings, distribution and
advertising of policies, opportunities for

networking, etc.), partly as a method for
increasing awareness of the importance of
mentoring among theyounger faculty;

« creating formal and informal mentoring
programsaimed at tenure-track faculty; these
may include programsaimed at within and
across-fidd mentoring;

« recognizing that mentoring has both on-
campusdements(e.g., departmenta culture,
college rules, etc.) and off-campus
professiona elements(e.g., contactswithand
learning from senior colleaguesin one' sown
fiedldwherever they are), and providing travel
and other kindsof discretionary funds so that
women caninvitesenior colleaguesto campus,
or travel to meet with them on other
campuses, spending timeintheir labs, and
meeting them at conferences.

Service:

« increasng awarenessof thecrucid difference
between “ participation” in committeework,
and* power” in setting department policy; for
women scientistsand engineers, theformer is
availabletoo much, whilethelatter isoffered
toolittle;

« limiting routine service demands on women
science and engineering faculty (avoiding
assgning womento committeesinwhichthey
havelittleinterest or expertise);

« providingwomen scientistsand engineerswith
more opportunitiesto lead;

« increasing “critical mass’ of women science
and engineering faculty by recruiting and
retaining morewomen scientigsand enginears;
note that demand from students requires
roughly equd representation of womenamong
faculty asin student body.
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Climate:

« ensuring that departmentsand collegeshave
clear and transparent policiesand procedures
that minimize the likelihood of negative
experiences,

improvingtraining, selection and accountability
of chairs(and senior faculty leaders) inareas
of mentoring, problem-solving, fair and
judicious procedures and practices, and
conflict-resolution;

having departments engage in systematic
evaluation of their own climates, and take
activestepsto addresstheir negativefestures;

creating new mechanisms for addressing
conflictsor difficultieswomen scientistsand
engineers face at the departmenta level.
Current procedures do not work adequately
to address incidents of harassment,
discrimination and unfair treatment; these
mechanismsneedto providean dternativetha
actually resolves conflicts rather than
exacerbating them (as existing formal
mechanismsare perceived to do);

altering degree of male dominance in
departments, a demographic pattern that
increasesthe likelihood of discrimination,
harassment and negativeclimate, by recruiting
and retaining more women science and
engineering faculty.

Itisclear that women faculty ontheresearchand
clinica trackshave some of these sameproblems,
aswell assomeothers. We notethat the Office of
theVice President for Research hasalready been
engaged in arange of effortsto address some of
theissuesnoted in thisreport for research track
faculty. For example, a“senior” track hasbeen
created, in the hope that this might improvethe
prestigeof at least that track. Within our sample,
only 12 faculty had a“ senior researcher” titleas
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their primary appointment, so wewere unableto
evauatetheefficacy of thiseffort. Wenotesome
other areas that were suggested by our
respondentsthat seem promising:

Research track:
» consideration of achangeinthetitlesfrom
“research scientist” to* research professor”;

« congderation of equitablearrangementsfor
research faculty to teach and participatein
governance in their various appointment
homes,

consideration of improved recognition for
faculty onthistrack;

« increased support to research faculty for
their research activities.

Clinical track:
« consideration of waysto support scholarly
productivity for faculty onthistrack, given
counter-pressuresto bill hours,

» consideration of waysto support and rec-
ognizeteaching by faculty onthistrack;

» consideration of improved recognition for
faculty generaly onthistrack.

Findlly, the pattern (except for the College of En-
gineering) of finding ahigher proportion of women
on the research and clinical tracksthan on the
tenuretrack isdisturbing. We recommend that
the possibility be examined that thesetracksare
actually being used asaternativesto the tenure
track, particularly for women. Meanwhile, given
thehigher rate of women onthesetracksthanon
thetenuretrack (except in Engineering), we sug-
gest that women scientistsand engineersonthese
tracks be offered some opportunity to moveonto
the tenure track, through aformal review pro-
Cess.
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A study likethisonecanonly beabeginning. This
study examined many important aspects of the
work lives of women scientistsand engineersat
oneuniversity. We need comparable datafrom
other universities, and many other featuresof sci-
entists' and engineers’ work livesalso needto be
studied here and elsewhere: tenure and promo-
tion processesand rates, atrition withinand across
fields, sdlary equity, equity inthealocation of space
and other research resources; and so on. We be-
lievethat the best ingtitutiona strategy for improv-
ing theacademicwork environment for women sci-
entistssand engineers—asfor al faculty—isto cre-
ateand maintain systematic proceduresfor assess-
ing that environment and acting on those assess-
ments.

NSF sADVANCE program providesuswith cru-
cial resourcesto implement some of the sugges-
tionsoutlined here, but it will takeagreat deal of
collaboration and commitment from many faculty
and administrativeleadersto put those and other
resourcesto effectiveuse. If wesucceedindoing
50, thisstudy will have serveditspurpose—to pro-
vide a baseline against which to measure the
institution’sfuture success at improving gender
equity among scienceand engineering faculty at the
Univergty of Michigan.
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Tables

Note: Table 1 appearsin the text.
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Table2: Professional History

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
Mean sd mean sd mean sd
Age 46.52° 8.44 49.19* 11.11 4640 9.32
Time since highest degree* 3.54* 159 423% 224 321 190
Time since first UM appointment* 2.57% 150 3.19% 210 221 1.64
percentage percentage percentage
Hired in last ten years 552 43 69°
Joint appointment 21 17 26
Appointment in small college 317 16° 28
Full professor rank 30° 552 38
Associate professor rank 36° 17° 33
Assistant professor rank 34 28 29
*1=1995-2001; 2=1990-1994, 3=1985-1989; 4=1980-1984; 5=1975-1979; 6=1970-1974;
7=1965-1969; 8=1960-1964.
& Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p < .05
Table 3: Household and Partner Employment Char acteristics (Per centages)
women men women
scientistsy  scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
Household Composition: (N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
Single (no partner nor children) 3 @ 9
Children, no partner 1 4
Partner and children 84 64
Partner, no children 11 23
Partner Employment: (N=110) (N=99) (N=64)
Partner works fulltime 41 @ 79
If partner employed at UM (N=52), employed as faculty 44 68
Considered leaving UM to improve partner’s career 34 59

®Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p < .05
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Table4a: Career Satisfaction

Tenure track faculty

(N=312)
mean sd

Highest Rated Items*

Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by students 4.50 .86

Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 4.19 1.05

Sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline 3.96 1.07

Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 3.82 1.29

Middle Rated Items*

Ability to attract students to work with 3.71 1.27

Level of funding for research or creative efforts 3.62 1.28

Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of unit/dept 3.51 1.29

Level of intellectua stimulation in day-to-day contacts with

faculty colleagues 3.49 1.38

L owest Rated Items*

Amount of socia interaction with members of unit/department 3.47 1.37

Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or creativity by

members of unit/department 3.40 1.38

Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM colleagues 3.16 1.30

Balance between professional and personal life 2.99 1.33

*Scores on all items ranged from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).

Table4b: Career Satisfactions Scale and Item Ratings by Tenure Track Group

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean s mean s mean <
Career satisfactions (total scale) 3.53 75 374 .82 3.72 .65
Individual items:
Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by students 452 86 435 099 464 0.65
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 4,17 106 411 107 432 100
Sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline | 3.87 1.09 3.96 111 412 098
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 3.77 131 3.95 126 3.77 1.29
Ability to attract studentsto work with 378 124 3.46 136 3.92 1.16
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 3.49 131 384 115 360 136
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of unit/dept 3.38 134 364 128 360 118
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts with
faculty colleagues 344 144 355 122 351 1.35
Amount of socia interaction with members of unit/department 3.33 140 360 138 357 1.29
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or creativity by
members of unit/department 324 142 3.56 133 351 1.37
Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM colleagues 3.02 124 3.29 130 3.25 1.40
Balance between professional and personal life 2.80% 134 329* 127 295 135

*Scores on al items ranged from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).

®Matching symbolsidentify groups that differ significantly from each other, p<.05.
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Table5: Productivity

women male women
scientisty/ scientisty/ socid
engineers engineers scientists
by Gender/Field Groups: (N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean mean  sd mean
Perception of Own Productivity 7.12 197 732 1.56 7.35 164
Perception of Department’s View of Own 6.03 231 654 1.87 6.05 204
Productivity
assigtant associate full
professor professor professor
by Rank: (N=95) (N=123) (N=90)
mean mean mean
Perception of Own Productivity 654 211 715° 181 771 133
Perception of Department’s View of Own 577 218 590 2.03 6.73%  2.06
Productivity
*Scoreson dl items ranged from 1 to10 (1=much less productive; 10=much more productive).
ab.¢ Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05.
Table6: Recognition
women male women
scientisty/ scientists/ socid
engineers engineers scientists
by Gender/Fied Groups. (N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
percentage percentage percentage
Nominated for teaching award* 26 38 36
Nominated for research award 28 32 39
Nominated for service award 13 14 19
Nominated for clinica award 2 3 0
Nominated for at least one award* 47 60 58
Dept failed to nominate for appropriate award 16 18 9
assigant associate full
professor professor professor
by Rank: (N=95) (N=123) (N=90)
Nominated for teaching award 18%® 42° 33
Nominated for research award 232 26° 43%
Nominated for service award 2% 182 23
Nominated for clinical award 0@ 0 52
Nominated for at least one award 33® 602 63°
Dept failed to nominate for appropriate award 82 14 21°

* Difference not significant when controlling for rank

aPMatching symbols denote statitically significant differences, p< .05
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Table7: Influence over Educational Matter s and Resour ces

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers enigneers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean < mean < mean <
Unit educational decisions (total scale) 2.68 .93 271 91 283 .84
Individual items:
Unit curriculum decisions 282 116 28 126 284 107
Selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows 330 136 345 129 341 117
Selecting new faculty membersto be hired 288 115 299 120 308 093
Determining who gets tenure 213 121 226 130 243 142
Selecting the next unit head 209° 115 201 108 241° 119
Affecting the overal unit climate/culture 268 100 292 116 273 107
Unit resour ces (total scale) 2.33 91 234 92 251 .86
Individual items:
Size of salary increases | receive 184 096 179 094 197 098
Obtaining money for travel to professional meetings 230° 127 255 135 2877 117
Securing the facilities or equipment | need for my research 200 112 297 111 298 095

Scoresfor all items range from 1 to 5 (1=no influence; 5=tremendous influence).

Note: Statistically significant effects on rank (assistant, associate, full) were found for salary, securing equipment, selecting
new faculty members, and tenure decisions. Statistically significant effects for Hired in last 10 years (yes/no) were

found for selecting new faculty, overall influence, and influence over curriculum decisions.

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.

-81-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

Table8: Effortsto Secure and Satisfaction with Resour ces

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ socid
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean S| mean S| mean «
Effortsto securethefollowing resour ces*:
office space 2.36° 143 2.37 147 1628 0.99
research space 3.37 133 3.46 145 3.00 122
computer equipment 2.80% 125 242° 108 246 0.85
lab equipment 3.23 1.29 343 122 277 0.95
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 2.74 1.01 297 105 265 0.97
Satisfaction with the following resour ces**:
office space 3732 137 373 148 414 120
research space 3.32 143 3.09 153 332 127
computer equipment 3532 129 374 122 398 106
lab equipment 351 133 377 123 365 1.06
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 3.40 114 326 104 361 1.02
* Scoreson all items range from 1 to5 (1=no effort; 5=tremendous effort).
** Scoreson all items range from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).
#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
Table 9a: Frequency of Contract Negotiation and Renegotiation Items
women men women
scientists/ scientists/ socid
engineers engineers scientists
(N=65) (N=34) (N=46)
mean sd mean sd mean «
Initial Contract Negotiation (for those hired in last 10 yrs)
Number of items offered by UM 334 242  3.00 255 333 1.93
Number of items bargained for 2.80 265 274 2.88 246 1.99
Number of items promised in offer letter 2.66 2.65 3.03 2.98 2.57 2.24
Total number of items received 451 248  4.29 2.60 4.39 2.15
Contract Renegotiation (N=109) (N=72) (N=58)
Number of items offered by UM 1.29% 157 174 211 216" 209
Number of items bargained for 1.74 1.88  2.00 2.02 2.05 1.83
Number of items received by terms of award 1.02 1.62 1.15 1.66 .86 1.30
Total number of items received 4.06% 352 489 4,01 507° 373

3P Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table9b: Contract Negotiation and Renegotiation Items

Initial Negotiation
(for those hired within last 10 yrs):

Later Renegotiations:

women men women women men women
scientists/  scientists/ socid scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers  enigneers scientists engineers engineers scientists
(N=74) (N=43) (N=50) (N=106) (N=74) (N=60)

Coursereleasetime

Offered by UM 27.7° 20.9 44,02 8.5% 18.9° 31.7°

Asked/bargained for 17.8 18.6 24.0 23.6 17.6 36.7
Lab space

Offered by UM 45,22 25.6" 14.0° 13.2 20.3 5.0

Asked/bargained for 41.1% 326 24.0° 28.3°2 27.0 150°%
Lab equipment

Offered by UM 24.7 25.6 20.0 6.6% 16.2°2 6.7

Asked/bargained for 37.0 37.2 28.0 19.8 284 11.7
Renovation of lab space

Offered by UM 16.42 14.0 2.0% 6.6% 135 0.0

Asked/bargained for 13.7 16.3 6.0 16.0% 20.3 3.3%
Resear ch assistant

Offered by UM 8.2 7.0 6.0 4.7 14 6.7

Asked/bargained for 24.7 14.0 12.0 17.0 17.6 21.7
Clerical/administrative support

Offered by UM 27.4 16.3 14.0 14.2 20.3 13.3

Asked/bargained for 8.2 7.0 2.0 13.2 17.6 11.7
Discretionary funds

Offered by UM 41.1 46.5 52.0 24.5 27.0 333

Asked/bargained for 41.1 44.2 36.0 23.6 24.3 333
Travel funding

Offered by UM 30.1 20.5 26.0 17.92° 31.1° 35.0°

Asked/bargained for 17.8 18.2 26.0 17.9 20.3 23.3
Summer salary

Offered by UM 27.43 25.6 54.0% 9.4% 9.5 25.0°

Asked/bargained for 23.3 9.3 22.0 85¢% 9.5 20.0%
Special bonus

Offered by UM 14 23 2.0 18.9 9.5 18.3

Asked/bargained for 2.7 4.7 0.0 9.4 2.7 3.3
Special timing of tenure clock

Offered by UM 6.8 4.7 10.0 104 4.1 8.3

Asked/bargained for 8.2 116 4.0 14.2 8.1 10.0
Moving expenses

Offered by UM 58.9 60.5 70.0 17.0 18.9 26.7

Asked/bargained for 26.0 25.6 28.0 5.7 10.8 10.0
Housing subsidy

Offered by UM 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 14 0.0

Asked/bargained for 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Child care

Offered by UM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Asked/bargained for 1.4 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 1.7
Partner/Spouse position

Offered by UM 4.1 23 12.0 1.9°2 0.0 8.3

Asked/bargained for 12.3% 9.3 28.0° 5.7 2.7 117

aPMatching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table 10: Teaching

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean sd mean sd mean sd
Typical yearly teaching load in department
Number of undergraduate courses 1.18* 1.18 118 112 1.94% .86
Number of graduate courses 1.44% 115 1.40 1.00 1.74° 74
Number new courses developed in past 5 years 1.77% 174 168 244 369 224
Number of courses released from teaching in past 1.68° 287 1.58 2.62 411* 430
Teaching load winter and fall semesters 2001
Number of undergraduate courses 1.05 2.05 91 1.42 1.49 1.96
Number of graduate courses .96 1.40 1.06 1.33 112 1.27
Number of non-lab courses 1.42* 161 168 164 1.99° 159
Number of lab courses .58 1.37 .28 72 .62 1.71
Number of undergraduate students 42 72 66 108 65 111
Number of graduate students 44 83 44 79 23 25
Official advising
Number of undergraduates 2.10 4.48 1.39 4.18 1.39 3.16
Number of graduate students (masters, PhD,
medical) 3.28% 332 339 383 697° 560
Number of postdocs or residents/fellows 1.50° 216  1.45 2.77 192 54
Number of junior faculty .38° 81 13° 42 67 1.56
& Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.
Table11: Service
women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)
mean sd mean sd mean sd
How many committees do you serve on in a typical 38 24 32* 25 33 1.2
year?
How many committees do you chair in a typical 8 9 8 9 7 4
year?
How important to you is having a department or 32% 13 29* 14 28 1.3

college leadership position?*

*Rated on ascale from 1 to 5 (1=not important; 5=very important).

*Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table 12a: Mentoring

women men women
scientists/ scientists/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)

mean sd mean sd mean sd

Number of areas of no mentoring from anyone 3.21® 258 952 1.68 1.44P 158

Number of mentorsin same UM unit/department 3.03 3.70 5.58 4.02 5.28 4.04

Number of male mentors at UM 1.95% 250 4.05% 293 217 2.20

2P Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.

Table 12b: Percent With No Mentoring in Each Area,

for Assistant Professors Only

Percent who received no mentoring from anyone s::,:lgnrg?stn Y i g‘n?? <9 v;g(r;\;n

in- or outside UM in each of the following areas: engineers engineers cientists

Assistant Professors only (N=46) (N=28) (N=21)

role model 37° 142 38

networking 542 212 52

advancement 37 21 24

publishing 46° 21° 33

department politics 54 32 38

resources 52 322 48

advocacy 50 29 43

bal ancing work/family 70 64 71

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table 13a: Stereotyping, Discrimination and Sexual Harassment I ndicator s

women men women
scientists/ scientist/ social
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)

Ster eotyping* mean s mean « mean sd
Gender stereotyping 192** 75 1522 62 165" .67
Ethnic/religious stereotyping 1.50 .65 141 .70 1.35 .52
Discrimination at UM
in past 5 years percentage percentage percentage
Gender 41.5° 4.0° 35.6
Race/ethnicity** 3.0% 9.0 55
Sexual orientation 22 0.0 14
Physical disability 0.0 0.0 0.0
Religious affiliation 0.0 0.0 14
Sexual harassment at UM
in past 5 years percentage percentage percentage
Individuals reporting sexual
harassment 19.7°2 512 111
Individuals reporting others
reported sexual harassment 38.1° 20.94 28.8

*Scores range from 1(low) to 5 (high) on al variables.

** Note that the percentage of faculty of color is different by group (women scientists 13%; men
scientists 24%; women socia scientists 16%).

PMatching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05.

Table 13b: Gender Discrimination (Percentages)

women men women
scientist/ scientists/ socid
engineers engineers scientists
(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)

Experienced gender discrimination at UM

within past 5 yearsin:

Hiring 7.0% 1.2 0.0%

Promotion 15.7% 0.0% 6.7

Salary 36.0° 1.2°8 36.7

Space/equipment, other resources 19.1° 1.2°2 10.0

Access to administrative staff 11.32 0.0% 10.0

Graduate student or resident/fellow assignments 6.1 12 3.3

#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .
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Table 14: Departmental Climate Scales*

women men women

scientisty/ scientisty/ social

engineers engineers scientists

(N=135) (N=100) (N=73)

mean sd mean sd mean sd

Positive climate 3.14% 0.96 3.52% 0.87 3.45 0.95
Tolerant climate 354 084 3.84° 0.74 3.86° 0.90
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 313*"  0.90 3.84° 0.77 3.62° 0.87
Scholarly isolation 2.75 0.52 2.66 0.51 2.76 0.60
Felt surveillance 2.92 1.05 2.46° 0.92 2.63 0.91
Tokenism 279 119 1.89° 1.23 2.34° 1.19
Department chair asfair 329%° 113 3.68° 0.97 3.74° 1.06
Department chair creates positive environment 315*° 114 355% 1.03 3.76 1.16
Dept chair committed to ethnic/racial diversity 3.54% 121 3.81 1.03 4.39? 1.01

* Scores range from 1(low) to 5 (high) on all items that make up the scales.
abMatching symbolsidentify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05.

Table 15: Institutional and Departmental Climate Ratings—
Correlationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall Satisfaction with UM Position

tenure women
track scientists/engineers
(N=308) (N=135)
Institutional Factors:
Gender stereotyping - 22%x* - 20%**
Ethnic/religious stereotyping -.15* =17
Gender discrimination -.28%** =17
Unwanted sexual attention - 21x** -.21*
Departmental Factors:
Positive climate Hgx** S7x**
Tolerant climate 36% ** Vi
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 38 ** 30% **
Scholarly isolation -.14* -17*
Felt surveillance - 46** -.50***
Race/gender tokenism -.38*** - 20%**
Rating of department chair asfair B2 x* B1xx*
Rating of department chair as B3Fr* B2 x*
ableto create positive
environment

*Dp<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Note: Correlation coefficients indicate the magnitude and direction of the relationship. Thus, the correlation -.22
between gender stereotyping and overall satisfaction indicates that gender stereotyping isrelated to low satisfaction
at amodest level. In contrast, the correlation .59 between positive climate and satisfaction indicates that positive

climate isrelated to high satisfaction at a substantial level.
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Table 16: Departmental Experiences Indicators—
Corrdationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall Satisfaction with UM Postion

tenure women
track scientists'engineers
(N=308) (N=135)
Sgnificant Factorsfor
Women Scientisss'Engineers.
Career stisfactions 70 ** 73 x*
Influence on decisions 34 xxx A3 xxx
Effort to obtain resources -29 *** N
Satisfaction with resources 33 *xx A3 xxx
N areas of non-mentoring =24 xxx =34 rrx
N mentorsin same department A1 28 **
N mae mentorsat UM .08 22 **
Productivity—self view A3 * 16
Producti vity—department view i A5 x*
Non-significant Factorsfor Women
ScientigsEngineers:
Committee service 01 -04
Committee chair .05 -03
Failure to nominate for award .02 10

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table17: Personal and Position | ndicators and Household Char acteristics—
Corrdationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall Satisfaction with UM Position

tenure women
track scientists'engineers
(N=308) (N=135)

Personal & Position Indicators:
Age .07 -01
Ethnicity -.03 -.09
Yearsat UM .03 .06
Yearssince Ph.D. d4 .08
Joint appointment .05 -.05
Rank 01 .07
Smdll college -.05 -07
Household Characterigtics:
Single, no children 12 0% -24  **
Partner and children .04 .03
Partner employed fulltime -15 * .05
Partner employed as faculty .08 -.07

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 18: Harassment—Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

Tenure Track Faculty

Women ScientistEngineers

experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
harassment harassment harassment harassment
(N=39) (N=264) (N=26) (N=106)
mean (sd mean (sd) sig. mean (sd mean (sd) sig.
Satisfaction with position 292 (1.30) 362(1.07) *** | 283(1.27) 345(1.13) *
Climate variables:
Gender stereotyping 243 (1 .83) 163 ( .66) *** 257 (.82 174 ( .67) ***
Positive climate 2.93 (1.08) 338 ( .91) ** 2.81 (1.03) 322 (.93 *
Tolerant climate 328 (1.04) 379 ( .78) *** | 321 (.81 364 ( .83) *
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 285 (.95) 359 ( .88) *** [ 260 (.70) 3.28 ( .91) **
Felt surveillance 3.09 (.95 264 (1.02) ** 325 (.92) 285 (L08) ns
Tokenism 2.99 (1.29) 230 (1.26) ** 319 (1.08) 266 (1.29) ns
Department chair asfair 3.09 (1.31) 3.57 (1.03) ** 290 (1.24) 3.35(1.10) ns
Department chair creates positive 295 (1.27) 3.48 (1.09) ., 269 (1190 326 (111)
environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 19: Discrimination —Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

Tenure Track Faculty Women Scientist§Engineers
experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
discimination discrimination discrimination discrimination
(N=86) (N=222) (N=56) (N=79)
mean (sd mean (sd)  sig mean (sd) mean (sd)  sig.
Satisfaction with position 3.04 (1.20) 373 (L03) *** | 311 (1.16) 351 (L15) *
Climatevariables:
Gender stereotyping 202 (.77) 162 (.68) *** | 212 (.76) 176 ( .75 **
Positive climate 300 (.98 345(.89) *** | 300(100) 326(.91) ns
Tolerant climate 338 (.84) 385 (.81) *** | 328(.77) 374 (.85 **
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 281 (.88) 375 (.79) *** | 264 (.81) 352 ( .81 ***
Felt surveillance 321 (1.01) 250 ( .94 *** | 325 (1.00) 269 (1.02) **
Tokenism 301 (1.22) 213 (122) *** | 303 (1.21) 256 (1.28) *
Department chair as fair 323 (1.14) 360 (1.03) ** 316 (1.11) 330 (115 ns
Department chair creates positive 3.16 (1.17) 3.50 (1.10) = 3.07 (1.09) 319 (1.17) ns
environment

*p<.05, **p<.0L, ***p<.001
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Table 20: Response Rates by Track and Gender (Percentages)
women scientists/ men scientists/ women social
engineers engineers scientists total
Tenure 52 30 47 41
Research 48 22 - 32
Clinica 48 23 - 34
Total 50 26 47
Table 21: Professional History by Track
Tenure Research Clinical
(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
mean < mean sd mean
Age 4765 973 4549* 928 4510° 7.88
Time since highest degree 383 192 295* 186 359" 171
Time since first UM appointment 283 180 226* 172 222° 138
percentages percentages percentages
Faculty of color 1852 20.4° 8.0%
Hired in last ten years 49.8% 71.02 64.1°
Joint appointment 19.2 15.1 14.7
Small college 24.4 28.42 15.9°¢
Full professor/ research scientist
(includes sr. res. scientist) 404°% 16.8% 7.7%
Assoc. professor/ assoc. res scientist
(includes sr. assoc. res. scientist.) 28.1° 8.4% 376"
Asst. prof./ asst. research scientist
(includesres. invest.) 31.5® 74.7% 54.7 ™

*1=1995-2001; 2=1990-1994, 3=1985-1989; 4=1980-1984; 5=1975-1979; 6=1970-1974;

7=1965-1969; 8=1960-1964.

b\ atchi ng symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

Table22: Household & Partner Employment Characteristics by Track (Percentages)

Tenure Research Clinica
Household Composition: (N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Single (no partner nor children) 08 04 05
Children, no partner 04 05 07
Partner and children 74 76 75
Partner, no children 14 16 13
Partner Employment: (N=204) (N=84) (N=101)
Partner works fulltime 65 73 63
Partner employed at UM 41 38 33
If partner employed at UM, employed as faculty 66 50 67
Considered leaving UM to improve partner’s career 43 47 39
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Table 23: Indicators of Productivity by Track (Percentages)

Tenure Research Clinical

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Number of external grant proposals (Pl or co-Pl) 67® 82%* 51
Total dollar amount of external grants (Pl or co-Pl) 71® 82%* 52
Number of external fellowships 3 3 4
Number of articles published in refereed academic or
professional journals 08 08" 90®
Number of monographs written 6 5 12
Number of books edited 5 4 132
Number of book chapters 122 13° 27®
Number of dissertations chaired 29%® 18% 2
Number of presentations at national/international 70 61 64
conferences
Number of patents 4 9 7
ab\Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
Table 24: Productivity by Track

Tenure Research Clinica
by Track (N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
mean sd mean < mean <
Perception of own productivity 7.20° 181 7.04° 177 547 226
Perception of department’s view of 6.24 215  6.27% 209 5.48% 235
own productivity
Assistant Associate Full
by Rank (N=235) (N=142) (N=148)
mean sd mean < mean <

Perception of own productivity 6.13* 223 6847 1.9 7.68° 134
Perception of department’s view of 5.69% 220 597 218 6.73° 210
own productivity

*Scoreson all items ranged from 1 t010 (1=much less productive; 10=much more productive, compared to

researchersin your area and at your rank nationwide.).

abC\atching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05.
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Table 25: Recognition by Track (Per centages)

Tenure Research Clinicd
(N=235) (N=95 (N=116)

Nominated for teaching award 31? 1% 25°

Nominated for research award 30® 16 5be

Nominated for clinical award 28 o° 9

Nominated for service award 132 1% 12°

Nominated for at least one award 52 17% 33"

Dept failed to nominate for appropriate award 17%® 82 6°

ab. ®Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
Table26a: Career Satisfaction Ratings by Track

Tenure Research Clinica
(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
mean el mean | mean el
Scale:
Satisfaction with unit/department 3.61 .78 3.52 .63 3.47 .83
Individual items:

Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by students 4.45 .92 4.44 .85 4.18 1.06
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 4.14 1.06 4.49 .80 4.07 111
Sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline 3917 110 3.91° 94 3R* 126
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 384 1.29 3.94 1.20 3.86 1.22
Ability to attract students to work with 3.64 1.30 3.40% 134 3.86%  1.00
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 363° 126 335" 122 @ 295® 133
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of unit/dept 3487  1.32 290® 137 338 135
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts with faculty
colleagues 349% 136 3.68 1.23 3.94% 122
Amount of social interaction with members of unit/department 3.44 1.40 3.40 121 3.74 1.28
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or creativity by
members of unit/department 3.37 1.39 3.48% 1.28 294% 130
Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM colleagues 313 127 3.03 1.35 3.14 1.25
Balance between professional and personal life 3.00 1.33 3.27 1.23 3.22 1.27

b Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
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Table 26b: Career Satisfaction Item Ratings, Ranked by Ratings

science/engineering faculty

across tracks
(N=446)
mean sd
Scale:
Satisfaction with unit/department 3.56 a7
Highest Rated | tems*
Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by
students 4.38 .95
Sense of being valued as a teacher by students 4.16 1.06
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 3.87 125
Sense of contributing to theoretical developments in
my discipline 3.76 113
M iddle Rated | tems*
Ahility to attract students to work with 3.64 125
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day
contacts with faculty colleagues 3.64 131
Amount of social interaction with members of
unit/department 351 133
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 3.42 129
L owest Rated | tems*
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of
unit/dept 340 134
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or
creativity by members of unit/department 3.29 1.36
Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM
colleagues 311 1.28
Balance between professional and personal life 311 1.30

*Scores on all items ranged from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied)
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Table27a: Influence over Educational Decisions and Unit Resour ces by Track

Tenure Research Clinical

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Scales: meen _sd  men _sd  men _<d
Unit educational matters 269 92 19%* 80 232" .89
Unit resources (salary, money for travel, facilities’equipment) | 2.33 91 248 86 207" .82
Individual items:
Unit curriculum decisions 283* 120 160* 94 263" 116
Size of salary increases| receive 1.82 95 190 103 178 .84
Obtaining money for travel to professiona meetings 241 130 274% 141 2.22* 113
Securing the facilities or equipment | need for my research 2.93 111 2.89 1.07 246 .97
Selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows 336% 133 274%* 129 305 125
Selecting new faculty membersto be hired 292% 117 206® 100 254 116
Determining who gets tenure 218% 125 120® 55 147" .90
Selecting the next unit head 206 112 164 96 160 .90
Affecting the overall unit climate/culture 278 107 249 113 273 101

Scoresfor all items range from 1 to 5 (1=no influence; 5=tremendous influence).

Note: Statistically significant effects on rank (assistant, associate, full levels) were found for curriculum decisions, securing
equipment, selecting new graduate students, selecting new unit head and tenure decisions.  Statistically significant
effectson Hired in last 10 years (yes/no) were found for influence over educational matters scale, selecting new unit
head, and influence over curriculum decisions.

3P Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.

Table27b: Influence over Educational Decisions and Unit Resour ce by Rank

Asst level Assoc level Full level

(N=236) (N=142) (N=149)
Scales: mean  sd  mean « mean
Unit educational matters 209 83 267 93 293 91
Unit resources (salary, money for travel, facilities/equipment) | 2.25% 88 234 81 248 97
Individual items:
Unit curriculum decisions 217%® 112 293*° 125 292° 116
Size of salary increases| receive 1.74% 91 191 88 197% 104
Obtaining money for travel to professional meetings 251 127 246 121 263 134
Securing the facilities or equipment | need for my research 2762 1.08 281° 99 311%® 1.09
Selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows 3.00® 131 332% 131 343" 121
Selecting new faculty members to be hired 233% 109 291*° 114 312" 117
Determining who gets tenure 1.20® 62 208 119 275 128
Selecting the next unit head 161® 96 202* 110 246 118
Affecting the overall unit climate/culture 252% 103 276* 110 291° 107

Scoresfor all items range from 1 to 5 (1=no influence; 5=tremendous influence).
ab. ¢ Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.
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Table 28: Effort and Satisfaction with Resour ces by Track

Tenure Research Clinical
(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
mean e mean  <d mean <d
Scales:
Mean effort 2.83 .96 2.76 .92 271 107
Mean satisfaction 3.50% 1.05 3.72° .96 358 1.06
Effort to securethefollowing resour ces:*
office space 2.37 144 2.60 1.37 254 154
research space 341% 1.37 2.88% 1.40 313 154
computer equipment 264 1.19 2.72 114 266 136
lab equipment 3.31 1.26 2.76 1.16 292 138
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 2.83 1.03 2.68 .98 280 111
Satisfaction with the following resour ces:**
office space 3.73 142 3.70 1.37 369 138
research space 3.23 147 3.45 142 318 147
computer equipment 362 1.26 421®  1.04 3.77° 1.29
lab equipment 3.61 1.29 3.79 114 362 120
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 3342 110 369 1.04 348 115
* Scoreson all itemsrange from 1 to5 (1=no effort; 5=tremendous effort).
** Scoreson all itemsrange from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).
aPMatching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
Table 29a: Number of Itemsin Contract Negotiation by Track
Tenure Research Clinical
(N=117) (N=66) (N=75)
mean « mean < mean <d
Initial contract negotiation (if hired in last 10 yrs):
Number of items offered by UM 2.99% 2.44 .88% 1.88 170 191
Number of items bargained for 264° 266 AL 1.19 80° 131
Number of items promised in offer letter 2.64% 2.69 422 1.30 99°  1.87
Total number of items received 419%° 250 117 2.02 1.95° 2,08
Contract renegotiation: (N=205) (N=57) (N=76)
Number of items offered by UM 1.49° 1.84 .95° 1.61 1.09 129
Number of items bargained for 180  1.95 .96° 1.32 1.23° 1.68
Number of items received by terms of award 1.082 1.65 75 1.57 400 114
Total number of items received 436 387 2.67° 2.61 2.72° 255

ab. ¢ Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table 29b: Contract Negotiationsby Track (Per centages)

Initial Negotiation Later Renegotiations:
(for those hired within lagt 10 years):

Tenure Research Clinicd Tenure Research Clinica
(N=117) (N=66) (N=75) (N=205) (N=57) (N=76)

Coursereeasetime

Offered by UM 23.9° 36° 6.8° 12.8 4.7 10.0

Asked/bargained for 17.9% 0.0® 8.2 21.1° 2.32 16.7
Lab equipment

Offered by UM 25.6° 12.72 6.8° 10.6 7.0 33

Asked/bargained for 37.6%° 7.3 8.2 2332 14.0 10.0°
Lab space

Offered by UM 385 14.5% 6.8° 16.1° 9.3 5.0°

Asked/bargained for 385% 7.3 6.8° 27.8° 16.3 8.3
Renovation of lab space

Offered by UM 16.2% 5.5 2.7° 9.4 47 5.0

Asked/bargained for 15.4% 3.6 2.7° 17.8% 47 5.0°
Resear ch assistant

Offered by UM 7.7 7.3 55 33 9.3 17

Asked/bargained for 20.5% 18 2.7° 17.22 2.3 117
Clerical/administrative support

Offered by UM 23.1% 9.1% 27.4° 16.7 18.6 10.0

Asked/bargained for 7.7 36 12.3 15.0° 14.0° 26.7%
Discretionary funds

Offered by UM 43.6% 10.9% 3L5° 25.6 233 25.0

Asked/bargained for 27 7.3 17.8° 23.9 18.6 30.0
Trave funding

Offered by UM 26.5° 12.7* 38.4° 23.3 233 35.0

Asked/bargained for 17.9% 55° 8.2 18.9 30.2 23.3
Special bonus

Offered by UM 1.7 18 14 15.0 47 16.72

Asked/bargained for 34 18 2.7 6.7 11.6 11.7
Summer salary

Offered by UM 26.5% 7.3 2.7° 9.4 2.3 33

Asked/bargained for 17.9% 5.5% 0.0™ 8.9 47 1.7
Special timing of tenure clock

Offered by UM 6.0 0.0 2.7 7.8 2.3 0.0

Asked/bargained for 9.4% 0.0° 0.0° 11.7% 0.0° 33
M oving expenses

Offered by UM 59.8% 14.5° 45.2™ 17.8 11.6 20.0

Asked/bargained for 26.5% 9.1? 11.0° 7.8 7.0 6.7
Housing subsidy

Offered by UM 1.7 1.8 0.0 0.6 2.3 0.0

Asked/bargained for 09 0.0 14 0.0 0.0 0.0
Child care

Offered by UM 0.0 0.0 14 0.0 0.0 1.7

Asked/bargained for 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Partner/Spouse position

Offered by UM 34 36 14 11 2.3 0.0

Asked/bargained for 11.1% 36 1.4° 4.4 2.3 0.0

b, \Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.

-96-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

Table 30: Teaching by Track

Tenure Research Clinical
(N=199) (N=16%) (N=85)
mean s mean sd mean [Se)
Typical yearly teaching load in department
Number of undergraduate courses 1.20 113 1.29 1.29 .95 1.19
Number of graduate courses 1.43 110 163 1.06 1.70 2.80
Number new courses developed in past 5 years 1788 209 173 209 112 1.66
Number of courses released from teaching in past 1.65 2.70 82 1.83 1.40 3.42
Teaching load winter and fall semesters 2001
Number of undergraduate courses 9 175 81° 1.38 297 1.00
Number of graduate courses .96°2 31 113 1.67 582 1.56
Number of non-lab courses 1.49 1.58 113 1.20 77 1.61
Number of lab courses 43 110 81* 1.64 1% 41
Number of undergraduate students
49.46° 8479 14.38 30.19 25.69° 110.23
Number of graduate students 4400 8503 21.88 38.37 47.89 19149
Official Advising (N=209) (N=19) (N=89)
Number of undergraduates 1.82% 448 132 2.67 722 2.99
Number of graduate students (masters, PhD,
medical) 3.56° 4.09 3.00 4.04 1.51% 3.17
Number of postdocs or residents/fellows 1.44 2.30 78 1.26 1.61 3.99
Number of junior faculty .29 74 .39 .85 .25 114
*Only 16 of 95 research faculty reported aformal teaching load.
ab¢ Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.
Table 3la: Mentoring of Junior Faculty by Track
Tenure Research Clinica
(N=74) (N=71) (N=64)
mean sd mean sd mean «
Number of areas of no mentoring by anyone 246 254 1.92 2.15 2.34 292
Number of mentorsin same UM unit/department 388 3.9 4.22 3.68 3.14 3.98
Number of male mentors at UM 265 281 281 3.00 2.39 3.01
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Table31b : Percent With No Mentoring in Each Area, Junior Faculty by Track

Percent who received no mentoring

in each of the following area Tenure Research Clinica
(N=65) (N=55) (N=38)
role model 185 21.8 13.2
networking 33.8 255 184
advancement 215 30.9 211
publishing 27.7 20.0 26.3
department politics 38.5 43.6 34.2
resources 36.9 38.2 39.5
advocacy 33.8% 255 15.8°
balancing work/family 63.1 56.4 52.6

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.

Table 32: Service by Track

Tenure Research Clinical
(N=117) (N=66) (N=75)

mean  <d mean K¢ mean «
Average number of committees served on
per year 357° 246 1.00* 134 289" 241
Average number of committees chaired per
year 78° 88 14 36 A7° 83
Importance of having dept/college
leadership position * 3.08 137 2.61 1.33 2.86 1.33
*Scale 1-5, 1=not at all important, 5=very important
aPMatching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
Table 33: Stereotyping by Track

Tenure Research Clinica
(N=117) (N=66) (N=75)

Scales: mean sd mean < mean _«d
Gender stereotyping 1.75% 73 1.57* 63 1.88° .76
Ethnic or religious stereotyping 146 .67 1.40° 55 1.49° .67
Items:
Heard insensitive or disparaging comment...
about women by faculty 1912 .95 164 81 1.99° .96
about women by students 156 .79 1.41° .65 1.662 .90
about men by faculty 187 .96 1.63° .79 201° 101
about men by students 153 .79 1.49% .80 1.68? .96
about racial/ethnic minorities by faculty 1.59* .85 1.47% .68 157 .87
about racial/ethnic minorities by students 1.48 .84 1.36 .64 1.33 .65
about areligious group by faculty 141 .76 1.39% .69 1.57% .83
about areligious group by students 1.29 .66 1.26% .59 1.40° .78

*Scale 1-5, 1=never, 2=once or twice per year, 3=couple of times per year, 4= more than once per month,
5=weekly
3P Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table 34a: Discrimination by Track (Per centages)

Tenure Research Clinicd

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Discrimination at UM in past 5 years dueto:
Race/ethnicity 55 84 6.0
Gender 255 189 29.9
Sexual orientation 13 0.0 09
Physical disability 0.0° 2.1° 0.0
Religious affiliation 0.0° 0.0 172
#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
Table 34b : Gender Discrimination by Track (Percentages)
Experienced gender discrimination at UM Tenure Research Clinica
within past 5 yearsin: (N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Hiring 4.6 7.3 5.2
Promotion 9.2 9.8 134
Saary 215 22.0 30.9
Space/equipment, other resources 11.7 11.0 8.2
Accessto administrative staff 6.6 49 9.3
Graduate student or resident/fellow assignments 41 24 31
Table 35: Sexual Harassment* by Track (Per centages)

Tenure Research Clinicd
In past 5yearsat UM: (N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Individuals reporting sexual harassment 13.4% 3.2* 15.2°
Individual s reporting others reported sexua
harassment 30.6% 18.5% 30.0

* Defined as unwanted and uninvited sexual attention (sexual teasing, jokes, remarks or questions;
unwanted pressure for dates; unwanted letters, phone calls, email; unwanted touching, leaning over,
cornering, pinching; unwanted pressure for sexual favors; stalking; rape or assault.)

aPMatching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
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Table 36: Department Climate Scales by Track

Tenure Research Clinical
(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
mean sd mean sd mean <

Positive environment 3.30 .94 341 .80 3.48 .89
Tolerant environment 3.66 .82 3.75 a7 3.76 .87
Scholarly isolation 2.71° 52 2.83 45 2,93 .64
Felt surveillance 2.73 1.02 2.65 .84 2.61 1.05
Egalitarian Atmosphere 343 .92 3.61 .84 341 1.00
Tokenism 2.44 1.33 2.10 1.07 2.40 1.37
Chair asfair 3.44 1.08 3.24 1.04 341 1.17
Chair as able to create a positive environment 3.31 112 3.26 1.02 3.52 114
Chair as committed to ethnic/racial diversity 3.65 1.15 3.59 1.01 3.85 .97

*Scale 1-5, 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.

Table 37: Institutional and Departmental Climate Ratings—
Correlationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position by Track

Overall Satisfaction
with UM Position

Tenure Research Clinical

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Institutional Factors:
Gender stereotyping -22 **X* -21 ¢ -.13
Ethnic/religious stereotyping -12 -01 -.004
Gender discrimination =23 **x -11 -20 *
Unwanted sexual attention =22 **x -2 * -.13
Departmental Factors:
Positive climate 58 xx* 49 xx* 61 xx*
Tolerant climate 38 *x* 25 * A1 Frx
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 36 **Fx 22 % 34 xx*
Scholarly isolation -14 * -.18 9 *
Felt surveillance -45 Frx -A47  Frx -49 Fx
Race/gender tokenism -36 **F* -36 *** -38 x**
Rating of dept. chair asfair 49 *x* 37 xF* 50 xE*
Rating of depart. chair as able to Bl *** 32 ** A4 xFx

create positive environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 38: Departmental Experiences|ndicators—
Correlationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position by Track

Overall Satisfaction
with UM Position

Tenure Research Clinical

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Career satisfactions g1 xx* 69  x*= 57 x*x*
Influence over educationa 36 *** .19 27 **
decisions
Influence over unit resources 34 xx* 45 **x* 38 ***
Effort to obtain resources -33 *** -14 -39 ***
Satisfaction with resources 38 *** 32 ** 29 **
N areas of non-mentoring =27 x** -33 ** -28 **
N mentors in same department A8 ** 38 *** 28 **
N male mentors at UM A3~ 39 *** 26 **
Committee service -.00 -.07 .08
Committee chair .04 .05 A3
Failure to nominate for award .05 -12 -.10
Productivity—self view A3 * .06 20
Productivity—department view A7 x** 37 xEx 36 ***

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 39: Personal and Position I ndicators and Household Char acteristics—
Correlationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position by Track

Overall Satisfaction
with UM Position

Tenure Research Clinical

(N=235) (N=95) (N=116)
Age .06 -.20 21 %
Ethnicity (white/non-white) -.05 -25 % -12
Yearsat UM .06 -.09 -.00
Y earssince Ph.D. A4 * -.07 14
Joint appointment -.00 .08 .09
Rank .09 .02 .10
Small college -.08 -11 A3
Single, no children -17 * .04 .07
Partner and children .03 -.08 .10

*p<.05
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Table40: Harassment by Track—Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

Tenure Track Faculty

Research Track Faculty

Clinical Track Faculty

experienced experienced no experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
harassment harassment harassment harassment harassment harassment
(N=31) (N=204) (N=3) (N=92) (N=17) (N=100)
mean (sd mean (sd sig. mean (sd mean (sd) sig. | mean (sd) mean (sd) sig.
Satisfaction with
position 2.90(1.23) 3.62(1.07) A 2.00(1.00) 3.40(1.15 * 3.13(1.36) 3.55(1.10) ns
Climate Scales:
Gender stereotyping | 254( .82)  164( .66) *** | 175(.25) 161(.69) ns |222(.98) 171( .66)  **
Racial stereotyping 1.88 (1.00) 1.39( .58) *xk 1.33( .58) 144( 58) ns | 1.81( .83) 1.43( .63) *
Positive climate 291( .97) 3.35( .92) ** 3.22( .25) 333(.81) ns |316( .91 3.50( .87) ns
Tolerant climate 3.21( .88) 3.75( .79) *xk 3.58( .80) 3.69(.78) ns | 3.50( .82 3.72( .92) ns
Gender egalitarian 2.73( .88) 3.57( .88) *xk 3.26( .36) 356( .87) ns | 295(1.13) 345( .97) ns
atmosphere
Scholarly isolation 2.90( .56) 2.67 ( .49) * 2.97 ( .50) 2.85( .49) ns | 3.06( .82) 2.96( .65) ns
Felt surveillance 3.09( .98) 2.66 (1.04) * 3.17( 52 272( .88) ns | 3.42(1.22) 2.55(1.02) >
Tokenism 3.03(1.22) 2.28(1.30) * 2.17( .76) 2.10(1.06) ns | 3.26(1.45) 2.28(1.33) *
Dept chair asfair 3.10(1.23) 3.48 (1.06) ns 3.44( .38) 3.20(1.04) ns | 3.25(1.22) 3.37(1.15) ns
Dept chair creates 2.86(1.16) 3.38(1.09) * 3.56( .19) 3.18(1.05) ns | 3.47(1.15) 3.32(1.23) ns
positive environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table41: Gender Discrimination by Track—Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

Tenure Track Faculty

Research Track Faculty

Clinical Track Faculty

experienced experienced no experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
discrimination discrimination discrimination discrimination discrimination discrimination
(N=60) (N=175) (N=18) (N=77) (N=35) (N=82)
mean (sd mean (sd) sig. mean (sd mean (sd) sig. | mean (sd) mean (sd) sig.
Satisfaction with
position 3.10 (1.15) 3.68 (1.06) *** 3.11(1.18) 342(1.16) ns | 3.15(1.18) 3.63(1.09) *
Climate Scales:
Gender stereotyping 210( .76) 163(.71) *** | 197( .66) 153( .66) * 1.88( .78)  1.79( .74 ns
Racial stereotyping 1.51( .59) 142( .69) ns 1.47( 53) 142( .59) ns | 154( .72 1.46 ( .65) ns
Positive climate 3.03( .99) 3.39( .89) ** 3.14( .83) 337( .79 ns 3.12( .79) 3.60( .87) *x
Tolerant climate 3.34( .77) 3.78( .81) *** 3.56 ( .88) 3.71( .75 ns | 3.25( .80) 3.86 ( .90) e
Gender egalitarian 2.73( .87) 3.71( .81) *** 3.21(1.03) 3.64( .80) * 251 ( .78) 3.72( .90) e
atmosphere
Scholarly isolation 2.70( .53) 2.70( .50) ns 2.66 ( .59) 2.90 ( .45) 2.95( .68) 3.00( .66) ns
Felt surveillance 3.26 (1.00) 252 ( .97) *** 3.17 ( .90) 263( .84 * 3.28(1.15) 2.44(1.01) i
Tokenism 3.00(1.21) 215(1.27) *** 2.44 (1.07) 201(1.02) ns |217(1.32 3.23(1.32) o
Dept chair asfair 3.18(1.12) 3.51(1.06) * 2.80(1.23) 330( .95 ns |[3.00(117) 3.54(1.10) *
Dept chair creates 3.11 (1.09) 338(1.11) ns 3.02(1.12) 3.23(1.00) ns | 3.32(1.18) 3.54(1.13) ns
positive environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

-102-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

Table 42: Professional Experience by Gender

women men

scientists/engineers scientists/engineers
(N=259) (N=187)

mean o mean sd

Age 45.39°4 8.30 48.11° 10.23

Time since highest degree* 3.30° 1.59 4.15% 2.09

Time since first UM appointment* 2.37° 1.47 2.80% 1.96

percentages percentages

Faculty of color 14 20

Hired in last ten years 63° 51°

Joint appointment 21% 122

Small college 29° 152

Full professor/ research scientist (includes

SI. res. sci.) 20° 362

Assoc. professor/ assoc. res scientist

(includes sr. assoc. res. sci.) 31? 21°

Asst. prof./ asst. research scientist

(includesres. invest.) 49 43

*1=2000-1; 2=1995-1999; 3=1990-1994, 4=1985-1989; 5=1980-1984; 6=1975-1979; 7=1970-1974;

8=1965-1969; 9=1960-1964.

#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

Table 43: Household and Partner Employment Characteristics by Gender

(Per centages)
women men
scientisty/ scientists/
engineers engineers
Household Composition: (N=259) (N=187)
Single (no partner nor children) 8 5
Children, no partner 8° 14
Partner and children 69° 84°
Partner, no children 16 10
Partner Employment: (N=216) (N=172)
Partner works fulltime 87° 41°2
Partner employed at UM 432 322
If partner employed at UM, employed as faculty 762 402
Considered leaving UM to improve partner’s career 30° 322

#Matching symbolsidentify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
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Table 44. Productivity* by Gender

women men
scientisty/ scientisty/
engineers engineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean sd mean <d
Perception of own productivity 673 209 6838 19
Perception of department’s view of own productivity 589 232 634 200

*Scores on all items ranged from 1 to10 (1=much less productive; 10=much more productive).

Table 45: Indicatorsof Productivity by Gender (Per centages)

women men

scientisty/ scientisty/

engineers engineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Number of external grant proposals (Pl or co-Pl) 742 56°
Total dollar amount of external grants (Pl or co-Pl) 70 67
Number of external fellowships 4 3
Number of articles published in refereed academic or
professional journals 97 94
Number of monographs written 5@ 11°
Number of books edited 6 7
Number of book chapters 14 17
Number of dissertations chaired 19 22
Number of presentations at national/international 712 60°
conferences
Number of patents 42 9@
#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
Table46: Recognition by Gender (Percentages)

women men

scientisty/ scientisty/

engineers engineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Nominated for teaching award* 19% 29%
Nominated for research award 20 23
Nominated for clinical award 3 5
Nominated for service award 10 11
Nominated for at least one award* 36% 46°
Failed to be nominated for award for which oneis 12 12
qualified

*Gender differences are not statistically significant when controlling for rank.
#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05
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Table47. Mean Scoresof Career Satisfaction Item Ratings by Gender

women men
scientists/engineers scientists/engineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean «d mean «d
Scale:
Satisfaction with unit/department 3.48 75 3.67 .78
Individual items:*
Sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by students 4.43 .93 4.29 .98
Sense of being valued as ateacher by students 4.20 1.06 4.10 1.06
Sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline 3.71 1.16 3.85 1.10
Opportunity to collaborate with other faculty 3.78 1.30 3.98 117
Ability to attract students to work with 3.72 124 3.54 1.27
Level of funding for research or creative efforts 3.26% 133 3.65% 1.22
Sense of being valued for my teaching by members of unit/dept 331 1.36 3.53 131
Level of intellectual stimulation in day-to-day contacts with
faculty colleagues 3.61 1.38 3.68 121
Amount of social interaction with members of unit/department 3.49 1.38 3.54 1.26
Sense of being valued for research, scholarship, or creativity by
members of unit/department 3.16 1.37 348 131
Current salary in comparison with the salaries of UM colleagues 3.93° 1.27 2.36° 1.26
Balance between professional and personal life 2.98 133 3.30 124

*Scoreson all itemsranged from 1to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).
#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

Table48: Influence over Educational decisionsand Unit Resour ces by Gender

women men
scientists/engineers scientists/engineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean s mean sd
Scales:
Unit educational decisions 2.50° .94 2.36" .94
Unit resources (salary, money for travel, facilities/equipment) 2.27 .90 2.33 .88
Individual items:*
Unit curriculum decisions 2.59 1.20 2.60 127
Size of salary increases | receive 1.86 99 1.78 87
Obtaining money for travel to professional meetings 2.302 1.25 2612 1.33
Securing the facilities or equipment | need for my research 277 1.12 204 1.03
Selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows 3.18 1.34 3.15 1.30
Selecting new faculty members to be hired 271 1.15 259 1.22
Determining who gets tenure 1.81 1.13 1.87 1.19
Selecting the next unit head 1.952 111 1.742 08
Affecting the overall unit climate/culture 268 1.04 275 1.11

*Scores for al items range from 1 to 5 (1=no influence; 5=tremendous influence).

Note: Statistically significant effects on rank (junior, middle, senior) were found for curriculum decisions, securing
equipment, selecting new graduate students, selecting new unit head and tenure decisions.  Statistically significant
effectson Hired in last 10 years (yes/no) were found for influence over educational matters scale, selecting new unit
head, and influence over curriculum decisions.
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Table49: Effort and Satisfaction with Resour ces by Gender

women men
scientists/ scientists/
engineers engineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean s mean s
Scales
Mean effort 281 1.00 274 .99
Mean satisfaction 3.50 1.05 3.66 1.01
Effort to secure the following resour ces*:
office space 247 144 244 1.48
research space 3.20 1.42 3.30 141
computer equipment 2.79 131 249 1.08
lab equipment 3.14 1.27 3.12 1.27
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 2.76 1.04 2.83 1.03
Satisfaction with the following resour ces**:
office space 3.65 1.38 3.79 142
research space 3.32 1.46 321 145
computer egquipment 3.64% 132 3.96% 112
lab equipment 3.54 131 3.82 1.13
service from vendors (repairs, supplies, upgrades) 3.39 1.10 3.53 1.10
* Scoreson all items range from 1 to5 (1=no effort; 5=tremendous effort).
** Scoreson all items range from 1 to 5 (1=very dissatisfied; 5=very satisfied).
#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
Table50a: Number of Itemsin Contract Negotiation by Gender
women men
scientists/ scientists/
engineers engineers
(N=161) (N=96)
mean s« mean «
Initial Contract Negotiation (if hired in last 10 yrs)
Number of items offered by UM 2.10 2.32 204 2.35
Number of items bargained for 1.62 2.27 142 224
Number of items promised in offer letter 154 2.25 1.69 2.59
Total number of items received 284 2.56 2.64 2.73
Contract Renegotiation (N=197) (N=140)
Number of items offered by UM 1.18 155 1.49 1.89
Number of items bargained for 161 1.87 141 177
Number of items received by terms of award 92 1.64 81 1.45
Total number of items received 3.71 3.53 371 3.49
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Table50b: Contract Negotiations by Gender (Per centages)

Initial Negotiation Later Renegotiations:
(those hired within last 10 yrs)
women scientists/  men scientistsy  women scientistsY  men scientists/

engineers engineers engineers engineers
(N=161) (N=196) (N=197) (N=140)

Coursereleasetime

Offered by UM 211 133 145 14.8

Asked/bargained for 14.1 10.0 23.8% 13.0°
L ab equipment

Offered by UM 16.0 20.0 6.4 12.2

Asked/bargained for 235 21.1 20.9 16.6
Lab space

Offered by UM 23.0 17.8 892 1652

Asked/bargained for 23.0 18.9 20.4 20.9
Renovation of lab space

Offered by UM 75 8.9 43% 10.4°2

Asked/bargained for 8.0 8.9 94 14.8
Resear ch assistant

Offered by UM 6.6 7.8 55 1.7

Asked/bargained for 12.2 10.0 16.2 13.0
Clerical/administrative support

Offered by UM 21.1 18.9 12.8 20.0

Asked/bargained for 7.5 5.6 16.2 174
Discretionary funds

Offered by UM 35.7 34.4 25.1 28.7

Asked/bargained for 21.7 27.8 28.5 20.0
Travel funding

Offered by UM 21.7 23.3 24.3 33.0

Asked/bargained for 155 11.1 23.8 18.3
Special bonus

Offered by UM 14 2.2 15.7 11.3

Asked/bargained for 19 3.3 7.2 7.8
Summer salary

Offered by UM 24.4% 14.4% 115 7.0

Asked/bargained for 14.6° 443 9.8 7.0
Special timing of tenure clock

Offered by UM 5.2 3.3 7.2 2.6

Asked/bargained for 4.2 5.6 10.2 52
M oving expenses

Offered by UM 49.3 52.2 17.9 20.9

Asked/bargained for 17.8 20.0 6.4 11.3
Housing subsidy

Offered by UM 14 0.0 04 0.9

Asked/bargained for 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Child care

Offered by UM 0.0 11 0.0 0.9

Asked/bargained for 0.0 0.0 04 0.0
Partner/Spouse position

Offered by UM 4.7 33 3.0 0.9

Asked/bargained for 13.1% 562 5.5 2.6

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.
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Table51: Teaching by Gender

women men
scientists/ scientists/
engineers engineers
(N=183) (N=117)
mean ¢ mean e
Typical yearly teach load in department
Number of undergraduate courses 117 117 112 112
Number of graduate courses 1.46 2.25 1.55 213
Number new courses developed in past 5 years 1.70 1.95 1.50 2.09
Number of courses released from teaching in past 5 years 1.78 3.14 1.24 228
Teaching load winter and fall semester s 2001
Number of undergraduate courses .80% 174 718 1.30
Number of graduate courses .83 1.30 91 144
Number of non-lab courses 1.20 1.56 1.36 1.67
Number of lab courses 42 115 .25 72
Number of undergraduate students 34.66 83.12 50.34  102.98
Number of graduate students 39.33 81.80 51.06 168.51
Official advising
Number of undergraduates 1.62 3.97 129 4.15
Number of graduate students (masters, PhD, medical) 3.05 4,04 2.80 381
Number of postdocs or residents/fellows 1.35 2.33 161 3.50
Number of junior faculty 31 12 .26 1.08
& Matching symbols denote statistically significant difference, p< .05.
Table52a: Mentoring of Junior Faculty by Gender
women men
scientists/ scientists/
engineers engineers
(N=128) (N=80)
mean e mean S
Number of areas of no mentoring by anyone anywhere | 2.50 2.66 1.80 2.30
Number of mentors in same UM unit/department 3.90 3.82 3.53 3.99
Number of male mentorsat UM 2.58 2.87 2.68 3.03
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Table52b: Percent With No Mentoring in Each Area
Junior Faculty by Gender

women men
scientists/engineers scientists/engineers
(N=104) (N=53)
Per cent who received no mentoring
in each of thefollowing ar ea:
role model 216 13.2
networking 29.6 26.4
advancement 224 26.4
publishing 25.6 22.6
department politics 40.0 35.8
resources 42.4 30.2
advocacy 29.6 22.6
balancing work/family 57.6 60.4
Table 53. Service by Gender
women men
scientists/engineers  scientists/engineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean S| mean ~
Average number of committees served on per year 3.19% 2.48 2.52% 2.40
Average number of committees chaired per year .632 .85 492 .78

Importance of having dept/college leadership position
* 3.05 134 2.77 1.37

*Scale 1-5, 1=not at all important, 5=very important
#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.

Table 54. Stereotyping by Gender

women men
scientists/engineers scientists/engineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Scales* mean sd mean s
Gender stereotyping 1.85 .75 1.60 .66
Racia or religious stereotyping 1.49 .63 141 .67
Items*
about women by faculty 2.07% 1.01 1.60% .73
about women by students 1.65 .84 143 72
about men by faculty 1.92 .94 177 .96
about men by students 161 .83 1.49 .85
about racial/ethnic minorities by faculty 1.63 .84 1.46 .79
about racial/ethnic minorities by students 1.44 T7 1.38 .75
about areligious group by faculty 1.48 .78 141 .76
about areligious group by students 1.32 .66 1.30 71
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Table 55a: Discrimination by Gender (Per centages)

women men
scientists/engineers  scientistsengineers
(N=259) (N=187)
Discrimination dueto:
Race/ethnicity 3.9 9.6%
Gender 39.8% 4.8%
Sexual orientation 15 0.0
Physical disability 0.8 0.0
Religious affiliation 04 0.5

#Matching symbolsidentify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

Table 55b: Gender Discrimination by Gender (Per centages)

women men

scientists/engineers  scientistsengineers
(N=259) (N=187)

Experienced gender discrimination in:

Hiring 6.8 33

Promotion 15.8* 2.0°

Saary 37.7° 3.9°

Space/equipment, other resources 17.6% 0.7%

Access to administrative staff 1.3 0.7%

Graduate student or resident/fellow assignments 5.4° 0.7¢

#Matching symbols identify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

Table 56: Sexual Harassment* by Gender (Percentages)

women men
scientists/engineers  scientistsengineers
(N=259) (N=187)
Experienced sexud harassment at UM in past
fiveyears 15.9° 5.4
Knows someone who experienced sexual
harassment at UM in past five years 32.7% 21.7°

* Defined as unwanted and uninvited sexual attention (sexual teasing, jokes, remarks or questions;
unwanted pressure for dates; unwanted letters, phone calls, email; unwanted touching, leaning
over, cornering, pinching; unwanted pressure for sexual favors; stalking; rape or assault.)

#Matching symbolsidentify groups that differ significantly from each other, p< .05

-110-



Report on UM 2001 Survey of Academic Climateand Activities

Table57: Department Climate Scales* by Gender

women men
scientistsengineers  scientistsengineers
(N=259) (N=187)
mean o mean «
Positive environment 327 93 350 34
Tolerant environment 3.56% .86 3.90° 72
Scholarly isolation 279 54 279 .56
Felt surveillance 283 101 249 A
Egdlitarian Atmosphere 3142 92 387 73
Tokenism 2.68° 127 1.86% 118
Chair asfair 329 113 354 104
Chair as able to creste a positive environment 3.28 113 345 107
Chair as committed to ethnic/racid diversity 3.65 112 374 1.02

*Scores range from 1(low) to 5 (high) on al items that make up the scales.

#Matching symbols denote statistically significant differences, p< .05.

Table58: Ingitutional and Departmental Climate Ratings by Gender—
Corrdationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall satisfaction with UM

podtion
women men
sientiggengineers  scentistsengineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Ingtitutional Factors:
Gender gerentyping - 19%* -14
Ethnic/reigious Stereotyping -.06 -.06
Gender discrimination =17+ -.08
Unwanted sexud attention -.16* -.18*
Departmental Factors:
Positive climate H3xr* B0x**
Tolerant climate ALxr* 21%*
Gender egditarian atmosphere 36*** .16*
Scholaly isolation -05 -4
Fet surveillance - 45x** - 45 **
Race/gender tokenism G Vi -3+ **
Reating of department chair asfair A4r** AGF**
Reating of department chair asable A2x** A8F**
to create positive environment

*p<.05, **p<.0L, ***p<.001
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Table59: Departmental Experiences|ndicatorsby Gender—
Corrdationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall satisfaction with UM

position
women men
scientists/engineers  scientistsengineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Career satisfactions B7*** .BE***
Influence over educationa 32%** 31Fx*
decisions
Influence over resources ALx** 29x**
Effort to obtain resources -.35*** -23%*
Satisfaction with resources 38*** 25***
N areas of non-mentoring - 34Fx* -17*
N mentors in same department 33+ 14
N male mentors in same dept 28F** 14
Committee service -.01 14
Committee chair -01 20%*
Failure to nominate for award -.00 -.06
Productivity—self view 5% .08
Productivity—department view A6*** 33

* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 60: Personal and Position Indicators by Gender—
Correlationswith Overall Satisfaction with Position

Overall satisfaction with UM

position
women men
scientists/engineers  scientistsengineers

(N=259) (N=187)
Age -.07 A3
Ethnicity -11 -14
Yearsat UM -.03 .04
Yearssince Ph.D. -01 A7*
Joint Appointment .03 A1
Rank .00 .16*
Small college -.04 .03
Single, no children -12 .04
Partner and children .05 -.10

*p<.05
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Table61: Harassment by Gender—Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

women scientists/engineers men scientists/engineers
experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
harassment harassment harassment harassment
(N=40) (N=219) (N=10) (N=177)
mean (sd mean (sd) sig. mean(sd) mean(sd) sSQ.
Satisfaction with position 2.89 (1.29) 3.41(1.13) »*= 2.90 (1.29) 3.73(1.03) *
Climate Scales:
Gender stereotyping 244( .89)  L71( .67) wxx 222( 84 157( .65 **
Racial stereotyping 1.81( .85) 143 ( 59) **x* 1.96 (1.25) 1.38( .60) **
Positive climate 2.95( .98) 3.30( .90) = 3.30( .66) 3.48( .86) ns
Tolerant climate 3.33(.84) 357(.87) ns 335(.98) 391(.71) ~*
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 272( .86) 3.22( .94) =*x 337(113) 3.93( .69) *
Scholarly isolation 2.92( .66) 3.22( .94 ns 3.02( .60) 2.78( .56) ns
Felt surveillance 3.36( .99) 279 (.54) = 2.58 (1.14) 247( .95) ns
Tokenism 333(1.18)  258(1.25) wx* 215(1.27) 178(1.10) ns
Department chair asfair 299(1.26) 3.28(1.10) ns 3.80( 48) 3.52(1.05 ns
Department charr creates positive 203(126) 3.29(L09) ns 350( 57)  3.44(L09) ns
environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 62: Discrimination —Relationship with Satisfaction and Climate Ratings

women scientists/engineers men scientists/engineers
experienced experienced no experienced experienced no
discimination discrimination discrimination discrimination
(N=103) (N=156) (N=9) (N=178)
mean (sd mean (d sg. mean (sd) mean (sd) sig
Satisfaction with position 3.09 (1.17) 350(1.12) ** 3.33(1.00) 370(1.06) ns
Climate Scales:
Gender stereotyping 2.02( .77) 1.72(73)  ** 1.94 ( .51) 159( .69 ns
Racial stereotyping 1.49 ( .59) 1.48( .68) ns 1.79( .88) 1.39( .63) ns
Positive climate 3.05( .91) 3.38( .88) ** 3.37( .79) 349( .86) ns
Tolerant climate 3.29( .79) 3.68( .89) *** 4,02 ( .63) 388( .75 ns
Gender egalitarian atmosphere 2.65( .85) 345( .87) ** 3.76 ( .73) 391(.73) ns
Scholarly isolation 2.73( .58) 287( 54) * 3.14( .60) 279( 55 ns
Felt surveillance 3.26 (1.01) 2.64( .96) r** 3.09 (1.31) 244(.93) *
Tokenism 3.02 (1.23) 249 (1.24) *** | 263(1.33) 177(111) *
Department chair asfair 3.02(1.17) 3.37(1.06) * 3.52( .93) 355(1.03) ns
Department chair creates positive 3.11(1.15) 3.31(1.10) ns 3.67( .75) 3.45(1.09) ns
environment

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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University of Michigan Fall, 2001

SURVEY OF
ACADEMIC CLIMATE AND ACTIVITIES

Proceduresfor Completing the Survey

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. We know how busy you are and have tried to
make the process as simple and efficient as possible. However, if you feel that there is any additional information
about your experiences at the University of Michigan that was not asked in the survey, but that you think we
should know, please feel free to add your written comments on an additional sheet of paper and return it with the
survey. There are three options available to you for completing the survey: by hand; on the computer using a
downloaded PDF file; or in an interview. In order to fully protect respondents’ anonymity, we have decided
against offering as alternatives either submission of the PDF version viathe web, or aweb survey.

1. Completing the survey by hand

You can simply fill out the enclosed copy of the survey by hand and return it to us in the enclosed
addressed and stamped envel ope.

2. Completing the survey on your computer
A PDF download is available on the Institute for Research on Women and Gender’s website at
http://www.umich.edu/~irwg/climatesurvey/ to permit you to complete the survey on a computer.
Once you have completed the survey, please print it out and return it to us in the enclosed self-
addressed stamped envelope. (Because of concerns about maintaining privacy, submission of the
file via the web is not possible.) If you have trouble locating or downloading the PDF file, please
contact Julie Stubbs (764-9537/ jstubbs@umich.edu).

3. Completing the survey in an interview
If it would be easier for you to respond in an interview format, we will arrange for a project staff
member to do the survey with you, either over the phone or face-to-face, and record your responses
onasurvey. If you prefer thisoption, please contact Julie Stubbs (764-9537/jstubbs@umich.edu).

To facilitate analyses and future planning, we hope to receive completed surveys no later than
November 5, 2001

Please note that the university’ s Behavioral Sciences Human Subjects Review Committee has approved this study.

If you have any questions, please contact Kate M. Keever, Administrator, Human Subjects Protection Office
(734/936-0933, | RB-Behavsci-Health@umich.edu).
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYMENT
In the chart below, please check the appropriate boxes to indicate when you obtai ned your highest academic degree, your
first UM appointment and started on a tenuretrack at UM (if applicable).

1960-64 | 1965-69 | 1970-74 | 1975-79 | 1980-84 | 1985-89 1990-94 | 199599 [ 2000-01

year of highest degree

year of 1st UM appointment

year began tenure track at UM

How would you classify the primary field of your UM appointment? (check only one) Social Science
____Science or Engineering
(basic, natural, clinical & applied science)

Please indicate in the following chart your budgeted appointment for July 2000-June 2001 at UM, including the School or
College in which you held the appointment, as well as the rank and fraction of time associated with that appointment. If you
had multiple budgeted appointments, please list information for second, third and fourth budgeted appointments, where
applicable, as well; fraction amounts should not equal more than 100%. To list your rank, please use the following codes.
Note that all ranks include adjunct appointments.

Instructional Track: Primary Research Track: Clinical Track: Administrative:

1 lecturer 6  researchinvestigator 12  instructor 16  any administrative
2 instructor 7 asst. research scientist 13  asst. professor appointment

3  asst. professor 8  assoc. research scientist 14  assoc. professor

4  assoc. professor 9  seniorassoc. research scientist 15  professor

5 professor 10 research scientist

11  senior research scientist

rank appointment fraction
school/ college code (e.g., 100%, 50%0)

1% (only) budgeted appointment

2"% budgeted appointment

3% budgeted appointment

4™ pudgeted appointment

Including up through this academic year (2001-02), how many years (including 0) have you held each of the following ranks
at UM and at other academic institutions (please distinguish between part-time and full-time employment)?

Uof M other academic institution
part time full time part time full time
post-doctoral fellow
lecturer
instructor

assistant prof essor/assi stant research scientist

associ ate professor/associate research scientist

senior associate research scientist

prof essor/research scientist

senior research scientist

How many years (including 0) were you only employed as aresearcher in a non-academic setting?
Since receiving your final degree, for how many years (including 0) were you not employed at all?

Do you currently have one or more dry (unfunded) appointments? 0 Yes 6 No

Have you changed your fractional appointment within the last five years? 0Yes 6 No
If yes, why and how did it change?
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

Were you hired at UM within the last 10 years? oYes 0 No

If yes, please check which, if any, of the following were part of any aspect of your initial contract negotiation, and in what
ways, according to the four categories listed below.

Please check all that apply. 3 . 3 .
s |8 s |8

> D gl=L > D =2
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course release time signing bonus

lab equipment summer salary

lab space special timing of tenure clock

renovation of lab space Moving expenses

research assistant housing subsidy

clerical/admin. support child care

discretionary funds partner/spouse position

travel funding other:

TEACHING. If not teaching, please indicate N/A by checking here O; and then go to section labeled SERVICE (p. 3).

What is the typical teaching load each year in your primary unit? Number of undergraduate courses?
Number of graduate courses?

Number of student contact hours?
(Not covered by formal courses)

In the past 5 years, how many new courses (courses that you have not taught previously--do not include even major revisions

of courses you have taught before) have you prepared for your primary unit?
Of these, how many did you propose?

How many were you asked or required to develop?

In the past 5 years, how many courses have you been released from teaching for the following reasons:

(Indicate how many next to each category.) with your own grant or fellowship funds?
by your department?  for? (check all that apply):

course devel opment

administrative work

modified duties

routine leave (e.g., “nurturance leave’ /leave after certain duties)
sabbatical

other:

For how many of each of the following types of individuals (including O) do you currently serve asofficial advisor?

undergraduates medical students residents/fellows
MA students post-docs junior faculty
PhD students

On average, how many hours per month do you spend oninformal mentoring activities
(e.g. advising, counseling, advocating for students or junior faculty who are not your advisees)?



University of Michigan Survey of Academic Climate and Activities
Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

Please answer the following questions about your teaching load, which may not include formal courses for medical faculty,
for the winter 2001and fall 2001 terms (calendar year 2001). If on sabbatical or leave either term, please indicate by
checking on the appropriate line under the relevant term(s).

winter 2001 fall 2001
| on sabbatical/leave of absence
undergrad graduate undergrad graduate
non-lab courses* /number (N) and total credit hours (hrs) N= N= N= N=
hrs= hrs= hrs= hrs=
lab courses*/number (N) and total credit hours (hrs) N= N= N= N=
hrs= hrs= hrs= hrs=

total number of students taught/teaching

total number of GSIs/graders across courses

average number of contact hours/week with medical students

average number of contact hours/week with residents/fellows

average number of office hours/week

average number of hours supervising student research/week

*|f appropriate, put in parentheses the number of these courses designated for non-majors.

SERVICE. We'reinterested in knowing your level of involvement in committee work at UM over the past 5 years. For
each of the following levels, please choose 3-5 of the committees you consider important, whether or not you have served on
them by checking the box to the left of the committee name. Then specify your level of participation on those selected by
checking the appropriate boxes. (Please note: important committees are those whichyou feel address significant/ substantive
issues and on which you feel you have/could play a meaningful role.)

asked to
serve

no parti- volun- served chaired
Please check all that apply for each committee you list. cipation teered

Department level committees:

curriculum

department executive

faculty search

fellowship

graduate admissions

space

other (pleaselist):

School/college level committees

college curriculum

college executive

department/unit head search

other (pleaselist):

University level committees

Please list:

Please list:

Please list:

In atypical year, how many committees do you serve on? In atypical year, how many do you chair?

Please list any other committees
you have served onin the past 5 years.

Have you ever been asked to serve and/or served as department chair, department section/area/program chair or center/ lab/
institute/program director or administrator? asked to serve: 6 Yes 6 No
served: 6Yes 6 No

How important to you is having a department or college leadership position?
Not at all important 1

Please circle the appropriate number.
2 3 4 5 Very important

Pleasecircle the
Very willing

How willing are you to take on time-consuming service tasks (e.g., chairing an important committee)?
appropriate number. Not at all willing 1 2 3 4 5
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

RESOURCES. In the chart below, please indicate how much effort (e.g., memos, meetings, phone calls, etc.) it takes for
you to secure the following items, and your level of satisfaction with current allocations of these items. Please indicate by
checking one box for each item under “ effort” and one box for each item under “ satisfaction.”

effort satisfaction
= o) g () -8 -8 (3]
s|el|8 |8 || 9 259 159 3 %
Sle|Be|Selte] £ 8% S laglog <
E|B8S|les ggyaa‘ﬁeg S |E S22 5l g
2| 3 |ED|30|=0|2QSs835 2|3 B2 B2
office space
research space
computer equipment
lab equipment
service from vendors-repairs, supplies, upgrades

If helpful, please elaborate on any resource allocation issues that concern you:

Have you received any of the following resources as a result of your own negotiations, the terms of an award, or offer by the

university, since your initial contract at UM? If so, please check all that apply.

If not applicable, please check here:

S > S >
_28 %3158 28 °3|5¢
882 25|52 353 25|52
%85 55|55 B85 85|55
course releasetime specia bonus
lab equipment summer salary
lab space special timing of tenure clock
renovation of lab space moving expenses
research assistant housing subsidy
clerical/admin. support child care
discretionary funds partner/spouse position
travel funding other :
Have you ever had an outside offer while at UM? 0Yes ONo
If yes, has an outside offer ever resulted in asalary increase? 0Yes ONo
If no, why not
Many of the questions on the following pages ask you to rate conditions in your unit(s) or department(s). If you have

multiple appointments, we would like to give you the opportunity to rate two units. Normally this would be the two unitsin
which you spend the most time (regardless of percentage of budgeted appointment). However, we are most interested in
learning about instructional units, so if one of these is a unit in which you have an administrative position, and you have an
additional instructional appointment in another unit, please select the instructional unit. Please identify the unit(s) you will be
rating in terms of the school/college in which each islocated as well as your appointment in each by checking the appropriate
boxes in the rows labeled Unit 1 and Unit 2, if applicable.

School/Coll

e

Appointment

Engin.

Med.

LSA/Sci.

LSA/Soc. Sci. Other Instructional

Research

Clinical

Unit 1

Unit 2
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

CAREER SATISFACTION. How satisfied are you with the following dimensions of your professional development?

Unit 1 Unit 2
8 8
B |3 o |8
3 ) 3 B
% g Gl - % z 8|2
§ = =5 @ Check the box that best expresses your level of satisfaction. g = =|% @
HAHEE HAHEE
> E|S|E| 2= >|E|5|El2| 5
JEIEIEIE o328 g|8

opportunity to collaborate with other faculty

amount of social interaction with members of my unit/department

level of funding for my research or creative efforts

current salary in comparison to the salaries of my UM colleagues

ability to attract students to work with me

sense of being valued as ateacher by my students

sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by my students

sense of being valued for my teaching by members of my unit/department

sense of being valued for my research, scholarship, or creativity by members of
my unit/department

level of intellectual stimulation in my day-to-day contacts with faculty colleagues
sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline

balance between professional and personal life

other, please specify:

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your current position at UM? Please circle the number on the scale that

isclosest to how you feel. Very dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 Very satisfied

RECOGNITION

Has your department ever nominated you for an award in the following areas? teaching 0 Yes 6 No
research 0 Yes 6 No
clinical 0 Yes 6 No
service 0 Yes 6 No

Has your department failed to nominate you for an award for which you were qualified? 6 Yes 6 No 0| don't know
If yes, please elaborate:

PRODUCTIVITY
What are the most reliable and informative indicators of productivity in your area of research? Please check up to five items.

O number of external grant proposals (Pl or co-Pl) Q number of book chapters
O total dollar amount of external grants (Pl or co-PI) O number of dissertations chaired
Q number of external fellowships Q number of presentations at national/international
Q number of articles published in refereed academic or conferences
professional journals Q number of patents
Q number of monographs written Q other (please specify):
O number of books edited

Using the criteria you checked above, how would you rate your overall level productivity compared to researchers in your
areaand at your rank nationwide? Please circle the number that best correspondsto your rating.

Much less productive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Much more productive

Using the same criteria, how do you think your department views your productivity, compared to the departmental average?
Please circle the number that best correspondsto your rating.

Much less productive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Much more productive
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

INSTITUTIONAL AND UNIT/DEPARTMENT CLIMATE
In the chart below, please indicate the areas in which you would benefit from mentoring at this stage of your career by
checking the relevant boxes in the column on the left. Please check all that apply. In the columns on the right, please
indicate the level of mentoring you currently receive in each area listed, regardless of whether or not it is beneficial.

My mentor(s)...

none

some

alot

too much

serves as arole model

promotes my career through networking

advises about preparation for advancement (e.g., promotion, leadership positions)

advises about getting my work published

advises about department politics

advises about obtaining the resources | need

advocates for me

advises about balancing work and family

other (please specify):

I's there anyone whom you currently regard as a mentor—someone who gives advice and counsel on
career issues and/or sponsors or advocates for you?

6Yes

6No

In the chart below please indicate in the space provided how many male and female mentors you have and thekinds of
support/advice they provide, according to their institutional affiliation category. Please answer separately for male and
female mentors, as appropriate, and check all that apply. If you feel thisis not applicable to you, please leave blank and

s

check here: O

My mentor(s)...

male mentors (N= ) female mentors (N= )
-9 392 5% % -% 3% 5% ,°®
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serves as a role model

promotes my career through networking

advises about preparation for advancement
(e.g. promotion/tenure, leadership positions)

advises about getting my work published

advises about department politics

advises about obtaining the resources | need

advocates for me

advises about balancing work and family

other:

Please rate the climate of your unit(s)/department(s) on the following continuum by circling/underlining the appropriate

number.

Friendly

Racist
Homogeneous
Disrespectful
Collegial
Non-sexist
Collaborative
Cooperative
Homophobic
Not supportive

PR RRRRRRRPR

Unit 1

NNDNNNNDNDNNDN

WWWWwwWwwwwww

AR AR IAD

o1 o1 01 oo 010101 01Ol

Hostile
Non-racist
Diverse
Respectful
Contentious
Sexist
Individualistic
Competitive
Non-homophobic
Supportive

Friendly

Raci st
Homogeneous
Disrespectful
Collegial
Non-sexist
Collaborative
Cooperative
Homophobic
Not supportive

PR RRRRRRRPR

Unit 2
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4
2 3 4

o1 o1 010101 010101 0101

Hostile
Non-racist
Diverse
Respectful
Contentious
Sexist
Individualistic
Competitive
Non-homophobic
Supportive



University of Michigan Survey of Academic Climate and Activities

Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning conditions in your unit(s)/
department(s), and your relationships with your unit/department colleagues by checking the appropriate box.

Unit 1
8
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c = c
SI2Z12lS|5
B2 c|8 B

Unit 2
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My research interests are valued by my colleagues.

| feel pressured to change my research agendain order to fit in.

| feel/felt pressured to change my research agenda to make tenure/be promoted .

I am comfortabl e asking questions about performance expectations.

| am/was reluctant to bring up issues that concern me for fear that it will/would affect
my promotion/tenure.

My colleagues expect me to represent “the point of view” of my gender.

My colleagues expect me to represent “the point of view” of my race/ethnicity.

My colleagues solicit my opinions about their research ideas and problems.

My colleagues have lower expectations of me than of other faculty.

I constantly feel under scrutiny by my colleagues.

| have/had to work harder than | believe my colleagues do, in order to be/have been
perceived as alegitimate scholar.

There are many unwritten rules concerning how one is expected to interact with unit
colleagues.

Othersseemto find it easier than | to “fitin.”

How would you rate your unit(s)/department(s)’s executive leader (chair or director) in each of

Check the appropriate box for each item.

the following areas?

Unit 1

ol o ol &5
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The chair/director of my unit/department...

Unit 2

ol o ol &
- 28 212875
8%@090@9_
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maintains high academic standards

is open to constructive criticism

is an effective administrator

shows interest in faculty

encourages and empowers faculty

treats faculty in an even-handed way

helps me obtain resources | need

gives me useful feedback about my performance

articulates aclear vision

articulates clear criteriafor promotion/tenure

honors agreements

handles disputes/problems effectively

communicates consistently with faculty

creates a cooperative and supportive environment

shows commitment to racial-ethnic diversity
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

For each item, please check the box that best corresponds to how much influence you feel you have over the following

matters in your unit(s)/department(s):

Unit 1 Unit 2
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unit curriculum decisions

size of salary increases | receive

obtaining money for travel to professional meetings

securing the facilities or equipment | need for my
research

selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows

selecting new faculty membersto be hired

determining who gets tenure

selecting the next unit head

affecting the overall unit climate/culture

Please indicate in the chart below any job-related discrimination you have experienced at UM within the last five years,
noting the basis for the discrimination (race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, etc.) and the areas in which the

discriminatory behavior has affected your career at UM. Please check all that apply.
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hiring

promotion

salary

space/equipment, other resources

access to administrative staff

graduate student or resident/fellow assignments

other (please specify):

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning the atmosphere in your

unit(s)/department(s) by checking the appropriate box:

Unit 1
8
5|8
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Unit 2

strongly disagree

disagree

neutral

agree

strongly agree

Some faculty have a condescending attitude toward women.

Sexist remarks are heard in the classroom.

Thereis egual access for both men and women to lab/research space.

The environment promotes adequate collegial opportunitiesfor women.

Men receive preferential treatment in the areas of recruitment and promotions.

Men are more likely than women to receive helpful career advice from colleagues.

In meetings, people pay just as much attention when women speak as when men do.

Women are appropriately represented in senior positions.

Sex discrimination is a big problem in my department.




University of Michigan Survey of Academic Climate and Activities
Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

How often within the last five years at UM have you overheard insensitive or disparaging comments about the following
types of peoplein general, or about particular people as a member of that group, made by faculty or students? [This does not
refer to comments about an individual asan individual.] Please check once for each row. Check “ never” if not applicable.
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about women in general, or about particular women as “typical” of women faculty
students
about men in general, or about particular men as “typical” of men faculty
students
about racial/ethnic minorities, or about particular persons of color as “typical” | faculty
of aracial/ethnic group students
about a religious group or about particular persons as “typical” of areligious | faculty
group students

Within the past 5 years, have you experienced any unwanted and uninvited sexual attention (defined as including unwanted
sexual teasing, jokes, remarks or questions; unwanted pressure for dates;, unwanted letters, phone calls, email; unwanted
touching, leaning over, cornering, pinching; unwanted pressure for sexual favors; stalking; rape or assault)?

oYes oNo

If yes, did you make an official report of it to anyone? 0Yes O0No
Why/why not?

If applicable, please indicate which of the following actions you took in response to the unwanted sexual attention by
indicating the effect that thisaction had. Please check all that apply. If you did not take the action please check N/A.

| felt | felt behavior behavior made no
better worse decreased | increased | difference | N/A

ignored behavior

avoided the person(s)

curtailed time in that unit

asked/told the person(s) to stop

reported behavior to unit/department head
reported behavior to other UM official
made a joke of the behavior

went along with the behavior

other; please explain:

In your unit(s)/department(s), how prevalent areinstances of unwanted and uninvited sexual attention? Please circlethe
appropriate number for each applicable unit.

Unit 1; Not at all prevalent 1
Unit 2; Not at all prevalent 1

3
3

5 Very prevalent

2 4
2 4 5 Very prevalent

Within the past five years, how many individuals from UM have come to you concerned about behavior they experienced
that either you or they would define as uninvited and unwanted sexual attention?

Areyou now, or in the past five years have you ever been, the officially designated person to whom people report incidences
of unwanted sexual attention? oYes ONo

10
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Throughout this survey, “ faculty” refersto all tenured and tenure-track, primary research, and clinical track faculty.

PERSONAL LIFE

Do you have a spouse or partner? 0Yes 6No
(If no, please go to the section labeled DEM OGRAPHICS, below)

What, if any, isyour spouse’ s/partner’ s employment or career field?

Wheat is your spouse’ §/partner’ s employment status? 0 Full time ¢ Parttime & Not employed
What is your spouse’ s/partner’ s preferred employment status at thistime? 0 Full time 0 Parttime 6 Not employed

If your partner isemployed at UM, what type of appointment does he or she have? Check all that apply.

6 faculty member 6 administrative/professional staff 6 office or support staff
6 primary research appointment 06 technical 6 headthfield
0 post-doctoral or fellowship 0 librarian/curator 0 other, specify

Have you ever sought help from UM in attempting to find appropriate employment for your spouse or partner?
6Yes 6 No
If yes, how satisfied were you with UM’s help in locating appropriate opportunities for your spouse or partner? Pleasecirclethe
appropriate number.
Very dissatisfied 1 2 3 4 5 Very satisfied

Have you ever considered leaving UM to improve career opportunities for your spouse/partner? 6 Yes 6 No

DEMOGRAPHICS

Age: (years) Sex: 060 Mae 0 Femae UScitizen?: 6 Yes 6 No
Racial/Ethnic Identification Number of children for whom you do, or have, provide(d) care:

(Check one): Age of youngest:

___African American Age of oldest:

___Asian American
___Euro American
___lLatina/o or Hispanic American
____Native American/American Indian
___Mixed (pleased describe):
___ Other (please describe):

If you are a tenured or tenure-track faculty member:
Isit possibleto stop or extend the tenure clock in your unit(s)/department(s)? 6Yes 6 No 0 Idon'tknow

If yes, and if you were ever an assistant professor at UM, did you stop or extend the tenure clock for any of the following
reasons? Check all that apply.
0 Yes, as part of my start-up package.
0 Yes, because of aprofessional opportunity.
0 Yes, because of childbirth/other dependent care duties.
0 Yes, for health/medical reasons.
0 Yes, for other reasons; please specify

Did you choose not to stop the tenure clock even though you were entitled to? 0Yes 0 No
If yes, why?

If you have chosen to stop the tenure clock for any reason, how supportive was/were your unit(s)/department(s)
in facilitating this choice? Please circle the appropriate number for each applicable unit.

Unit 1: Not at all supportive 1 2 3 4 5 Very supportive
Unit 2: Not at all supportive 1 2 3 4 5 Very supportive

11



SURVEY FOLLOWUP

Because the survey responses are anonymous, we have no way of knowing who completed
them. Therefore, we ask you to please fill out and return, under separate cover, the
enclosed stamped and addressed postcard. The postcard asks you to provide the following
information:

1. that you have completed and returned (or decline to complete) the survey.
This information will be used to re-contact non-respondents in an effort to
increase response rate. If you return the postcard you will not be re-
contacted about the survey;

whether or not you would like a copy of the report of the findings;

whether or not you would be interested in participating in a follow-up
interview. Sometimes respondents are willing to be interviewed in order to
discuss further issues raised briefly in a survey. If you think you might be
interested in an interview, please indicate this by checking the appropriate
box on the reply postcard. Information provided in an interview, while not
anonymous, will be confidential. Regrettably, we may not be able to
interview all those who expressinterest.

Thank you very much for taking thetime to complete and return the survey.
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College Of Engineering Medical School
Aerospace Engineering Anesthesiology
Atmospheric, Oceanic & Space Sciences Biological Chemistry
Biomedica Engineering Cardiac Surgery Section
Chemica Engineering Department Cdl & Development Biology
Civil & Environmental Engineering Dermatology
Electrical Engineering & Computer Science Family Medicine

Industrial-Operations Engineering
Macromolecular Science & Engineering Center
Materials Science & Engineering

Mechanica Engineering

Naval Architecture & Marine Engineering
Nuclear Engineering & Radiological Sciences
Technical Communication

College Of Literature, Science& TheArts
Anthropology

Astronomy

Biology

Chemistry
Communication Studies
Economics

Geological Sciences
History

Mathematics

Physics

Political Science
Psychology

Saociology

Statistics

Residential College
Women's Studies Program

School Of Dentistry

Biologic And Materias Sciences
Cariology,Restorative Sciences & Endodontics
Community Dentistry

Denta Hygiene-Dentistry
Ord Diagnosis-Dentistry
Ora Medicine/Pathol ogy/Oncology
Oral Pathology-Dentistry
Ora Surgery Dentistry
Ora/Maxillofacial Surgery/Hospital Dentistry
Orthodontics & Pediatric Dentististry
Orthodontics-Dentistry
Pediatric Dentistry
Periodontics/Prevention/Geriatics
Periodontics-Dentistry
Prosthodontics

Emergency Medicine

Genera Surgery Section

Human Genetics

Internal Medicine-Hematol ogy/Oncology
Internal Medicine-Molecular Medicine & Genetics
Internal Medecine-Nephrology
Internal Medicine

Kresge Hearing Research Ingtitute
Laboratory Anima Medicine Unit
Microbiology And Immunology
Neurology

Neurosurgery Section

Obstetrics and Gynecology
Ophthalmology and Visual Sciences
Oral Surgery Section

Orthopaedic Surgery Section
Otorhinolaryngology

Pathology

Pediatric Surgery Section

Pediatrics & Communiable Diseases
Pharmacol ogy

Physical Medicine & Rehabilitation
Physiology

Plastic Surgery Section

Psychiatry

Radiation Oncology

Radiology

Surgery

Thoracic Surgery Section

Urology Surgery Section

Vascular Surgery Section

Medica Education

Medica School Administration

School Of Public Health

Biostatistics

Environmenta Hedlth Sciences
Epidemiology

Hedlth Behavior & Health Education
Health Management And Policy



College Of Phar macy

Division Of Kinesiology

School Of Nursing

School Of Natural Resources & Environment
School Of Information

Resear ch Centersand I nstitutes
Center for Human Growth & Devel opment
Biologica Station
Museum Of Anthropology
Herbarium
Museum of Paleontology
Institute for Environmental Sciences
Engineering and Technology
Space Physics Research Lab
Cooperative Institute for Limnology & Ecosystems Research
Substance Abuse (Medica School)
Mental Health Research Ingtitute
Substance Abuse Research Center
Director Of Research-Dentistry
Institute of Gerontology
Collaboratory for Research on Electronic Work
Program Study of Complex Systems
Biophysics Research Division
Center for Great Lakes & Aquatic Sciences
UM Transportation Research Institute



Appendix C: ADVANCE Committee Member ship



ADVANCE Committee Membership

Steering Committee
Abigail Stewart (PI, Psychology, Women's Studies)

Pamela Raymond (Co-Pl, Senior Counselor to the Provost, Cell and Developmental Biology)

Stephen Director (Co-Pl, Dean of Engineering)
Allen Lichter (Co-Pl, Dean of Medicine)
Terrence McDonad (Interim Dean of LS&A)

Project Staff

Abigail Stewart, Implementation

Danielle LaVaque-Manty, Implementation
Janet Malley, Evauation

Julie Stubbs, Evaluation

Evaluation Advisory Committee

Mark Cheder (Sociology)

Mary Corcoran (Political Science, Public
Policy, Socia Work, Women'’s Studies)

Paul Courant (Interim Provost, Economics)

Ann Lin (Public Policy, Political Science)

Richard Gonzalez (Psychology)

Sylvia Hurtado (Higher Education)

Janet Lawrence (Higher Education)

Valerie Lee (Education)

Yu Xie (Sociology)

Committee on Science and Technology Recruiting

to Improve Diversity and Excellence (STRIDE)

Anthony England (Electrical Engineering and

Computer Sciences)

Carol Fierke (Chemistry)

Melvin Hochster (Mathematics)

Samud Mukasa (Geological Sciences)

Martha Pollack (Electrical Engineering and Computer
Science)

Pamela Raymond (Cell and Developmental Biology)

Michael Savageau (Microbiology and Immunology)

John Vandermeer (Ecology and Evolutionary Biology)

Project Collaborators, Evaluation
Carol Hollenshead (CEW)
Jean Waltman (CEW)

Implementation Advisory Committee

Linda Abriola (Civil and Environmental Engineering)

James Bean (Associate Dean of Engineering,
Industrial Operations)

David Bloom (Associate Dean of Medicine,
Urology Surgery)

David Burke (Human Genetics)

Valerie Castle (Associate Provost, Pediatrics and
Communicable Diseases)

Carol Fierke (Chemistry)

Katherine Freese (Physics)

Philip Hanlon (Associate Dean of LS&A,
Mathematics)

John Laird (Electrical Engineering and Computer

Donald Lopez (Associate Dean of LS& A, Asian
Languages and Culture)

Samuel Mukasa (Geologica Sciences)

Matthew O'Donnell (Biomedical Engineering)

Marvin Parnes (Associate Vice President for Research)

Tresa Pollock (Materials Science and Engineering)

Pamela Raymond (Senior Counselor to the Provost,

Cdl and Developmental Biology)

Linda Samuelson (Physiology)

Michael Savageau (Microbiology and Immunology)

Lisa Tedesco (Vice President and Secretary of
UM, Dentistry)

Kathryn Tosney (Biology)

Project Collaborators, Implementation

Constance Cook (CRLT)

Cinda-Sue G. Davis (WISE)

Jane Hassinger (Interdisciplinary Programin
Feminist Practice)

Patricia Shure (Math Department)
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Scale Construction
University Climate

Gender Stereotyping, Alpha= .82

Insengitive or disparaging comments...

about women in generd or about particular women as “typical” of women made by faculty
about women in genera or about particular women as “typica” of women made by students
about men in general or about particular men as “typical” of men made by faculty

about men in genera or about particular men as “typica” of men made by students

How often within the last five years at UM have you overheard insensitive or disparaging
comments about the following types of peoplein general, or about particular people asa
member of that group, made by faculty or students? (This does not refer to comments
about an individual as an individual .)

Scale 1-5 (1=never, 2=0nce or twice per year, 3=couple times per term, 4=more than
once a month, 5=weekly.)

Ethnic/Religious Stereotyping, Alpha= .87

Insensitive or disparaging comments...

about racia/ethnic minorities, or about particular persons of color as “typical” of aracia/ethnic
group made by faculty

about racial/ethnic minorities, or about particular persons of color as “typical” of aracia/ethnic
group made by students

about areligious group or about particular persons as “typical” of areligious group made by
faculty

about areligious group or about particular persons as “typica” of areligious group made by
students

How often within the last five years at UM have you overheard insensitive or disparaging
comments about the following types of peoplein general, or about particular people asa
member of that group, made by faculty or students? (This does not refer to comments
about an individual as an individual.)

Scale 1-5 (1=never, 2=0nce or twice per year, 3=couple times per term, 4=more than
once a month, 5=weekly.)

Departmental Climate

Tolerant Environment, Alpha= .72

Racist/ Non-racist

Homophobic/ Non-homophobic

Homogeneous/ Diverse

Sexist/ Non-sexist

Rate the climate of your unit/department on the following continuum by circling the appropriate
number.

Scalel-5 (1=negative, 5=positive)




Positive Environment, Alpha=.88
Hostile/ Friendly

Disrespectful/ Respectful
Contentious/ Collegia
Individuaistic/ Collaborative
Competitivel Cooperative

Not supportive/ Supportive

Rate the climate of your unit/department on the following continuum.
Scalel-5 (1=negative, 5=positive)

Gender Egalitarian Atmosphere Alpha=.86

Some faculty have a condescending attitude toward women. (R)

Sexist remarks are heard in the classroom. (R)

Thereis equa access for both men and women to lab/research space.

The environment promotes adequate collegia opportunities for women.

Men receive preferential treatment in the areas of recruitment and promotions. (R)
Men are more likely than women to receive helpful career advice from colleagues. (R)
In meetings, people pay just as much attention when women speak as when men do.
Women are appropriately represented in senior positions.

Sex discrimination is a big problem in my department. (R)

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning
the atmosphere in your unit/department.

Scale 1-5 (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)

(R) indicates items reversed for analysis.

Scholarly Isolation Alpha= .75

| am comfortable asking questions about performance expectations. (R)

My colleagues solicit my opinions about their research ideas and problem. (R)
My research interests are valued by my colleagues. (R)

| fedl pressured to change my research agendain order to fit in.

| fed/felt pressured to change my research agenda to make tenure/be promoted.
My colleagues have lower expectations of me than of other faculty.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning
conditions in your unit/department.

Scale 1-5 (1=strongly disagree, 5=strong agree)

(R) Indicates items reversed for analysis.



Felt Surveillance, Alpha= .74

| am/was reluctant to bring up issues that concern me for fear that it will/would affect my
promotion/tenure.

| constantly feel under scrutiny by my colleagues.

| have/had to work harder than | believe my colleagues do, in order to be/have been perceived as
alegitimate scholar.

There are many unwritten rules concerning how one is expected to interact with unit colleagues.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning
conditions in your unit/department.
Scale 1-5 (1=strongly disagree, 5=strong agree)

Felt Tokenism, Alpha= .87
My colleagues expect me to represent “the point of view” of my gender.
My colleagues expect me to represent “the point of view” of my race/ethnicity.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements concerning
conditions in your unit/department.
Scale 1-5 (1=strongly disagree, 5=strong agree)

Chair as Fair, Alpha= .88

treats faculty in an everrhanded way
honors agreements

handles disputes/problems effectively

How would you rate your unit/department’s executive leader (chair or director) in each
of the following areas? The chair/director of my unit department...
Scale 1-5 (1=poor, 5=superior)

Chair as Able to Create a Positive Environment, Alpha= .89
is an effective administrator

encourages and empowers faculty

creates a cooperative and supportive environment

How would you rate your unit/department’s executive leader (chair or director) in each
of the following areas? The chair/director of my unit department...
Scalel-5 (1=poor, 5=superior)



Other Department and Campus Experiences

Influence over Educational Matters, Alpha= .80
unit curriculum decisions

selecting new graduate students or residents/fellows
selecting new faculty members to be hired
determining who gets tenure

selecting the next unit head

For each item, please check the box that best corresponds to how much influence you feel you have over the
following mattersin your unit/department.
Scale 1-5 (1=really no influence, 5 tremendous influence)

Influence over Unit Resources, Alpha= .64

size of salary increases | receive

obtaining money for travel to professional meetings (beyond standard unit allocations)
securing the facilities or equipment | need for my research

For each item, please check the box that best corresponds to how much influence you feel you have over the
following mattersin your unit/department.
Scale 1-5 (1=really no influence, 5 tremendous influence)

Career Satisfactions, Alpha= .84

opportunity to collaborate with other faculty

amount of socia interaction with members of my unit/department

level of funding for my research or creative efforts

current salary in comparison to the salaries of my UM colleagues

ability to attract students to work with me

sense of being valued as a teacher by my students

sense of being valued as a mentor or advisor by my students

sense of being valued for my teaching by members of my unit/department

sense of being valued for my research, scholarship, or cregtivity by members of my unit/department
level of intellectual stimulation in my day-to-day contacts with faculty colleagues
sense of contributing to theoretical developmentsin my discipline

balance between professiona and personal life

How satisfied are you with the following dimensions of your professional development?
Scale 1-5 (1=very dissatisfied, 5=very satisfied)
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