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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

FINDINGS

Tenure Track Ul Faculty

Despite the fact that there has been attention to the under-representation of women at the
University of lowa since the early to mid-1970s, the number of full professors who are
women has not increased very dramatically during this 30-year period, which is long
enough for women hired in the 1970s and 1980s to have achieved the rank of full professor.
Between 1995 and 2004, the University-wide percentage of full professors who are women
increased from 10.5% to 17.1%. This is an increase of 6.6 percentage points in 9 years, an
increase of less than one percentage point a year. At the current rate, it will be approximately 10
years until the percentage of full professors who are women even reaches 25%. Three factors
that contribute to this slow increase are (1) the disproportionately high numbers of men hired at
the full professor rank, (2) the lower percentage of promotions of women to the rank of full
professor relative to their proportion among associate professors, and (3) the relatively higher
rate of resignations of associate professors who are women.

Between 1995 and 2004, the University-wide
percentage of associate professors who are women
increased by 10.3 percentage points, an increase of 1.1
percentage points per year. Individuals promoted during
this time are, for the most part, those hired prior to this
period; hence this is a reflection of earlier hiring patterns.

During that same time period, the University-wide
percentage of assistant professors who are women
decreased by 1.8 percentage points. Since 1998, the year
with the highest university-wide percentage of assistant
professors who were women (42%), there has been a
steady decline in the percentage of assistant professors
who are women in the two largest colleges, Carver College
of Medicine (CCOM) and College of Liberal Arts and
Science (CLAS). CCOM declined from 28.6% women in
1998 to 22.5% in 2004, and CLAS declined from 50.4 to
44.3%, a decline of 6.1 percentage points in each case.

Thus, progress made at the associate professor level will not continue unless substantial
changes are made in the immediate future.

The primary reasons for the decrease in the proportion of female assistant professors are
that female assistant professors are leaving the university at higher rates than are male assistant
professors, and the percentage of newly hired assistant professors who are women has fallen to
22.9% in 2004 from a high of 39.6% in 2001.
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Compared to their representation among assistant professors (38% in 2003-2005), female
assistant professors were significantly more likely to resign (47% of asst. prof. resignees). By
far the most common reason for resigning cited is obtaining a better offer elsewhere,
suggesting that assistant professor females may be compensated less well relative to the
market than are their male counterparts.

The second most common reason for resigning is family reasons, and exit interviews
indicate that dual-career issues constitute a good percentage of these, suggesting that women
may be resigning either because spouses or partners cannot find employment in the lowa
City/Cedar Rapids area or because other schools are able to offer more attractive dual offers to
academic couples.

In 2005, the Ul ranked seventh among the public universities in the Big Ten in terms of
the percentage of tenure track faculty who are women. Over the past 10 years, there has been a
steady decline in Ul's ranking: tied for fourth in 1995 and ranked fifth in 1999. Also, the Ul has
fallen to eighth place in the (public) Big Ten in percentage of women who are full professors and
women who are assistant professors. However, the Ul is tied for second place in the percentage
of women who are associate professors, likely reflecting the fact that in the late 1990s, the Ul
ranked third in terms of the percentage of assistant professors who were women and many of
these women may have been tenured and promoted.

Clinical and Non—Tenure Track Ul Faculty

The main findings of this study are that:

o Women make up about 40% of Clinical Track Faculty, but they are concentrated in lower
ranks;

e Hires at full professor rank in clinical track are even more heavily male than in tenure
track: 7 men for every woman;

e For each academic rank, women are more likely than men to occupy non-tenured, clinical
track positions.

Minority Ul Faculty

There are limited data to examine gender equity issues within the faculty identified as
“minority,” but it appears that the issues for women faculty as a whole are similar or perhaps
even more pronounced for minority faculty members.

Salary Study

As was found in an earlier salary study, most faculty salary variation—regardless of track or
whether the appointment is based on the academic or fiscal year—was due to five factors that are
known and expected to affect salary, specifically: discipline (college/department), type of
terminal academic degree (e.g., masters’ degree; health-science doctoral degree, etc.), seniority
(number of years since obtaining terminal degree), tenure status, and faculty rank. These
variables accounted for all but approximately 20% of faculty salary variation, and when these
five factors were taken into account, there were no overall statistically significant




gender- or minority-status based salary differences in any of the three faculty
groups analyzed (12-month tenure-track, 9-month tenure-track and 12-month clinical-track).

The bulk of salary variation was due to departmental differences in salaries (e.g., faculty in
Finance earn more than those in Classics; faculty in Neurosurgery earn more than those in
Preventive & Community Dentistry). When this departmental variation is not considered, some
significant differences based on gender, and a few on minority status, are found, suggesting that
women faculty are more likely to be in departments that have lower overall
salaries. Tests of this hypothesis were strongly supported.

Simulation

The goal of the simulation was both to analyze past trends and to forecast the effects of various
ways in which the University could reach a goal of 32% women in tenure track faculty positions
by 2010. If we increase the fraction of female assistant professors hired to 50%, and increase
the fraction of female direct hires to the rank of full professor to 50%, the simulation shows that
there would be an increase in the percentage of female, tenure-track faculty at all ranks to 32.5%
by 2010, which would meet the goal that Ul has set.

Ul Faculty Survey

The Task Force conducted a web-based survey of all faculty in December 2005-January 2006.
There were 588 respondents, representing 16% of the faculty. Faculty members were asked to
select one or more of 16 key challenges or obstacles to the recruitment and retention of women
faculty. Overall, in descending order of mention, the most significant challenges perceived by
faculty were: dual career hiring assistance (47%); faculty position for spouse or partner (46.4%);
tenure-clock pressures (38%); salary (34%); on-campus child care accessibility (29%);
mentoring (28%); disproportionate service obligations (27%); faculty position availability (21%);
and part-time faculty availability (20%). It is noteworthy that when the data are classified by
gender, rank, and college, the primacy of these issues is maintained, although there are some
differences in the ordering, particularly by assistant professors who rank tenure-track pressures
as the greatest concern.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Office of the Provost has formed a task force concerning the tenure clock and another task
force relating to child-care issues. Moreover, prior task forces have produced recent reports
concerning sexual harassment and salary equity. Thus, our recommendations are restricted to
other areas of concern. After systematic study of the policies and practices of peer institutions,
as well as our own in-house assessment of administrators and web-based survey of Ul faculty,
we have concluded that the following recommendations have the greatest potential to produce
immediate progress toward gender equity on the University of lowa campus.
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Recruitment/Retention

Develop a program similar to FDOP for spousal/partner hires of faculty in which the
Provost’s office would retain 50% interest in perpetuity.

Provide ongoing resources for searches to promote broad advertisement and ongoing
extensive outreach to under-represented groups.

Obtain accurate data on applicant pools and faculty hiring, competitive salaries, and start-
up packages, and use these in recruiting to make competitive offers.

Evaluate deans and DEOs on their efforts to address hiring, retention, and promotion of
under-represented groups in their units.

Parenting Issues

Develop a program similar to FDOP for spousal/partner hires of faculty in which the
Provost’s office would retain 50% of the cost in perpetuity.

Provide ongoing resources for searches to promote broad advertisement and ongoing
extensive outreach to under-represented groups.

Implement a semester leave from teaching or clinical responsibilities as the default policy
for childbearing regardless of accrued sick leave.

Implement a modified portfolio for all faculty parents enabling them to replace their
teaching or clinical responsibilities for the equivalent of one semester during the first year
following the birth or adoption of a child.

Centralize funding of parental leaves and modified duties so that departments are not
disadvantaged and faculty face no formal or informal barriers to taking leave.

Implement an automatic one-year extension of the tenure clock or clinical contract
renewal for all probationary faculty following permanent addition of a child to their
household.

Ongoing Faculty Support

Create a formal mentoring program for junior faculty with training and support for
mentors.

Create a special task force to generate feasible action solutions to address the challenging
issues in the CCOM: low numbers/percentages of women faculty; high attrition;
disproportionate percentage of women in lower ranks and as clinical (non-tenured)
faculty; and logistics for covering clinical duties and maintaining active research labs
during the peak years of childrearing.

Create a standing committee to monitor the implementation of these recommendations
and suggest future actions to address evolving gender equity issues.

The full Recommendations section also contains secondary recommendations and a list of

recommendations already adopted in whole or in part at Ul.




INTRODUCTION

Provost Michael J. Hogan appointed the Gender Equity Task Force during the Spring 2005
semester. The Task Force’s charge was to take a broad look at the status of women faculty at the
University of lowa, and recommend changes and programs to increase the number of women
faculty and improve their quality of life. The Task Force considered the following issues among
others:

e support that women faculty receive for research (e.g. lab and office space, equipment
funding, RA support, etc);

e opportunities (and barriers) for women to develop successful careers as researchers
and/or in higher level administrative positions; and

e support (and barriers) for women attaining tenure, full professorship, and named chairs
and professorships. Specifically, what are the root causes of women’s under-
representation among full professors and named positions, and what can be done to
address them (possibilities include such things as inadequate support/recognition for
integrating work, family, and community life; inequitable service burdens either
voluntarily or as assignments; and disproportionate exodus from the University of lowa or
the academy altogether).

The Office of the Provost has
formed task forces concerning the
tenure clock, child care issues, and
research and lab space. Moreover,
prior task forces have produced
recent reports concerning sexual
harassment and salary equity.
Thus, our recommendations are
restricted to other areas of concern.

The status of female graduate
students, many of whom currently
teach and/or will become
professors, was beyond the scope of
the Task Force. It became clear during the preparation of this report, however, that many of the
same issues that apply to female faculty also apply to female graduate students. The Task Force
urges that the University create a committee or otherwise investigate the factors affecting the
success of female graduate students.




Members of the Task Force:

e Professor Adrien Katherine Wing, Bessie Dutton Murray Professor of Law, Chair of
Task Force,

e Vice Provost Patricia A. Cain, Professor and Aliber Family Chair in Law,

e Professor Lee Anna Clark (Psychology, CLAS, and former Associate Provost for
Faculty),

e Associate Professor Corey Creekmur (Cinema & Comparative Literature, CLAS),
e Associate Professor Robin Davisson (Anatomy & Cell Biology, CCOM),

e Associate Professor Maureen Donovan (Division of Pharmaceutics, College of
Pharmacy) ,

e Professor Jennifer Glass (Sociology, CLAS),

e Professor Beth Ingram (DEO Economics, Tippie College of Business),

e Professor Jean Jew (Anatomy, CCOM),

e Associate Provost for Faculty Susan R. Johnson (Professor Ob/Gyn, CCOM),

e Professor Linda K. Kerber, May Brodbeck Professor in Liberal Arts & Sciences
(DEO History, CLAS),

e Professor Craig A. Kletzing (Physics & Astronomy, CLAS),
e Associate Professor Tonya Peoples (Chemical & Biochemical Engineering, ENG),
e Professor Catherine Ringen (DEO Linguistics, CLAS),

e Interim Associate Provost Thomas R. Rocklin (Psychological & Quantitative
Foundations, College of Education),

e Professor Jarjisu Sa-Aadu, Chester A. Phillips Professor of Finance and Real Estate
(former DEO Finance, Tippie College of Business) ,

e Associate Professor (Clinical) Victoria Sharp (Urology, CCOM),

Associate Professor Catherine L. Woodman (Psychiatry, CCOM).

Additionally, Steve Rhodes and Laura Zaper provided excellent support for the Task
Force.

This document contains several sections. For those readers seeking quick insight into our
conclusions, there is an executive summary before this introduction. Next, there is elaboration
of our findings concerning: tenure track faculty; clinical and non-tenure track faculty; minority
faculty; salaries; a simulation regarding what it would take to attain a 32% female faculty by
2010; and a Ul faculty survey. Then, a detailed discussion of our recommendations for action
follows. The Appendix contains relevant tables and figures.




FINDINGS

TENURE-TRACK Ul FACULTY

As of the fall 2004 census, 27.3% of the tenure-track faculty at the University of lowa were
women. By college, the percentages of women were as follows: Nursing 94.1%, Education
42.7%, Public Health 32.3%, CLAS 33.8%, Law 33.3%, Graduate 30.8%, Dentistry 28.8%,
Business 19.5%, Pharmacy 15.2%, CCOM 17.0%, Engineering 7.3%. The first obvious question to
be asked is why the percentages of women are so low in Engineering, Business, Pharmacy, and
CCOM and so high in Nursing. The pools of women in Engineering and men in Nursing are
known to be small, but that may not be the case for Business, CCOM, and Pharmacy, or it may
be the case only for sub-areas within these fields. This issue clearly deserves further
investigation.

In the 12 years between 1992 and 2004, the
percentage of tenure-track female full professors at the
University went from 7.3% to 17.1%, an increase of 9.8
percentage points; this is less than 1 percentage point per
year. During this same time, the percent of female
associate professors went from 25.0% to 36.7%, an
increase of 11.7 percentage points; this is an increase of
about 1 percentage point per year (Appendix Table la. and
1b.).

Fifteen or so years ago, when a group of senior
women first started looking at data indicating how many
senior women were on the faculty, the suggestion was
made that the numbers of female assistant professors
hired was increasing dramatically and when these new
women were promoted to associate professor and then to
full professor, there would be a significant increase in the
percentages of associate and full professors who are
women. It is apparent that this has not happened. There
has been a slow, steady increase in the numbers of women in higher ranks, but at the rate we
have seen over the past 12 years, it will take about ten more years for the percent of full
professors who are women to reach even 25%. In that same timeframe, the percent of associate
professors who are women would be approximately 45% at the current rate of growth.

In the same 12 years from 1992 to 2004, the percent of women assistant professors went
from 36.8% to a high of 42% in the fall of 1998, falling back to 37.4% in the fall of 2004,
essentially to what it was in 1992. Thus, there has been no increase in the percent of women at
the assistant professor level over the last 12 years. For the "bulge" argument to be tenable at all,
it must refer to the possibility that the percentage of women faculty was much smaller in 1980,




so the putative dramatic increase occurred between then and 1992. The steady—but slow—
increase in women who are Associate and Full Professors may reflect this possibility. The
percent of women at the assistant professor level has been essentially flat since at least 1992
(although, as just mentioned, this is presumably higher than before the 1990s). Thus, there
simply is no large group of newly hired assistant professors that will work its way through the
ranks at any faster pace. Without hiring—and retaining—a higher percentage of women faculty,
the most we can expect is the current very slow increase of associate and full professors.

Comparison of Tenure-Track Women in Rank by College and Reasons for
the Slow Growth of Senior Women on the Tenure-Track

Full Professors

We have data on the percent of tenure-track women by rank by college only since 1995, at which
time 10.5% of the full professors at the University of lowa were women. As stated above, in
2004, 17.1% of the full professors were women. This is an increase of 6.6 percentage points
in 9 years, an increase of only 0.7 percentage points a year. Below (Table 1) are listed the
colleges that had a lower increase than the University-wide average in the 9-year period from
1995 to 2004,! and those that had a higher increase than the University-wide average with the
actual increase (or decrease) listed. Figures for Public Health are for the period 1999-2004.

TABLE 1 Collegiate Comparisons with University-wide Average Increases
Colleges with lower than university-wide Colleges with higher than university-wide
increase of 6.6 percentage points in full increase of 6.6 percentage points in full
professors who are women professors who are women
Pharmacy -6.3 CLAS 6.7
Engineering 0 Education 7.8
Graduate College 0 Dentistry 9.6
Nursing o* Public Health 10.0
Business 14 Law 17.0
CCOM 5.9

*Could not increase; 100% of full professors are women.

Although there has been attention to the under-representation of women at the University
of lowa since the early to mid-1970s, the numbers of full professors who are women has not
increased very dramatically during this 30-year period, which is long enough for women hired in
the 1970s and 1980s to have achieved the rank of full professor. As stated earlier, at the current
rate, it will be approximately 10 years until the percentage of full professors who are women
even reaches 25%, an unacceptably low figure. Three factors that contribute to this slow

1 The base in 1995 for percent of female full professors in each of these colleges was: Pharmacy 6.3%,
Engineering 0%, Graduate 0%, Nursing 100%, Business 10%, Medicine 6.5%, CLAS 12.8%, Education
20%, Dentistry 4.3%, Public Health 15.8% (in 1999), Law 15.4%.




increase are: (1) the disproportionately high numbers of men hired at the full professor rank; (2)
the lower percentage of promotions of women to the rank of full professor relative to their
proportion among associate professors; and (3) the relatively higher rate of resignations of
associate professors who are women. We present data on each of these factors in turn.

First, since 1992, 91 male full professors have been hired, compared to 19 full professors
who were women. Thus, 82.7% of the full professors hired during this period were men; this is
over four-and-three-quarters times as many men as women (Appendix Tables 2a & b). This
does not include those hired as administrators to tenure-track faculty positions (deans and
above). Interestingly, 50% of the administrators hired at the rank of full professor since 1994
were women--with CLAS, CCOM, and other colleges all at the 50% mark (Appendix Table 2c).
In administrative hires, the search process involves more than a single department, there are
always women on the search committees, and there is apparently more attention to including
women in the searches. The fact that 50% of the full professors hired to administrative positions
are women suggests that when there is more attention to including women in the search, as
there is in a search for a senior administrator, more women are hired. This suggests that more
oversight is needed to ensure that women are identified in the searches when
individual departments are hiring full professors.

TABLE 2 Tenure Track Faculty: Promotions from Associate to Full

Total Promotions

2000 44 11 25.0%

2001 58 12 20.7%
2002 45 15 33.3%
2003 33 9 27.3%
2004 46 10 21.7%

Note that this lower percentage of promotion is NOT because women seeking promotion
are not being promoted at the same rate as are men. From 2000 to 2005, 97.1% of women and
94.2% of men who sought promotion to full professor were promoted, and in every year but
2000, the percentage of candidates for full professor who received promotion was higher in
women than in men (Appendix Table 3).

A third reason for the slow growth of women full professors appears to be that associate
professors who are women are resigning at a higher rate than their male counterparts. From
1998-99 to 2002-03, of the 81 tenure-track associate professors who resigned, 32—39.5%—were
women, but women represented only 34.9% of the associate professors. Hence, it appears that
women are resigning after promotion to associate professor at a somewhat higher rate than are
men. We comment on this apparent trend in a later section.




Associate Professors

Between 1995 and 2004 the University-wide percentage of associate professors who are
women increased by 10.3 percentage points, an increase of 1.1 percentage points per year
(figures for Public Health are from 1999). Note, the individuals promoted during this time are,
for the most part, those hired prior to this period, hence this is a reflection of earlier hiring
patterns. Below (Table 3) are listed the colleges that had a lower / higher increase than the
University-wide average in the 9-year period from 1995 to 2004, with the actual increase (or
decrease) listed.2 Figures for Public Health are for the period 1999-2004.

TABLE 3 Percentage Increase/Decrease in Associate Professors who are
Women between 1995 and 2004

Colleges with lower than University-wide Colleges with higher than University-

increase of 10.2 percentage points in wide increase of 10.2 percentage points
associate professors who are women in associate professors who are women
Law 22,53 | Dentistry 10.8
Nursing -7.14 CLAS 12.7
Public Health -6.3 Education 22.0
Business 1.9 Pharmacy 28.6
CCoM 4.8 Graduate College 42.0
Engineering 7.5

In 2004, 36.7% of the associate professors at the University of lowa were women. This
figure is encouraging and suggests that many of the female assistant professors who were hired
between 1992 and 1999 have been promoted to associate professor. However, although the
discrepancy is not as striking as at the rank of full professor, over the past 5 years, a
substantially smaller percentage of women were hired at the rank of associate professor relative
to the percentage of both (a) men hired at that rank (32% vs. 68%, a greater than 2:1 ratio) and
(b) the representation of women at that rank at the University during that time period (35.9%).
This suggests that more oversight is needed to ensure that women are identified in the
searches when individual departments are hiring associate professors. Moreover,
given recent hiring trends at the assistant professor level, it is unlikely that even the current
percentage of associate professors will be maintained. Specifically, over this same 1995 to 2004

2 The base in 1995 for percent of female associate professors in each of these colleges was: Law 60%,
Nursing 100%, Public Health 50% (1999), Business 14.8%, Medicine 16.6%, Engineering 5%, Dentistry
34.6%, CLAS 31.8%, Education 19.4%, Pharmacy 0%, Graduate College 33.3%. See Appendix Table 1b.

3 Presumably this is because many of the associate professors were promoted (see Table 1 with change in
female full professors where Law has a 17% increase). Law hires new faculty at the rank of associate
professor.

4 Went from 100% women to 92.9% women, which represents progress in diversity.




time period, the University-wide percentage of assistant professors who are women decreased
by 2.1 percentage points. We discuss this point further in the next section.

Assistant Professors

As noted above, in 12 years, between 1992 and 2004, the percent of women assistant professors
went from 36.8% to a high of 42% in 1998, and fell back to 37.4 % 2004, an increase of only 0.6
percentage points over the total period.

Below (Table 4) are listed the colleges with a decrease / increase in the percentage of
assistant professors who are women in the 9-year period from 1995 to 2004, with the actual
increases or decreases listed.> Figures for Public Health are for the period 1999-2004. (The
College of Law has no assistant professors and hence is not listed.)

TABLE 4 Percentage Increase/Decrease in Assistant Professors who are
Women between 1995 and 2004

Colleges with an increase in % of

Colleges with a decrease in % of assistant professors who are women
assistant professors who are women between 1995 and 2004
between 1995 and 2004 (Public Health from 1999)
CLAS decrease -10.4 CCOM increase 1.2
Graduate College decrease -8.3 Business increase 4.2
Engineering decrease -7.6 Public Health increase 4.8
Nursing decrease -6.6* Education increase 15.6
Pharmacy decrease -2.2 Dentistry increase 20.6

*This decrease in women means an improvement in gender diversity.

The percentage of assistant professors who are women grew in the Colleges of Business,
Dentistry, Education, CCOM, and Public Health in the period between 1995 and 2004.
However, these increases have not been enough to offset the striking decrease (10.4 percentage
points) in female assistant professors in CLAS, the college with the largest number of tenure-
track faculty.

However, the recent picture is even more complex. Since 1998, the year with the highest
university-wide percentage of assistant professors who were women (42%), there has been a
steady decline in the percentage of assistant professors who are women in the two largest
colleges, CCOM and CLAS. CCOM declined from 28.6% women in 1998 to 22.5% in 2004, and
CLAS declined from 50.4 to 44.3%, a decline of 6.1 percentage points in both cases. Hence, if we

5 The base in 1995 for percent of female assistant professors in each of these colleges was: CLAS 54.7%,
Graduate 33.3%, Engineering 5%, Nursing 94.1%, Pharmacy 22.2%, Medicine 21.3%, Business 33.3%,
Public Health 28.6% (1999), Education 60.9%, Dentistry 29.4%.
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take 1998 as the base for comparison, the results are as follows (Table 5; Engineering had no
change in this period.)

TABLE 5 Percentage Increase/Decrease in Assistant Professors who are
Women between 1998 and 2004

Colleges with an increase in % of

Colleges with a decrease in % of

assistant professors who are women
between 1998 and 2004

assistant professors who are women
between 1998 and 2004
(Public Health from 1999)

Dentistry -19.2 Grad 25.0
CLAS -6.1 Education 21.9
CCoM -6.1 Pharmacy 13.3
Business -4.2 Public Health 4.7

Nursing 4.7

The fact that there has been a substantial decrease in the proportion of assistant professors
who are women in the last six years in the two largest colleges, CLAS and CCOM, suggests that
progress made at the associate professor level will not continue unless substantial changes are
made in the immediate future.

Some reasons for the decrease in the proportion of female assistant professors shown
above are found in the annual reports on faculty resignations, which shows that female assistant
professors are leaving the university at higher rates than are male assistant professors, and in
the annual reports of new hires, which shows that the percentage of new assistant professors
who are women has fallen to 22.9% in 2004 from 36.7% in 2000 and 39.6% in 2001.

Thus, women are resigning at a higher rate than are men (both at the assistant and
associate professor rank), and men are being hired at a significantly higher rate at all ranks than
are women. In the 2002-2003 report on resignations the following statements are found (note
that the figures are for the combined tenure and clinical tracks):

Compared to their representation on the faculty as a whole, Assistant Professors
were much more likely to resign (56% of resignees vs. 28% of faculty).... Female
faculty [of any rank] were significantly more likely to resign relative to their overall
faculty representation (30% of faculty, 42% of resignees).... The percentage of
female faculty among resignees has risen over the past three years (25% in 2001,
34% in 2002).... By far the most common reason for resigning cited by survey
respondents was obtaining a better offer elsewhere; 81% of survey respondents
cited this reason (compared to 58% last year) and 46% cited it as their primary
reason for resigning (cf., 16% last year). No differences in reasons for resigning
were found by gender, minority status, rank, or faculty track.... The second most
common reason for resigning was family reasons, cited by 46% of the respondents,
with 35% citing this as their primary reason for resigning.




Because a significantly higher percentage of women than men resigned, and because the
most common reason for resigning cited was obtaining a better offer elsewhere, this is some
indication that women at Ul may be compensated less well relative to the market
than are men. In addition, a survey of Ul faculty mentioned in this report shows that salary is
considered to be a very significant barrier to the recruitment and retention of women faculty,
and clinical faculty members identified salary as the greatest challenge in hiring women faculty.
If such “market conditions” are resulting in the loss of women, then they should be taken into
account in determining salaries in the same way that market considerations are taken to justify
salary differences across disciplines.

The 2002-03 Resignation Report also noted that “women showed a consistent trend
towards lower satisfaction ratings, except with regards to the University’s Commitment to
Research, and Hospital and Clinic Atmosphere. However, as stated, the differences were small
and none was statistically significant either this year or when combined over all 4 years.”

Finally, the report noted, “It was clear from the exit interview summaries that dual-career
issues constitute a good percentage of the category of 'family reasons' for resignations.” Thus,
because significantly more women than men resigned and the second most common reason for
resigning was family, with dual career issues being a frequently cited family issue, this is some

indication that women may be resigning either
'\ because spouses or partners cannot find
employment in the lowa City/Cedar Rapids

The fact that there has been a area or because other schools are able to offer

substantial decrease in the proportion

of assistant professors who are more attractive dual offers to academic
women in the last six years in the two couples. The availability of employment for
largest colleges, CLAS and CCOM, spouses/partners was also seen as the most
suggests that progress made at the significant barrier to recruiting and retaining

assoclate professor IeV(_aI will not women by the respondents to the faculty survey
continue unless substantial changes . ;
conducted by the Task Force, which we discuss

are made in the immediate future.
\ / in a subsequent section.

Assistance for dual career couples seems
to occur more often when the target hire is a man than when it is a woman. This means that
target hires who are women may not be receiving help with finding positions for their spouses
and partners to the extent that men are. In the past 5 years, Provost's office funds for assisting
in hiring dual career couples have been used more often to hire female spouses and partners of
males recruited in searches (65% or 13 of 20 of the target hires whose spouses/partners were
assisted with these funds were men). The same pattern is evident in CLAS. Specifically, in the
past 5 years, all tenure track appointments of spouses and partners of target hires, except for
one, have been women (5 of 6 or 83%). This might help explain the declining percentage of
female assistant professors in CLAS. For example, women might be resigning or failing to
accept offers because other institutions are making more efforts to assist dual career couples
when the target hire is a woman than we are at Ul. It should be noted that if a woman is
the top candidate in a search, but she does not accept the offer because her spouse or partner, a
man, is not hired on the grounds that his hire will not help the percentage of women, and then




the second place male candidate is given help with his spouse or partner, on the grounds that
that hire will help with the numbers of women, we have hired the second place candidate
and hired one male and one female. Had the top woman accepted the offer (because her spouse
or partner was offered a position too), we would have the top candidate and hired one male
and one female. The fact that apparently more efforts are being made at Ul to hire spouses and
partners of male targets is especially problematic given that "women faculty are more likely than
men to be part of dual academic career couples.” (Report on the U of C President's Summit on
Faculty Gender Equity, 2004, p. 9, http://www.ucop.edu/pressummit/.

Table 6 below shows the changes, by college, in women faculty between 1995 and 2004.
The colleges with the largest overall increases are Education (12.9 percentage points), Law (12.8
percentage points), and Dentistry (11 percentage points). The colleges with the smallest
increases are Engineering (0.1% percentage points), Public Health (3.0 percentage points),
CCOM (3.6 percentage points), Business (3.7 percentage points), Graduate College & Pharmacy
(5.8 percentage points), CLAS (6.2 percentage points). There has been a 1.7 percentage point
decrease in the College of Nursing, which represents an increase in diversity.

TABLE 6 Women as a Percent of Tenure-track Faculty

Percentage Point Change

College 1995-96 1999 2004-05 1995-2004
Business Adm. 15.8% 19.5% 3.7%
Dentistry 17.8% 28.8% 11.0%
Education 29.8% 42.7% 12.9%
Engineering 7.2% 7.3% 0.1%
Graduate 25.0% 30.8% 5.8%
Law 20.5% 33.3% 12.8%
CLAS 27.6% 33.8% 6.2%
CCOM 13.4% 17.0% 3.6%
Nursing 95.6% 94.1% -1.7%
Pharmacy 9.4% 15.2% 5.8%
Public Health { - 29.3% 32.3% 3.0%
TOTAL 21.9% 27.3% 5.4%

Comparison to Other Big Ten Public Universities

In the public universities in the Big Ten, Ul ranks seventh in 2005 in terms of the percentage of
the tenure track faculty who are women. Over the past ten years there has been a steady decline
in Ul's ranking: Ul was tied for fourth place in 1995 and ranked fifth in 1999.

Compared to the other public Big Ten schools in percentages of women in different ranks,
Ul was tied for fifth place in women who were full professors in 1995, and ranked eighth in 1999




and 2005. Ul ranked sixth in the percentage of associate professors who were women in 1995,
fourth in 1999, and is tied for second in 2005. Ul ranked fifth in assistant professors who are
women in 1995, third in 1999, and has fallen to eighth place in 2005.

The fact that Ul ranks so high in the percentage of women at the associate professor rank
probably is a reflection of two trends noted earlier. First, the percentage of women who were
assistant professors in 1998-1999 is higher than it is now (note Ul ranked third in the Big Ten in
percentage of women who were assistant professors in 1999) and these women have now been
promoted, and second, the faculty promoted to full professor who are women has been well
below what would be expected given the percentage of female associate professors.

Conclusion: Learning from Ourselves

Some colleges are doing a much better job than others in recruiting/retaining women faculty.
For example, Education, Law and Dentistry have a substantial increase in women in this nine-
year period. How have some colleges managed to do consistently better than the University
average in hiring, promoting, and retaining women? For example, do they have better
mentoring systems in place for junior faculty, particularly women? Have they developed
effective search strategies? Have they made a commitment to consider gender and ethnicity on
an equal footing with other criteria for hiring? It would be worth trying to figure out what
strategies are being used to attract and retain women that might be used in colleges that are not
doing as well in this regard. Another possibility is that their fields are becoming overwhelming
female so that increases in women are all but inevitable.

It is important to note that the appointment/resignation of one individual can make a big
percentage difference in a college with only a few faculty members (e.g., Graduate College), so
an analysis of the actual numbers of female faculty may be more useful for these units. Finally,
it is worth trying to learn, for example, what is indicated by the decline (since 1998) in female
assistant professors in CLAS and CCOM, the colleges with the highest number of tenure track
faculty.

CLINICAL AND OTHER NON-TENURE TRACK Ul FACULTY

Overview of Non-Tenure Track Faculty Classifications

For the purposes of this report, non-tenure-track faculty at the University of lowa are classified
into 2 groups: (a) clinical track and (b) non-tenure, non-clinical track.

“Clinical faculty hold service positions through which they contribute to the service,
teaching, and/or outreach missions of the University, and hold faculty rank at instructor,
assistant professor, associate professor, or professor. Clinical faculty are not eligible for tenure.
They participate in the faculty governance process as defined by individual colleges and the
Faculty Senate.” Ul Operations Manual section 111-10.9a.

The ‘non-tenure, non-clinical track’ classification is applied to all other types of salaried,
non-tenure-track faculty appointments. Titles designating these appointments include adjunct




professor, lecturer, visiting assistant professor, and so forth. The terms and conditions of these
types of appointments are quite variable and, within broad University guidelines, are handled
primarily based on college and departmental precedence, negotiation, and needs. Grouped
together, and counting only those who are on the Ul payroll (large numbers of adjunct and
adjunct clinical faculty are not paid, but volunteer their services), the numbers of faculty in this
classification appear to approach those of the clinical track. However, the turnover in this group
is very high and the nature of the appointments and contracts makes it difficult to track and
survey this group except in general and limited terms.

The clinical track was instituted in 1995 after requests made by CCOM. The University
responded by creating a new classification of faculty that would be devoted primarily to teaching
and patient care, with no obligation to conduct research. After an initial trial period during
which the size of the clinical track faculty was limited to 20 percent of the faculty of any given
college, the cap was lifted in 2000 and individual colleges were free to set their own caps. No
college has a cap higher than 40% and most are at 35% or below.

Numbers of Non-Tenure Track Faculty: 2000
and 2004 comparisons

Data are provided for non-tenure-track faculty at two
“snapshots” in time — 2000 and 2004. The data are
shown in Figure 1, with the titles of the different types of
appointments and the number and percentage of these
positions held by women faculty.

For both years, the percentage of women in non-
tenure-track appointment categories greatly exceeded the
percentage of women with tenure-track appointments
(40% vs. 26% in 2000, 41% vs. 27% in 2004). Whereas
the number of non-tenure-track, non-clinical track faculty
increased from 2000 to 2004, the percentage of women in
all but the visiting professor category (all three primary
ranks) decreased between 2000 and 2004, which is a
reflection of a decrease in the hiring of women relative to
men in the non-tenure track.

Clinical-Track Faculty

Due to the time-limited nature of non-tenure, non-clinical-track faculty (whose appointments
may be from one semester to a maximum of 3 years), accurate, longitudinal data describing the
demographics of this group are difficult to compile and to interpret; therefore, the data in the
remainder of this report focus primarily on the clinical-track faculty.

Over the past ten years, there has been a substantial increase in the number of clinical-
track faculty (+380) while, at the same time, there has been a decrease in the number of tenure-
track faculty (-84; ~5%) (Table 7).

~
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FIGURE1l Non-Tenure Track Faculty: 2000 and 2004 comparisons
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TABLE 7 Numbers of Faculty on Tenure Track vs. Clinical Track

Tenure Track Clinical Track

Assoc Assist

Prof. Prof.
1992 777 492 446 1715
1993 811 494 481 1786
1994 835 493 465 1793 :
1995 . 81 . 512 . 423 17186 - 48
1996 870 516 361 1747 79
1997 ¢ 843 542 317 1702 147
1998 837 . 534 . 326 - 1697 176
1999 831 538 331 . 1700 213
2000 824 535 350 1709 264
2000 . 83 59 3l . 1704 309
2002  83% 492 33 1677 356
2003 829 509 362 . 1700 368
2004 838 502 369 1709 380

*Data provided by the Office of the Provost.

Gender Demographics—Clinical Faculty

Approximately 40% of the clinical-track faculty are women; a percentage that has not changed
significantly for the past 10 years (Figure 2/Table 8). This is in stark contrast to the current 27%
of tenure-track faculty who are women. The percentage of female clinical assistant professors
has ranged between 40-50% with little fluctuation in their representation. The percentage of
female clinical associate professors has ranged from 47% (1995) to 22% (1998). There was a
significant decrease in the percentage of female clinical associate professors between 1996-2001,
but the most recent percentages appear to have stabilized at approximately 37%, which is
comparable to the percentage of females holding the rank of associate professor on the tenure
track. Since 1997, the percentage of female clinical full professors has ranged from 14-24% and
has exceeded the percentage of tenured female full professors, except for 1999-2002, when it
was the same or one percentage point less.
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FIGURE 2 Percent of Clinical-Track Faculty Who Are Women:
Comparison by Rank
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TABLE 8 Percent of Clinical-track & Tenure-track Faculty Who Are Women:
Comparison by Rank

Assoc. Prof. Asst. Prof. % of Total

Clin. Ten. Clin. Ten. Clin. Ten.
195 0 . 10 . 47 26 45 39 44 22
196 = O - 1 - 3 . 29 4 3 . 38 22
1997 20 ¢ 12 . 29 . 3 40 38 . 35 23
1998 = 17 . 18 . 22 . 3 . 40 . 42 = 33 25
1999 = 14 . 14 . 24 . 34 4 4 . 3 26
2000 14 15 28 35 49 40 40 26
2000 14 15 . 3 3 4 . 39 39 27
2002 @ 15 16 . 38 3 . 50 . 38 : 43 . 27
2003 24 i 17 . 3 . 3 . 50 39 43 . 27
2004 21 18 37 37 49 37 41 27

Clin. = percentage of women, of the total number of clinical-track faculty in each rank
Ten. = percentage of women, of the total number of tenure-track faculty in each rank
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Similar to the tenure-track faculty, women disproportionately occupy the lower academic
ranks of the clinical track. After an initial decline, there was an increase in the percentage of
female clinical associate professors from 1998 to 2002 (Figure 2), but this has not translated
into a parallel increase in the percentage of female full professors over the same time period.

Hires and Resignations--Clinical Faculty

Hires: The number of hires of women faculty at the rank of Full Professor in the clinical track is
almost non-existent (Appendix Table 4). Between 1995-2004, 2 of 16 or only 12.5% of the hires
at the full professor rank were women. This represents 1 female hired for every 7 males - an
even worse record than for full professor hires on tenure track (see Section | of this report.).

Resignations: Since 2001, clinical-track assistant professors who are women have
resigned at higher rates than their representation in the rank, for each year except 2004, when it
was slightly less (Appendix Figure 1a). In contrast, since 2000, female clinical-track associate
professors have resigned at lower rates than their representation in the faculty except, again,
2004, when it was slightly more (Appendix Figure 1b), which likely contributed to the increasing
percentage of female clinical associate professors observed from 2000 to 2002 (Figure 2).

There have been no resignations by female clinical full professors during the years reported
(Appendix Figure 1c).

Non-tenure-Track Faculty and the Implications for Gender Equity

Clinical-track faculty positions comprise a significant portion of current faculty positions in the
health-sciences professional colleges. For example, in 2004, 55% of all assistant professors in
CCOM, and approximately 31% of all assistant professors in the other colleges combined
(excluding CLAS) were in the clinical track (Appendix Table 5).

Current proposals under discussion in different colleges suggest not only that current non-
tenure-track faculty percentages will continue, but that the numbers and percentages of non-
tenure-track faculty may constitute an increasing portion of University faculty in the future.

Keeping in mind that the data for clinical-track faculty cannot be extrapolated to all non-
tenure-track faculty, they do, nevertheless, provide indicators about the role of non-tenure-track
faculty programs in the University’s efforts to achieve gender equity.

As mentioned earlier, the total percentage of women faculty in the clinical track at 41% far
exceeds their representation in the tenure track at 27%. However, this higher percentage is due
primarily to the heavy concentration of women at the assistant professor rank. At the ranks of
associate (37% in both) or full professor (21% clinical track, 18% tenure track), the percentage of
women faculty in the clinical track is comparable to, or only slightly greater than, that in the
tenure track (Table 8 above; see Appendix Table 6 for collegiate breakdown).

When the numbers of women faculty are analyzed in terms of total faculty numbers,
broken into two groups—(1) CCOM and (2) all other colleges, including CLAS—the data show
that for both groups, and for each academic rank in both groups, women are more likely than
men to occupy the non-tenured, clinical-track positions (Figures 3a,b,c). Therefore, itis
necessary to confront the question of whether non-tenure-track positions, by default or intent,
will become the “pink ghetto.”
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FIGURE 3a Percent of All Full Professors (Tenure Track and Clinical Track)
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Percent

0.18
0.16
0.14 1
0.12 -
0.1
0.08
0.06
0.04
0.02
0

—&— CCOM Male

—=— CCOM Female
Other Male

—>¢— Other Female

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Year
[data from Appendix Table 5]

FIGURE 3b Percent of All Associate Professors (Tenure Track and Clinical Track)

who are Clinical Faculty
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FIGURE 3c Percent of All Assistant Professors (Tenure Track and Clinical Track)
who are Clinical Faculty

0.8 CCOM Male
0.7 —®— CCOM Female
0.6 Other Male
_ 05 Other Female
S 04
Foal T
0.2
0.1
0

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Year
[datafrom Appendix Table 5]

Conclusions

e \Women make up about 40% of clinical-track faculty, but they are concentrated in lower
ranks.

e Hires at the full professor rank in the clinical track are even more heavily male than in
tenure track: 7 men for every woman.

¢ In both collegiate groups (CCOM, All Other) and for each academic rank, women are more
likely than men to occupy non-tenured, clinical-track positions.

MINORITY Ul FACULTY

The number of tenured faculty at the University of lowa from minority racial/ethnic groups has
slowly increased from near 11% of the total tenure-track faculty to nearly 13% over the period of
1993-2004 (Appendix Table 7). Data were available for the gender representation of these
minority faculty for 4 recent years, which provides a basis for comparison of new hire data based
on gender and racial/ethnic status as indicated in Tables 9 & 10 below.




TABLE 9 Racial/Ethnic Status and Gender of Tenure-Track Faculty

White Minority Minority

Female | Female Male
2000 ©399(23.3%) | 1106 (64.5%) 52 (3.0%) © 157 (9.2%)
2001 . 405(23.7%) = 1093 (64.0%) 52 (3.0%) - 157(9.2%)
2002 . 391(23.3%) - 1075(64.0%) : 57 (3.4%) 156 (9.3%)
2003 401 (23.5%) 1086 (63.6%) 61 (3.6%) 159 (9.3%)

TABLE 10 Racial/Ethnic Status and Gender of New Tenure-Track Faculty Hires

White Minority Minority

Female =ENE WEIE
2000 25 (26%) 57 (59%) 6 (6%) 9 (9%)
2001 24 (30%) 44 (55%) 2 (3%) 10 (13%)
2002 22 (29%) 38 (50%) 4 (5%) 12 (16%)
2003 21 (21%) 56 (56%) 7 (7%) 16 (16%)
2004* 16 (20%) 37 (46%) 5 (6%) 16 (20%)

*The percentages do not add to 100% because three men and four women chose not to provide their ethnicity.

The percent of new faculty hires each year ranged between 3-7% for minority women to 9-
16% for minority men. Although there does not appear to be any particular trend for the hiring
of female minority faculty, there has been a steady increase in the hiring of male minority faculty
over the past 5 years. Additional information regarding the specific racial/ethnic background of
each of the minority faculty hires is available, yet due to the small number of individuals hired
each year, no conclusions can be drawn regarding any gender differences in the hiring of specific
racial/ethnic groups.

It is interesting to note, however, that only 1 minority female (Black) has been hired at the
rank of Professor and only one minority female (Latina) has been hired at the rank of Associate
Professor; all other female minority faculty hires were at the level of Assistant Professor or
Instructor. Over the same period, 16 senior male minority faculty (3 Professors and 13 Associate
Professors; 3 Black, 1 Latino, 1 Native American, and 11 Asian-Americans) were hired. For white
faculty, in comparison, 24 senior women and 72 senior men were hired between 2000 and
2004. The lag in hiring of senior minority women thus appears to be more pronounced beyond
that which has been already noted for all tenure-track faculty hires.

The gender and racial/ethnic status of clinical-track faculty hires is illustrated below.
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TABLE 11  Racial/Ethnic Status and Gender of New Clinical-Track Faculty Hires

White Minority Minority

Female Female Male
2000 25 (40%) 32 (51%) 1(2%) 5 ( 8%)
2001 22 (39%) 29 (52%) 1(2%) 4 ( 7%)
2002 24 (44%) 22 (40%) 3 (5%) 6 (11%)
2003* 14 (37%) 15 (39%) 3 (8%) 5 (13%)
2004* 7 (21%) 19 (56%) 2 (6%) 4 (12%)

*Percentages do not add to 100% because one man (2003) and 2 women (2004) chose not to provide their ethnicity.

The percent of minority clinical-track faculty hired during each of the previous five years
has ranged from 2-6% for females and 4-6% for males. For the past 3 years, a consistent pattern
of hiring approximately twice as many male as female minority clinical-track faculty has
emerged. Interestingly, over the same 5-year interval, the percentage of white female clinical-
track faculty hired has decreased by over one-half (high of 44% in 2002, low of 21% in 2004),
while the percentage of white male clinical-track faculty hired has varied between 39-56%, with
the highest percentage occurring in the most recent year reported (2004). Additional analysis of
this trend is contained in the Clinical-Track Faculty section above.

Conclusion

Whereas there are limited data to examine any gender-equity issues within the faculty identified
as “minority,” it appears that the gender issues for the faculty as a whole are similar or perhaps
even somewhat more pronounced for minority faculty members.

SALARY STUDY®

In response to a recommendation from a 2001-02 salary equity committee report and a
mandate from the Office of Equal Opportunity and Diversity (EOD), in order to comply with
relevant federal requirements, a salary-equity analysis focused on gender and minority status in
full-time faculty on the tenure or clinical track was conducted using 2004-05 data. This report
[i.e., the original full report the Executive Summary of which is included here] presents the
method and results of that study.

6 Executive summary from the Final Report on a Study of the Gender and Ethnic Minority
Equity in Faculty Salaries at the University of lowa, 2004-2005. Conducted and prepared by Lee
Anna Clark, Professor, Department of Psychology and former Associate Provost for Faculty and
Beth Ingram, Professor and Chair, Department of Economics with the assistance of Grace Chan,
Director, Statistical Consulting Center; Kristina Yows, Office of the Provost; and George
Woodworth, Professor of Statistics and Actuarial Science.
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Based on the literature, six factors that have been shown to affect faculty salaries had been
identified previously (in the 2001-02 report): college/department, type of terminal degree (e.g.,
master’s, “Ph.D.-type” doctorate, health-sciences doctorate, etc.), years since obtaining terminal
degree (as a way of measuring seniority), tenure status, faculty rank, and administrative
experience. In the current analyses, at the request of EOD, administrators were removed from
the data set, necessitating that that factor be removed from the analyses. Moreover, also at the
request of EOD, the data were analyzed in three groups: academic-year (9-month) tenured-and-
tenure-track faculty; fiscal-year (12-month) tenured-and-tenure-track faculty; and fiscal-year
(12-month) clinical-track faculty.

As was found in the earlier salary study, most faculty salary variation—regardless of track
or whether the appointment is based on the academic or fiscal year—was due to the five factors
that are known and expected to affect salary, specifically: discipline (college/ department), type
of terminal academic degree (e.g., masters’ degree; health-science doctoral degree), seniority
(number of years since obtaining terminal degree), tenure status, and faculty rank. These
variables accounted for all but approximately 20% of faculty salary variation, and when these
five factors were taken into account, there were no overall statistically significant
gender- or minority-status based salary differences in any of the three faculty
groups.

The bulk of salary variation was due to departmental differences in salaries (e.g., faculty in
Finance earn more than those in Classics; faculty in Neurosurgery earn more than those in
Preventive & Community Dentistry). When this departmental variation was not included in the
analyses, some significant differences based on gender, and a few on minority status, were
found, which suggests that, in particular, women faculty are more likely to be in
departments that have lower overall salaries. Tests of this hypothesis were strongly
supported for gender. For example, in the academic tenure track, broadly speaking, faculty in
the Arts and Humanities were roughly 50% women and earned the least, those in the Social
Sciences had one-third women and earned middle-range salaries, whereas those in Physical
Sciences, Math, Law, Engineering, and Business had only about 15% women on average and
earned the highest salaries. Similar results were obtained in the fiscal tenured-and-tenure-track
faculty and clinical-track faculty groups.

Importantly, however, in only one case was it clearly reasonable not to consider
departmental variation: In the College of Public Health, there was a statistically significant
difference (16.6%) between male and female salaries beyond that explained by the combination
of tenure, faculty rank, type of degree, years since degree, and department. This discrepancy
decreased to 11.7% in FYO06, suggesting that the College is taking steps to remedy the situation.

Across the 3 primary’ and 14 secondary comparisons® made in which gender-based
differences were not significant, only three favored women: (1) the primary comparison of the

79-month tenured-and-tenure-track faculty; 12-month tenured-and-tenure-track faculty; and 12-month
clinical-track faculty.

8 Separate comparisons were made for each college; in addition, certain variables were excluded in some
analyses for statistical reasons, yielding a total of 14 additional analyses.




Full Model (all factors included) in the 9-month tenured-and-tenure-track faculty; (2) the
secondary comparison of the Full Model in just CLAS; and (3) the secondary comparison of the
model omitting department in the College of Business. Thus, although the differences did
not reach statistical significance, there was a small but fairly consistent pattern of
women receiving lower salaries: 3.0% lower in the 12-month tenured-and-tenure-track
faculty and 4.3% lower in the 12-month clinical-track faculty—with the exception of CLAS (and
Business where men earned a trivial 0.06% more). In contrast, there was no clear pattern
favoring minority or non-minority faculty in salaries.

Conclusion
The salary equity study recommended and the Task Force endorses:

e That central administration conduct a close examination of faculty salaries in the College
of Public Health to determine whether the significant discrepancy between male and
female faculty salaries in the college can be justified on appropriate grounds (e.g.,
differences in merit based on quality and quantity of publications, grants, etc.), and correct
any inequities found.9

e That the small but consistent pattern of lower salaries for women faculty (with the notable
exceptions of CLAS and Business) be examined further to try to understand its causes.
Only when we understand this persistent difference can we work effectively towards fully
equitable work and salary distributions.

e That the University devise and implement both short- and long-term strategies to hire
more women in departments that are (a) high salary and (b) low female. For example,
incentives may need to be provided to encourage diverse hiring in these fields. Because
there likely are relatively few women in these departments’ candidate pools, the University
may have to pay a premium to recruit those who do exist. That is, to recruit more women
into these departments, they may have to be brought in at salaries that exceed the
departments’ current maximum salaries, but such “drastic” solutions may be necessary to
break out of the current stalemate.

SIMULATION

The goal of the simulation was both to analyze past trends and to forecast the effects of various
ways in which the University could reach its goal of 32% women in tenure-track faculty positions
by 2010. The simulation focused on full professors because women are a much smaller fraction
of the number of full professors than they are of assistant or associate professors. To construct
the simulation, we used actual data on the percentage of associate professors that are female and
on the total number of full professors. Keeping these numbers as given by current data, we then
made two assumptions. First, the rate of retirements and resignations among male full
professors is a constant 5% per year; among female full professors, this number was allowed to

9 This recommendation was implemented in Fall, 2004.




vary. Second, the growth rate in the number of full professors beyond 2005 will be 0.6% per
year, the average rate observed since 1992.

Our base year is 1992. In that year, there were 777 full professors on campus, 720 of whom
were male and 57 of whom were female. In 1993, there were 811 full professors, 739 men and 72
women. Between 1992 and 1993, there was an increase of 34 full professors over the previous
total at the University. Assuming a 5% overall retirement/resignation rate, an additional 39
slots opened up between 1992 and 1993, for a total of 73 new full professors (34 over the
previous total and 39 due to resignations and retirements). In 1992, 24.6% of the associate
professors were female. If we promoted females into the rank of full at the rate implied by the
percentage of associate professors, then 24.6% (or 18) of the new full professors would be
female. We add this to the stock of female full professors from 1992, minus the number of
females that are assumed to resign or retire out of this pool. If this loss rate for females is the
same as for men, that is 5%, for example, we’d expect to see 72 female full professors in 1993.
This includes 18 new females plus the 57 females who were already full in 1992, minus the 3
femmales that are lost due to resignation or retirement. Of course, if the loss rate for female full
professors is higher than the 5% assumed in this example, then the number of female full
professors in 1993 would be fewer.

One effect that becomes very clear in this analysis is that the primary reason that the
percentage of female full professors lags so far behind the percentage of associate professors is
that the pool of full professors is very large and we are adding small numbers of new faculty each
year. This creates a dilution effect. An analogy to this effect would be trying to make a salt
water solution in a one gallon bucket of pure water by adding only a half cup of salty water each
year. It takes many years to make the water in the bucket salty because: 1) pure salt is not being
added — instead it is a mix of salt and water, and 2) only a small amount is added each year.

The simulation also lets us examine the effect of different full professor loss rates per year
for females as compared with males. The following Figure 4 contains the actual data on the
percentage of female full professors from 1992 — 2004 (solid line). The other three lines are
projections of this percentage under three different assumptions on the percentage of female full
professors that resign each year (dotted = 8%, dashed = 7%, dashed-dotted = 5%).

FIGURE 4 Simulation of Full Professors Actual
and Under Different Assumptions
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Conclusion

From these simulations, we conclude that the best strategies for increasing the number of
female full professors are:

1. Increase the fraction of assistant and associate female professors. This has essentially
reached an equilibrium at around 35-40% and has not changed much in the past 6-7 years.
Without this pool increasing, the best fraction one can ever hope for at the full professor
rank is the same (i.e., 35-40%), and even this will take a long time to reach due to a large
pool of full professors which is already populated with a much lower fraction of females.

2. Work to increase the fraction of assistant professors hired to 50%. Currently the fraction
of female assistant professors is about 37%. By increasing the fraction of hires to 50%
females and making no other changes to hiring practices, the simulation shows that Ul can
increase the fraction of female assistant professors to 45% by 2010. This would have a
significant impact on the over-all fraction of female faculty and would increase the
percentage of female, tenure-track faculty at all ranks to 31.6% by 2010.

3. Work to increase significantly the fraction of direct hires of females at the full professor
level to 50% or more. This is the most direct method of increasing the number of female
full professors and could have significant impact. For example, the historical average over
the past 10 years has been that 10 hires have been made directly into the rank of full
professor per year. Of these, an average of only 18% have been women. With the
assumption that 10 such hires continue to be made each year and that the fraction of
females does not change, the simulation predicts that the fraction of female tenure track
professors overall will be 30.3% in 2014. However, if this fraction of direct hires were
raised to 50%, then the fraction of female professors in all ranks would rise to 31.8% in
2014, very close to the university's goal of 32% but in 2014, not 2010. However, if this
fraction were raised to 100%, that is, 10 new female full professors per year, then the
fraction would be 31.7%, in 2010, only slightly less than the goal.

If both 2) and 3) are implemented together, that is, increasing the fraction of female
assistant professors hired to 50% and increasing the fraction of female direct hires to the rank of
full professor to 50%, then the simulation shows that there would be an increase in the
percentage of female, tenure-track faculty at all ranks to 32.5% by 2010, which would meet the
goal that Ul has set in its Strategic Plan.

Ul FACULTY SURVEY

To understand better the fundamental challenges the University of lowa faces in recruiting and
retaining women faculty, the Task Force conducted a web-based survey of all faculty members
(tenured, untenured, male, female, clinical etc). Faculty members were asked to respond to the
following question: Which of the following do you see as challenges that your department or
college faces or has faced in recruiting and retaining women faculty? Attached to this question
were 16 structured categories of challenges/issues determined to be important by the Task




Force. Potential respondents used these pre-specified categories of challenges to score and
indicate their perceptions of the importance of the various dimensions of the problem of
recruiting and retaining female faculty at lowa (See Figure 5 for a list of the options and the
percentage of total faculty responding who selected each option). The survey commenced on
December 5 with an email from Provost Michael Hogan to 3733 University of lowa faculty
asking them to participate. A second email was sent on December 20 to 3735 faculty to remind
them to respond. This report reflects responses as of January 27, 2006.

FIGURES5 Challenges department or college faces or has faced in recruiting
and retaining women faculty

e -4.8 E i S
_ o] I E. Dual career hiring assistance ...
: I £, Faculey position for spouse o,
F. Leave-Family FE 1o, Tenure-clock pressures
S ————— | I | Salary
1 1. On-campus child-care accessibi, ..
[ 1. Mentoring
[N 4, Disproportionate service oblig,..
I O, Faculty position availabilicy
I (. Part-time faculty position ava...
I H. Leave-Pregnancy
k.. Part-time faculty position ava... I other
D. Faculty position availskilty EEa [ . Leave-Parental
T I . Faculty development oppaortunit, ..
C—IF. Leave-Family
=] [ N, Subsidies For child-care
I 1. Sexual harassment

h. Sexual harazsment

M. Subsidies for child-care

C. Faculty development opportunit. ..
G. Leave-Parental
Cther

H. Leave-Pregnancy

A Dizpropotionate service oblig...

|. Mertaring

J. On-campus child-care accessibi...

L. Salary

0. Tenure-clock pressures
E. Faculty position for spousze o ...

B. Dual career hiring assistance ...

AT ET% ] T B T P L P T T o
] 100 =200 300 400

Overall Response Results

A total of 588 faculty members completed the survey, which translates into a response rate of
about 16% based on the total number of faculty employed at University of lowa during the
survey period. Of the total number of respondents, 54.2% are women and 44.4% are men. The
remaining respondents (1.4%) are classified as “other.” Consistent with the overall composition
of faculty at the University of lowa, by far the largest group of respondents by ethnicity was
Caucasian (see Figure 6 for the breakdown of the survey results by ethnicity). In terms of
academic rank, a plurality of the respondents (36.4%) are full professors; associate and assistant
professors comprise 28% and 26.4% of the respondents, respectively. The response rate also
differs by status of appointment. A significant majority, 57.5%, are tenured, with tenure track
faculty and clinical faculty, respectively, comprising 20% and roughly 13%. The largest
percentage of respondents (40.5%) are from CLAS; CCOM and the remaining colleges
contributed 26.4% and 33.2%, respectively.

~
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FIGURE 6 Ethnicity
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Faculty perceptions of the significant challenges hindering the recruitment
and retention of women at the University of lowa

Faculty members were asked to respond to the question key stated in the opening paragraph by
selecting from sixteen key challenges or obstacles pre-specified by the Task Force. Overall, in
descending order of importance, the most significant challenges hindering the recruitment and
retention of women faculty as perceived by faculty are: dual career hiring assistance (47%);
faculty position for spouse or partner (46.4%); tenure-clock pressures (38%); salary (34%); on-
campus child care accessibility (29%); mentoring (28%); disproportionate service obligations
(27%); faculty position availability (21%); and part-time faculty availability (20%).

It is worth noting that when the data are classified by gender, rank and college of
respondent, most of these issues remain important, but the degree to which they are seen as
important shifts somewhat. One notable difference is that assistant professors on the tenure
track report tenure clock pressures as the greatest concern. (See Appendix Figures 2a-d for
charts comparing the responses by female and male tenure track assistant professors and charts
comparing responses by female and male clinical-track faculty members).

Several other results of the survey stand-out: First, while mentoring is viewed as an
important issue, generally scoring above 20% regardless of faculty classification, it is not
perceived by faculty as one of the most dominant challenges inhibiting the recruitment and
retention of women faculty. This observation holds even for assistant professors overall where
one might ex ante expect it to be one of the most dominant obstacles. A closer look, however,
shows that female assistant professors report “mentoring” to be almost four times as important
as male assistant professors report (e.g. 40.6% vs. 10.9%; see Appendix Figures 2a-b).

Second, based on the magnitude of their individual scores, issues pertaining to child
bearing and child rearing, such as leave for pregnancy, leave for parenting, leave for family
reasons and subsidies for child-care appear relatively less significant when compared and
contrasted with the other challenges previously discussed. However, this interpretation may not
be an appropriate one if one takes into account the fact that issues pertaining to child bearing




and rearing are not really separate; they are interconnected. Stated differently, perhaps if
respondents were presented with an aggregate category that subsumes all the categories
individually stated in survey, the aggregate score on child bearing and child related issues may

have been much higher.

ﬁere appears to be a broad consensu}

on what faculty at the University of
lowa (across different classes of
faculty) perceived to be the most
significant challenges hindering the
recruitment and retention of female
faculty. The challenges on which there
is broad agreement include the
following issues: dual career hiring
assistance (non-faculty), faculty
position for spouse or partner, tenure-
clock pressures, salary, on-campus
child care accessibility, mentoring,

disproportionate service obligations,
\and faculty position availability.-/

Third, in sharp contrast to all other
faculty groups, clinical faculty perceived
salary to be the dominant obstacle to
recruitment and retention of women faculty.
However, issues perceived by other faculty
groups to be very significant obstacles to
recruiting and retention of women faculty
(e.g., part-time faculty position availability,
on-campus child-care accessibility,
mentoring, disproportionate service
obligation, dual career hiring assistance,
faculty position for spouse/partner, and
tenure-track pressures), are also perceived
by clinical faculty to be very important.

Finally, regardless of faculty members’

classification, “sexual harassment” is not perceived as a significant obstacle to the recruitment
and retention of female faculty at lowa. The typical score for this category of challenge across all
faculty members is 4.8%; with the scores ranging from a low of 2.1% for faculty category named
“other” to a high of 6.9% in the case of assistant professors.

A Sexual Harassment survey report was recently completed and is available on the web at:
http://www.uiowa.edu/president/task-forces/sexual _harass_survey/index.html.

Conclusion

There appears to be a broad consensus on what faculty at the University of lowa (across
different classes of faculty) perceived to be the most significant challenges hindering the
recruitment and retention of female faculty. The challenges on which there is broad agreement
include the following issues: dual career hiring assistance (non-faculty), faculty position for
spouse or partner, tenure-clock pressures, salary, on-campus child care accessibility, mentoring,
disproportionate service obligations, and faculty position availability. Nevertheless, there are
some differences reflected in the responses of other faculty groups that are noteworthy. For
example, clinical faculty perceived salary-related issues to be the most significant challenge that
departments and colleges face in recruiting and retaining women faculty at lowa. Also, assistant
professors perceive tenure-clock pressures as the number-one challenge, although the overall
perceptions of this group of the core challenges facing the University of lowa in recruiting and
retaining women faculty are somewhat similar to those of the rest of faculty.




RECOMMENDATIONS

PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

Among the most important obstacles to gender equity in hiring and promotion at the University
of lowa is the coincidence of the probationary period before tenure with the prime years for
childbearing and childrearing among new terminal academic and professional degree holders.
Systematically dealing with either (1) the short probationary period before tenure or (2) the lack
of substitute care for very young children during this time will require an in-depth examination
of potential solutions and a serious attempt to achieve consensus among all affected parties.
Given the scope and importance of these concerns, the Office of the Provost already has formed
two separate task forces to study and make recommendations on any changes in University
policy concerning the length of the tenure clock, or any commitment of facilities or funds to
improve access to child care on campus. Our Task Force applauds the formation of these task
forces and thoroughly supports the continued attention to these top priority issues. Our
recommendations below are restricted to other areas of concern given the existence of these task
forces, but we are united in viewing child care and the length of the probationary period as
central action items for the future.

The Task Force systematically studied the policies and practices of peer institutions to
come to our conclusions. Reports from other universities as well as relevant articles can be
found at http://www.uiowa.edu/~provost/docs/getf.ntm. We also performed our own in-house
assessment of administrators and web-based survey of Ul faculty. The Task Force has
concluded that the following recommendations have the greatest potential to produce
immediate progress toward gender equity on the Ul campus.

Recruitment/Retention

1. Develop a program similar to FDOP for spousal/partner hires of faculty in
which the Provost’s office would retain 50% interest in perpetuity.

One major obstacle to hiring and keeping promising women faculty has been the inability
to find suitable employment for their partners, who are disproportionately likely to have
academic careers of their own. This was mentioned repeatedly in our on-line survey, and
numbers seem to bear out the fact that male faculty are more likely to find suitable employment
for their spouses/partners within the university than female.

2. Provide ongoing resources for searches to promote broad advertisement and
ongoing extensive outreach to under-represented groups.

One effective strategy for increasing diversity is to increase the resources available to bring
additional candidates to campus from under-represented groups. In a time of fiscal restraint,
the standard for the number of candidates interviewed could be lowered among departments
where searches produce no diversity candidates by the search committee.




3. Obtain accurate accessible data on applicant pools
and faculty hiring, competitive salaries, and start-up
packages.

One obstacle to diversity is the lack of accurate knowledge
about the pool of women and minority candidates receiving
terminal degrees in the hiring networks of existing faculty.
Another obstacle to the recruitment of women and other under-
represented groups is the sometimes fierce competition from
other institutions. Responses to the faculty survey indicate that

salary is perceived to be a significant factor in the recruitment and
' retention of female faculty. Clinical-track faculty, as a group,
identified salary as the dominant obstacle to recruitment and
retention of women.

Without serious effort to keep track of available candidates and the sharing of information
among CIC and peer institutions on salary and start-up packages for faculty, efforts to diversify
at the departmental level may result in frustrating failure. Because individual faculty on search
committees are rarely positioned to have or obtain this knowledge, it must be provided to them.

4. Evaluate deans and DEOs on their efforts to address hiring, retention, and
promotion of underrepresented groups in their units.

To increase the presence of women and other under-represented groups on the faculty,
those administrators closest to the hiring, mentoring, and promotion processes for faculty must
be held accountable for their decisions. Administrators who know that their annual salary
reviews will include reflection on their efforts to address under-representation are likely to make
this a higher priority than in the past. Where “pipeline” issues in the receipt of terminal degrees
(Ph.D, M.D., J.D.) slow progress, administrators should be asked to increase the number of
women in their graduate, residency, and fellowship programs as well as through targeted
recruitment. We further recommend that the Provost identify resources to educate deans,
DEOs, and faculty on best practices for addressing under-representation.

Parenting Issues

5. Implement a semester leave from teaching or clinical responsibilities as the
default policy for childbearing, regardless of accrued sick leave.

Faculty should not have to negotiate individually with a dean or department chair for a no-
teaching or service semester for childbearing. This process has resulted in inequities across
colleges, across departments, and even within departments in the handling of childbearing
among faculty. The University’s leave policy provides 6 weeks of “full-time” paid leave for
childbearing, and also allows “partial sick leave,” in which a person takes part-time sick leave
over a longer period of time (e.g., 40% sick leave for 15 weeks, the length of a semester). We
recommend that all childbearing faculty be allowed to use this option so that the semester
during which they are to give birth is teaching- and/or clinical-service-free. We further
recommend that faculty members who do not have 6 weeks of accrued sick leave be allowed to
“borrow” against future sick leave accruals to effect the arrangement. Most of our peer




institutions already have such a modified duties policy (e.g. University of Michigan) or are
rapidly implementing one (e.g. Princeton University).

6. Implement a modified portfolio for all faculty parents enabling them to replace
their teaching or clinical responsibilities for the equivalent of one semester during
the first year following the birth or adoption of a child.

In contrast to childbearing leave, this does not entail a reduction in effort, but a
reallocation of effort toward increased responsibilities for service and/or research. For couples
in which both members are Ul faculty, the reallocations of effort should be coordinated in a way
that serves the interests of the faculty members as well as the interests of the institution. The
intent of this recommendation is to recognize and honor fathers’ responsibilities for the care of
their new children, and provide the requisite flexibility that all adoptive parents need in the
initial period following the addition of a child to the household.

7. Centralize funding of parental leaves and modified duties so that departments
are not disadvantaged and faculty face no formal or informal barriers to taking
leave.

The current system contains distinct disincentives for departments to offer modified duties
to new parents that involve reductions in teaching or clinical duties, and for new parents to take
semester reductions of teaching or clinical duties. Without compensation from central
administration for the hiring of temporary adjuncts, lecturers, or clinicians, a semester
reduction in teaching leaves departments short of staff to teach required courses or serve the
expected number of students or patients. The resulting pressure on DEOs to dissuade a faculty
member from taking leave, and the pressure on a childbearing faculty member to avoid asking
for such modified duties, seriously compromises faculty morale on both sides.

8. Implement an automatic one-year extension of the tenure clock or clinical
contract renewal for all probationary faculty following permanent addition of a
child to their household.

“Tenure-clock pressures” was the third most frequently identified barrier to the
recruitment and retention of women in the faculty survey and, as might be expected, was the
most significant barrier identified by assistant professors. By making the extension automatic,
faculty who do not wish an extension of their probationary period or evaluation period for
contract renewal following parenthood must explicitly “opt out.” The default assumption of the
University will be that an extension is a necessary and appropriate response to parenthood for
the faculty member in question.

Ongoing Faculty Support

9. Create a formal mentoring program for junior faculty with training and support
for mentors.

Many junior faculty from under-represented groups find themselves facing multiple
demands on their time with few guidelines for deciding which activities should take priority in




the probationary period. Strategies for successfully producing the scholarship necessary for
tenure vary across fields and subspecialties as well. Our view is that a strong mentoring
program would alleviate some of these problems, and this view is supported by the faculty
survey which shows that mentoring was perceived as an issue in the recruitment and retention
of women. In addition, female faculty identified mentoring as an important barrier with greater
frequency than males suggesting that increased and improved mentoring may have the greatest
positive impact on female faculty.

Mentorship requires training and support for mentors if it is to be successful. The
University of Michigan has demonstrated a variety of ways in which senior faculty can be trained
to provide departments with support in their efforts to hire and promote under-represented
groups which we recommend exploring for potential adoption.

10. Create a special task force to generate feasible action solutions to address the
challenging issues in the CCOM: low numbers/percentages of women faculty; high
attrition; disproportionate percentage of women in lower ranks and as clinical (non-tenured)
faculty; and logistics for covering clinical duties and maintaining active research labs during the
peak years of childrearing.

CCOM has the worst attrition problem among women in the University, as well as the
lowest numbers of women faculty in the advanced ranks, both in the tenure track and clinical
track. Some of these problems are connected with the unique needs of the UIHC, medical
training program, and staffing of laboratories. What is needed is sustained attention to this
problem from members of the faculty who themselves are in the best position to understand the
solutions that would be most effective. There are other units that grapple with these same
challenges and thus may also need special attention as well even though they are not suffering
from the same level of attrition found in CCOM.

11. Create a standing committee to monitor the implementation of these
recommendations and suggest future actions to address evolving gender-equity
issues.

Our Task Force believes these issues to be serious enough to warrant continued
monitoring of the situation at Ul. Moreover, many of our action suggestions require changes on
the part of administrative procedures that could easily fail to be institutionalized after an initial
flurry of attention. For these reasons, we believe it important to charge a standing committee
that includes a member of the Provost’s office staff with the task of attending to implementation
issues and evaluating reports from Deans on the gender-equity progress in their units. Among
the various issues to be examined in the future may be elder care, temporary parking for
pregnant and nursing mothers, the status of female graduate students, etc.

SECONDARY RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations have been used successfully at other institutions, and are also
put forward by this Task Force. Activities related to many of these recommendations are already
in place at the University of lowa, yet the Task Force has identified additional areas for
improvement to increase their impact on gender equity within the faculty.




Hiring
1. Monitor search committees at all stages of progress.

This recommendation is partially implemented at Ul, but the University should consider
assigning a diversity representative to search committees in departments with low numbers of
women or regularly low numbers of women applicants.

2. Institute an administrative review of women applicants for faculty positions
and/or graduate school who are denied appointments.

This is partially implemented at Ul, though not for graduate applicants. The University
might consider increased Graduate College involvement in overseeing admissions statistics.

3. Develop initiatives for departments to improve their gender representation, in
part by linking recruitment success to the availability of Full Time Equivalent or
departmental resources.

A model in this regard is the Faculty Diversity Opportunity Program (FDOP), which
focuses upon improving ethnic/racial diversity. The University should consider expanding that
program to address gender diversity.

4. Ensure that women faculty chair or serve on all search committees.

We are mindful of the possibility that this recommendation could lead to excessive service
for women faculty or to women faculty regularly being removed from other important service
obligations; therefore implementation should be monitored closely.

5. Avoid narrowly defined fields for searches.

The University should discuss useful strategies in this regard, but our Task Force wishes to
avoid strict mandates. Different departmental needs might make this difficult to implement, but
careful consideration should be given to mounting searches in fields that typically produce few
women candidates.

6. Develop a recruitment package that emphasizes the Ul’'s work-family policies.

The positive actions the University of lowa has taken to enable improved work and family
life should be highlighted and used to promote Ul as an institution that values academic
achievement along with a balanced personal life. We believe this should be included this as part
of existing benefits materials.

Climate
7. Reserve women'’s service obligations for critical committees.

We recognize that this could lead to overburdened women faculty as well, especially in
departments with few women faculty. One model for negotiating this recommendation might be
the CLAS requirement that non-departmental service requests receive Department Executive
Officer approval.
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8. Perform annual salary equity reviews.

Annual salary equity reviews are suggested at the departmental level, although we
understand (a) that University-level analyses may be federally mandated and (b) department-
level analyses are difficult because their small numbers preclude many statistical tests. The
ability to perform good analyses will be improved by the ongoing activities associated with
Recommendation #3 (above).

Already Implemented Gender Equity Recommendations at Ul (Full or
Partial

1. Centralize the pool of diversity lines not promised to any particular department.
This practice is underway through the FDOP, recently expanded.

2. Create a position in higher administration for promoting and monitoring
gender equity on campus, including awarding of chaired appointments and
awards, negotiating counter-offers, and monitoring retention efforts.

This is partially implemented through the Associate Provost for Diversity, but a focus on
gender needs to be strengthened. This position might require expansion to a full-time
appointment or be assigned to the Associate Provost for Faculty, which may subsequently
require that position to be expanded into two positions, one focused on faculty development and
one on personnel issues.

3. Educate department chairs about family leave policies through training or
orientation programs.

This practice could be strengthened at Ul, but is otherwise taking place.

4. Educate department chairs and all instructors about gender discrimination,
especially in the classroom.

This practice is partially implemented, but faculty and DEO participation is not required.

5. Reward unusually high teaching loads in one semester with subsequent
teaching release.

This is a common practice at Ul, but could be better implemented through current Post-
Tenure Allocation of Effort policy.

6. Provide a clear and accessible policy for addressing sexual harassment.

This has been implemented at Ul; however, a recent Sexual Harassment Survey revealed
that additional education is needed for all Ul constituencies, but especially undergraduates, to
increase awareness of the policy.
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7. Appoint more women to senior administrative jobs, with special attention paid
at the DEO level, and train more women for senior administrative jobs.

There is no formal training in this regard at Ul, other than the DEO training workshops.
Women are encouraged to participate in the CIC Academic Leadership Program, but this is
limited to 5-6 participants yearly.

8. Establish stronger dual-career hiring programs.

Ul had one of the first dual-career hiring programs in the nation, and outside the
University it is considered a model program. However, internally, the services it can provide are
widely misunderstood and underutilized. Mutual education of the program and DEOSs could
help the program work more effectively with DEOs so that it can serve their needs better.
Consideration also should be given to whether the program would be strengthened by
coordination with the Pomerantz Career Center.

9. Hold exit interviews with
departing women faculty.

Exit interviews were
implemented at Ul for several
years, with no clear yield beyond
that already obtained from mailed
exit surveys. Two committees that
studied the exit interview process
(one in CCOM and one at the
University level) both concluded
that it was not a good cost-benefit
ratio. Nevertheless, consideration
should be given to commissioning
and pilot testing/implementing an exit interview program designed in coordination or
consultation with Human Resource professionals.

10. Develop part-time tenure track positions (temporary and permanent).

This is partially implemented at Ul (e.g., it is explicitly mentioned in the Tenure Policy
[111-10] in the Operations Manual), but is not very well-known or utilized. Getting off the full-
time tenure track for a specified and temporary time period is typically not an issue, because
departments can use the salary release funds to hire part-time non-tenure-track faculty to fill
the department’s teaching needs on a short-term basis, but DEOs and Deans are reluctant to
approve indefinite reductions because the uncertainties complicate planning of other faculty
hires, and subsequent re-entering the full-time tenure track can be difficult once the department
has made other compensating arrangements.
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APPENDIX

Appendix Table 1 Number of Tenure Track Faculty, by Rank, and the
Percentage of Women Faculty in Each, 1992-200410

University of lowa as a Whole

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

| | %of | | %of | | | %of
Total EFemaIeE Total Total EFemaIe Total Total EFemaIeE Total

1992 ¢ 777 ¢ 57 73 492 121 250 446 - 164 - 36.8

1993 811 72 8.9 494 124 25.1 481 174 41.6

1994 © 835 : 80 = 96 - 493 © 129 : 262 - 465 = 174 - 374

1995 851 89 10.5 512 135 26.4 423 166 39.2

1996§ 870 99 11.4 516 152 29.5 361 134 37.1

1997 . 843 . 104 . 123 . 542 . 171 . 315 . 317 . 120 . 379

1998 = 837 109 130 ~ 534 = 175 328 326 = 137 = 420

1999 | 831 | 16 = 140 . 538 184 . 342 . 33 = 136 = 4Ll

2000 - 824 121 = 147 : 535 185 : 346 ~ 350 = 141 - 403

2001§ 834 124 14.9 519 192 37.0 351 138 39.3

2002 : 832 : 136 . 163 : 492 . 176 : 357 : 353 . 135 : 382

2003 : 829 : 140 | 169 : 509 : 181 : 356 : 362 . 140 : 387

2004 838 143 17.1 502 184 36.7 369 138 37.4

10 Data for 1994 and prior pulled from archived data in the HR data warehouse, effective date
11/1 of each year. Data for 1995 forward pulled from Faculty Status file snapshots for each year
(Nov. 1 data) supplied by Kristina Yows, Office of the Provost.




Appendix Table 1 continued

By College, 1995-2004

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

EFemaIE % of % of % of

Total e Total Total EFemaIeE Total Total EFemaIeE Total
| i | H i 1 | !

1995 : : : : : : : :

CLAS 329 ~ 42 128% 192 = 61  31.8% 148 8l  54.7%
Business . 50 : 5 : 10.0% : 27 S 148% 18 6 333%
S 346% 17 5 29.4%

19.4% : 23 . 14 60.9%

50% ¢ 19 : 5 . 26.3%

Dentistry 47 2 4.3% 26
Education : 40 : 8 :200% : 31

Engineeringé 44 0.0% 20 _
Law . 39 : 6  154% 5 - 60.0% : :
CCcOM 277 18  65% 181 30  166% 169 36  21.3%

: 11000% - 20 - 20 ©100.0% 17 16 = 94.1%

Pharmacy = 16 S 63% 7 S 00% 9 2 222%

Graduate @ 2 S 00% - 3 - 1 333% 3 . 1 : 333%
Total : 851 : 89 : 105% @ 512 : 135 : 26.4% . 423 : 166 : 39.2%
1996 : : : : : : : :

CLAS @ 333 . 44  132% 198 = 73  369% = 123 61  49.6%
Business - 48 © 5 ©104% = 28 4  143% 14 3 - 214%
Dentistry =~ 46 - 3 . 65% = 25 - 8 :320% 19 : 7  368%
Education : 42 :© 8 :190% - 32 : 10  313% : 19 . 12 63.2%

[OSI B = o) B I (o T I SN

~

Nursing 7

[EEN

Engineering | 48 S 00% . 17 . 1 . 59% . 16 = 3 . 18.8%
Law = 39 : 6 ©154% - 5 3 : 60.0%
CCOM 289 23  80% 178 29  163% 145 35 = 241%
Nursing. @ 9 © 9 :1000%: 21 : 21 1000% 14 = 13  92.9%

Pharmacy @ 14 : 1  71% = 7 . 1 :143% = 10 - 0.0%
Graduate @ 2 S 00% | 5 2 . 400% : 1 . 0.0%

Total 870 99 11.4% 516 152 29.5% 361 134 37.1%




Appendix Table 1 continued

By College, 1995-2004

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

T ;  wof | - wof
Total éFemaIeé Total Total éFemaIeé Total Total éFemaleé Total

1997

CLAS = 316 : 46  146% = 220 @ 88  40.0% : 116 @ 54 : 46.6%
Business = 48 = 5  104% 30 3 100% - 10 = 3  30.0%
Dentistry : 41 : 3 . 73% . 23 - 7 :304% : 17 9 . 529%
Education : 43 : 7  163% = 32 12  375% @ 21 : 14  667%

Engineering . 45 S 00% . 19 . 1 . 53% : 16 . 1 . 63%
law 39 6  154% 6 4  66.7%
CCOM © 282 : 25 ' 89% : 182 : 34  187% @ 114 : 27  23.7%

Nursing = 11 = 11 1000% 19 = 19 100.0% @ 13 = 12 = 92.3%
Pharmacy : 15 . 1 = 67% @ 7 - 1 = 143% : 10 - 0.0%
Graduate = 3 S 00% - 4 2 50.0%
Total . 843 . 104 . 123% . 542 . 171 . 315% : 317 = 120 . 37.9%
L N | | | | | |
CLAS = 314 @ 50  159% = 215 = 88 = 409% :@ 133 = 67 = 50.4%
: 1 109% 30 3 100% 12 5  4L7%
75% - 24 7 1292% i 13 . 9  69.2%

Business 46

Dentistry 40

Education : 41 171% 32 . 14 438% : 22 = 12 = 545%
23% = 19 . 00% . 16 . 3 . 188%
: S 185% 0 5 . 3 60.0% :
CCOM = 287 = 27  94% = 177 = 36 - 203% : 105 = 30  28.6%
Nursing =~ 10 & 10 1000% 21 = 21 1000% 12 = 10 . 83.3%
Pharmacy : 16 : 1 = 63% = 7 - 1 143% : 13 - 1 . 77%
Graduate @ 3 . 00% i 4 i 2 50.0% : ' '

Total 837 | 109 | 13.0% @ 534 175 | 32.8% @ 326 137 | 42.0%

Engineeringé 43
Law = 37

g | = | N w | o,




Appendix Table 1 continued

By College, 1995-2004

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

% of % of % of

Total Femaleé Total Total EFemaIeE Total Total EFemaIeE Total

1999

CLAS 302 49 16.2% 222 95 42.8% 139 67 48.2%
' 10.6% 26 4 15.4% 14 6 42.9%
54% © 21 . 7 . 333% 15 . 9  60.0%

Business 47 5
Education ~ 39 7  179% 33 15  455% 21 13  619%
—
9

Dentistry 37

Engineering - 42 24% - 21 - . 00% - 18 - 3 . 167%
Law = 41 S 220% 0 3 1 . 333%
CCOM | 274 : 29 : 106% : 168 : 32 : 190% : 91 : 25  27.5%

Nursing : 10 - 10 :1000% G 20 : 20 1000% 10 : 8 . 80.0%

Pharmacy : 17 : 1 : 59% . 6 . 1 . 167% . 14 . 3 . 214%

Public 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Health 19 3  158% 14 7  500% 7 2  286%

Graduate @ 3 S 00% 4 2 i 500% _

Total 831 - 116 - 14.0% - 538 = 184  342% = 329 = 136 = 413%

2000 : : | | | | | |

CLAS . 296 . 52 : 176% . 215 = 92 . 428% . 140 . 63 . 45.0%
Business @ 47 © 4  85% @ 20 : 4 200% 18 : 7 . 38.9%
Dentistry - 36 @ 3  83% @ 20 8  400% : 15 . 8  533%
Education @ 39 :© 6 = 154% : 37 = 18  486% - 22 = 16  72.7%

Engineering = 45 S 00% . 19 S 00% 19 4 211%
Law 37 ¢ 9 243% 4 1 250% : :
CCOM & 272 © 31 : 114% . 177 . 34  192% . 99 . 26 . 26.3%
Nursing = 10 = 10 1000% 19 © 18  947% 12 . 11 9L7%

Pharmacy 15 1  67% 9 2 222% 12 3  250%

Public : ; z z ; ; z
Health - 24 - 5 208% 10 = 6  600% : 9 2  222%

Graduate @ 3 S 00% : 5 2 400% - 4 - 1  250%
Total 824 | 121 | 147% | 535 185 | 34.6% | 350 141 | 40.3%




Appendix Table 1 continued

By College, 1995-2004

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

| . %of % of % of
Total éFemaleé Total Total Female Total Total éFemaIe Total

2001

CLAS @ 289 - 49  17.0% = 213 = 100 = 46.9% @ 140 = 63 : 45.0%
Business =~ 47 - 5  106% 16 4  250% 21 5  23.8%
Dentistry - 37 @ 4 108% 21 - 8 :381% 16 - 9  56.3%
Education =~ 38 - 6 = 158% - 37 = 19 - 514% - 17 12 : 70.6%
Engineering . 45 S 00% 19 1 - 53% 17 . 4 . 235%

Law 35 10  286% 4 - 0.0%

CCOM 290 = 34  1.7% 166 = 33  19.9% = 105 = 26 = 24.8%
Nursing =~ 10 - 10 1000% 17 ~ 16 - 941% = 10 - 9  90.0%
Pharmacy = 15 - 1 - 67% - 9 2 :222% : 8 : 3 . 375%

Public : : : : : : : :
Health 24 5 20.8% 12 7 58.3% 11 4 : 36.4%

Graduate = 3 L 00% 5 . 2 400%: 5 2  40.0%
Total 833 124  149% 519 192  37.0% 350 = 137  39.1%
2002 : Q Q Q : Q : f
CLAS 286 : 53 - 185% = 202 = 90 = 446% @ 139 = 64 - 46.0%

Business : 45 : 5  111% : 17 : 4 : 235% : 22 : 8  36.4%

Dentistry - 36 @ 5  139% 20 - 8 :400% : 12 : 5 . 4L7%

Education = 37 - 7 ©189% = 34 17  500% : 14 10 : 7L4%

Engineering 44 S 00% 19 2 105% 21 4 19.0%
Law 34 © 10 0 294% 7T 2 28.6% : :
CCOM 293 :© 37 - 126% = 151 = 28  185% : 111 26 - 23.4%
Nursing = 12 : 12 :1000% 14 - 13 :929% : 10 : 9 : 90.0%

Pharmacy . 16 : 1 . 63% = 12 : 3 :250% 4 2 50.0%

Public s 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Health 26 6 23.1% 11 7 63.6% 14 4 28.6%

Graduate = 3 . 00% 5 2 - 400% 6 3  50.0%
Total 832 136 | 163% @ 492 | 176 | 358% 353 135 | 38.2%




Appendix Table 1 continued

By College, 1995-2004

Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors

% of % of % of

Total EFemaIeE Total Total EFemaIeE Total Total EFemaIeE Total

2003

VP Researché 1 0.0% : ; : ; ;
CLAS = 282 : 53  188% . 210 . 95 . 452% = 149 . 69 . 46.3%

Business 44 5 §11.4%§ 17 4 235% 22 6 527.3%

Dentistry ~ 36 5  139% 22 10  455% 7 2 286%

Education . 40 . 11 . 27.5% . 30 . 12 . 400% . 17 . 14 . 82.4%

Engineering = 43 S 00% 21 - 2 95% - 19 4 211%
law : 35 : 11 - 314% - 9 : 3 . 333% :
CCOM = 289 . 36 . 125% = 152 . 30 . 197% . 113 . 25 . 22.1%

Nursing = 12 . 12 100.0% 13 = 12 . 923% : 11 . 10 . 90.9%
Pharmacy = 16 1  63% 14 3  214% 4 2 50.0%
PublicHealth - 28 - 6 - 214% = 16 - 8 - 500% 15 . 6 . 40.0%
Graduate = 3 - S 00% 5 © 2 . 400% - 5 2  40.0%
Total  :© 829 - 140  16.9% - 509 : 181 . 356% : 362 - 140 . 38.7%
2004 | : : ' ' ' ' ' '
VP Research 1 0.0% : : : : : :
CLAS = 283 @ 55  194% . 218 - 97  445% @ 149 . 66 = 44.3%
Business - 44 5  114% . 18 : 3 . 167% @ 24 9  375%
Dentistry ~ 36 @ 5  139% 22 - 10 - 455% . 8 = 4  50.0%
Education : 36 : 10  27.8% = 29 : 12 . 414% : 17 . 13 . 76.5%

Engineering | 42 | L 00% 24 : 3  125% : 16 . 3 . 18.8%
Law = 37 © 12 324% 8 . 3  375%
CCOM 298 37  124% 136 29  213% 120 27  225%
Nursing @ 11 © 11 1000% 14 @ 13  929% : 8 = 7  87.5%

Pharmacy = 14 . 00% 14 . 4 286% 5 1 - 200%

PublicHealth : 31 - 8 = 258% @ 16 : 7  438% : 18 . 6 - 333%

Graduate @ 5 . 00% : 4 3 [ 750% : 4 i 1 | 250%
Total 838 | 143 | 17.1% | 503 184 | 36.6% | 369 137 | 37.1%
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Appendix Table 2a. New Faculty Hired at the Rank of Professor
Tenured and Tenure Track Only

Female Total % Male % Female
1992 5 0 5 ©1000% 0.0%
1993 = 10 4 14 TL4%  28.6%
1994 6 1 7 . 86.% - 14.0%
1995 1 1 2 ~ 500% = 50.0%
1996 5 0 5 - 1000% 0.0%
1997 10 1 1 90.9%  9.1%
1998 4 0 4 ~1000%  0.0%
1999 8 4 12 . 667% . 33.3%
2000 10 1 1 %09% | 9.1%
2001 9 2 1 . 81L8%  182%
2002 5 3 8 © 625%  37.5%
2003 7 1 8 - 875% - 125%
2004 8 1 9 - 89.0% . 11.0%
2005 3 0 3 . 1000% :  0.0%
TOTAL 91 19 110 82.7% 17.3%
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Appendix Table 2b New Faculty Hired at the Rank of Professor

1992

CLAS

M

Tenured and Tenure Track Only by College

N

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

o, |,

1999

2000

2001

2002

Rl =N

= IN|[dlOW|IW| O |N

NlwH oo alw|o | N |- |k |k

2003

2004

1

OO |PlOOW WL,

A IN ||l |wW |

2005

Olr|lr|lrl wlwiN

OIN|FP,|IN Wl Ww|N

Total

19

30

36

% Female

26.9%

16.6%

12.5%
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Appendix Table 2c  Administrative Faculty Hired at Rank of Professor,
Tenured and Tenure Track Only by College

1
6 1t S o
A N N S R R R N N N R N
L2

2

1999 1 1 11
2004 11 1 1
Total | 2 2 : 4 1 1 i 2 i 2 i 2 i 4 i 10

% women | 50% 50% 50% 50%
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Appendix Table 3

Percent of Ul Faculty Being Reviewed
Who Received Tenure and/or Promotion

Ul Tenure & Promotion % APPROVED
Year Starting Rank M

2000 Assistant Professor 93.8% 86.7% 89.1%
Associate Professor 91.7% 97.1% 95.7%
Total 92.9% 92.2% 92.4%
2001 Assistant Professor 94.4% 94.7% 94.6%
Associate Professor 100.0% 97.9% 98.3%
Total 96.7% 97.0% 96.9%
2002 Assistant Professor 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Associate Professor 100.0% 96.8% 97.8%
Total 100.0% 98.2% 98.8%
2003 Assistant Professor 92.3% 100.0% 97.8%
Associate Professor 100.0% 85.7% 89.2%
Total 95.5% 93.3% 93.9%
2004 Assistant Professor 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Associate Professor 100.0% 97.2% 97.8%
Total 100.0% 98.4% 98.8%
2005 Assistant Professor 100.0% 96.2% 97.6%
Associate Professor 90.9% 87.5% 88.4%
Total 96.3% 91.4% 92.9%
2000- Assistant Professor 96.6% 96.2% 96.3%
2005 Associate Professor 97.1% 94.2% 94.9%
Grand Total 96.8% 95.1% 95.6%




Appendix Table4  Clinical Track: Hires at Full Professor Rank

CCOM Other Colleges

Percent Percenti Percent

| Total | Women | Women | Total | Women | Women | Total | Women | Women

1995 2 0.0% 2 0 0.0%
1996 2 - 00% 2 0  0.0%
1997 - 1 1 100.0% : : 1 1 100.0%
1998 = 1 0.0% - 1 . 0.0% 2 0 0.0%
1999 : 2 00% : 4 . 0.0% 6 0 0.0%
2000 : 1 0.0% : 1 0 0.0%
2001 = 1 S 00% 1 - 0.0% 2 0 0.0%
2002 1 1 1000% 1 0.0% 2 1 50.0%
2003 : 1 ©0.0% : : 1 0 0.0%
2004 = 4 S 00% 1 - 0.0% 5 0 0.0%
Total = 16 2 12.5% 8 0 0.0% 24 2 8.3%
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Appendix Figure 1a Clinical Track Faculty Female Representation and
Resignation Rate Assistant Professors
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Appendix Figure 1b Clinical Track Faculty Female Representation and

Resignation Rate Associate Professors

Percent Women
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Appendix Figure 1c Clinical Track Faculty Female Representation and
Resignation Rate Full Professors
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Appendix Table5  Percent of Faculty in Clinical-Track by Gender

Full Associate Assistant
Professors | Professors Professors

\YES Total Female Total Female |

1996 = CLAS  0.0% 0.0% :0.0% 00% - 0.0% - 00% - 08% = 16% = 0.0%
. Other 0.0% :0.0% :0.0%: 00% : 0.0% : 0.0% : 51% : 50% : 52%

Other 5 5 5 5 5 5 i i
+CLAS E0.0%E0.0%;0.0%E 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.7% 29% | 2.5%

CCOM | 1.4% :0.0% : 15% & 11.0% @ 21.6% @ 8.6% : 245% : 352% : 20.3%

1997 | CLAS 0.0% :0.0%:00%  00% : 00% : 00% @ 16% : 18% @ 15%
~ Other  12% :2.9% - 09% 0.7% - 0.0% - 11% - 18.5% = 16.7% = 20.0%

Other : : : : : : : : :
+CLAS  05%  13% - 04%  03% = 00% . 04% = 96% = 87%  10.2%

CCOM i 2.4% :3.8% : 2.3% @ 18.4% ' 26.1% @ 16.4% : 39.0% : 51.8% : 33.6%

1998 ¢ CLAS  0.0% : 0.0% :0.0% : 0.0% : 0.0% : 0.0% : 15% : 14% : 15%
- Other §2.1% 53.0% 1.9%§ 1.4% 0.0% 2.2% 22.9% 16.3% 27.5%

Other 5 : 5 5 : 5 5 5
+CLAS  0.9%  12%  0.8% 06% . 0.0% - 09%  114%  7.6%  14.6%

CCOM  : 2.4% : 3.6% : 2.3% © 21.3% : 22.9% : 20.9% : 45.0% : 55.2% : 39.3%
1999 ©  CLAS  0.3% :2.0% :0.0% : 04% : 10% : 0.0% : 34% : 43% : 2.6%
. Other 4.5% : 2.6% : 4.8% . 3.3% . 0.0% : 52% . 257% = 25.0% = 26.3%

Other 5 E 5 5 5 5 5 5
+CLAS ;2.3% 2.3% 2.3%; 1.6% 0.7% 2.2% 14.2% 13.8% - 14.5%

. CCOM 2.8% : 3.3% : 2.8% - 23.6% - 28.9% : 22.3% : 50.8% : 63.2% : 43.6%
2000 CLAS  0.7%  19% - 0.4% 18% - 42% - 0.0% = 6.6%  110% = 2.5%
. Other  4.1% :2.6% : 4.4% @ 89% : 7.8% : 97% : 22.4% : 22.7% - 22.2%

Other § é 5 5 5 5 5 5
+CLAS 52.3% 2.2% 2.3%; 4.8% 5.6% 4.2% 14.4% 16.5% : 12.5%

CCOM 2.9% 3.1% 2.8%5 26.3% 29.2% 25.5% 54.6% 68.3% 46.3%

2001 CLAS 0.7% 2.0% 0.4% 3.2% 5.7% 0.9% 5.3% 9.9% 1.3%
Other 45% 2.4% 49% 11.4% 106% 12.0% 24.1% 23.4% 24.7%

Other
+CLAS 25% 22% 2.6% 6.6% 7.6% 5.8% 14.4%  16.3% 12.8%

CCOM 46% 56% 45% 33.6% 41.1% 314% 55.3% 69.4% 47.3%




Appendix Table5  continued

Associate Assistant
Full Professors | Professors Professors

Total EFemaIeE Male Female Male Total Female Male

2002 CLAS 0.7% 19% 0.4% 3.8% 7.2% 0.9% 4.8% 8.5% 1.3%
Other 49% 21% 55% 12.6% 14.7% 11.0% 32.0% 39.2% 25.3%

Other
+CLAS 27% 2.0% 29% 7.6% 10.3% 5.4% 18.7% 24.1% 13.5%

CCoOM 58% 7.5% 55% 37.1% 50.0% 332% 57.1% 72.3% 48.5%

2003 CLAS 0.7% 19% 04% 3.7% 6.9% 0.9% 5.7% 10.4% 1.2%
Other 48% 38% 51% 150% 20.0% 11.7% 33.6% 38.2% 28.9%

Other
+CLAS 27% 28% 2.7% 8.7% 12.2% 5.9% 19.4% 242% 14.6%

CCOM 85% 163% 7.3% 364% 444% 341% 55.8% 71.4% 47.3%

2004 CLAS 04% 0.0% 0.4% 4.0% 7.6% 0.8% 5.1% 9.3% 1.2%
Other 48% 56% 4.6% 168% 194% 15.0% 30.6% 38.4% 23.0%

Other
+CLAS 25% 2.8% 25% 9.6% 12.4% 7.4% 17.4% 23.6% 11.5%

CCOM 102% 15.9% 9.4% 405% 47.3% 38.4% 55.0% 69.2% 47.8%

Total = (No. of Clinical Track Faculty)/(Number of Tenure Track and Clinical Track Faculty)
Female = (No. of Female Clin. Track Faculty)/(No. of Female Tenure Track and Female Clin. Track Faculty)
Male = (No. of Male Clin. Track Faculty)/(No. of Male Tenure Track and Male Clin. Track Faculty)




Appendix Table 6

Clinical Track: Numbers and Percentage of Women Faculty

Full Professors

Associate
Professors

Assistant
Professors

%

1995
CLAS

Business

Dentistry

Education

CCOM : 48

438% 0 2 0 S 00% 15 7 [467% 31 - 14 = 452%

Nursing 0

Pharmacy 0

Total = 48 :438% : 2 . O 00% 15 . 7 :467%: 31 . 14 . 452%

1996
CLAS

100.0% 11 1100.0%

Business

1
-0
Dentistry 3
Education 0

ccom 73

§37.0%§ 4 0 50.0%5 22 8 §36.4%§ 47 19 §4o.4%

o

Nursing

soo% . 2 1 500%

Pharmacyg 2 _
§38.0%§ 4 0 50.0%5 22 8 §36.4%§ 53 22

Total @ 79 © 41.5%

1997
CLAS

© 50.0% : 2 1 50.0%

Business

Dentistry | 25.0% 8 2 250%

O|l®|O|N

Education

CCOM 121

S 34T% 7 1 1203%: 73 : 29 : 39.7%

L 143% ¢ 41 ¢ 12
Nursing 0 : : '

438% 3 1333%: 1 ¢ 0 100%: 12 | 6 @ 50.0%

=

Pharmacy 16
Total 147

35.4% 10 2 20.0% | 42 12 | 28.6% | 95 38 40.0%




Appendix Table 6  continued

Associate Assistant

Full Professors Professors Professors

% % % %

| TOTAL| Female |Total Female| Female |Total|Female| Female |Total|Female| Female

1998

CLAS i 2 | 500% : 2 0 1 i 50.0%

Business : 2  00% : 1 . O : 00% : 1 0 i 00%

Dentistry = 14  214% @ 1 | 0 | 00% S 13 3 f 231%

Education 0

CCOM | 140 : 350% : 7 @ 1 { 143% :@ 48 @ 11 : 229% @ 85 : 37 : 435%
Nursing : 1 : 0.0% 1 0 ¢ 00% ' :

Pharmacy @ 17 & 353% . 3 = 1  333% . 1 : 0 . 00% 13 5 - 385%

Total S 176 © 335% 12 0 2 : 167% 50 . 11 = 220% 114 = 46  40.4%

1999

CLAS | 7 i 714% : 1 . 1 :1000% : 1 : 1 1000% : 5 : 3 : 60.0%

Business : 6 | 00% : 4 : 0O  00% : 1 : 0 @ 00% @ 1 : © 0.0%

Dentistry : 18 . 167% . 3 . O . 00% : 1 : O . 00% . 14 . 3 . 214%

Education @ 1 : 100.0% : 1 0 1 100.0%

CCOM  : 154 : 37.0% : 8 i 1 | 125% : 52 i 13 | 250% : 94 i 43 : 457%

Nursing @ 6 @ 833% 1 0 | 00% 5 5 100.0%

Pharmacy : 17 : 353% : 3 . 1 :33% : 1 . 0 . 00% : 13 . 5 : 385%

PublicHealth - 4 . 250% . 2 . 0O . 00% . 1 . O . 00% . 1 . 1 : 100.0%

Total © 213 366% 21 ¢ 3 | 143% 58 : 14  241% @ 134 61 : 455%
000 : : : : . : : : : :

CLAS . 16 . 8.3% . 2 . 1 . 500% . 4 : 4 .1000% . 10 . 8 . 80.0%

Business : 5  00% : 2 | S 00% 1 S 00% . 2 . 0.0%

Dentistry @ 21  238% @ 3 S 00% 4 i 2 500% 14 3 : 214%

Education @ 3  100.0% 3 3 [ 100.0%

CCOM | 190 : 37.4% : 8 @ 1 : 125% : 63 : 14  222% : 119 @ 56 : 47.1%

Nursing : 8 . 87.5% . -4 . 3 . 750% - 4 . 4 - 100.0%

Pharmacy :© 16 @ 313% @ 3 : 1  333% : 4 : 0  00% @ 9 : 4 : 44.4%

PublicHealth : 5 : 20.0% 00% : 1 : 0  00% : 1 . 1 : 100.0%

w
o

Total 264 39.8% 21 3 14.3% 81 23 28.4% | 162 79 48.8%




Appendix Table 6  continued

Full Professors | Associate Professors | Assistant Professors

% L% b w b %

| Female |Total{Female{ Female |Total{Female| Female |Total |Female| Female

2001 : | : ' : | f : _ :
CLAS S 17 824% 2 6 ' 87% 8 ' 7 | 81.5%
Business | 5 i 00% : 2 | ©0.0% L 00% 2 ¢ - 0.0%
—— :
1

1 50.0%

7

Dentistry . 22 . 22.7% 00% - 5 . 2 . 400% . 14 . 3 . 214%
Education @ 5 : 80.0% : _ S 00% (1 ¢ 1 1000% : 3 i 3 100.0%
CCOM . 228 : 368% . 14 . 2 . 143% . 84 . 23 . 274% . 130 . 59 . 45.4%
Nursing | 9 : 889% : S5 . 4 800% i 4 i 4 :100.0%
Pharmacy @ 16 : 250% : 3 @ 1 : 333% @ 4 - 00% 9 . 3  333%
PublicHealth = 7 = 286% - 3 . 0 : 00% : 2 0 = 00% . 2 @ 2  100.0%
Total 309 : 392% : 28 : 4 : 143% 109 i 36  330% : 172 | 8l : 47.1%
2002 _ : ' '
CLAS 17 . 824%
Business 5 0.0%

Dentistry . 29 . 34.5%

50.0%
0.0%

875% - 7 . 6 . 85.7%
00% : 2 : 0 @ 00%
—
3

0.0% . 50.0% . 18 38.9%
Education = 6 & 66.7% : 00% = 1 . 1000% | 4 . 75.0%
CCOM  : 255 : 38.8% @ 18 : © 167% 89 © 28 | 315% 148 1 68 | 45.9%
Nursing = 17 @ 882% ° 6 . 5  833% 11 ~ 10  90.9%
Pharmacy @ 18 @ 389% : 3 ©333% : 3 . 0  00% : 12 6 : 50.0%
PublicHealth . 9 . 444% . 2 . 0 . 00% . 3 . 1 . 333% . 4 . 3 . 750%
Total . 356 : 43.0% : 33 | 5 i 152% : 117 : 45 : 385% : 206 : 103 : 50.0%
2003 ; ; ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' '
CLAS .19 [ 84.2%
Business 4 0.0%
Dentistry 31 @ 38.7%
Education 8 75.0%

= Lo NN
O |+~ |0
=W | O |

w| O | o |0 |+

[EN

875% . 9
0.0% . 2
0.0% 57.1% 19 42.1%
_ 0.0% _ - 75.0% 3 ¢ © 100.0%
CCOM  : 259 : 37.1% : 27 259% : 87 i 24  27.6% 145 . 65 : 44.8%
Nursing . 17 . 88.2% _ _ : : . 833% . 11 . 10 . 90.9%
Pharmacy @ 19 : 421% : 3 : 1 : 333% : 3 : O : 00% @ 13 : 7 : 538%
PublicHealth : 11 : 364% :@ 3 : 1 : 333% : 5 : 2 : 400% : 3 @ 1 : 333%
Total 368 | 427% | 42 | 10 | 238% | 121 | 45 | 37.2% | 205 102 | 49.8%

88.9%
0.0%

50.0%
0.0%

= o =N
N |IN |~ |
w | bdh|lO|N
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Appendix Table 6

continued

%

Full Professors

%

Associate Professors

%

Assistant Professors

%

| Female | Total Female | Female ITotaI Female | Female ITotaI EFemaIe Female
2004

CLAS 18 83.3% 1 0] 0.0% 9 8 88.9% 8 7 87.5%
Business 4 0.0% 1 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 2 0 0.0%
Dentistry 27 33.3% 4 0] 0.0% 9 4 44.4% 14 5 35.7%
Education 7 71.4% 1 0 0.0% 4 3 75.0% : 2 : 2 100.0%
CCOM 274 35.0% 34 7 : 206% - 92 26 28.3% 148 63 42.6%
Nursing 19  895% @ 1 1 1000% : 5 4 80.0% | 13 | 12 | 92.3%
Pharmacy ; 19 47.4% 3 1 33.3% 6 0.0% 10 8 80.0%
Public Health 12 41.7% 3 1 33.3% 5 3 60.0% 4 1 25.0%
Total 380 41.1% 48 10 20.8% 131 48 36.6% | 201 98 48.8%
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Appendix Table 7 Number of Tenure Track Minority Faculty, 1993-2004

Minority Faculty as a % of

Academic Year Number of Minority Faculty Total Tenure-Track Faculty
1993-94 199 11.2
1994-95 200 11.1
1995-96 195 10.9
1996-97 192 10.9
1997-98 192 11.2
1998-99 199 11.7

1999-2000 203 11.9
2000-01 209 12.3
2001-02 209 12.2
2002-03 213 12.7
2003-04 220 12.9




Appendix Figure 2a Survey Reponses by Female Tenure Track
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Appendix Figure 2c Survey Responses for Female Clinical Faculty
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