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In February 2012, the Provost in conjunction with the Women’s Leadership Council 

released a report titled “Report on the Status of Academic Women at the University of 

Chicago.” In the forward to that report former Provost Thomas Rosenbaum affirmed the 

University’s commitment to diversity, noting that since its founding “the University of 

Chicago has aimed to attract the most talented, creative, and impactful scholars, and to 

foster a community where ideas are freely exchanged and challenged.” He went on to 

write, “if we are not leaders in attracting talented women and men to our ranks, then we 

cannot reach our potential.”  

 

The members of this committee concur with former Provost Rosenbaum’s statement 

about the significance of diversity to the intellectual work of this institution. In this report 

we first outline the charge of the committee and the data we reviewed. We then present a 

brief outline of the status of women faculty in the Division. Next we discuss some of the 

findings from the faculty climate survey the committee commissioned. Finally, we 

present a set of recommendations that we believe will both enhance the numbers and 

experience of women in the Division as well as benefit the intellectual work of the 

division. We hope that our findings and recommendation will allow the Division to refine 

its strategies of recruiting and retaining women faculty.
1
  

 

 

I.  Charge and Data 

 

It was in response to the “Report on the Status of Academic Women at the University of 

Chicago” that former Dean Mario Small convened a committee in March of 2013 to 

examine the status of women in the Division of the Social Sciences. The committee was 

comprised of faculty representatives from Sociology, Political Science, Economics, 

Anthropology, Social Thought, History, Psychology, and the Center for the Study of 

Gender and Sexuality. The committee was tasked to: (a) discuss the implications of the 

Report on the Status of Academic Women at the University of Chicago for the Division; 

(b) examine what, if anything is missing from the Status report, particularly with respect 

to the academic climate of the Division; and (c) produce a set of recommendations for the 

Division. After examining existing data and mounting an original survey on faculty 

climate, the committee is prepared to submit our findings and recommendations.  

 

There are three caveats we want to detail before proceeding to put this report in context. 

First, this report is limited to a focus on women faculty and their experience in the 

Division. While we initially envisioned writing a report that would also discuss issues of 

race and sex and their intersection the data proved too limited. Specifically, the number 

of faculty who are women of color faculty was too small to guarantee anonymity. 

Second, our report will not speak to the experiences of women graduate students. We 

expect the Dean and Deputy Provost for Graduate Education to report their findings on 

                                                        
1 Throughout this report we discuss data that are presented in the form of a single self-reported 
binary of male/female.  We recognize that such a categorization does not adequately represent the 
diversity of gender as actualized in society and at the University.  We do hope that this initial 
exploration of sex and gender differences will generate more research of gender and sex differences 
in the Division.  
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this matter and map out a strategy to improve the experience of all graduate students in 

the Division. Our report, therefore, focuses on the experiences, beliefs, and status of 

women faculty in the Division. Finally, it should be noted that we use the term “sex” 

throughout this report to denote how people self-identify given a binary option. 

 

Data 

 

To explore the status of women in the Division this committee reviewed numerous 

sources of information and data. First, Peggy Masson from the Women’s Leadership 

Council met with the committee to discuss the data they had collected for the university’s 

report on the Status of Academic Women. She reviewed general findings and data 

specific to the Division. Committee members also reviewed similar reports from peer 

institutions such as Brown, Yale, and New York Universities. 

 

Next, we examined secondary data from the University and other sources.   

 

1. The committee reviewed data from the Survey of Earned Doctorates 2011 to 

compare the percentage of women in the pool of Social Sciences departments 

compared to the percentage of women on the faculty in these same departments.  

 

2. The committee asked the Office of the Dean to review annual faculty reports to 

see if they could detect differences in B.A. and M.A. advising as well as 

committee service associated with sex.   

 

3. The committee asked the Office of the Dean to review its data on compensation 

packages to see if there were differences in compensation received associated 

with sex. 

 

4. The committee asked the Office of the Dean to examine departmental recruitment 

reports to map out how many women were in hiring pools, brought to campus for 

job talks and eventually hired.   

 

5. The committee requested that the Office of the Dean examine salaries to see if 

there were statistically significant differences based on sex after accounting for 

important variables such as productivity or rank.   

 

We discovered that much of the data on hand is either of questionable quality or is 

unavailable because of confidentiality issues. This is an issue we address in our 

recommendations. 

 

Two analyses of compensation, a quintile and z-score analysis, were ultimately 

determined to be too blunt for the purposes of this report. The quintile report, however, 

did reveal that female junior and mid-career faculty tend to receive comparable 

compensation to their male counterparts. However, senior female faculty—those that are 

with the University for more than twenty years—seem to lag behind their male 

counterparts in compensation. 
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The Survey of Earned Doctorates data were interesting and indicated that in some fields 

there were more women in the pool than are currently represented in our departments.  

Despite this finding some on the committee worried that general percentages of women 

in the field do not reflect the appropriate pool from which departments in the social 

sciences typically draw. For example, some committee members argued that the pool 

from which their department draws for hires is narrower than the general numbers on the 

pool reported in the Survey of Earned Doctorates.  

 

Where appropriate, the committee will report the findings we have from data internal to 

the university. However, as noted earlier, those data are sparse and do not elicit great 

confidence. To address the inconsistent data available for our analysis the committee 

commissioned a new faculty climate survey in SSD. The new data from this survey 

highlighted in the third section of the report detail the attitudes that faculty have about 

many aspects of their work, their departments and the division. Before we discuss those 

findings, we begin with the descriptive numbers of women in the Division.   

 

 

II.  Women Faculty in the Division of the Social Sciences 

 

While most of the data presented in this section will focus on the proportion and position 

of women faculty in the Division of the Social Sciences, Figure 1 provides an overview 

of the percentage of women faculty across the university in divisions and professional 

schools. The School of Social Service Administration (SSA) has the largest percentage of 

female faculty members at 60%. They are the only unit on campus where women make 

up the majority of the faculty. At half that rate, women in the Division of the Social 

Sciences account for 30% of the faculty. 

 

 

Figure 1: Tenure track faculty by sex, status, and division or school 2013 
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As is evident in Figures 2 and 3 the percentage of women among the tenure track faculty 

in the Division has grown from 6% in 1973 to 30% in 2013 (Figure 2). However, over the 

last five years, between 2008 and 2013, the percentage of women among the tenure track 

faculty has remained relatively constant, moving from 28% in 2008 to 30% in the last 

three years (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 2: SSD Tenure track faculty by sex: 1973-2013

 
 

 

Figure 3: SSD tenure track faculty by sex: 2008-2013 
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Over the last decade, the size of the faculty in the Division has remained relatively stable 

as is evident in Figure 4. Between 2003 and 2013, as the College grew substantially, only 

seven additional tenure track faculty were added in the Division, bringing the total 

number of faculty to 178. During the same period, while there were some minor 

fluctuations from year to year, the percentage of non-tenured female faculty in the 

division remained at 9%. The percentage of non-tenured male faculty dropped marginally 

from 14% to 12% between 2003 and 2013. The percentage of tenured female faculty rose 

from 18% to 21% over the decade, while the number of tenured men dropped slightly 

from 60% in 2003 to 58% in 2013. Throughout the ten year span examined in Figure 4 

there were always more male and female faculty members in tenured positions than non-

tenured ones.  

 

Figure 4: SSD tenure track faculty by sex and status: 2003-2013 
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Figure 5: SSD %Women faculty / Total # faculty / # Women faculty

 
 

Figure 6 provides a breakdown of faculty in each department by rank and sex. Both 

Comparative Human Development (36%) and Psychology (35%) lead the Division in the 

percent of their faculty who are tenured women. Economics has the lowest percentage of 

the faculty who are tenured women at 4%. Comparative Human Development also has 

the largest percentage of their faculty who are non-tenured females at 18%. 
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Figures 7 and 8 indicate that in each year except 2013 and in total between 2003 and 

2013 more men were hired as both new assistant and tenured professors, although the 

difference in hiring was more extreme for tenured professors in part because of the small 

numbers of such hires.   

 

Figure 7: SSD New assistant professor hires by sex, 2004-2013 

 
 

Figure 8: SSD New tenured hires by sex, 2004-2013 
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that we hire then we will be in a losing game of replacing those women faculty members 

who leave just to remain at a steady state of representation. Figures 9 and 9a presents 

some optimistic and troubling news about our efforts to retain women faculty members. 

Specifically, the Division has done relatively well at retaining tenured female faculty. 

Among those still remaining at the university ten years after their hire, tenured female 

faculty have the highest rate of retention. At the other extreme, non-tenured women 

faculty have the lowest retention rate. Figure 9a provides greater detail about the different 

retention patterns among tenure-track women faculty. The data in this figure suggest that 

among recently hired tenure-track faculty retention issues seem to emerge around year 

four in their career at the university.   

 

Figure 9: Retention of SSD tenured faculty by sex, 1989-99 

 
 

Source:	Office	of	the	Provost	
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Figure 9a: Retention of SSD newly-hired female faculty
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Figure 10: Sex of SSD faculty holding department positions, 2004-2013 
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The data presented in the previous figures were meant to provide background information 

on how women are represented among the tenure-track faculty in the Division. We now 

report the findings from our SSD Faculty Climate Survey.  

 

 

III. SSD Faculty Climate Survey 2014 

 

Over Winter and Spring Quarters 2014, the faculty of the Division was surveyed for their 

sense of the climate for academic work at the University, as related to questions of 

gender, race, and sexual identity. One hundred twenty-one faculty members responded to 

this survey (approximately 66% of the entire faculty in the Division). Of those that 

responded 73 male faculty and 48 female faculty comprised this total with response rates 

of 61% and 80% respectively. The survey was administered by the University of 

Chicago’s Survey Lab, Division of the Social Sciences. 

 

Faculty who participated responded to a total of 132 questions, clustered into an array of 

categories, ranging from the quality of institutional support they received, to reasons for 

remaining at the University, to breakdowns of the time spent on various duties as a 

faculty member.  The intention was to obtain a granular sense of how faculty assess their 

professional experience in departments and at the University, and how that professional 

experience informs a more general sense of satisfaction and belonging. In the following 

pages we highlight and briefly discuss some key findings from the SSD Faculty Climate 

Survey. We focus most closely on those results that informed our list of 

recommendations, but we note that results from the full survey are appended to this 

document. 

 

Perhaps most concerning are responses about sexual harassment. An astonishing 42% of 

women faculty responded affirmatively that they had witnessed or directly experienced 

inappropriate behavior or statements related to sex or gender, while only 17% of men 

acknowledged witnessing such remarks. (Figure 11, p.46)
2
. 

 

                                                        
2 Page numbers refer to the page on which you can find the appropriate chart and data in the faculty 
climate report included in Appendix B. 
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Figure 11 
 
Moreover, when asked whether sex discrimination or harassment was a problem in their 

departments, 85% of men disagreed, as compared with 52% of women (Figure 12, p. 48). 

 

 
Figure 12 
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Figure 13 
 

Thus, a sizeable fraction of women faculty lack confidence that their colleagues would 

affirm a core tenet of gender equity. Asked whether their departments provided a 

supportive environment for female faculty, 42% of women faculty expressed some level 

of doubt. By comparison, 11% of male faculty responding to this question expressed 

skepticism (Figure 14, p.45). 
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The collected data also provide information about satisfaction with other tangible and 

intangible factors. While male and female faculty members believe that tangible 

responsibilities and resources—salary, institutional recognition and teaching 

assignments—are equitably allocated, there are striking differences in more intangible 

dimensions of professional experience—in the sense of belonging and trust in shared 

values. There is an appreciable perception gap between male and female faculty. 

In terms of tangibles, 39% of female faculty stated that they were either very dissatisfied 

or somewhat dissatisfied with their current salary, as compared to 34% of male faculty 

(Figure 15, p.6). 

 

 Figure 15 
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While a larger fraction of female faculty (21%) than male faculty (14%) expressed some 

degree of dissatisfaction with their teaching assignments, this sentiment was 

counterbalanced by the higher fraction of female faculty (77%) satisfied with their 

teaching assignments, compared to male faculty (67%, Figure 16, p.4). 

 

 
Figure 16 
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Figure 17 
 

A larger fraction of female faculty (36%) than male faculty (21%) reported not having the 

support of a faculty mentor when they have needed and/or wanted one. A larger fraction 

of male faculty (29%) reported not needing or wanting the support of a mentor, compared 

to 17% of female faculty (Figure 18, p.27). 

 

 
Figure 18 
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Among women faculty, 26% believed their colleagues did not value their research 

sufficiently, as compared with 13% of men (Figure 19, p. 43).  

 

 
Figure 19 
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or ideas about departmental policies, as compared with 15% of men (Figure 20, p.35). 
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Significantly, women faculty who voiced dissatisfaction about a sense of belonging saw 

departments, rather than the campus or institution as a whole, as the locus of the problem. 

For example, 44% of women faculty expressed some degree of intellectual isolation in 

their departments, as compared to 30% of male faculty (Figure 21, p. 38). 
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31.3 
40.8 

25 

29.6 

31.3 

19.7 

12.5 9.9 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Women Men

You feel intellectually isolated in your 
department 

Agree Strongly

Agree Somewhat

Disagree Somewhat

Disagree Strongly



 18 

Similarly, 46% of women faculty stated that they felt socially isolated within their 

departments, versus 23% of men (Figure 22, p. 39).  

 

Figure 22 

 

Fifty percent of responding women stated they questioned, to some degree, whether they 

“fit” within their departments, as compared to 22% of men (Figure 23, p.37). 
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When the point of reference for these questions shifted from “home department” to “U of 

C campus overall,” both the degree of negative response, and the discrepancies between 

female and male responses decreased significantly (pp. 40, 41). 

 

The contrast between faculty perceptions, by gender, of parity in resources on the one 

hand, and disparities in interactions, experiences, and trust, on the other hand, are 

striking. The fact that these inequities and concerns arise in the “soft” components of 

faculty experience implies that appropriate remedies probably cannot be addressed by 

administrative fiat. Individual departments, rather than administrative offices or the 

campus as a whole, seem to be the locus of climate concerns. Consequently, ameliorative 

measures will need to be local as much as divisional, and directed toward improving 

everyday relations and behaviors among colleagues. Many of the qualitative experiences 

reported might also result from women being a minority group within the context of each 

department. This might be addressed within departments through hiring with a focus on 

equity. 

 

 

IV.  Recommendations 

 

This committee first and foremost emphasizes the importance of the Dean requiring each 

department to discuss the issues raised within this report and submit a plan to address 

each issue.  

 

In response to the Faculty Climate Report and the other data reviewed by the committee, 

we offer three recommendations, unanimously endorsed by the group and an additional 

five that did not receive the backing of the entire committee.    

 

1) Divisional Office for Sexual Harassment:  Our most urgent recommendation is to 

create, at the Divisional level, a person/place where incidents of sexual harassment can be 

reported, and where the process of investigation, assessment, and action (if warranted) 

will begin. Although the University has such capacity in the Provost’s office, evidently 

that resource has not been effective enough, in the sense that a significant problem still 

remains.  

 

2) Departmental Reports on Diversity:  Each department should be required to submit 

an annual report on their efforts to recruit, retain and support female faculty. The 

committee recommends that, at the very least, this report contain the numbers of women 

and men who applied, the numbers invited to apply, and the numbers selected for 

interviews and offers. Similarly, departments should consider current and prior trends in 

retention, promotion and tenure rates among women and men.  

  

3) Tracking of Recruitment and Retention Data:  The Dean’s office should put in 

place a better system to track and analyze data on job applications from women, campus 

visits by them, and offers to them, as well as patterns in retentions and promotions. The 

current collection of data on recruitment and retention efforts is inconsistent across units 

and rarely analyzed. Given that this committee lacked access to potentially informative 
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data, in part due to inconsistencies in how records have been kept, we recommend 

periodic review of trends in the division once better tracking systems are in place. 

 

In addition we offer several more recommendations, thought by some on the committee 

to be less urgent than the first group, but nevertheless worthy of consideration.  

 

4) Departmental Point Systems for Service:  The Division might consider allowing or 

even urging departments to implement a point system, whereby faculty would receive a 

designated number of points for each act of service in which they engage. As noted 

earlier, female faculty members believe that they are providing more than their fair share 

of service to their departments, the Division and the University. Much of that service 

might be considered informal, such as advising students. While we can never devise a 

system that will account for all service, a point system like the one used at Princeton 

could improve tracking of who is providing service and to what degree. Such a system 

could be tied to other benefits and support, such as research support or faculty leave. It 

should be the responsibility of each department to develop a clear statement about how 

time and effort should be allocated and manage commitments. We recommend that a 

report on administrative responsibilities across the department be included in each 

department’s annual Chair’s report. 

 

5) Mentoring Programs:  One of the issues raised by female faculty was a feeling of 

being left out of the inner circle of their department. They worried that they were 

excluded from the internal decision-making of their department. Similar concerns were 

raised about the lack of a mentor who could serve as a role model, provide advice about 

advancement, and promote their career. To address those concerns, the Division might 

encourage departments to institute a more formal mentoring program, for both male and 

female junior faculty. Each junior faculty member could be assigned an official mentor in 

their department. Mentors should be provided some form of compensation and would 

also be asked to formally account each year on the progress of the junior faculty member 

they are mentoring.  

 

6) Periodic Survey of the Faculty:  The Division could also conduct a faculty climate 

survey periodically and make the results public. It is important that the Division continue 

to monitor faculty attitudes about teaching, research and departmental culture. 

 

7) Divisional Fund for Inclusion and Diversity: The Division might establish a new 

fund to which units can apply for financial support to develop and implement programs 

that highlight the research of women. This fund could also provide financial assistance to 

units interested in hosting female visiting professors and post-docs as a form of faculty 

recruitment.  

 

8) Divisional Deputy Dean for Diversity and Inclusion: The Division might establish a 

new Deputy Dean position, a person who would focus on increasing the number of 

women in the Division, as well as expanding programming and curriculum in support of 

and highlighting women. This position should be held by a faculty member. The 

appointed faculty member would be responsible for working with the leadership in the 
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Division—office of the dean, chairs, center directors—to develop new strategies to 

expand our efforts around diversifying the faculty, curriculum and divisional leadership.   

 

Note that while some of the recommendations above are stated only for female faculty, 

they could easily be broadened to include persons of color as well as members of other 

underrepresented groups. 
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Political 
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Average values 
Overall Male Female Anthropology History Psychology Sociology 

Undergraduates 4.5 5.4 3.1 7.6 4.8 4.6 3.4 3.2 

MA students 2.2 2.3 2.1 2.8 2.3 3.3 1.4 2.3 

PhD pre-dissertation 4.3 4.7 3.7 6.0 3.9 5.3 2.6 5.5 

PhD dissertation committee 
chair or co-chair 

4.0 4.0 4.1 8.8 3.3 4.9 1.2 3.8 

PhD dissertation committee 5.7 6.3 4.9 10.7 5.7 6.6 2.8 5.1 

Postdocs 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.4 0.5 1.3 1.5 0.9 

Junior Faculty 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.1 0.4 0.9 0.8 0.1 

Political 
Science 

Average values 
Overall Male Female Anthropology History Psychology Sociology 

Committees served on 2.9 2.9 3.0 2.8 2.8 3.2 3.4 2.4 

Committees chaired 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.5 0.7 1.1 0.6 0.8 

Political 
Science 

Average values 
Overall Male Female Anthropology History Psychology Sociology 

Hours per month mentoring 3.8 3.3 4.6 4.0 4.0 5.4 3.6 2.9 

Political 
Science 

Average values 
Overall Male Female Anthropology History Psychology Sociology 

Quarters not in academic 
residence in last 3 years 

1.3 1.2 1.6 1.3 1.6 1.6 1.0 1.1 
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O N A V E R A G E , H O W M A N Y H O U R S P E R M O N T H D O Y O U S P E N D O N I N F O R M A L M E N T O R I N G O F J U N I O R 
F A C U L T Y ( C O U N S E L I N G , A D V I S I N G , A D V O C A T I N G O N T H E I R B E H A L F ) ? 

I N T H E L A S T T H R E E Y E A R S , F O R H O W M A N Y A C A D E M I C Q U A R T E R S ( E X C L U D I N G S U M M E R S ) W E R E Y O U 

N O T I N A C A D E M I C R E S I D E N C E ? 

O N H O W M A N Y A D M I N I S T R A T I V E C O M M I T T E E S O R S U B C O M M I T T E E S ( L I K E A D M I S S I O N S , R E C R U I T I N G , 

C U R R I C U L U M , E T C . ) D O Y O U C U R R E N T L Y S E R V E ? 

F O R H O W M A N Y O F E A C H O F T H E F O L L O W I N G T Y P E S O F I N D I V I D U A L S D O Y O U C U R R E N T L Y S E R V E AS 

T H E I R O F F I C I A L A D V I S E R ? 
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NOTE: This was a large check-all-that-apply grid, which produced many binary variables that are difficult to visualize for comparison 

purposes. Please advise with any suggestions for summary variables that can be pulled from these data. 
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