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N
8y 1978 there can be no Quesflon that t?ésplace of women in the academic
world has emerged as a highly significant is;ue. Research has burgeoned in
response to the stimulus of affirmative actién programs, but also because
academic women themselves have begun to eximiﬁe their condition using the
research skills with which they were trained. The large number of studies
during the last ¢e§ade relati;g to women as facdlty and administrators has
taken as many diréétlnns as there haVe beed:disciplines involved. Regrettably,

much of this work has remained lSolated\ih the various disconnected discipli=

" nary periodlcals. Hence it has been ineffectual in providing any summative

S gy

assessment of women's roles and experiences in academia. The objectives of

the present study were to prepare a research bibliography (Moore and Wollitzer,

1979) which would:
1.  Include & thorough search of the literature cn academic women

. that has appeared since 1970; and

»

2. Take stock of that literature in such a way that trends, patterns,
and research paradigms could be distinguished and areas needing

further attention could be'defined.

Perspectives
- T
Nhen a topic spans many discip!Thes, as this one does, it is often not

the tOpic itself, but rather a disciplinary base which forms the motive of

)inquiry. Hence some of the research that was reviewed qsed academic women

~as the object of the study, but not as its chief raison d' etfe Breakthroughs

in know!edge are frequently attributable to such connections between an old
dlsclpllne and a\Bew ‘subject area, and women are not. the first to benefit

AN

f:nm such discipline-based or theoretical approaches. (Xuhn, 1962)
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\lndicate that research on women will continue to\flourish.

auiy‘uhﬁ“‘l\nuikw \-uu\‘w:‘xw: ,‘: TN - R . « - A AR . ~ . - \.

Looking at the whole of Ehe work assembled duripg the pas? few years
one cannot help sensing thexéiéltement, passion and thrill of dtscSvery
that the rnsaarehfrepresents.l Here are hundreas of able, often begind{ng
researchers, mostly Qmmqn,'engaged in an endeavor that ci; be likened to

the discovery of a new continent--so little has previously been known or

studied about women and-so much assumed. These researchers have-finally

broksn with the silent conspiracy that women are not a fit subject for

séholarly lnqulry. And now that the groung has been broken, moﬂ%y is also
coming to f!nance the research and to implement the fundings that flow from

it. Ve were encouraged by the number of excellent studies we uncovered

Far from being a mere "flash in the scho!ar s pan," the qua]uty and quantity

-

Methods | \

The total bibliography we developed included seven topic chapters
patggorized according to the various roles women hold i; higher educatiop
froﬁ student thgﬁugh facul;y membe} and administrator. For purposes of

this presentation, we have limited ourselves to two roles: faculty and

-

Qadnﬂnlstrator. Within these categories, the research was\organized accord-

ing to concepts or research areas derived largely from an inspection of
the research itself. That is, we imposed no abstract categorie; within the
chapters, but rather attempted to reflect the groupings that occurred

nagprall&.

Our'crlterla for tnclusion of citations were essentially taree: that

A

items flt the above categortes at least loosely, qualify as rresearch (although

N

not necessarily empirical research), and have a publication date no earl:er

than 1970. Dissertations were not* included largely for reasons of inaccessi-

bility and economy of effort.




Data Source

*

- . The identification of sources began with an extensive search of the

»

. Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) system and the Social Science
Cltation Index for the period 1970-1973. Leads resulting from the bibllog-

Co " raphies of appropriate items were then pursuad;‘ The most recent liyergiure

-
A}

was searched source hy source, proceeding essentially from the authors'

-

kncwledge of and famillarity with apprepgiafg sourtés; and the §eﬁlor;authon's

e

prevlous research on academic women. * .

Over 1150 separate entries are included in the bibliography as a \nhole,

-

with approximately 200 involving woman as facglty'or administrators. We do
e \ not consider this number to be tﬁe univorse of articles. The bibliographer's
nightmare Is not Siﬁp1y failing to find newly phbl?s@bd artfcles but dis-

5&“ . covering that older ones were overlooked. What follows is a selective
. . . . ‘ : e "
analysis of the research entries contained in the Bibliograp':y.

A N
» N -

Discussion: Uomen Facu¥}y

-

. Faculty women have been the obJect of scrutiny ever since the first
ones were hired in the nineteenth century, but serIOus study has been a )
recent and growing phenomenon. One has only tp recall that Jessie Bernard's

seminal work, Academic Women, was publl§hhd in 196h " Even so tn lhe relat:vely

: "“brief time since then the difference In:perspeciive éxhibitéd by recent works
fs &ulte striking. fhe'drlylng motive for much of the 1970's‘resea;;h is}oﬁé
w;lch wa; handiedionly Indirectly, even tndiffered%ly by Bernard in 1964: _

;»F\ - discf!mlnation.. The earlier works lnvariably startcd from a presumption,

~

< \ acknouledged or silent, that there are inheren* differences between women ,

and men, While the studies of the current decadc start from a presumption

of equality. By beginning with different presumptions different conclusions -

X “
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are oftcn reached conccrnlng‘simllar phenomena. For instance, in discussing

= ®

- the d'fferences In rank and salary, Bcrnard did not view them as pr!ma facie

»

evidence of prejuaiclal trcatmcnt rathcr she sought to cxplaun why such N

dlffcrcnccs existed based on the diffcrences in the lifestyles values and
experiences of her sample of academic women . Today, studles are likely to

~ . i i N
attribute the differences in rank and salary o discrimination, meaning uﬁjpst

~

‘or prejudicial differentiatiOn. in a certain way, Joan Abramson's book, The

Invisible Woman,” (1975) is the classic 19705 response to the studnes of the

19605. Her autobtograph?cal case study of the denial of tenure to her at

the Univers!ty of Hawa:x is a vivid description of how sex dsscriminaticn .

s

wggks in academe.

’

Thic perception of discrimination so predominates most‘of‘the~re5carch

“we reQiewed for the 1970s, that the majority of studies can be categcrized
ﬁqﬁer it. de discernad two pﬁincical types of such sthdies: descriptive ior
demographic) and explaﬁctory. The descrlpt:ve studies consisted essentna]ly

k‘
of two types. The first are expository pieces which deal wwth the general

nature and scope of'discnimination. These studies take as their question:
ls there discrimination agaunst women as faculty? I1f so, in what way? Tga‘
large number of studies wh?c; were generatcd in response to thc demands of
affirmacive act-cn policucs at specifnc institutions fall into this category
since they were specifically des:gned to answer that ‘question. (These

- studies are contained in"a separate scction of the Biblliography.) There are

also stddlys of national scope,-such as Astin and Bayer (1972, 1975), Farber
(1977), Johnson and Stafford (1974), Peters {1974), that attempt to describe
tw~> status of faculty wcmcp'iﬁ\rc\ation to their male colleagues, taking into

account differences by institution, rank, tenuf% and other variables such as

&

>
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*part~tlnp/full~ilme statys. Separate studieS‘!re also QVailable‘which focﬁs
_.on only one or two aspects such as part-time, full-time (Flanders, 1976),

. fringe bnﬁcflts dlffnrentiais {Bernstein and Williams, lp7h); participation

bl

in governance, (W51 Yon and Germnil, 1976)} saﬂiries lKoch and Chizmar. 1976).

-

:Another major group are the status reports by disc?pilne, (e g. Farber, 1977;
Deutrlch, 1375, F!elds. 197h Green, 1976; Hughes, 1973, etc ) or other
professlonal asscciations such as the AAUP (Hackay, 1970; Gray, 1976) NEA
(1377), or AW (01 tman, \970‘ Howard, 1978). (See also Freeman, B. F‘, 1977)

erresentatlon across the disciplinary spectrum is fairly complete. in

-

general. the statistical presentat:on “in most pleces is good, but overaln‘

quality Is uneven. Hany of these studles are curreht]y being done‘on a

-

time=-phased (annually or biennially) basis and may constitute a base from

e -

. which subsequent longitudinal studies can be done. . - )

Lbndltud?nai analyses as such are qulte rare. Data are av%tlable on

A

salaries, rank, and tenure.ratios back to the 1930s, but to our knowledge.

Ly

with the exception of two, studies of Minnesota faculty women (Eckert and

o

Stecklein, 1959; Eckert, 1971) and -to some extent\the work of Astin and

Bayer {1972, .1975), little has been done in this area whether or not dis-

~

crtminat!on is a central quest:on in the research. Nh s!mply know very

little about academic women over tlme. In this regard a vital role can

, >~

‘be played by historical analysis, which we will address in a following

‘section.

Turning to other ﬁescriﬁt%Ve\studies»of dlstriminatioq. there is a
fruitful area to be developed concerning the lnternat!onal dimension. We .
located three ‘articles dealing with the British situation (Masterman, 1974;
Rendel, 1975; Blackstone and Fulton, 397#). By now there is undoubtedly

research pertaining to other countkieg,*and there ought. to be comparative
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. studies between countrt;s and"dlicipllnes, but we did not flnd\them///

Ut have labeled the second gﬁoup of studlas aescrlbing discr!mlnat!on,

\

“strategles and measurements''. The works in thls group range from suggested
methods for dctermining the level and intensity of dlscrlmtnatorv practices
on campus.(e‘g. Bergman and Maxfield, 1975; Greenfield, 1977. Reagan and

Maynard, 1974) to strategies for iﬁproviﬁg women's status (Kammel, 1972,

. i

Padcn and Sloan, 1975). There are a few studies which focus on the ?mpact
of lawsuits and other legal :ctnon,(e 9. Clark, 1977, Fields, 1977, 1971).

A particultrly detalled study has been done by Theodore. ‘‘Academic Women

R

in Protest", (1973) whlch analyzes the protest cases of 65 facuity women.

>

Co!lective bargaining is examined ‘in several studies, each ‘taking as their

polnt of view the utllity’bf collective bargaining in correcting discrimina- °

tion against women (Lussier, 1976; Reuben and Hoffman, 1975; Sandler, 1979

Schmeller; 1973; Smith, 1973), The importance of the department in faculty

matters 1Is well-documenteé by other studies not dealin§ with women, but only

oag.éntry in this éroup (Wasserman, Lewin, and Bleiweis, 1975) focuses on

departmental rather than general iﬁstitutional conditions that p;omote or
’d!scourage discriminatipn.

In general.\the research we reviewed regarding both descriptive and”’
strqgegfc.aspects of discrimination tended to produce similar conclus}ans.
Facuit& ;ﬁmen‘s mobility, prpmotion rates, salaries, access to research
and 6pportu&}ty networks, are all subject to discrimination in relation to

*men, }Untii as rec;ntly as 1970 such discrimination was a; open and widely

accepted,»lf‘nOt expressly an&orsed, practice: Since 1370 discrimination f
on the basis of sex, it is faire;t to say, is becoming increasingly i]lega}‘
But these studies also point out\that such discrimination as exists is part

] N N £ N
of a complex, subtle, and often aircuitous social structure which is

A

IS

-



NI RLE o N L EEERETIRCT LAY L e o v T . : . . N R .}
SR NN N N N N ~ N TS

ln;titut!onal htghnr education in the 1970s (Lester, 197k) : ; \

n
-

It is also clear from our ravrew of thesewdemographic and strateglc .

13

studies, espccial\y when heeding the tone of many_of the pieces, that the

-

asuthors ofgen bol!evad that if they described and documented dlscrimination

» * ~ &

* against faculty women, dtscrimlnat!an nbself would wither away. it has.not. . ,ﬂ

-

f ‘ As many of the mast recent studies afflrm, notably those by the NCES AAUP:

and AAUM, discrimination against Faculty women pers:sts, and strateg?es _ .

= . .
v deslgned to combat it have thus far not brought much ‘measurable change. ’

- X * a

) We come now to the second researﬁg quest1on: Why is there d35crnmination

N L3

against women? How. does it work? The studies we.found dealing with ~tis

LIS

question are some~of the most provocatie and penetratinjy. Many of the

studtes in thts category compare women and men (tacitly or overtly) on what

-

* ) '*

f - we have called traits, states, productivity and success. ‘The productn&?ty

and success elements refer to the usual scholarly measures:‘préductiyiby. \ :

\

. promotion and tenure. The term, Yeraits" rg?ers broadly to ascribed attitudes

)

and values and to "characteristic“ experienqes of women academics that may

Pp—

s \relate to differences In success, productivity or other meaSUres of perform- . .

ance. “"States' refetf to attrubutes or conditions such as age, raice, dis- .
ciplinary traihing, employment at a high or Jow prestng; institution--variables
.that maY‘aiso relate to differential success; productivity and othe( academic ‘
behaviors‘

The majorlty of the research in this section has Focused on the question,

‘Ate women equally productive, less product ive or more , productive than men?

+  The productivity studies themselves report canflicttng‘findﬂngs. Research

cr by Astin and Bayer (1972, 1975) has tended to find that women’faculty (they
focused on the sciences) are as productive as men and that certain subsets of

- . .
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faculty women afe more productlvé than their counterpart men. Other scholars

(Groth, lS?g; Hamovitch and Morgenstern, 1977) have found women to be less! - . fE

T ~ productive: L \ - ; ' ’ é
L \ : . ‘A related question is: Are‘aca&emft rewards tied to ??;ductIVlty? | ;
' Fbr eximp!p. Ferber and Loeb (1971, 1973) e;amined tor}glates.of producti- %

i vity ‘“d~f¢""5 among male and feméli-sSCiologists‘wﬁile Harlan et al. (1974} E

. carried out a\§imllaf inqulry for -psychologists. In one way or another,

. these studles are ali dealing with the proposition that I¥.women seem to be

WX

dlscrlminated against, it is because they are Yess productlve and since

N

rewards are’tied;to'product¥v3ty it is understandable thathwomen are not

s .
e . . v v

i. pald as much as. men. At this time the propositlon has neither been cbnfirmed

\ Qr denied because no c\mprehensive examination of the question has been con-
ducted across disciplines and wtth sufficient controls to really get at the t f!

A}

g; ‘ * substance. S §
As the productlvity and rﬁraré studies ?nd!cate. however, the §omparison

of faculty men and women pushes our understanding bey0nd description toward

é*w‘ true analys!s‘\ Helen,Farmer s article, '"Why Women Contribute Less to the

? Arts,, Sciences, and Humanities,“ (1976) summarlizes manyigf the variables other

. researcher§‘hay; been using to explain or preQict«differences‘ Her list in-

cluhes, s;}%-esfeem, fear of success, vicarjous ach&evement‘Ftﬁic, home~

~caréer confl!ct, work-discrimination beliefs, sex;role orientation, risk- ';
taking behayio;.‘social structure and perception of parents. With the | ‘ .
addition of v?rlablei relating to child»bearing aqﬁ reafin?, tﬁis would com-

prise a falély complete list of the variables used in comparative studies--

?i the combinations employed by each researcher being left to his or her
g; . individual conceptual frameworks, originality and creativity. {Hamovitch
; and Morgenstern, 1977; Liss, 1975) .

N
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‘usﬁai]y strive to determine one of two tﬁings: (a) are the differences sig-

in short, the effort of these comperatlve Studies that sets them apart

N ® *

from the descriptive Studies discussed earlier is that the latter studies .

Ay

™ -

nificant? and (b) whit do the differences mean? For example, a central

L} 3 L

argument developed in this category has to do wuth whether or not dtffer-

%

ences in research productlvity between men and women are che resu&t of

* differences in values or preferred kinds of academic work or’ whether the

~

differences are the result of some structured or coercive conditions. This

v

debate has many dimensions. One of the most inieresting Tscﬁeingéexplored
by some British academics (Blackstune and Fulton, 1974; Masterman, 1974) .

» . .
In this instance, the researchers examined the same data, but arrived at

different conclusions. This is a common occurenge in research. What is

»
-

interesting, however, is_that the debate has now become a critique of .the

~

methodology and of the values implicit in the methodology by which women's

N

i}
prod;ctiv.ty and rewards are measured against men's.

Such debate stems from a far Iarge} and more probing conceptual analysis

* that has emerged from feminist scholarship in the disciplines. it concerns

the natuire of the Vaiues embOd!ed in the disc:plines themsolves~ Feminist

scholars arque that most research knowledge in the social sciences has

‘'developed from an examination of man and male behavior. This man-centeredness

. \ ‘
has biased the knowledge-base of the disciplines themseives. In "“Patriarchy

»

as Paradigm', Laws (1973) examines the value orientations of psychology
towards males and females. as subjects in research. She extends the inquiry
into the development of psychology as a field and then to the‘differentia!

-

treatment of faculty psychologists by sex. Similar ahalyses have been or

are currently being carried out in other disciplines. These epistemological

inqniries have specific implications not gnly for how research on academic
’ A * . .

1}
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- women Is conducted but what is studied. Hasterman‘s study is a case in

LY

- Ay

*+ . point of now a different perspeftive toward academic women brings abOut a

change in tha perce!ved “givans*fbf academlc standards agalnst which hoth

" men and‘womcn»are Judggd. (See also Steele and Greens !976)

. Another -researcher who has focused ‘on the a,terpa?e v;}ues held by

academlc women is Tidball (1373, 1e74, 1976). H;r STudie& of the educational

baqurounds of Successful women Jand her examinatiéns of FaCulty attituwes xf‘
.

toward tuathng Iead her to conclusions abtout the ransuppogtive natvxe ﬁf maay

co!leges towards women faculty and students and the cifferehczs in valuas 3nvn¥vad‘

. V}ndﬁngs conFernxngxthe d!fferlng\value orienta¥:0ns of men and women
faguliQ‘have provoked ;everal researchers to examﬁne‘th;'scciaiizarioa processes t
by whiéh graduate $£u§ents become faculty. +Among these Wiles and Wiles (38?6§>\
provid;‘a useful co;ieptua}‘framework‘ ‘Stbd?gs of-wamen graduate students

*
A

comprises a section of the Bibliography which for reasons of brevity will not
be discussed here. But the issue of fprmai and informal socialization has
been seized upon by a number of researchers as crucial to any explanation of

the experience of women faculty (Epstein, 1970).
Ancther important tonceptuai root of this concern for socialization has .

to do with achievement motivation. By NOW MOS? researchers on women are - "

-

- famliiar with Horner's {1969) controversnai but nevertheiess Semtna! work un

X

"fear of success'. Most of the achievement literature has focused on women

A
\

students which will not be discussed here and on women‘gdhinistrators which -

will be discussed in a later section.

-
~

The most interesting and provocative studies dcafing with success and

successful faculty women leads tq discussions of professional and peer inter-

actions and networks (Pinson and Caffrey, 1976). For the«JbSt part this line’ -

* of inquiry is only just coming to be a topic of systemmétic'stydy;* Previously .

12
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it was part of the "folk wisdqw”, egpeciq)ly in the sciences, about how
succassfui researchers succeed B?ographica! and quasi-biographical sources

such as the famous book, The Double Helix, have prOthed powerful leads into

this aspect of faculty culturg (Knudssn, 1973, Theodore, 1371)." A 'feminist
twist'' on the topic derives from the work of Tidbal!, Astin and others which

spggasts that women students and faculty are most likely to succeed if they

Interact with and have available as role models, gther women faculty (Tidball,

-

1973). o . S - .

.
M D

ln coﬁclusion, It is important to poiﬁr out where these studies of
faculty women are tendlng and perhaps where they need to go. The descriptivc

and strataglc s:ud;es have laed out the basic terralnn in which faculty

\

women find themselves. That discrimination is a present and pervausive force .

is a consis :nt finding. .But it is-also clear that both the sources and the

effects of discrimination are complex. As to its causes, research polnts to

~

structural as well as human factors pertainimg to both men and women. A

clear by-product of thes. studies is that higher education as an institution
is berter illumined. o

But most important of all, these studies aresdocumentary proof of a pro-

founﬂ shift in perSpective regarding aca&emic women. It is a shift away from

.\\

a presumptlon uf d:fferences toward a presumption of equality. This change

A »

ln point of view is leading to far more sophisticated examinations of schol-

T

arly behavior including productivity. rewards and peer interactions. But

beydnd that. research in the 19805 is likely to probe much more deeply into

the very fogndat!ons of _knowing and knowledge-mak:ng Already virtually

-

avary‘discipllne has had to examine :gs\bas:g=premises with regard to wdmen

b}

as 3 subject of study as well as with reference to women as the xnowiedqe‘
bearers and knowledge-creators. The chbnce before each dtsetp\thc~1n the '80s

2 »
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Is now to shape fﬁitr‘ayrticuiar search for truth. Centr?l to this issue
ts how women will be tr;;ted‘ Particularly important avenues of research
are those du;li;g‘with the structure and politics of the research activity ,
\ 7
jtself, That is, how;Ideas are deve)oped,'fundgﬁ nd disseminated; how )
the informSl social nétwor;s among which ideas and scholars circulate
actually function. Only by studying the constraints women iesearchers
encounter as "outsiders“ to this system has there been any effort to refarm

access routes fbr‘fhe~mutua) benefit of men and women scholars alike.
o :

Dlscusston:f*ﬂomen Administrators

-

meeg‘admlnistrators is an areé of resmarch that remains largely
ungxploéed; Little is actdildy knOwn{ though much Is presumed, about
women's behavior in positions of atad;mib leadership and responsibil%ty‘
Certainly the operant ass;mption has been that there are dsfferences and
that they reflect peg§tiveiy upon women. It must also be acknow\edged
that the number «f wonen holding such positions has been few, and they
have been ciosely confined to a smaI] number of positions and 3 narrow
group of in;titutions, "Hence the opportunity to study women administrators
in~nymbers agd contexts similar to men has.nbt been and still is not available.
This is~dramat§ta)ly réflected‘?n the;smalf number of studies we were able
to ffnd. In the women faculty'seciion we reviewed nearly 200 studies; in™
the administrator section we had less than 50. Thus the remarks below often

‘reflect the work contained in only one or two studies per topic covered.

AS in the studies of faculty women, the central issue in the research

-

on wqmen.admnnistrators in the’ 19705 us-dtscr;minatuon. Both descf:ptxve

and analytic approaches are used. Kaufmann's research for the Chronicle of

Higher Education (19?05 provides a basic status fépcrt for the beginning oV

N . 1
& » N N .
H - -
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the decade with regard to simple positiOn data. Most of ‘the éther descrip=
tive studies focus on compensation (Magarrell, 1975) . The major study was
conducted by Van Alstyne et al. for the College and Univérsity Personnel
Association in 1977. Over 2700 institutions were included. Overall-the
f%ndingﬁ confirmed that adm¥nistrative employme;t pat%erns vary substantially
by sex and race, 35& that salary differentials are more consistently related
to sex than to race. This landmark study will provide the baseiine for
subSequent comparative and Iong?tudlnai research. ‘

Two other studies deserve\mention in this context not so much for what
they contain, although that also is interesting, but for what they portend
in terms of future avenues of research. Jacquelyn Hattfgid‘s piece, ''Many
Are‘CS‘led, But Few Are Chosen'' (1372) is now a‘pungent description of how
women admini;trators fair in the “courteoqs{y re;iStant“ Tvy Lgague. e

is also one.of the important papers presented at the now ''famous' 55th

Annual Meeting of the American Council on Education. We say ''famous'' because

it became known as 'the conference to which no men came.' The theme was

women in higher education. Mattfeld's piece suggests that very little is
known about how certain groups of institutions are behaving toward women.
Most of the data are aggregated nationally or in some cases by state or

professional association. There is not very much research on various sub-

_groups of institutions. Arter's work (1973) on the state-universities and

landgrant collieges and Pfiffner's work (1975) on women administrators ia
C§lifornia commun i ty collegei\are two prototypes of the sort»of research
that would be helpful. | \ S ‘

The second prototype study is Mattes and Watkins' (197§§Jcomparative
research on w@men and men administrétors in schools of education. Ve

iocated very few descriptions much less analyses of the workings of

@

-~
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institutions through such structures as.the college or school. Joan -
Abramson s book, The Invisible Woman is an excellent except!on for although o §

:

it focused on the plight of a woman faculty member, it says a great deal

about how administrators functioned at one institution.
Pargl\sling another kind of research on faculty women is Reeves' (1975) ‘ {
"Analysis of Job Satisfaction''. The study suggests as did similar research

on faculty that women d;rive different kinds of satisfactions from their

work than men do,~wh§&h leads to the potential conclusion that men and women

may choosa to value dtfferent things. . | YT
e The concepts of sex-réle and role socialization as related to various i
< personal characteristics is the subject of studies by, Arter (1973), Epstein )

»

(1979) and Horner (1971). Regrettab\y,~Epstein's~bodﬁ, dean‘s Plaéa,.deé?s

Ly

with womaﬁ as administrators only indirectly, whi]e‘thg other fwo are narrow ,
“in other ways. Research on women in sbecﬁfic roles, namely president and
Wtrustee are represented by two studies. Thurston (19?5)‘condycted‘a~survey‘

of women oresidents in two-year colleges, but it is largely suggestive rather

than analytic Harnett's (1970) research on the new college trustee draws
on data gathered it 1969 on 5,000 trustees, some of whom were women. But
- ‘ again the work tantalizes more than it satisf:es--and ‘it is only o;zzstudy

to be

where It would be desirab!e to have a dozen. Much more can and nee

done wtth regard to role concepts and their relevance for women.cn leadership

posltions.

3

women as leaders is a general topic which has been addr§§§ed during

N

;i this decade. "However, much of the work is nbg empirical. For example,

Gordon and Ball's- (1977) article on survival dynamics is an/Expdsitory

piece which 'suggests what is needed for women to succeed in higher education

3
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adaldlstratloh‘ but the suggestions are neither derived from empirical

' findings nor are they tested. ‘This Is not to put_down "pragmatlé“ commen-
tary but simply to suggest where the next wave of research could:bebiﬁ.

1?¥ L Tho majorlty of the leidership litcrature is often a combination of

descrlptlun and prescription. For instance, a study by Kaye and Scheele

. (1975). surveyed the 60~0dd programs designed to develop women's leadership

potential while Oster (1975) provided a partlc?pant‘s~observatlons concerning

f;;ﬁ | . the Claremont women administrators program.' Halnes and Penny (3973) and :

Mooro (1976) are proceadings from conferences dealing with varlous aspects . f
of leadership. Sandmeyer et al. describes ‘an actual program that can be .
;onducted in order tquevelop leadersh}p skills. k\! of the;g works included f
ﬂk B i;'ecommendgtlons for future action in support of women. |
Hork on sponsored mobilit?, which d;veloped in pari from leadership

studl%s, is like!y to prove a new, rich area of resetrch in the 19805.

~Touchton and Shavlik (1978) point to the importance of wnntoring in their ‘ . g

v "
*

discussion of ways. to lmprove access to top admsnlstrative posts. Shapiro,
‘ Haseltine and Rowe.(1978) take a more theoretical apprpach, positing a

 continuum of advisory support relationships.from role mode!l through patron

and’ sponsor. ' ‘ ) . %

Apart from Tutéer‘s (1960) pioneef{work onispon%ored and contest
mobility, the roots‘of maﬁy‘of the conﬁepts~employed'in lgadershfp research
comes out of the management and complex organlzation literature.; ﬁésearch
on womcn admlnistrators in the future wiIl Vikely build more heavily upon
?9 s the franuworks thls 1iterature provides.' (wllliams Oliver and Gerrard, 1977)

s +

iﬁ ‘ o . Awork which ties® leadershlp/managcment literature to a structural

1

" analysis of an organlzatian is Kanter‘s Men and meen ‘of the Co?poration (1978)

-
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" -snalyses it present concernlng organizational behavior at the top

Although the book focuses on an industrial corperation, the insights and - .

\ N
) i

direct theorettcal ‘and also pragmatic 1inks to behavior at the top o
higher educatlon organlzations, especially multi*univers%ties state
systuns organlzatlons and the er. Moreover, the book proceeds ‘from the

same 3n*¢llcctual position as does much of the research already discussed \

htrg. A contral question of Men and Uomen of the Corporation is "th is

there dlfferential treatment by sex (and rbce), and how does it operate t
\E(?:te thn organlzatianai strata we obs:rve?" Kanter poses thrca theoreti 31
constru;ts conccrn(pg poqar, opportunity, and sex,rat%os. Under these

ibree constructs' Kanter deals cogently with-concepts such as mentoring,.-

‘ tokgrlgm, and how the structure of an organization can create or deny

oppofiun!ty and power‘to~tndiv%duals and groups.

- The need we observed in our analysis -of the research on faculty‘wémen
fg} structural gﬁalysls is. echoed aéaiﬁ in the work on women adminisgrators.
fhe desc;iptive sfudies«provide an overview, but the research of the 1980s

must find. ways Into the phencmena descrlbed and it should proceed from

'1"¢onceptual frameworks such as that provided by Kanter. |f tnat sort of

" research can be mounted, our knowledge of academic women will have much

grcater depth and richness and_our understanding of htgher education - will

be improved proportiOnately. Teo much of the research we revlewed‘focused

on traits and states, whlle very little has been done to analyze the structure(s)
withln which higher educatfon oberates‘ In short, full scale research on women
as acidam!c admtn!strators remains to be done. Untlil it is, knowledge of such
women must be inferred from ‘other types of scttlngs and other forms of research.

Finally, another avenue of research on women administrators relates to

the speclflc roles they have held and their. contribution over time. In

N
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rtvitw)ng research of this decade and before, we were §t}uck by the lack
of sfﬁﬂlos of specific women leaders. There are very few studies of

lndiv!aual woman presidents, deans or other top level women. The best

~

\;rusearched area is in student personnel having to do with deans of women.

<

Femlnist h!stortans ‘generally tn this decade have spoken out about the

Invlstblllty of womnn in history. The history of -higher education is no

less 1acking"\Hi;¥ortcal treatments of women in higher education as
-leaders or {n,oqheq roles as students or faculty are rare. There are a.

good number of deJcrtationi, particularly recently, which sugSﬁsts wark \

Is being done but little has surfaced in publlshed arenas (Goerss, 1977)

In a certain respect Bernard's Academic meen (1964) is a hlstoricaf\study.

. . in another‘decade it may become a primary histor!cal ‘document . work by
Burstyn (1?73) Conway (l97h), Sraham (lS?h) and 2 few others is developing

our genera] historical analysis of women, whlle work by Frankfort: (1377)

e
-

Welter (1976) and others has probed more deeply Into women's experience of
higher education as students, faculty and admlnistrators‘ More historical
work‘needs“to be done and more already in dlssertation form deserves ‘to be
published. . - | : N

soo T This brings us to a comment oh the publishing of research op.women

A}

. 8 ) 4
which as bibliographers we feel uniquely able to make. Although we did not

Include unpublished works in this analysig, it is clear that the published

-

- »

»

&orks»are the tip Ef an iceberg. There ls\fnd has been quite a large body
\lshed. Fhere are mony reasons

(

of research on women that has not been publ

-for this, sone nf which haye themselves boen researched. For §nsta e,

several studles han probed the issue of sex bias in publishing and Xeviewing

_(Moore, M., 1978). As a result, some journals have switched to blind

N R . Y N \
with the result that the rate of publication of women®s research has inogeased.

N
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' This points at a two-fold problem. First, women as researchers appear not
Y . . N s
to be getting their work published lrrttpoctht of topic. Second, research
| which takes women as its topic is also not betng published. One solution

‘to thc former problom has been the blind reviow, » solut!on to the second has f s

' been the creation of several*new jonrnals and numerous newsletters. Of _
special note are two new jburnals; Signs: Jouﬁnal Sf Women .in fbl;ure and -~

\’Soclety and Sex Ro)os' Uhila the creat%on of new journals is a common

-nccuranco tn acadomia when new. fields of knowledge dQVB‘OP» it is also true

*

that jonrnals about women déliberately address the addtt!onal issues of dis- -

’ ES

crlmlnition agslnst women as rasearchers as well as the toplic of research,

¢\Flnaily, we would be romiss !f we did not point out that several established :
: L S , -
journals and periodicals have contributed substpntzally to the publlcatIOn B

of the resoarcl\w revlewed‘ This 'Includes, rather understandably, The

~ Journal of the Nltlonal Assocbation of mecn Deans, Administrators and .
Counsalors-which has published special issues. as wcll as continulng artlcles‘

in addition. glbnce, “the Educational Record, the American Sociolggist, the :

\
Journal of H{gber Education Change, the American Economic Review. the AAUP

Bulletin and the Chronlcle of Higher Education, all have publlshed three or

more mmjor pieces on, academtc women dur!ng the decade under review.

1]

Concluslion
& ¢ x
~ Despite a dramatic -increase in both the quantity and the quality of

-

research on academic women’ln the‘périod coverédiby this bibliography, l
additional end better conceptualczed research remalns a pressing naed.‘ Taken :
‘\h‘? 8 whpltx tho rosearch affords a self-con;ctous asses;mcntﬁ;f how well women

\and collegiate institutions are doing in their renewed effort to equalize the ) *§

tducattonal opportunlties and advantagcs upon which so much of our American

v Y »
Ed
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career and social structure is hinged. An overview of the findings

e . . N
3y o
'i'\\n; ) %

suggests new dlrectlons for restarch*

1. Ve nccd to understand more fully the way in which the structure

-

. of hlghcr educatlon affects thc development of women in their
" various roles as students, scholars and administrators. This -

should include analysis\of\the'dynamlcs betw;en institutional :
structure and the individual woman and its effect on values, IR

?

- s Y

attlitudes and behaviors.

2. - A greater emphasis on aoalytlc and evaluative as’ opposad to

descriptive research is needed More attention must be given

B .
B LUV A SR P2

to the effects of varlous programmatic attemptqj}t providing '
equity, and to\evaluations of the outcomes for the institution

. and the individual. Palliative as opposed to effective efforts

»

.

need to be ?déﬁtiffed and teformed.

- . 3. Further~exp?0rattoﬁ of the development of intellect as it

relates to women must be undertaken. ‘We need to understand how -

EN

higher education as a2 system both perpetuates and alsa f;ustrates
{or screens) the devel;pmcnt of ideas, and how&these functions -
ﬁe!:tz to higher education's FoJe as a m&jo; access route to
scciety's occupational str&cture; These interconnections are

: : ‘ not well studied, but wgmen's desire for access to both idea~

making within academia and to occupations outside it provide

o
»

.lmpetus for such studies. -

-
-
- -
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Sased on thls review of the nature and content of rosurch on women

as %tcu]ty and dmln strators in this decade tn American higher aducation.
it ‘sum clnr to us that we stand at s watershed. Academic research can
move steadily akead toward a more holistic ’v!w of the world which includes

men and women equally, or it can drop back to @ plateau of intellectual

gmr\flh warfare about what is worth knowing and who is worthy of knowing

N A ¥
1t. The choice is In our hands. ~
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