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CHAPTER ONE

REFRAMING GENDER EQUALITY
INITIATIVES AS UNIVERSITY
ADAPTATION

Mary Ann Danowitz Sagaria

Contemporary scholars of higher education change tend to overlook gender, and
gender scholars tend to overlook higher education adaptation. In Women,
Universities, and Change: Gender Equality in the European Union and the United States,
we take a different approach because we are committed to promoting equality between
women and men in our universities as well as enhancing the capabilities of our insti-
tutions to address other pressing social, political, and economic problems. Thus, the
contributors to this book analyse how higher education’s responses to sociopolitical
and economic influences affect gender equality at the nation-state and university lev-
els in the European Union and the United States. We do this by examining strategic
responses to key contextual and environmental factors and their impact on gender
equality in higher education and by identifying ingredients for promoting gender
equality within the structures and cultures of universities.

The lack of gender equality in higher education is a global problem. It has been
identified as a principal factor limiting research and development in Europe (Osborn
etal., 2000; Rees, 2002), and it is a subtle but pervasive problem in the United States
(Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Hornig, 2003) which was recently acknowledged at Duke and
Princeton universities with the launch of major gender equity reforms (Zakian et al.,
2003; Keohane et al., 2003). Yet, there has been a lack of cross-national analyses of
gender as a dimension of higher education organizational adaptation. One of our
goals in writing this book is to reframe and further analyse contemporary policy
dynamics, organizational practices, and gender equality outcomes within different,
political, historical, and cultural contexts. Our endeavours focus on the transnational
level of the European Union and national and institutional levels of four EU
countries — Germany, Austria, Finland, and Britain along with the United States to
uncover some of the international patterns of gender inequalities that are affected by
decentralization of decision making, entrepreneurialism, and reallocation of finances.
We undertook this project to assist policy makers, university leaders, and gender
activists at national and institutional levels to make informed policy decisions to
improve gender equality.
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In order to raise understanding of gender equality as a dimension of organiza-
tional adaptation, we focus on the relationship between the status of women (mainly
academic staff faculty members) and external factors, such as governmental agendas,
finances, market pressure, and competition. We do this on two levels. On one level,
we analyse key gender equality, affirmative action, and higher education policies and
practices of the European Union and the five nation-states. We include variables such
as governmental-funding decisions, benchmarking and reputational ranking,
accountability practices, and career and legal decisions as they relate to educational
equality changes. On the other level, we examine changes in the status of women in
relationship to adaptation strategies associated with leadership, management, and
financing in six institutional case studies — Dortmund University (Germany), Vienna
University of Economics and Business Administration (Austria), Helsinki University
(Finland), and Keele University (Britain), and two U.S. public research universities,
the Ohio State University and the University of Kansas.

These feminist case studies of higher education change provide new culturally and
historically sensitive insights into gender equality and the challenges and opportuni-
ties to improve the status of academic women. Our research from Europe identifies
facilitating and inhibiting practices that occur within the top-down model from the
EU Commission to member-state education ministries and to the university level.
Our research from the United States identifies public university responses within a
political and economic context of decreased state funding and legal challenges to
affirmative action. Each of the five nation-states and six universities studied has had
both substantial improvements as well as setbacks regarding equality.

Gender as a Category of Analysis to
Improve Higher Education

Research in the United States (Volk, Slaughter, & Thomas, 2001) and Australia
(Currie, Theile, and Harris, 2002) indicates that unless higher education institutions
factor in the potential results of adaptation strategies on gender, women will
experience highly adverse consequences. Each of our 12 transnational, national, and
institutional cases presents grounded analyses to inform and assist policy and decision
makers and gender advocates about the gendered subtexts and unintended gender
consequences of adaptation. These lessons from a variety of political and social settings
present possible problems and issues to be considered prior to implementing a policy
change, offering a greater possibility that future policy makers will avoid mistakes that
have already been made and will instead adopt more realistic and successful strategies.

Gender equality in academe has been studied mainly from the perspective of
organizational gendering (the presence of masculine principles and structures that
lead to advantages for male staff and disadvantages for female staff). Universities have
been analysed as sites of sexual discrimination (Aisenberg & Harrington, 1988; Clark
etal., 1996; Glazer-Raymo, 1999), power relationships (Morley, 1999; Currie, Theile, &
Harris, 2002), and male domination (Morley & Walsh, 1995; Brooks & Mackinnon,
2001; Hornig, 2003). Scholars have also studied interventions to reduce gender
inequalities (Folgerberg et al., 1999; Wiedner, 2002; Blittel-Mink & Mischau, 2001).
These studies have mainly employed cultural and feminist approaches to understand
how power is structured and used in organizational life. Most writers employing



REFRAMING GENDER EQUALITY INITIATIVES / 3

organizational-gendering approaches, however, have not considered equality as an
integral part of university adaptation and have tended to isolate gender equality rather
than consider it enmeshed in organizational and environmental structures and actions.
Consequently, the complexities associated with institutional gender reforms within a
neo-liberal context often have been underestimated whereas the successes and failures
have been overstated.

Likewise, most scholars of higher education organizations have not considered edu-
cational equality as a dimension of institutional adaptation. Gumport and Sporn
(1999) analysed more than 150 studies of university adaptation to conclude that the
societal environment, institutional environment, and university administration (the
structure and processes within universities for implementing and executing decisions
made by academic governance) must be considered the primary influences in higher
educational organizational change. Noticeably absent from these studies, however, is
attention to gender or the gendered nature of university adaptation. For example, only
one study analysed by Gumport and Sporn considered the consequences of university
adaptation on women. Similarly, Slaughter’s (1993) analysis of retrenchment decisions
at 17 U.S. universities found that those decisions had especially adversarial conse-
quences for women. Institutions tended to cut the number of women faculty in inverse
relationship to their growth in student enrolments and retrench fields that were likely
to have a higher percentage of women and minorities than non-retrenched fields.

To offer a realistic picture of gender equality as a dimension of organizational
adaptation, we build upon scholarship from educational equality, gendered organiza-
tions, organizational change, and feminist sociology. Our work extends but differs from
much of the previous research on higher education by coupling topics that are inter-
twined in organizational adaptation but that are usually treated separately by
researchers. For example, Barbara Sporn reframes and deconstructs new Austrian
management and institutional autonomy policies from an organizational adaptation
framework. She then examines the institutional consequences of this devolution on for-
mal policies and structures as well as the culture of gender equality at the Vienna
University of Economics and Business Administration.

‘Women, Universities, and Change: An Overview

Each chapter addresses some aspect of two following questions: How are governmental,
social, political, and economic agendas, leadership, competitive market pressures,
finances, and university structures and cultures influencing gender equality? And how
are gender equality and women changing universities? We use a variety of social
science methods including policy and documentary analysis, interviews, and second-
ary data analysis. Most chapters use demographic data as well to measure the progress
of women across faculty ranks over time. Moreover, taken together, the chapters offer
useful comparisons across several nations and universities. We do not suggest,
however, that our approach is comprehensive; we caution against generalizing from
the national case studies to other nations, especially the 11 EU nations not repre-
sented in the book. Political, economic, historical, and cultural differences are too
great to do so. That being said, the work of the European Commission represents an
innovative effort to address what policies are needed to ensure that gender ceases to
be an insignificant organizing principle in the social construction of excellence.
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Germany, Austria, Finland, and Britain represent diverse national models of gover-
nance steering (relationships between the nation-state and universities), including
differences in funding, access, research and development practices, cultures (Neave,
2001), and diverse approaches to gender equality (Rees, 2002). The United States has
decentralized governance steering with variations among the 50 states and was an
early global leader in promoting gender equality. Each nation-state chapter analyses
recent policies, practices, and demographic data to consider strategies, activities, and
measures to advance the status of women within the context of governance, differen-
tiation, and changes in key policies, finances, and the academic labour force.

Each of the university chapters demonstrates a different approach to gender
equality by analysing a policy or practice at the university and its gender impact
(consequences for gender equality and the status of women) to determine where and
why change has or has not occurred and to describe the historical and cultural con-
text of gender equality and university adaptation. Nation-state and university case
studies are placed side by side in order to couple and highlight the relationship
between government policies and economic conditions, and culture gender equality
on the national level with conditions, issues, and changes within universities. The
chapters that follow raise important considerations, issues, and questions about
higher education in order to provide some insights and guidance to promote gender
equality in our universities and their practices.

In chapter 2, ‘Gender Equality in European Universities’, Teresa Rees focuses on the
emerging policy responses to the acknowledgement that there is a problem regarding
gender equality in European universities. She lays a foundation for current EU policies
by identifying antecedent events and reports, and she then contrasts the three current
policy approaches to gender equality: equal treatment, positive action, and mainstream-
ing. She argues that if gender is to become less important in the allocation of positions
in universities then equal treatment as a human right is fundamental to the process.
Describing the European Commission’s commitment to gender mainstreaming as ‘the
promotion of gender equality through its systematic integration into all systems and
structures, into all policies, processes, and procedures, into the organization and its cul-
ture, into ways of seeing and doing’ (in press 2005), Rees makes a compelling case for
gender mainstreaming to be pursued in tandem with equal treatment and positive
action. Following this framing of gender equality in Europe, each chapter explores issues
of gender equality and university change in greater detail.

In chapter 3, ‘Between Change and Resistance: Gender Structures and Gender
Cultures in German Institutions of Higher Education’, Ursula Miiller describes
structures and cultures of universities to explicate gendered subtexts and asymmetri-
cal gender cultures. She raises questions about the frames of the Bologna Process, pro-
fessorial careers, and entrepreneurialism for their future consequences for women and
gender equality. In chapter 4, ‘Gender Equality Challenges and Higher Education
Reform: A Case Study of the University of Dortmund’, Christine Roloff traces the
role of institutional leadership and private funding to advance gender equality in
teaching and learning. She also provides evidence of the importance of formalizing
and increasing the transparency of a process to increase women’s participation in PhD
programmes. Ada Pellert and Michaela Gindl consider the need for mainstreaming in
Austrian universities through an examination of social and historical roots and the
changing nature of autonomy in chapter 5, ‘Gender Equity and Higher Education
Reform in Austria. In chapter 6, ‘University Adaptation and Gender Equality: A Case



REFRAMING GENDER EQUALITY INITIATIVES / 5

Study of the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration’, Barbara
Sporn applies a theoretical frame to elucidate how adaptation has occurred within
the Austrian strategy for gender equity, revealing committed leadership, differenti-
ated structure, professional management, clear mission and goals, and discretionary
funding as critical factors in creating change. Lisa Husu in chapter 7, “Women in
Universities in Finland: Moving Closer to Gender Equality’, focuses on the repre-
sentation of women in universities to reveal both horizontal and vertical gender
stratification through embedded norms in academe as influenced by policy meas-
ures and research priorities. In chapter 8, ‘Promotion of Gender Equality in the
University of Helsinki’, Lisa Husu and Terhi Saarikoski provide a case study which
evaluates the university’s gender equality plan by examining the capacity of the
agenda for diversity and identifying the successes and challenges encountered
through gender equality promotion in an increasingly feminized environment. In
‘Gender and U.K. Higher Education: Post-Feminism in a Market Economy’, Louise
Morley uncovers the need for gender mainstreaming in the wake of the silencing
effect of the shifting U.K. economy on women in academe as she identifies oppor-
tunities for change in chapter 9. In chapter 10, ‘Personal Learning on Professional
Doctorates: Feminist and Women’s Contributions to Higher Education’, Miriam
David investigates the role of personal values and reflective practice as an underly-
ing element of higher education through learning and teaching, pedagogies, and
research practices.

Chapter 11 turns a comparative lens towards equality practices in the United
States. In ‘Gender Equality in the American Research University: Renewing the
Agenda for Women’s Rights’, Judith Glazer-Raymo traces the changing educational
landscape in U.S. higher education through the shifting political ideology regarding
equality frameworks. She goes on to identify the fallacy of women’s majority repre-
sentation in higher education and the fragility of the current diversity paradigm for
achieving gender equality in the United States. Chapter 12, ‘Academic Excellence and
Gender Equality at The Ohio State University’, a case study of the Ohio State
University by Mary Ann Danowitz Sagaria and Pamela Van Horn, portrays the suc-
cesses and tension of an organization with many formal structures for women but
with a policy of directing funding to achieve selective excellence in the disciplines
without regard to gender. In chapter 13, ‘Helping or Hurting Women? The Case of
a Dual Career Couple Policy at the University of Kansas’, Suzanne Rice, Lisa Wolf-
Wendel, and Susan Twombly document the development and implementation of a
programme of innovative hiring strategies and practices. Finally, the concluding
chapter 14, ‘Frames, Changes, Challenges, and Strategies’ by Mary Ann Danowitz
Sagaria and Lyndsay Agans attempts to synthesize the various frames, tensions, and
analyses of these chapters and offers current insights about how to promote equality
as part of a university change process.
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CHAPTER Two

PusHING THE GENDER
EQuAaLiTY AGENDA FORWARD IN
THE EUROPEAN UNION

Teresa Rees

Interest in and, indeed, concern about the issue of gender equality and universities in
the European Union have been growing over the last decade. EU commissioners have
been particularly alarmed by the failure of universities in the EU to recruit, retain, and
promote women academics. Although women constitute over half the undergraduates
in the European Union, they stubbornly retain only 14% of the professorships (EC,
2003). Universities present themselves as meritocratic, liberal institutions. However,
even though gender equality may be a principle of academic life, statistics show that it
is not the practice. The ‘leaky pipeline’, which haemorrhages women from academic
careers, is a cause for concern largely because of the European Union’s commitment to
become a more economically competitive, knowledge-based global region. But gender
equality is also driven partly by a commitment to the European ‘social model’ and
hence to social justice. This commitment was manifested in the Amsterdam Treaty
mandating that the European Union and all its member states provide equal treatment
for all regardless of sex, race, and ethnic origin, sexual orientation, age, disability, and
religious and political beliefs and that gender equality be mainstreamed in all EU
policies (Commission of the European Communities, 1996).

This concern at EU level reflects growing attention paid to this issue by member
states themselves. In the early 1990s, demographic trends, more precisely the decline
in the number of students leaving school and the ageing of the workforce, led to an
enhanced focus on recruiting and retaining women scientists in particular and attract-
ing back those who had taken career breaks. In the United Kingdom, for example, the
idea that women scientists were a ‘wasted resource’ began to emerge during the
mid-1990s (Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, 1993; Committee on Women in
Science Engineering and Technology, 1994). Since then, a series of independent
reports reviewing the U.K. university sector have drawn attention, albeit sometimes
in passing, to the ‘problem’” of the position of women in the academy (National
Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education, 1997; Independent Review
Committee on Higher Education Pay and Conditions, 1999). In 2002, the secretary
of state at the Department of Trade and Industry asked Baroness Professor Susan
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Greenfield to investigate the issue specifically. Her report SET Fair revealed that in
the United Kingdom as many as 50,000 women with science, engineering, and tech-
nology degrees no longer used their scientific education (Greenfield et al., 2002).
Following her recommendations, the government invested in a number of measures to
promote good practice among employers as well as to support women in their academic
careers (Office of Science and Technology, Department of Trade and Industry, 2003).
They included a Resource Centre for Women in Science, Engineering, and Technology
(www.setwomenresource.org.uk). The United Kingdom is the third EU member state
to have such a resource centre.

Over the last decade, similar reports have been commissioned and initiatives taken
up by many of the original 15 EU [EU-15] member states (prior to enlargement in
2004), for example, in Finland, France, Germany, and the Netherlands, as well as by
the European Commission itself (Academy of Finland, 1998; Ministere de la
Recherche, 2002; Federal Ministry of Education and Research, 2001; Ministry of
Research and Information Technology, 1997; Osborn et al., 2000). In the Central
and Eastern European countries and the Baltic States, many of which are former
communist countries but have now joined the EU, women in universities face differ-
ent but equally intransigent problems. Whereas many universities have a better
record of employing and retaining women, the sector is under-resourced, and men
remain three times more likely to reach senior academic positions than women
(Blagojevi¢ et al., 2004). Throughout Europe, then, the following questions can be
asked: If universities select and promote academics simply on merit, then why is the
proportion of women professors so low? If women constitute the majority of under-
graduates in some subjects, for example, medical and biological sciences, then why
are they still a diminishing minority among lecturers, senior lecturers, and professors?
If membership of the learned societies is an indication of scientific excellence, then
why is the proportion of fellows who are women so persistently miniscule?

It is clear from these and other figures and reports that the ‘equal access to an aca-
demic education and career that women have enjoyed for the past 50 years in Europe
has not thus far led to ‘equal outcome’ in terms of positions, pay, research funding, or
indeed scientific prizes. On the contrary, gender appears still to be a significant
organizing principle in academic life, despite the rhetoric of objectivity and excel-
lence that imbues scientific and university culture. If academic life is a competitive
labour market where the currency is excellence, then how is it that women do so dis-
proportionately badly in it? Could it be, as echoed in the provocative words of the
authors of the European Technology Assessment Network (ETAN) Report, that exclu-
sionary mechanisms allow mediocre men to take precedence over excellent women in
recruitment and promotion (Osborn et al., 2000)?!

This chapter focuses on the emerging policy response to the growing
acknowledgement that there is a problem regarding gender equality in European uni-
versities. The first section looks at initiatives at the EU level. The second focuses more
on the member states and their attempts to recruit, retain, and promote women in
the academy. The final section is concerned with evaluating these policy approaches.

Three contrasted policy approaches are considered: equal treatment, positive
action, and mainstreaming gender equality. The principle of equal treatment is clearly
an essential human right and has been underpinned by a series of directives in the
European Union in the 1970s in particular. However, often, in practice, equal treat-
ment means that women are treated the same as rather than equal to men. Positive
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action measures, targeting the special needs of women, popular in the 1980s, can
contribute significantly to promoting good practice and unstopping blockages.
However, they can attract accusations of tokenism and invoke backlash, and they
tend to be temporary and piecemeal. Both these approaches are essential but remain
severely limited in their effectiveness (Rees, 1998).

The third approach, gender mainstreaming, has yet to be tried systematically in
universities and requires a more complex approach to promoting gender equality than
either equal treatment or positive action. Gender mainstreaming is about integrating
gender equality into processes, policies, and practices. This integration is accom-
plished by institutional arrangements and the use of such tools as developing a gender
balance in decision making, using gender-disaggregated statistics, and constructing
equality indicators in policy formulation, delivery, monitoring, and evaluation. It also
involves using a transparent evidence base informed by gender studies for managing
human resources. Gender mainstreaming moves beyond a concern with numbers and
processes to the examination of such phenomena as the gendering of the institution
and indeed of science itself. This move challenges ideas about the gender neutrality of
the social construction of excellence and meriz. Equally, it means engaging with the cur-
rent, pervasive neglect of a gender dimension in some research projects and indeed in
pedagogy and the curriculum.

Before considering policy approaches to gender equality in the universities in the
European Union and its member states, some background context is provided on
higher education policy in the European Union along with the statistical profile of
women in universities.

The Context

Whereas member states retain control of policy developments for the higher education
sector within their own countries, the EU plays a role in value-added policies for the European
Union and indeed to some extent other European countries as an economic region. This role
is manifested through policies currently being developed to create a European Research Area
and a European Research Council. A significant commitment to increase financial invest-
ment in the Framework Programs in Research and Development (R&D) supports work
undertaken by transnational groups of researchers from within the European Union and
beyond. The European Commission encourages the international mobility of researchers
(through the Marie Curie Programme inter alia) and students (through the ERASMUS
Programme). Meanwhile, the Bologna Process is seeking to harmonize the currency and
acceptability of undergraduate and postgraduate degrees across the European Union.?

All of these issues have a gender dimension. However, of particular significance here
is the growing concern among member-state ministers about the European Union’s
economic competitiveness vis a vis other global regions. Consequently, in 2000, this
concern led to the commitment to enhance the European Union as a knowledge-based
economy and the goal of increasing the investment of gross domestic product (GDP)
in R&D of the EU-15 member states from 1.9% in 2000 to 3% by 2010. This read-
justment compares to the U.S. figure of 2.7% and Japan’s 3%. It was calculated that for
the EU-15 considerably more qualified researchers in science, engineering, and technology
would be needed to realize this spending target (EC, 2003).

As the European labour supply both shrinks and ages, projected numbers of new
graduates entering the labour market with science, engineering, and technology
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degrees are insufficient to meet this demand. Women make up the majority of under-
graduate students in the biological and medical sciences but still remain a small
minority in mathematics, chemistry, physics, and engineering. Women then proceed
to fall out of the academic career system in disproportionate numbers, whatever the
discipline, at every stage of the academic hierarchy, especially at the postdoctorate
level, through the leaky pipeline. Hence, just as so many qualified women scientists
drop out of academic careers at each level, in each discipline, in each country, they are
identified as a major potential supply source (Blagojevi¢ et al., 2004; EC, 2005;
Riibsamen-Waigmann et al., 2003).

The leaky pipeline is not, of course, just a European phenomenon (Etzkowitz,
Kemelgor, ancl Uzzi, 2000; Glover, 2000; Schiebinger, 1999). However, the consis-
tency of the pattern across such highly diverse countries and over time is remarkable. In
2000, in universities and research institutes throughout the EU-15, men were found to
be selected for academic positions disproportionate to their numbers in the recruitment
pool at every grade, in every subject, and in every country, irrespective of the equality
policies of the country and whether or not women constituted a majority of the under-
graduates in that subject (Osborn et al., 2000). Figure 2.1 shows the percentage of
women among academic staff in 30 of the countries associated with the Framework
Programs, including most of the EU member states, in 1999 and 2002. Among both
the EU-15 states and the 25 member states, women occupied just 35% of all academic
positions in 2002 while they comprised an average of 50% of all students.

However, as figure 2.1 shows, women held only 14% of the senior posts. In each
of the countries, it is possible to see this pattern of loss, or ‘the higher, the fewer
(Rees, 2002; EC, 2003).

One of the first large-scale attempts to make international comparisons revealed
substantial differences among the countries, for example, in the way scientific disci-
plines are grouped for statistical analyses and in academic career structures (including
what ‘counts’ as professorial status) (Osborn et al., 2000). This makes benchmarking
highly invidious. This issue is now being tackled in Europe, and the improved avail-
ability of gender-disaggregated statistics and the development of equality indicators
have been helpful to those at both the EU and member-state levels secking to increase
awareness of the issue and to improve gender equality in universities. Statistics and
indicators are tools of the gender-mainstreaming approach to promote gender equal-
ity, not simply for benchmarking against policies but as an awareness-raising exercise.
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The European Union and Gender Equality:
The Women and Science Unit

In 1996, the European Commission made a commitment to gender mainstreaming in
all of its policies (Commission of the European Communities, 1996); in 1999, the
Research Directorate-General published its communication detailing how it would
respond to this commitment (Commission of the European Communities, 1999).
The Women and Science Unit had already been set up in the Directorate-General
to promote research ‘for, by, and about women’.> It undertook a range of gender-
mainstreaming activities that have had some influence on both the European Union
and member states.

Specifically, the Directorate-General committed itself to a better gender balance in
decision making, a key element of the gender-mainstreaming approach, both in deci-
sions about research policy and in the construction of scientific excellence. Science
here is very broadly defined to include the social sciences and the humanities as well
as science, engineering, and technology. Hence, a 40% minimum target was set for
its scientific committees, whose members are nominated by member states, and for
the evaluation and monitoring committees of its Framework Programs on R&D.
Even though these targets have not yet been reached, the proportion of women par-
ticipating in both activities has increased. Nevertheless, figures from the ETAN
Report commissioned by the Women and Science Unit demonstrated the extreme
paucity of women seated on committees determining what science should be con-
ducted, funded, and rewarded and by whom within individual countries across the
world (Osborn et al., 2000). In addition, the ETAN Report found that most inter-
national prize committees have no female members and that a shortage of women
exists among the fellows of learned societies. In the case of the United Kingdom’s
Royal Society, the proportion rose from 0.5% in 1945 (when women were first
admitted) to only 4.5% in 2005. Research-funding bodies (with the exception of
those in Portugal and Finland) are likely to have an overwhelming number of men
among their membership (Osborn et al., 2000; EC, 2003).

The issue is more complex than simply one of numbers, however. Drawing on
data from qualitative research in a university in the United Kingdom, Bagilhole and
Goode (2001) identified an ‘in-built patriarchal support system’ that male staff are
able to access and from which they benefit. They argue that women are not admitted
into this support system. Similarly, Valian (1997) refers to a ‘male bonus’. In Sweden,
Wennerds and Wold (1997) demonstrated how the application of the much revered
and allegedly ‘neutral’ peer-review system in a research council can be flawed through
the gendering of networking. They showed how successful women applicants for
medical research council fellowships had published two and half times as much as the
successful male candidates had. Important variables determining success, as well as a
standard measure of ‘excellence’ determined by publications, included being male
and having worked with one of the committee members. The article, published in
Nature, caused a scandal (Wennerds & Wold, 1997) and prompted other funding
bodies to examine their practices (Blake & La Valle, 2000).

This revelation, that peer-review systems do not always operate fairly, provoked
concern not simply about gender balance in decision making but also about the com-
plex idea of the gendered construction of scientific excellence. The Women and
Science Unit co-organized a workshop on this issue, inviting scholars from the
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United States and Europe to discuss to what extent procedures, criteria, and defini-
tions regarding ‘scientific excellence’ are in fact gender-neutral (EC, 2004).

Such discussion was to inform thinking about the design of research-funding eval-
uation for future Framework Programs that provide a considerable source of funding
for research in the European Union. At the instigation of the Women and Science
Unit, a gender impact assessment was conducted of some projects in the Fifth
Framework Program to look especially at their treatment of the gender dimension
(Laurila & Young, 2001). It was found that the projects did not necessarily pay
appropriate attention to gender as a significant variable in many social processes. In
the design of the Sixth and Seventh Framework Programs, guidelines stipulated not
only that attention should be paid to the issue of a gender balance among the groups
of partners that apply but also that proposals should have a ‘gender action plan’ to
address how the gender dimension will be addressed in the research. In addition, a
number of specific projects on the issue of gender equality in universities have been
funded, including one leading to a Manual on Gender Mainstreaming in Universities
(Stevens & Van Lamoen, 2001).

The Women and Science Unit held a series of conferences to facilitate the net-
working of women academics, including one designed to ‘network the networks™ of
women in professional scientific associations (European Networks on Women and
Science, 1999). These events acted to some extent as a consciousness-raising exercise
across member states and indeed other European countries that participated in the
Framework Program. They facilitated the work of feminists within various academic
disciplines to organize and develop links across countries to promote gender equality.
They also brought together social scientists and gender experts who worked on exclu-
sionary mechanisms in the academy with women scientists, many of whom who did
not necessarily acknowledge that such mechanisms existed (EC, 2001, 2002, 2005a).

The Women and Science Unit commissioned a series of reports to inform its
work. The ETAN Report drew attention to the lack of good quality comparable sta-
tistics and gender equality indicators (Osborn et al., 2000). Similarly, the Women
and Industrial Research Report addressed women researchers in science, engineering,
and technology in the private sector, examining statistics, research, and good practice
(Riibsamen-Waigmann, 2003; EC, 2005b). Both reports made recommendations for
mainstreaming gender equality in policy and practice.

Finally, the Women and Science Unit brought together representatives from all
the 33 countries participating in the Framework Programs for a benchmarking exer-
cise on women in science. Known as the Helsinki Group, as the first meeting took
place there during the Finnish EU presidency in 2000, most members were civil ser-
vants from science ministries and gender experts. The Helsinki Group met twice a
year to exchange information and ideas on gender equality policies in universities. A
report of their activities shows how some emerging patterns have been developing
across very different countries in addressing the leaky pipeline, the gender balance in
scientific decision making, and modernization of the academy (Rees, 2002). Part of
the work of the Helsinki Group is to coordinate national statistics on women and sci-
ence and to explore the development of gender equality indicators; a parallel group of
national correspondents on statistics has also been set up (Glover & Bebbington,
2000). Because of its varied work, the Group enabled countries to learn from each
other and to push the agenda forward more easily than they might otherwise have
done. In addition, for members from the accession countries, joining the European
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Union entailed ensuring that appropriate equal treatment legislation was on the
statute books.

In sum, the Women and Science Unit has used a range of gender-mainstreaming
tools, such as gender balance in decision making, gender-disaggregated statistics,
equality indicators, gender impact assessments, gender studies and gender experts,
networking, awareness raising, benchmarking, and good practice to promote gender
equality in the universities of Europe. Woodward (2004) refers in her work on the
European Union to a ‘velvet triangle” of feminist civil servants and politicians, gender
experts, and the women’s movement working together to promote gender equality. This
way of working can be more informal than some systems of governance, calling on
expertise, political pressure, networks, and contacts to significant effect. The Women
and Science Unit, it can be argued, has worked within this framework by utilizing
politicians within the European parliament and governments of the 33 countries, the
civil servants of the ministries of science and education, lobby groups and networks of
women scientists and their organizations, and social science gender experts.

National Approaches to Gender Equality in
European Universities

The Helsinki Group Report provides a snapshot of equality policies among the
33 member countries (Rees, 2002; and table 2.1). These include both national
equality policies and initiatives specifically about women in science. At the time the
snapshot was taken, the accession countries had not yet joined the European Union
and therefore were in the process of implementing the equality infrastructure, such as
equal treatment legislation, that membership of the EU requires. The Nordic coun-
tries stand out as having the most developed general gender equality policies.

There is, of course, considerable diversity among the Helsinki Group countries in
terms of the scientific infrastructure itself and, more specifically, the climate for women
pursuing scientific careers. Nevertheless, there are also some common factors, such as a
lack of gender balance in the higher echelons of decision making about science policy
and, indeed, among those who determine what constitutes ‘good” science.

In terms of infrastructure, some countries have set up a national, cross-ministerial
women and science committee to focus attention on these issues. Some, such as
Germany, have set up their own Women and Science units in a relevant government
department, either in Education or Science. These units can be sources of data and
providers of examples of good practice that can be used by women’s groups and
equality organizations as well as the sector itself.

Practices of benchmarking, initiatives to attract women back to academia, and
good practice guides on mentoring, childcare, work/life balance are also on the
increase, made possible in part by the opportunities for learning about the state gen-
der equality in other countries. Gender-mainstreaming tools, such as equal pay
audits, gender impact assessments, gender budgeting, monitoring, developing
equality indicators, and securing a gender balance on committees are being used or
developed in some EU member states and to an extent at the EU level. Investment in
gender studies as a research area to inform gender mainstreaming in universities is
also important here.

Many countries have instituted positive action measures to address the barriers
to women in science. These include supporting networks of women in science,



Table 2.1 Summary Table of Equality Measures

Equality Measures EU Member States

Countries: BE; BE; DK  DE EL ES FR [E IT LU NL AT P FI SE UK
Equal treatment legislation X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Statutory Sex Equality Agency X X X X X X X X ? X X X X X X
Ministry for Women X X X X X X X X X
Women and Science Unit in the Science Ministry X X X X X X
National Steering Committee on Women and Science X X X X X X X X X X X
Commitment to gender mainstreaming X X ? X X ? ? X X X X X X X X
Sex-disaggregated statistics X X X X X X X X X X X X
Gender balance quotas on public committees X X X ? X X X
Gender balance quotas on university/ X NA X X

research institute ctees

Gender balance targets on university/ X X X X NA X X X
research institute ctees
Development of gender equality indicators X X X X X X X X X X
Women’s studies taught at universities X X X X X X X X X NA X X X X X X
Gender studies taught at universities X X X X X X X NA X X X X X X
Universities/research institutes produce equality plans X X X NA X X X X X

Note: X = equality measure; blank cell = no measures; NA = not applicable; ? = no answer
BE, = Belgium (French-Speaking) IT = Italy
BE, = Belgium (Flemish-Speaking) LU = Luxembourg

DK = Denmark NL = Netherlands
DE = Germany AT = Austria

EL = Greece PT = Portugal

ES = Spain FI = Finland

FR = France SE = Sweden

IE = Ireland UK = United

Source: Rees, T. (2002) The Helsinki group on women and science: National policies on women and science in Europe. Luxembourg: Office for Official Publication of the European Communities, page 32.

Y1
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encouraging the development of role model and mentoring schemes, and in some
cases, establishing targets and quotas. A few countries have experimented with ear-
marking chairs (Sweden) and allocating fellowships for returners and ‘trailing
spouses’ (United Kingdom), all of which are aimed at women but, for legal reasons,
are not exclusively for women.

Some countries, in particular Nordic ones, are using gender-mainstreaming tools
in order to embed equality into the systems and structures of science. Such tools
include more transparency in appointment processes, equality training for those on
recruitment panels, examination of the pedagogy of science education to eliminate
biases, and support for gender studies. Measures also include good employment prac-
tices that facilitate a reasonable work/life balance and programmes accommodating
women re-entering scientific careers after a period at home with childcare responsibil-
ities. Three EU member states (Finland, Sweden, and France) now have legislation to
ensure a gender balance on public bodies, including research bodies and universities.

The Helsinki Group is determined to see that science is modernized using a range
of approaches, such as ensuring that the highest standards prevail in peer review,
addressing the portrayal of science and scientists in the media, and exploring what gen-
der studies has to offer to our understanding of the gendering of science and its cul-
ture and institutions. Group members also share an interest in modernizing scientific
careers by ensuring that merit is transparently the dominant criterion in selection and
promotion processes and in the allocation of grants and prizes. Modernization also
encourages flexibility, work/life balance, and support for dependents while studying
abroad. Such measures should open up opportunities for scientific careers to a more
diverse population, in particular, to more women. Monitoring and evaluation are
considered vital because the story of women in science is not all one of progress. In
some countries, the situation has worsened because of particular policies, for exam-
ple, the backfiring of a positive action measure designed to encourage the appoint-
ment of more women professors in Austria. It is also important to recognize that what
works in one context might not succeed in another.

Policy Approaches to Gender Equality

If gender is to play less of a role in the allocation of positions in universities and else-
where, then the consideration of equal treatment as a human right is essential to the
process. Equal treatment as a principle was enshrined in the Treaty of Rome that set up
what we know as the European Union in 1957. It is essentially about providing a legal
framework that ensures the equal treatment of men and women. Originally, the princi-
ple was about equal pay and access to employment and training, but a series of direc-
tives (EU legislation that is binding on member states) has been introduced to extend
this right to pensions, social security, and other areas (Rees, 1998).

However, what we tend to see in equal treatment practices is that women and men
are not in fact treated equally, but they are treated the same. More specifically, women
are treated the same as men are treated. In effect, crudely put, women can succeed in aca-
demic life provided they behave like men; hence, for example, the difficulty arises for
women scientists who take career breaks to get back into the system.

In equal treatment, the underlying androcentricity of the organization of science
and of the culture of universities is not acknowledged and is therefore ignored.
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Consequently, aspects of the organization of scientific careers are allowed to benefit
men rather than women. For example, privileging an unbroken career over one
marked by career breaks benefits men more than it benefits women because men are
less likely to take career breaks. The acceptance that unlimited hours are needed to
ensure a successful scientific career rather than one with a better work/life balance
penalizes those who make a greater contribution to domestic and caring responsibil-
ities, primarily women. The unequal gendered pattern of domestic division of labour
remains extraordinarily robust despite significant changes in women’s economic
activity. Equal treatment, then, is an essential legal right but is insufficient to ensure
gender equality. In many European countries, the breadwinner/homemaker gender
contract still informs the organization of cultural and organizational settings with
profoundly different consequences for men and women whatever their individual
domestic circumstances.

Positive action measures, by contrast, are based on an acknowledgement that there
are differences between women and men, and they seek to address the disadvantages
that women experience because of these differences. Such measures are intended to
compensate women for the consequences of those disadvantages and create a level
playing field. Like equal treatment, positive action also carries a health warning
because it can be viewed as a mechanism to make women more like men.
Nevertheless, many individual women in science have benefitted from positive action
initiatives. Networking and mentoring schemes, for example, have gained some
ground for women scientists in U.K. universities.

Gender mainstreaming was identified at the Beijing 1995 United Nations
Conference on Women as one of ten agenda for action items. But even though gen-
der mainstreaming is gathering momentum in Europe as an approach that has some
potential in achieving gender equality, there is considerable confusion about the
term. Gender mainstreaming can be described as ‘the promotion of gender equality
through its systematic integration into all systems and structures, into all policies,
processes, and procedures, into the organization and its culture, into ways of seeing
and doing’ (Rees, 2005). It is a meta-approach based on principles and utilizing
tools and addresses designed to tackle cultural and organizational discrimination
(Rees, 1998).°

The principles of gender mainstreaming focus on respect and dignity for the indi-
vidual both as a professional, which means sexual harassment and bullying are clearly
off limits, and as a whole person, which means promoting an organizational culture
that discourages excessive hours of working and encourages a better work/life bal-
ance. It also includes principles of justice, fairness, and equity, which are manifested
in democratic decision making, open recruitment and promotion procedures, and
clear equality policies (Rees, 2005). In this instance, a gender-mainstreaming
approach seeks to address the gendering of science or the silent ways in which the cul-
ture and organization of science, while purporting to be gender-neutral, are imbued
with gender.

This issue of gender mainstreaming has been addressed by Glover (2000) in a con-
vincing comparison of women in science in the United Kingdom, France, and the
United States. The total number of women in a discipline does not appear to be
related to the proportion of women professors. However, Glover points out that even
if there are more women in science, neither the agenda nor the methodological
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approach necessarily changes. She has drawn attention to the fact that most of the
thetoric and debate about women in science has focussed on ‘getting in’ (recruit-
ment) whereas the real difficulties lie in ‘staying in’ (sustaining an academic career)
and in ‘getting on’ (securing promotion). She argues that whereas human capital,
such as qualifications, is clearly significant for advancement in science, the impor-
tance of reputational capital, and more particularly cultural capital, is underesti-
mated. The importance of networking and the phenomenon of invisible women
scientists are both well known, but Glover’s analysis sheds considerable light upon
how the gendering of accumulating patterns of cultural capital works for men and
against women in the sciences. Human capital, in terms of appropriate qualifications,
may be needed for entry, but for progression, cultural capital appropriate to the habi-
tus is essential. This principle governs the differences between the genders in the sci-
ences in terms of women getting in, staying in, and getting on. Glover pays particular
attention to physics, the science where women have made the least progress. She
argues first that the lack of a cadre of junior staff undertaking data entry or routine
analysis has made it more difficult for women to gain access. However, she also draws
attention to a historic link between science and religious orders, both being engaged
in a quest for a theory to explain creation. She argues that Western science has pro-
duced a male, celibate, homosocial, and misogynous culture that has had little expe-
rience of women. Glover makes the case for ethnographic studies of physics
departments to be undertaken to explore these ideas further.

The ETAN Report on women and science concluded that many European uni-
versities and research institutes are highly old-fashioned in their employment prac-
tices (Osborn et al., 2000). They purport to be liberal institutions, privileging ‘merit’
in their recruitment and promotion, but in fact use male networks and personal
sponsorship in preference to modern assessment techniques. Many posts are not
advertised; rather, existing senior academics secure succession lines through their own
networks. Alternatively, recruiters are used. Evidence from Finland shows that
women are much more likely to be appointed if a post is advertised rather than filled
through recruiting efforts (Academy of Finland, 1998). Because existing members of
academic societies nominate new members, networks are important in the allocation
of opportunities that facilitate the visibility and career building of an academic, such
as delivering keynote addresses, joining editorial boards, and external examining.

The ETAN Report advocated mainstreaming gender equality in the culture and
organization of universities in order to ensure that merit really does take precedence
over gender in the allocation of positions and opportunities. The main challenge of
this endeavour is to move beyond tokenism. Gender mainstreaming is a long-term
strategy requiring organizational and cultural change. It is not a quick fix. That is
why it needs to be pursued in tandem with measures of equal treatment and positive
action. Another challenge to mainstreaming gender equality is the all-pervasive lack
of understanding of it except in the Nordic countries; this is why research, awareness
raising, and training in gender-mainstreaming issues is essential. Making the case for
business is also important. Universities need to understand that in order to achieve
their mission of excellence in research and teaching, they need to attract the best can-
didates, whatever their gender. Policies that are good for women are good for pro-
moting excellence. No well-qualified, excellent male scientist has anything to fear
from fair competition with women.
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Conclusion

It is possible to identify all of the categories of individuals that Woodward (2004)
refers to as ‘velvet triangles’ of people working to promote gender equality in the work
of the Women and Science Unit and in many of the countries in the Helsinki Group.
The combination of an agenda of equality and social justice with the more powerful
agendas of economics and labour has fostered more progress in securing gender
equality in European universities than have efforts in previous decades. However, the
picture remains extraordinarily bleak, and hence this progress is slow. The biggest
hurdle facing women pursuing academic careers in Europe is no longer direct but indi-
rect discrimination. As Schiebinger (1999) has observed, science is both a profession
and a body of knowledge. However, it may be some time before the language (e.g.,
bachelors’ and masters degrees and fellows), the work culture, and the organization of sci-
ence in the academies of Europe allow women to develop their careers and their sci-
entific agendas on an equal footing with men.

In the first instance, there are institutional requirements for embedding a gender-
mainstreaming approach. These include commitment from the top, mechanisms to
achieve buy-in from middle and junior management tiers, awareness raising, training,
and expert advice. Second, the gender-mainstreaming tools of statistics, indicators,
impact assessments, gender budgeting, and gender balance in decision making need to
be used, and a gender dimension must be built into monitoring, evaluation, and
reporting processes. Third, the institution needs organizational and cultural change to
ensure that it is promoting gender equality in its organization and practices.

The Women and Science Unit has achieved a considerable amount in connecting
those concerned with the issue of women in European universities and mobilizing
networks to exchange experience and good practice. There is a danger that the
momentum may be lost as other agendas are pursued. It is critical that the current
focus on the European Research Area, the European Research Council, the expansion
of the Framework Programs, and the machinations of the Bologna Process embed the
gender dimension.

Notes

1. The influential ETAN Report (2000) on women in science, engineering, and technology
in Europe was commissioned by the Women and Science Unit of the Research Directorate-
General of the EC.

2. The European Commission’s Framework Programme enables it to invest in research and
development through consortia of universities, and others partner from different countries
in projects on integrated projects and in networks of excellence on a range of themes.
Applicants from 33 countries are eligible. The Marie Curie Programme supports
researchers wanting to conduct research in other countries while the ERASMUS
Programme allows students to undertake degrees made up of modules from universities in
different countries. The Bologna Process is designed to enable a better understanding of
qualifications across Europe by harmonizing what is expected, for example, from a bache-
lor’s and masters’ level degree in participating countries.

3. The Women and Science Unit is an integral part of the Research Directorate-General and
focuses on collecting statistics, developing indicators, publishing research, documenting
policies and exchanging good practice on women and science in the 33 countries that take
part in the Framework Programmes. It has been in existence for over ten years. See
http://europa.eu.int/comm/research/science-society/women-science/women-science_
en.html, retrieved October 16, 2005.
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4. The European Commission’s positive action measure is known as the Community Program
on Gender Equality (2001-2005), the purpose of which is ‘to ... co-ordinate, support and
finance the implementation of horizontal transnational activities under the fields of
intervention of the Community framework strategy on gender equality. The Programme is
complementary to the other EU programmes and grants, which ... shall equally aim to
eliminate inequalities and to promote equality between men and women’. The objectives
are to ‘(1) promote and disseminate the values and practices underlying gender equality,
(2) improve the understanding of issues related to gender equality, including direct
and indirect gender discrimination and multiple discrimination against women, by evalu-
ating the effectiveness of policies and practice through prior analysis, monitoring their
implementation and assessing their effects, and (3) develop the capacity of players to
promote gender equality effectively, in particular through support for the exchange of
information and good practice and networking at Community level’. See
http://europa.eu.int/comm./ employment_social/equ_opp/gender_equality/actions/index_
en.html, retrieved October 16, 2005.

5. The official EC definition of gender mainstreaming is as follows: * Gender mainstreaming
is the integration of the gender perspective into every stage of policy processes — design,
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation — with a view to promoting equality between
women and men. It means assessing how policies impact the life and position of both
women and men — and taking responsibility to re-address them if necessary. This is the way
to make gender equality a concrete reality in the lives of women and men creating space for
everyone within the organizations as well as in communities — to contribute to the process
of articulating a shared vision of sustainable human development and translating it into
reality’. See http://europa.eu.int/comm./ employment_social/equ_opp/gender/gender.
equality/gender_mainstreaming/ general_overview_en.html, retrieved October 16, 2005.
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CHAPTER THREE

BETWEEN CHANGE AND
RESISTANCE: GENDER STRUCTURES
AND GENDER CULTURES IN
GERMAN INSTITUTIONS OF
HicHER EDUCATION

Ursula Miiller

This chapter offers information on recent developments in German higher education
following the Bologna Protocol, reflects on the processes of implementation of new
regulations into the universities as organizations, discusses gendered subtexts and
asymmetrical gender cultures as relevant factors of change or obstinacy, and provides
some empirical evidence on German institutions of higher education regarding
gender equality measures.

Theoretically, the chapter draws on the debate of gender and organization; Joan
Acker’s (1991) thesis about the gender subtext in seemingly gender-neutral formal set-
tings is relevant here as is, for instance, Halford, Savage, and Witz's (1997) transfer of
Foucauldian thoughts to the analysis of gender, organization, and segregation.
Viewed from the theoretical ground of organizational analysis and gender research,
institutions of higher education are complex organizations. Their level of structure is
important, but an evaluation of gender developments remains incomplete without
consideration of universities’ level of culture, which means analysing the discourses
that accompany structural changes, commenting on them, and sometimes foregoing
or even contradicting them. Drawing from neo-institutionalist theory, especially in
Meyer and Scott’s (1992) elaborated version, organizations are both self-steering and
simultaneously sensitive to their environments. The level of discourse on gender
developments in higher education itself will be contextualized by some aspects of
gender discourses in Germany that may be described as strategical de-thematization.
The chapter concludes that there are some chances for more gender equality through
structural change but that a prevailing asymmetrical gender culture has to be taken
critically into account because it is deeply involved in the newly established criteria
for success, excellence, and market orientation. Gender mainstreaming as a ‘pervasive’
concept is confronted with Meyer and Rowan’s thesis that formal regulation and rou-
tines of action are only loosely coupled in institutionalized organizations.
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The Frame: The ‘Bologna Process’ and
Its Impact on German Higher Education

German higher education is under reconstruction. With the signing of the Bologna
Protocol in 1999, 29 European states have agreed to redesign their diversified uni-
versity systems into a homogenous space of European higher education, where stu-
dents can move freely from one European university to another, safely guarded by
regulations ensuring that their credits will be transferred to any European university
of their choice. For this reason, the traditional European systems of exams, diplomas,
and credits will be abolished and reformed as a system of BA, MA, and PhD. By
2005, already 45 European states, including the Russian Federation, were participat-
ing in the Bologna activities, and European conventions obliged the member states to
complete these processes by 2010. The huge impact of this political process of inte-
gration and homogenization may be measured in light of the participation of the
Russian Federation, which is not a member of the European Union. As one of the
European Union’s most important and powerful neighbours, the Russian Federation
has decided to join the Bologna Protocol and to reform its graduate system according
to it, even though it had just finished a first round of redesigning its graduate system
according to the former standards of Western Europe' (Bologna Protocol, 1999).

These reform processes also aim to support competition and profiling. According
to the prevailing neo-liberal thinking of the majority of the European Commission,
European universities compete for students, research money, and scholars. In
Germany, although the payment of professors is differentiated, the differences are not
as large as are those in the United States or United Kingdom. A possibility for more
differentiation among the academic staff in Germany lies in the creation of the posi-
tion of lecturer. Even though the division between research universities and teaching
universities or colleges has been raised as an issue only occasionally, the most visible
differentiation in Germany is the one between the universities and the universities of
applied sciences (Fachhochschulen). Whereas the regular time limit of a course of
study for university students has been no fewer than five years, the regular time limit
for students in the universities of applied sciences has been three years. With the new
scheme, each time limit for a course of study is three years, regardless of the institu-
tion in which it is situated. After that, according to selection criteria that are not yet
clear, MA studies may follow for one or two years for some students. Therefore, the
former ‘normal’ university time limit is split into two unequal halves, and the first
academic degree for all students has been reduced to the lower of the two existing
norms.

The broad and foreseeable impact of these reforms is publicly debated with a con-
siderable amount of controversy. The critics argue that this system will strengthen the
high selectivity that characterizes Germany’s educational system as a whole, accord-
ing to PISA results.” They suspect that the general aim of these reforms is to legit-
imize tremendous cutbacks of state funds for the institutions of higher education by
drastically reducing the number of students that transgress the time limit of three
years, which indeed is part of significant plans to reduce state activity (see below).
The predicted consequences are the decline of the general standards of higher educa-
tion and the increase of still more inequality within levels of education and the social
opportunities connected to them. The supporters welcome the curtailment of the
time limits because, in an international comparison, German graduates are older on
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average when leaving the university, and many students do not graduate at all.
Furthermore, the new system promises more flexibility because, in principle, it allows
students to finish their MAs in disciplines different from their BAs. This develop-
ment allows for more interdisciplinarity and trans-sectionality in higher education,
which is thought to prepare students more adequately for the complexities of the
problems that they could face in the future.?

For the academic teachers, a reform of the payment schemes and the trajectories
of the academic staff accompany the new scheme of study. The general payment
scheme for professors now provides a split between ‘basic’ income and ‘performance’
income. Performance is not yet defined — thus inviting power-plays on the definition
in which gender aspects may play a role — but it will certainly contain the elements of
number of graduates, publications (in certified fields and high-impact publications),
and, of course, fund-raising for research. This reform does not concern the professors
who are active today, except when they accept a call to another university; in this case,
they will have to negotiate their conditions according to the new law. But it does
affect each ‘newcomer’ to the level of tenure and will slowly turn around the relative
equality among German professors with regard to payment and equipment.

Referring to career tracks, the new position of a junior professor has been estab-
lished, which is similar to the assistant professor in the United States. The candidate
may be promoted in his or her ‘home’ faculty, which has been the rare exception in
German tradition. The new professor will be evaluated after three years, and after
another three years, their temporary position may become a permanent one. Critics
argue that these new elements of the academic career track create many disadvantages:
the junior professors carry the same teaching load as advanced assistants (four hours per
week), but unlike them they work under the high pressure of fund-raising while writ-
ing the ‘second book’ after their PhD and presenting themselves as valuable members of
the faculty. Furthermore, they are not entitled to receive the equipment equivalent to a
professor. Supporters suggest that academic career paths in Germany have been exces-
sively time-consuming and indeterminate and, therefore, may have discouraged many
promising people. They further underline that junior professors now pursue their
scholarly work freely unlike former advanced assistants who were dependent on their
assigned professors.

As of yet, there is no consensus that the habilitation, accused of being one decisive
factor prolonging academic apprenticeship and dependency, will vanish; the general
law allows both junior professors or PhDs with habilitation to obtain a tenured chair.
According to some experts, this regulation will lead to the curious fact that junior
professors, who figure as the model for abolishing the habilitation, will write one as
well because the tacit (or even overt) evaluation cultures in academia still advantage
candidates with habilitation.* Add gender considerations to these changes. Critics
argue that the pressure to build careers increases for women just as they are building
families. In fact, demographic forecasts predict continued low birth rates in
Germany: 25% of the younger cohorts of women will never become mothers, among
them female academics of whom up to 40% are predicted to remain childless (Wirth &
Duemmler, 2004).°

Generally, a tendency to enforce differences and hierarchies among universities
has developed over the years. German universities have not been accustomed to eval-
uation and ranking on a whole or with respect to their various disciplines. This
process has been changing dramatically since the 1990s and has been accelerating in
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recent years. Rankings by research institutes, published annually or biannually,
always provide well-received headlines in the weekly journals and daily newspapers,
and they guide students in their decisions regarding where to study and which disci-
plines to pursue. The debate also continues on the methods and criteria of evaluation
and the neutrality of the referees. Nevertheless, the rankings seem to have estab-
lished themselves; they have managed to develop from a means of external observa-
tion to a means of self-observation, giving important hints for the self-steering of
the universities (Wirth & Duemmler, 2004).

Implementation and Resistance

The implementation of the new federal regulations varies among the Laender gov-
ernments. Like culture and police, education is decentralized in German — a historical
consequence of the conformity in Nazi totalitarianism that shall never happen
again (Miiller, 1999b). Generally, conservative Laender (governed by Christian dem-
ocratic majority) will accelerate the process of turning universities into marketplaces
and will decide on disciplines according to their commodifiability. They will also be
the first to introduce fees for the courses. Until now, university education has been
tuition-free in Germany. Experience also shows that the Laender tend to cut back or
even eliminate disciplines, such as sociology, and will retreat from active gender
equality policies. Social democratic majorities, on the other hand, do not differ in
many respects from the conservatives; in fact, strong support for the introduction of
neo-liberal thinking comes from this party, as the reorientation of German social and
labour market politics show, but they tend to keep university education tuition-free
in order to facilitate equal opportunities for students from all social classes and to
maintain sociology and active gender politics. Nevertheless, the social democrats will
require the universities to decide for themselves which disciplines they will promote
in the future and which shall be abandoned. To obtain this goal, a new routine of
negotiating goal contracts for a certain period, three years for instance, and developing
university profiles has been introduced.® Until now, most of the German universities
have been ‘full’ universities, which means that a comprehensive spectrum of disci-
plines may be studied, regardless of the place of study, for example, Berlin, Bielefeld,
or Munich.” This system will be changed radically; only a few universities will con-
tinue to offer the full range of academic disciplines, and the majority will become
more restricted and specialized. Universities that have taken up these processes of
defining their profiles and negotiating their goals have come to realize, however, that
the ministry administration, which is backed by ratings, rankings, and evaluation
boards, on whose expertise universities may draw or not, has already developed in
advance a profile scheme of its own that will be advanced in the form of financial cut-
backs. One might call this practice negotiating from unequal backgrounds, remembering
the feminist critique on contract theory.

The entrepreneuralization of universities has many consequences for gender
relations in these organizations and for the educational system as a whole. Yet, to
discuss these consequences is not simple because they are diverse and not free of
ambivalence.

The reforms in question are contextualized in a general discourse on the withdrawal
of the state to its core tasks. Without doubt, the core tasks are a debatable field. Referring
to gender questions, however, it has hitherto been important that equal opportunities
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officers (EOQs), women’s groups from inside the universities, and academic associations
of women have had the opportunity to apply to the Ministry of Science for reconsidera-
tion of the university’s decisions. This possibility is now abolished; any debate on
distribution of resources or on filling positions is transferred to the universities and
modified — again — into an internal issue of the organization.

The impact of reassigning the power of decision making to the universities is not
easy to forecast; it will be intricate. Optimistically, it could be argued that general
laws on gender equality have been elaborated over the years and have gained
structural power; therefore, gender mainstreaming as a guideline will more or less
‘automatically’ force the university organizations to evaluate any decision with con-
sideration for gender perspectives. Gender is said to have become a routine criterion
in budgeting, promoting, evaluating, and the like. In fact, nobody would deny that
gender has progressed in these realms; the central ministry of science and education,
for instance, has taken up a gender concept as a distribution criterion for any research
funds they promote, and the government of Northrhine Westphalia has demanded a
gender profile from any university in the recent goal negotiations. On the other hand,
experience shows — and organization theory agrees — that any formal regulation can
be counteracted informally.

Inherent in these processes are questions of gender play that are rarely addressed
in public debates, in expert discourses, or in administrative acts that push those
processes forward, regulate them, and evaluate them. Gender is routinely addressed
in the beginning stages because the general guideline of gender mainstreaming in the
European Union calls for it to be observed in every policy and measure that is
adopted. In most cases, gender mainstreaming needs the organized attention of the
federal and regional EOOs who certify that gender questions have been answered
adequately. Nevertheless, the permanent conference of the ministers of education
released a resolution in 2004 that ‘the gender mainstreaming concept of the
Amsterdam treaty and the respective national regulation will be recognized and
implemented in the process of accreditation (of the new BA/MA curricula, UM)’
(KMK, 2004). Furthermore, universities have partially introduced gender criteria
into their audit systems, which could be used as a point of reference to introduce a
gender audit as an element of quality assurance.

Before moving on to the discussion of the possible impact of these university
changes on gender relations, we look at the more recent statistical developments.

Gender Developments in Academe:
Some Statistical Evidence

German institutions of higher education do not appear to face any gender-related
problems in recruiting students: the annual rate of new entries of young women into
the universities has been 50% or above for decades (Miiller, 1999b, 2000). This rate
may indeed be taken as a proof for the thesis of de-institutionalization of gender in the
sense that no formal barrier prohibits women from entering the system of higher edu-
cation just as no informal barriers bar women because such barriers are normatively
prohibited.

The picture changes significantly when switching from a quantitative to a qualitative
perspective. German institutions indeed face a gender problem in recruiting women
because there is a clear segregation between disciplines chosen by women and disciplines
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chosen by men. The female’ disciplines are the languages mostly, but, since the 1990s,
the field of medicine has also comprised more than 60% female beginners. Economics,
social sciences, and law show gender parity, but the technical disciplines and the sci-
ences, except ‘female’ biology, are ‘male’ in their majorities. Although the gender per-
centages within the sciences differ and female percentages continue to grow, it is
necessary to point out that German institutions of higher education have yet to solve
the problem of how to attract young women to the sciences and to technical disciplines.
This problem and its resolution differentiate German universities from universities in
other countries (Mischau et al., 2004).

From the first grade to the PhD and afterwards the habilitation, German univer-
sities lose many capable women who could contribute excellently to the further
development of all disciplines. In the research literature, we have found a variety of
reasons that are presumably responsible for this loss: the difficulties of combining
career with family, the devaluation of scholarly work by powerful actors and gate-
keepers (Krais, 2000), the number of men in powerful positions, and a general lack
of acknowledgement of women’s performance in academia (Miiller & Stein-Hilbers,
1996; Krais, 2000; Majcher, Schenk, & Zimmer, 2003). The ‘leaky pipeline’ in
German academia has been associated with the o/ system that provided a basic
degree after five years of study, which entitled one to progress to a PhD. It is imagi-
nable that the reform under process, which schedules fwo stages, BA and MA, before
earning the right to try a PhD, may render the pipeline even ‘leakier’ with regard to
young female talents; however, it is not unforeseeable that the contrary may happen
as well.

There are indeed some positive changes. Figure 3.1 shows that the number of female
beginners in academia has reached and even exceeded the 50% level. Although there is a
slight decrease in participation of women graduates to 46.9%, which should be analysed
more, this figure nevertheless represents a clear amelioration compared to 1990 levels.
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Figure 3.1 Representation of Women among Students and Academic Staff in German
Universities

Source: Statistisches Bundesamt, Hochschulstatistik (Federal Bureau of Statistics, Statistics Higher Education), calculation
by J. Loewen.
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The numbers become more dramatically differentiated with the higher grades, however.
Though better than 1990’s figures, that only one-third of German’s PhDs are earned by
women in 2002 indicates a real problem, and so does the figure that just over one-fifth
of all habilitations are completed by women even though this rate has doubled since
1990. Similarly, the rate of female professors shows both development and detainment.

The figure for 1990 shows a percentage of 5.5% for female professors. That per-
centage remained stable from the 1970s to the 1990s even though a steady increase
in female students and graduates since the end of the 1960s should have given
enough reason to increase the numbers of female professors in the 1980s (Miiller,
2004, 1995). Therefore, it can be said that withour gender equality policies in
German higher education, figures would not have doubled in the span of a decade;
these policies have been brought forward by a very active process of networking and
organizing by women in higher education, which has led to a nationwide net of EOO
grassroots organizations at the universities and many programmes to support women
in higher education in various ways (for an overview, see Kirsch-Auwaerter, 2002).
On the other hand, the number of habilitations among females is still twice as high
as the number of female professors; therefore, the pipeline between first graduation
and nomination for a chair remains leaky, steadily losing highly qualified women.
This situation indicates that the female potential is not at all fully utilized and points
to factors that may lie beyond political regulations. Therefore, a closer look into the
cultural context of promoting or not promoting women follows.

Opvverall, scholars with special qualifications in gender issues have been installed on
chairs with no explicit gender designation. Furthermore, such disciplines as the sci-
ences, which are generally very reluctant to consider gender questions, are beginning
to discover the relevance of gender for their fields. This recognition is evidenced by
installation of a chair for gender questions in science and technology at Munich
Technical University, one of the highest-ranking German universities, and comparable
processes in other universities (Thsen, 2005).

Meritocratic Principles and ‘Gendered Subtexts’

Generally, feminist critique has always had good reasons to point out that the meri-
tocratic principles that promise rewards to excellent performers have primarily
favoured men. As Husu (2001) and many others (e.g., Wennerds & Wold, 1997;
Kirsch-Auwaerter, 1996) have shown, gender-related hidden criteria for promotion
and career have greatly influenced women’s trajectories inside academia. This viola-
tion of the proclaimed meritocratic rules and the performance principle would never
have been justified if it had not been based on a traditional gender ideology that has
denied women the opportunity to do scholarly work in the full range of disciplines.?
This is not the place to revisit the history and sociology of the development of science
and its feminist reconstruction, but from this historical background, it is intriguing
to note that the complete implementation of the performance principle within equal
and just conditions is an important demand promoted by feminism in academia.
But even if criteria are elaborated and seem perfectly clear, the power to determine
a valid znterpretation still has to be considered as long as there are signs of a gendered
subtext in an organization. Drawing from her work on Finland, Husu (2001) gives
further insight into the actual contradictions within the meritocratic criteria and how
design decisions emerge. In one of her case studies, we find a catalogue of criteria to
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measure merits in a particular competition for chair (p. 152). The respective faculty
council agreed on a list of ‘relatively unequivocal criteria’ for candidate selection, such
as publishing activity, teaching and supervising merits, merits in graduate education,
success in one’s own postgraduate studies. A second list of the faculty council listed
‘evaluative criteria, including aspects of style and preference’ and addressed ‘feasibility
and usefulness of the candidate in the activities of the department’, “visibility of the
candidate in the disciplinary and broader field research and discussion’, and ‘the
impact/significance of the research orientation of the candidate’ (p. 153). Judging by
the criteria used in this case study and drawing on empirical evidence from many
others, it may prove very difficult for a more highly qualified woman to finally obtain
the chair over a lower qualified male candidate. An intervention of the EOO is
needed to effect the meritocratic principle when candidates compete for chairs.

Yet, the criteria themselves, although seemingly reasonable and adequate, will most
likely function propetly only in a situation where no asymmetrical gender culture is
prevailing. As a criterion, visibilizy, for instance, will automatically exclude feminist
scholars from a competition where a selection committee denies that feminist critique
makes a relevant contribution to the department. Visibility may also exclude scholars
who have been doing research in women’s and gender studies from competing for posts
where gender is not the main issue. In my personal experience, this exclusion occurred
often in my own department of sociology in the past. ‘Being identified with women’s
or gender studies may be hazardous to your career prospects’ could be written on some
of those procedures. Of course, this is not the whole truth as there indeed has been a
remarkable increase in numbers of female professors in Germany (see figure 3.1). But
in their study on grant applications in sociology, Allmendinger and Hinz (2002) give
reasons for wondering about who has fallen off the career tracks and why.

In processes of distributing and reallocating resources, of opening and closing
spaces for recognition and impact, peer review has established itself as zbe scholarly
procedure to produce legitimate decisions. Although there has been some criticism
that peer review may lead to an unwanted conformity instead of productive diversity,
the peer-review procedure itself remains unquestioned. However, since the study by
Wennerds and Wold (1997), it has become widely known that gender is one of the
possible criteria that may subvert peer review. According to Allmendinger and Hinz
(2002), peer review of articles for mainstream journals of sociology and applications,
instead of shortlists for chairs in sociology, can still be used to undermine gender con-
cerns. For example, the least successful applications to the German Research
Foundation DFG (Deutche Forschungsgemeinschaft) turned out to be those in
women’s and gender studies, especially when female scholars had applied. Generally,
the rates of success for applications were 60.4% for male applicants and 48.7% for
females. An advantage for male authors became visible as well in acceptance rates for
the two most highly respected German journals in sociology (ZfS and KZSS): 32.2%
of submissions by male authors were accepted compared to 26.9% of the submissions
by female authors. The acceptance rate of papers by female professors was lower than
that of contributions by male professors, and contributions by female and male assis-
tants fared the worst. Fortunately, the number of applications for chairs and the final
placement on a shortlist did not differ for men and women; the success quota was
11% for both. However, a difference existed between being shortlisted and finally
receiving/accepting the call: only 31% of shortlisted women finally received/
accepted the call compared to 36% of the shortlisted men.’
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Decisions made by using criteria lists as well as peer-review lists are elements of the
process of legitimation by procedure, Niklas Luhmann’s (1983) phrase for the ways
organizations obtain legitimation, acceptance, and the willingness on the part of their
members to comply with their decisions. The basic concept of consensus building,
Luhmann says, is not to agree on the issues but to agree beforehand on the procedures
as to how decisions shall be constructed. By agreeing on the prerequisizes of a decision,
any participant has also accepted the prospective, and yet unknown, outcomes of the
decision. One may not like the result, but he or she will be unable to deny that it has
been decided by an agreed-upon procedure. Any critique of the decision has to be
transformed into a procedural question; if not, the argument cannot pretend to be
serious. Of course, critique is always possible from ‘outside’ the procedure, for
instance, to point to equal opportunities regulations or to openly question whether
important actors inside the procedural routines have acted out of prejudice, but
members of the organization who take this position run the risk of becoming mar-
ginalized by confronting the organization with the ways it actually functions.'°

Yet, organizational theory and the ongoing process of creating gender-sensitive
constituencies in higher education have made clear that the question of legitimation is
double-sided: it is not only the representatives of the marginalized or excluded groups
who may face the problem of legitimation when criticizing the outcomes of decisions;
it is also the excluding organization itself that will face such a problem over time. This
is especially the case if there are relevant environments (e.g., a state legislation, a
women’s movement, etc.) that are connected to constituencies inside the organization.
Therefore, it has to be remembered that gendered prejudices and marginalization do
not reveal the whole picture in Germany.

As I have tried to argue, because meritocracy has not been liberated from its gen-
der blindness, hopes for gender justice have been only partially realized. According to
Kirsch-Auwaerter (1996), the anti-discrimination discourse has attacked the self-
constructed image of the universities by revealing the criteria according to which they
factually function. Reactions against the anti-discrimination discourse, in this view,
are only superficially problematic when the process of organizational development as
a whole is taken into account. Even the most conservative institution of higher educa-
tion has had to face the anti-discrimination discourse as a changed frame condition.
For Germany in the 1990s, refusal and repudiation could therefore be interpreted as a
paradoxical form of acceptance: it expresses the acknowledgement that active anti-
discrimination has become an issue that can no longer be de-thematized by those
institutions (Miiller, 1999a). Yet, from this general background, very different ‘coping
strategies’ can be observed.

Change and Obstinacy: Some Empirical Evidence

In my evaluation study of all 27 institutions of higher education in Northrhine-
Westphalia (Holzbecher et al., 1998), the implementation and impact of the first
general guideline on promoting women, released in 1993, was evaluated after five years.
The results showed that those institutions could be roughly divided into three types.
One quarter of the institutions in question represented type one. They had
developed gender equality policies that had been implemented on the structural and
cultural level. They had formally integrated gender equality aspects into their funda-
mental order and into the regulations of recruiting and had presented gender equality
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programmes with some explicitly defined goals. These institutions also employed
EOOs who were totally or partially exempted from their ‘normal’ duties in the insti-
tution with substitutes available who would assume EOO duties in case of task over-
load; in addition, the EOOs were equipped with basic resources, such as secretary,
telephone communications, office equipment, email, and Internet access. The pres-
ence of an EOO was generally regarded as relevant for the self-evaluation and further
development of the institution. Furthermore, this type of institution regarded gender-
related acts of discrimination as events that may well happen inside their realm, yet
they indicated the necessity for institutional action. The university heads would
regularly commission reports on the quantitative development of gender relations in
every position, level, and department and would transfer the results to be discussed to
an internal constituency, such as the academic senate or the rectorate. Consequently,
they had no difficulty providing these differentiated statistics to outsiders on the gen-
der developments in each positional level and department in any discipline. Moreover,
institutions of this type did not articulate significant difficulties in finding excellent
female candidates for high positions in their administrations because they paid
gender-sensitive attention to the development of both the scholarly qualifications and
qualifications of the administrative personnel. Therefore, it can be said that they had
already provided ground for continuous self-observation.

With regard to the implementation of gender equality policies into their organi-
zational routines, this type of institution of higher education could be considered
well developed, especially when compared to another group of institutions approxi-
mately the same size, which distinguished itself by structurally and culturally pre-
venting the implementation of efficient gender equality measures. At the time of the
study, these institutions had implemented few if any elements of gender equality
policies into their fundamental orders or recruitment regulations, and if they had,
they had implemented them past the compulsory time limits of the state regulations.
No programme of measures to increase gender equality had been released, and the
EOOs were not exempted from their ‘normal’ duties except to a minimal degree. The
EOO:s did not have any substitutes nor were they equipped with email or telephone-
answering machines; therefore, they were difficult to contact. A tremendous part of
their time was spent securing adequate working conditions for their jobs. The
position of EOO as a permanent element of the organization was non-desirable in
the eyes of this group’s university heads because in every case they contended that the
decisions of individual persons involved would make the difference rather than the
EOO. They reasoned further that an inappropriate person serving as EOO would
destroy rather than facilitate chances for promoting women and that a rector or chan-
cellor who was enlightened on women’s issues would more effectively promote gender
equality than would any bureaucratic guideline. The university heads in this type of
institution agreed that equality policies were lacking in their universities because gender
discrimination did not play any role in recruiting, that is, the only criterion for decision
was ‘quality’. In this type of institution, it was difficult to obtain gender-differentiated
statistics; for example, the allegations that quite a few women had been recenty
appointed often turned out to refer to one or two cases in one year. These institutions
still lacked any ground for continuous self-observation that would enable them to plan
their development in a self-steering way, at least with respect to gender questions.

The third type, which comprised about half of the cases, was characterized by
partial openings to gender equality measures by maintaining principal reservations
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simultaneously. A contradictory picture emerged of objectively observable structural
strategies referring to gender questions and cultural patterns of responses to them in
organizational discourse. State regulations promoting women in academia were prin-
cipally agreed to, and most had been implemented into the fundamental order, but
powerful actors often forestalled their efficiency. A programme of measures to pro-
mote women was often lacking, and internal discourses on the subject were not yet
widely developed. But there were female constituencies inside those institutions that
wanted to accelerate the progress of these discourses. In this type of institution, the
attitudes of university heads towards gender equality measures differed. Some
rejected measures as too bureaucratic, without knowing much about them in detail,
while others called for more ‘consistency’ in the ministry’s equality politics (implying
that the ministry should transfer more financial resources for gender equality meas-
ures because the universities could not proceed without them). The accommodation
of EOOs in most of the cases differed with respect to their equipment, their partici-
pation in decisions, and their right to receive full information in a reasonable time-
frame. In many cases, the EOOs were perceived in a personalized way rather than as
a new element of the organizational structure. Nevertheless, contrary to the ‘official’
announcements, many of these institutions featured innovative elements of gender
equality policies, such as providing childcare and hiring female heads in administra-
tion areas formerly considered ‘male’, for instance, in the supply department with its
huge budget. Some institutions even made surprising decisions in selection processes.
After an EOO had intervened, some institutions revised the criteria for adequate can-
didate qualifications for chair, resulting in the invitation to a broader range of female
scholars to participate in the competition and shortlisting them afterwards with high
rankings. University heads in this type of institution tended to perceive discrimina-
tion against women as a historical relic, which would dispose of itself in due time.
Most of them verbally engaged themselves in purposive promotion measures of
encouragement to young female talents, and some of them took practical initiatives
in this direction. The methods of self-observation in these institutions varied with
respect to their grade of development. The picture emerged that those institutions
that elaborated professional methods of evaluation and planning more easily inte-
grated gender equality guidelines and measures into their procedures and routines of
decision making.

These findings support the view that gender equality guidelines serve as an impor-
tant innovation to the further organizational development of institutions of higher
education, even if these institutions themselves are only reluctantly becoming aware
of it. In this field, a variety of critical issues are intertwined, as seen from the per-
spective of organizational theory. First, the unwillingness of all organizations to
change has to be taken into account, which may result in strategies that answer to inno-
vative strategies from ‘outside’ that are not actively oriented to gender policy formation.
Second, gender conservatism is inherent not only in academia but also in the society as
its ‘environment’, which draws support from the quantitative male dominance inside
academia and the questioning of gender equality policies as such; this is a hint for the
prevalence of an asymmetrical gender culture in which anti-discrimination measures
are reinterpreted as an unjustifiable advantaging of the objectively disadvantaged. And
third, subtle cultural asymmetries between the genders become apparent each time
formal barriers are removed.
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Nevertheless, the findings also show the presence and the impact of cultural agents
inside the institutions of higher education, some of which have already learned to
thematize practices of structural or discursive exclusion and marginalization and to
make transparent the hitherto denied problems of the status quo of gender relations
(Eckart, 1995). Additionally, at the structural level, some Laender parental leaves,
additional qualifications, research abroad, and other reasons are not counted, so they
do not account for people who are outside the time limits of ‘normal’ career tracks.
In former times, young women who already had families upon entering the univer-
sity or became mothers afterwards and took parental leaves had been automatically
sorted out of further career tracks. To inhibit these losses by changing law is a big
success; however, that 40% of the younger female academic cohorts will not become
mothers shows that the culture of academe is still hostile towards motherhood
(Krais, 2000).

Recent Developments: Gender Mainstreaming
as a Pervasive Concept

In a study of some Northrhine Westphalian universities, Metz-Goeckel and
Kamphans (2002b) analysed the discourses of equality policies. These policies them-
selves have changed significantly compared to the first regulations, whose impact and
discursive treatment has been discussed above. They too see universities as complex
organizations, which are not homogenous and closed but divided into many subunits
with a relative autonomy; these subunits are bound together by formal regulations
and by spontaneous communication (Metz-Goeckel & Kamphans, 2002)."!
Referring to processes of gender sensitization and active construction of gender
justice, Metz-Goeckel and Kamphans (2002) differentiate between three phases that
partially overlap but are characterized by different features of gender awareness:

® DPhase 1 (the early1980s) is a period of providing a frame of law that opens up a
space for action in the field of gender justice.

® Phase 2 (from the mid 1980s to the mid 1990s) is a period of measures for affir-
mative action that attempts to promote women with special programmes.

® DPhase 3 is the present period of gender mainstreaming (from end of the 1990s
until the present), which can be named as a period of cultural counter-steering.

Gender mainstreaming appears as a policy of cultural counter-steering because the
process of equally integrating women into academia can no longer be regarded as self-
supporting but is pursued actively. The concept of gender mainstreaming does not
address the exclusion of women as a ‘repair task’ but as an organizational task that will
optimize the recruitment of personnel in order to activate potentials. It demands a
change in perspective because the powerful actors in the university question what
they themselves do to either exclude or welcome women into the university. This is a
relevant item because, in former times, they generally presented themselves as persons
with very litde influence when asked about gender gaps in promotion and career
inside the organization when they themselves were steering the decisions (Holzbecher
etal., 1998).

Agreeing with Eczkowitz et al. (1994), Metz-Goeckel and Kamphans suppose that
in order to achieve a change in the culture of steering, there has to evolve a critical
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mass of women in academia, close to 30% (an important figure in Kanters 1977
work), which may be generated by redistributing resources and symbolic power.
Second, the cultural resistance of the university against female intellectuality must be
overcome; this cultural resistance does not present itself as a conscious and purposeful
prohibition of women but as a tacit strangeness moulded by tradition and customs.

Partially, a cultural turn has already been recognized. As Metz-Goeckel and
Kamphans say from their study of rectors and chancellors, women’s right to partici-
pate in high positions has become widely accepted. Women are regarded as a new
resource of scholarly development (Baltes, 1997).!? The reception of the notion of
gender mainstreaming among chancellors and rectors is not enthusiastic, but it seems
more discursively acceptable to them than the language of ‘promoting women’ or
‘gender equality programme’ or ‘anti-discrimination’ has been.

Whereas Metz-Goeckel and Kamphans found that chancellors and rectors agreed
on gender mainstreaming as a routine-changing initiative that should make sense,
some of them overtly admitted that, in the 1990s, ‘double talk’ was needed to rou-
tinely include gender equality programmes on the agenda. While ‘on stage’, gender
equality had been a normal important goal of interior and exterior constituencies;
‘off-stage’, which means inside the rectorate or in confidential deliberations with the
department heads on shortlists for chairs, gender equality had been treated as negli-
gible. Later, some chancellors and rectors perceived a rapprochement of official text
and subtext: they acknowledged showing more respect for the EOOs or for gender
equality regulations the more they were realized. Along with this recognition, how-
ever, came a definite historization of the first pioneering EOOs as really difficult peo-
ple to deal with, who with their aggressive behaviour were said to have caused more
damage than good; in contrast, today’s EOOs were evaluated as ‘reasonable’ and
‘competent’. The change in attitude towards gender equality seems to have emerged
from the university heads. The first generation of EOQOs, whose hard fights had
forced the university organization to open itself to gender questions, are discursively
expropriated and depicted as agents of the former problem, not as the pioneers of
solution. They are institutionally forgotten (Douglas, 1986), which shows that an
asymmetrical gender culture is still working, even though it has become riddled.

Gender Discourses as Cultural Frames: Asymmetries
and Reinterpretations

With these examples, I have tried to show that structure and culture are related in
complex and sometimes even contradictory ways when organizations have to change,
especially with respect to gender. A discourse of gender equality generally prevails,
framed by the newly developing discourse of competitiveness. Equal chances for both
genders, equal abilities, equal performances, as well as equal prospects and aspirations
for life are elements of this discourse of equality. Principally, this discourse of equality
is de-legitimizing any type of discrimination. Feminism is said to have become a
historical phase and therefore obsolete; gender inequality is said to have more or less
lost its power to segregate and has been refigured as mere gender differences. But
underneath this discourse, a subtext of inequality is still continuing, a discourse of
devaluation, diminishing and belittling women’s performances, giving them very lit-
tle encouragement, little radiant recognition, and few promotions. An empirical hint
of this phenomenon is provided by a study on female PhD candidates at the
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University of Bielefeld (Holzbecher, Kuellchen, & Loether, 2002). On the whole,
women showed worse self-perceptions and more insecurity about their performances
than did male PhD candidates. To interpret this, at least two possibilities are discur-
sively legitimate: ‘Blame it on the women’ and send them to counselling in order to
develop their self-consciousness or use institutional self-reflection to reveal how these
results may be linked to the dominant gender culture in the department, that is, to
show the ‘colour’ of gender discourses. It seems that equality discourse, theoretically
underpinned by the thesis that gender differences have become de-institutionalized,
has lost its legitimation. Despite the idea that still-perceivable gender-linked inequal-
ities will disappear over time, it is not easier to assume that asymmetrically gendered
cultures in academe as a severe source of discrimination and exclusion will also vanish.
According to some public opinion makers, gender is losing its structural and struc-
turing power. On the other hand, others subscribe to the thesis that academia is still
inherently deeply gendered.

One hint for this thesis lies in an empirical project on organizational learning
about overt and hidden asymmetrical gender culture at the University of Bielefeld
(Miiller, Holzbecher, & Meschkutat, 1999). After analysing and using some inter-
ventions to initiate organizational learning, five departments with varying gender
relations (physics, law, literature and languages, educational science, and biology) and
the university administration as a whole were confronted with controversial elements
of gender discourse. It turned out that on many crucial issues, for instance, sexual
harassment or stalking, there was a prevailing gender consensus whereas such a
consensus did not prevail in other controversial issues.

Gender-Neutral Language. The use of gender-neutral (or gender-inclusive) lan-
guage is now compulsory for all official university documents, but in practice, many
university teachers do not respect this regulation in their personal documents. The
female university members in the study were very sensitive to this fact, but they won-
dered if they should thematize these offences at any time because they feared they
could marginalize themselves in many contexts.

Indirect Discouragement of Female Students. This issue immediately made sense to
females but only rarely to males. The latter could not imagine what indirect hints of
exclusion could be perceptible to women but not to themselves.

Women's Colleges. Since research in the 1980s found that female German informa-
tional scientists and chemists graduated much more often from girls’ schools (which
are a rarity today in Germany), and owing to public debates on Hillary Clinton and
other graduates from women’s colleges in the United States in the 1990s, women’s col-
leges have become an issue of public and scholarly interest. To our amazement, every
respondent knew about this discourse and recapitulated the theme that women’s
schools are good for women: they learn better in the women-only environment, and
they develop interests in a broader range of disciplines. The female respondents con-
sistently approved of women’s colleges as a good space for development of women but
were sceptical about the acceptance of those graduates’ certificates in male-dominated
working life. The male respondents, although aware of the advantages for women’s
development, rejected the vast majority of mono-educational institutions because they
sheltered students from the ‘real’, or ‘serious’, world, that is, the one in which they
themselves lived; furthermore, men felt that universities would become too boring
without female students.
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Prevention. The question whether universities could do more to reduce the dropout
rate of females climbing up the academic ladder was answered positively by female
respondents, who named many measures that universities could adopt. The majority
of male respondents saw neither the necessity nor possibility of such strategies. They
relied on competitiveness (‘Excellent women will be successful; see example xyz’)
and the passage of time to let self-steering processes heal discrimination; they
blamed the rest on the women’s own traditional behaviour: choosing traditional
partners and interrupting their own careers to follow their partners’ paths or to care
for children.

These results show that as gender transitions (in each gender group are some who
do not agree with their respective majorities) and gender boundaries become visible,
females still experience the university as much more asymmetrically gendered than do
males. For example, ‘women-only’ spaces are welcomed by females but are still
distrusted and devalued by males.

Karin Zimmermann (2000) also shows this impact of gender discourse in her
analysis of the usurpation of East German departments of sociology by West German
sociology. She shows that, during the process of transforming East German universi-
ties, gender justice had never been constructed as a general question of the new struc-
tures but as a particularity. To act responsibly for the ‘common good’, for instance, to
establish new chairs quickly, to install newly selected professors, and so on did not
require gender equality criteria or chairs in women and gender studies, for example —
those circumstances were not ‘common’ but ‘particular’. Any attempt to address
gender questions had to build its arguments in answer to the rhetorical barrier of
pursuing particular interests instead of common ones. Together with an almost
entirely male representation on all boards making decisions, ‘bringing gender ques-
tions back in’ has been a slow and laborious process. Because the discourse is taking
place in a discursively active asymmetrical gender culture, the discourse must
acknowledge the threat of gender equality policies and gender studies to excellence.
Consequently, the successes of gender equality policies are belittled and discredited;
some discourses confirm that those successes have come about despize gender equality
measures and not because of them.

Conclusion

Today, Germany’s institutions of higher education have developed with respect to
their structural gender policies. They have developed some routines in self-observa-
tion and have established influential tools for observation from the ‘outside’ with
regard to gender relations inside academia (BMBE 2001; BuKoF, 2002; BLK, 2004;
CEWS"). On the cultural level, there are also some changes towards more openness
and recognition of gender questions, representation of females in the faculties, and
gender studies; on the other hand, strong anti-feminist discourses that take the form
of negative historization and maginalization are still active in academic constituencies
as well as in public. More market orientation and competitiveness, together with a
politics of clearer differentiations and distinctions among the scholarly personnel and
students in academia, may have effects in two directions: they may promote women
because of the merits of their performance, but they may also disadvantage them
because the interpretation of selection criteria has a gendered subtext.
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Gender mainstreaming as a new form of gender equality politics is a pervasive
concept: every layer of institutional structures, routines, and decisions has to be eval-
uated according to their impact on gender relations in the institution. This seems to
be an enormous step forward compared to the measures in the past that were oriented
more towards persons and situations and less towards structures and routines. But
organizational theory questions whether complex organizations can be expected to
change pervasively at all.

Meyer and Rowan’s (1992) thesis on organizations and change is that, of course,
organizations react to changes in their environments by incorporating elements that are
legitimated externally, thus demonstrating that they are acting on collectively valued
purposes in a proper and adequate manner (1992, p. 30). The incorporation of such
institutionalized elements as gender equality regulations provides an account of the
organizations’ activities that protects them from having their conduct questioned. By
incorporating socially legitimated rationalized elements into their formal structures,
organizations maximize their legitimacy and increase their resources for survival in their
exchange relations with their environments (e.g., ministries who require universities
implement and monitor gender equality policies). But organizations also have to take
care of their internal and boundary-spanning relations. Categorical rules may conflict
with other logics, and putting them through by control and sanctions may lead to con-
flicts and loss of legitimacy as well. Therefore, as Meyer and Rowan (1992) suggest,
inside organizations, a process of decoupling elements of structure and activities has
begun. With this strategy, many problems can be redefined in advantageous ways.
Internal adversity against gender equality policies, for instance, can be maintained, and
realms of traditionalism may exist further, as the internal constituencies are segregated
from one another and oriented towards diverse segments of structural elements.

This view shows that organizations may answer to pervasive strategies with strate-
gies of building up internal flexibilities by decoupling and therefore may cushion
themselves against pressure from the outside. This again raises interesting questions
concerning the relationship between structure and culture. To analyse the change of
structure, for instance, changing legislation in order to change gender inequality or
establishing more competition among higher education institutions, is very impor-
tant, but changing practices and cultures is a process that may develop independently.
How those processes forgo or follow behind one another may facilitate, hinder, or
even ignore one another, and the consequences lie in a presently unresearched field of
organizational analysis, higher education, and gender relations.

Notes

1. Furthermore, it has to be noted that the majority of European states did not have a system
of BA/MA/PhD but used Diploma, Magister Artium, and various types of state exams for
certain disciplines instead. In place of a PhD that enables to go further with an academic
career, both a dissertation and subsequent habilitation had to be written in the German-
speaking countries. Of course, some countries, such as the United Kingdom and the
Netherlands traditionally have had a system that resembles the U.S.-American system, but
many other countries have not.

2. PISA = Programme for International Student Assessment is an OECD-driven compara-
tive international panel study that shows that using characteristics of class and ethnicity to
select students for higher education has a particularly great impact in the German
education system.
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. On the level of implementation, however, restrictive admission criteria on the MA level

may in fact inhibit the chances for developing more interdisciplinarity; here, the fear of
losing disciplinary excellence, as well as losing ‘space’ for the respective specialties inside a
discipline, seems to work against it.

. There are other critical arguments as well that cannot be discussed more fully here; one

argument stresses that academic freedom in teaching and research is in danger when
finances and academic fields are increasingly oriented towards something called ‘the
market’ (Blomert, 2005; Nida-Ruemelin, 2005).

. This is not a new phenomenon but has been recognized as consternating news for two

years by both the Ministry of Family, Seniors, Women, and Youth and the association of
employers in German industry (BMFESFJ/BDI/TW, 2005).

. This is a general trait of administrative reform in Germany. In the author’s project on

gender constructions in German police, for instance, it turns out that, in the course of
introducing new management strategies, all police stations in Northrhine-Westphalia
shall now define their ‘goals’ for the next season, such as increasing the rate of robberies
solved to 70%, preventing traffic accidents involving children, or increasing the number
of parking tickets. Citizens become ‘customers” along with the state agencies co-operating
with the police.

. Of course, there are also differences. Not every university disposes of a department of

medicine, and some universities specialize in fields that others do not. Dortmund
University, for instance, developed from a former technical university and therefore has
disposed of some engineering departments and a department of statistics, which is an
exception in Germany. The disciplines in each university may be represented in very dif-
ferent sizes; ‘big’ sociological departments are, for instance, in Bielefeld and Frankfurt
with more than 20 chairs, whereas all the other sociological departments in Germany are
distinctively smaller. But the fact remains that, in the last 50 years, sciences, literature, arts,
humanities could all be found in almost any German university.

. In West Germany, these misogynous attitudes in academia were still prevalent among the

majority of German professors, as Anger (1960) found out. Even the very few female pro-
fessors that existed at that time agreed that generally women were not able to do scholarly
research.

. This may be interpreted in two ways: tradition and change. In the ‘tradition’ line, it may

seem that women become short-listed but de-valuated afterwards by peer review from out-
side. In the ‘change’ line, it may seem that women often are short-listed on quite a variety
of lists at several universities and finally decide on the best offer.

This happened to many equal opportunities officers in German higher education in the
late 1980s and early 1990s (see Holzbecher, Mueller, & Schmalzhaf-Larsen, 1998).

As Pellert also has pointed out, universities are not only characterized by their formal
structures but also by their respective disciplinary cultures and generally by an academic
culture based on expertise and excellence (Pellert 1999; Miiller 1999a).

Also on the structural level, developments cannot be denied. The increase in the percent-
age of female professors is not large and differs considerably among the disciplines but is
continuous, although, from an international perspective, the reluctance of German
universities and big research institutions against women at the top continues to persist.
The CEWS, Centre of Excellence for Women in Science, was established in 2000 by the
BMBF (Ministry for Education and Research) to report regularly on the developments of
gender relations in science and research. It has established a ranking of its own that
compares the gender policies in institutions of higher educations and their respective
outcomes (WWW.Cews.org).
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CHAPTER FOUR

GENDER EQuALIiTY CHALLENGES
AND HiGHER EDUCATION REFORM:
A CAsteE STupY UNIVERSITY OF DORTMUND

Christine Roloff

W ith the expansion of higher education, women have gained access to German
universities and are seeking the opportunity to learn and ascend the professional ranks.
It is still in dispute whether their access to higher education has developed owing to
democratic expectations of cultural forces or to market strategies responding to the
demand for a highly skilled labour force (Morley, 1999; Scott, 1999). Both factors
attest to modernization and social change. Within these developments, it seems as if
German higher education has taken over the role of social stratification. The universi-
ties knowledge, traditions, cultural codes, and hierarchy of decision making have
remained unchanged in spite of the differentiation of students and their educational
needs. Thus, the German higher education system has not integrated the new student
groups in a qualitative way; instead, it produces and perpetuates inequality by sorting
out rather than integrating non-traditional ideas and aspirations as students pursue
their academic careers. Consequently, a great amount of human resources, creativity,
and potential to further scientific and university development are lost. This wasteful
trend threatens the goals of science in achieving excellence (Osborn et al., 2000).

Germany is one of the countries with the lowest participation of women in higher
education careers as well as in the fields of science and technology. At the same time,
the numbers of female undergraduates and graduates and women in professional
work are constantly rising. Many women have become agents in the development of
higher education by being employed in new fields such as evaluation, organizational
development, and controlling (Hanft, 2000). Highly qualified women, among them
young mothers, are deeply engaged in their careers, yet the universities and the
research institutes are not prepared to integrate these highly motivated women into
their respective hierarchies. Thus, to realize gender equality in German higher educa-
tion and science careers is to achieve a new equality that no longer restricts the hopes
of women by supporting the traditional target group of white males.

The gender debate must be seen as part of the postmodern debate questioning the
epistemological tradition of unified science (Weiler, 2002). From the start, feminist
theory has been criticizing categories such as objectivity, certainty, or truth and pointing
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out the limitations of knowledge based on the scientific culture of men. The new means
of producing knowledge must synthesize interdisciplinary perspectives and multicul-
tural experiences as well as interests of various agents in order to be able to find adequate
definitions of social problems and democratic solutions (Gibbons et al., 1994; Pellert,
1999). Feminist research and gender studies contribute to the critique of science and to
a new relationship between scientific knowledge and society. That is why gender equal-
ity and adequate participation of women in academia favour not just women in partic-
ular but the general development of a democratic society as well. Although feminist
research and gender studies contribute to successful scientific production and to the
education of young female researchers in Germany, the acceptance and reputation of
such theoretical platforms within scientific communities are inadequate.

Strictly speaking, German universities are institutions of human resources devel-
opment, but there is little institutional understanding of this purpose thus far. To
reform higher education, the universities must take more responsibility at the level of
the institution in order to be able to increase their performance standards, to compete
with one another, and to rise to and/or maintain international standards.
Improvements and new challenges are strongly dependent on the agency of involved
people. The universities can no longer afford to individualize the attention given to
the new academic generation or to ignore innovative administrative staff. Instead,
German universities must implement systematic and transparent management of
human resources. Academic work and learning processes must be organized in such a
way that all students and employees are able to optimize their potential talents and
invest their gained competence in the improvement of the institution’s performance
while they advance their individual careers. The universities must create a personnel
development strategy that recruits undergraduate students and optimizes the quality
of their learning conditions. This strategy must also devise suitable methods of super-
vising and supporting students, graduates, and employees. Mentoring and career
guidance by professors and administrative and staff leaders are essential, especially in
assisting students and employees as they consider various academic and professional
career tracks. In addition, qualified academic lecturers and professors should demon-
strate competence in personnel development and diversity management and should
possess knowledge of distinct gender equality strategies. Most importantly, they
should show respect for people of different origins and backgrounds, for their views
of problems and solutions, and for their motivations and capabilities.

Combining gender questions with higher education reforms is therefore more
than just a matter of equal rights in a given world. It aims at structurally and com-
prehensively qualifying science, academia, and society. This reciprocal relationship
between gender equality and general improvements is basic to the implementation of
the gender perspective into the reform processes in the University of Dortmund. The
following text will present (1) information about the academic career track in
Germany; (2) the characteristics and structure of the University of Dortmund; and
(3) the steps to qualify the situation of women academics as well as to improve the
performance and competitiveness of the University of Dortmund.

Characteristics of the Career Track and the Lack of
Personnel Development Strategies

The German system of academic career track (assistantship, habilitation, co-optation)
shows systematic weaknesses that work against the adequate participation of women
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through a highly individualized promotion process. Furthermore, freedom of
research and teaching — the legal right of the German professor — is mostly misun-
derstood as one of individual freedom rather than institutional freedom. Therefore,
students receive very little institutional career guidance, and neither the administra-
tion nor faculty embraces a sense of institutional responsibility to govern the recruit-
ment and encouragement of future generations of academics. Guidance and
mentoring are dependent on the motivation of each individual professor (‘Die
Situation der Doktoranden in Deutschland’, 2004).

Undergraduate Studies

German undergraduate students usually do not receive substantial systematic feed-
back about their academic performance to encourage them to pursue graduate stud-
ies or academic careers. Students normally take an examination in several subjects to
conclude their basic courses in order to be admitted to the advanced courses, yet each
exam is assessed and graded by a professor or assistant.! Thus, students receive neither
feedback on their overall performance nor a transcript that documents their academic
progress. Because the system lacks a faculty-mentoring system to encourage students
to continue their studies or to help them consider an academic career, informal
encouragement tends to happen by chance from individual professors. What informal
communication on performance does occur, however, furthers the informal male-
mentoring system (Krimmer et al., 2003).

Admission to Graduate Studies

All vacancies for academic posts are formally announced, at least within the
University of Dortmund. In reality, the official announcement is often merely a for-
mality, and an informal process determines who is appointed, even before the official
announcement of the position is made (according to the author’s experience as the
university equality representative). Therefore, one begins an academic career at the
invitation of a professor to serve as his or her assistant for three to six years and asks
him or her to write a dissertation during that time. The criteria for selection of grad-
uate students vary greatly from post to post because the qualifications for a post in a
chairgroup (i.e., the working section of a professoriate) are defined by one professor.
Because approximately 90% of the professors are men, this process disadvantages
women, a finding that is supported by Allmendinger et al.’s (1999) research showing
that the more formalized the hiring processes in the research institutes the better the
chances for advancement by women. Thus, in an extreme situation, one professor can
‘make or break’ a student’s academic career in German higher education (Kavka &
Wiedmer, 2001).

Steps to Obtaining Professorship

German universities have required passage of the examination of habilitation in
addition to the PhD in order to obtain professorship. It requires another phase of
assistantship of up to six years, an elaborate scholarly document, and a
disputation with the faculty, which as a whole will decide to give or refuse the
venia legendi (permission to read or teach). In order to improve the career track
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of graduate students, attempts have been made to weaken the requirement of
habilitation. For example, the German Research Association (DFG) created the
Emmy Noether Program in 2000 in order to open a new track to professorship.?
It is a five-year programme for young academics with a PhD. Another attempt of
the government to alter the career track is the newly created position of a junior
professorship, which lasts for a period of six years. It gives young postdoctoral
academics more flexibility and responsibility in their research and teaching activities.?
Both career modules are temporary, which means that young academics cannot
continue their careers in these positions. With the exception of tenured profes-
sorships, academic posts are normally temporary and restricted; after the post-
doctoral lecturing qualification of habilitation, it is necessary to apply for a
professorship in a different university in order to be offered a chair. Rarely does
an individual receive a chair in the faculty where the assistantship has been com-
pleted. The qualified academics in both the Emmy Noether Program and the
junior professorship must also be offered a chair after having completed the pro-
gramme; however, they are allowed to continue their career in the same univer-
sity if they have already transferred to another university after the PhD
examination. In both programmes, it is still quite uncertain whether the respec-
tive faculties will respect these special career steps by the selection boards
because, among professors, the abolition of the postdoctoral lecturing qualifica-
tion is very controversial. Thus, it is not certain that, even after having completed
habilitation or one of the programmes, a candidate will be successful in an appli-
cation process. The German individualistic career system very often depends on
connections and old-boy networks. In fact, there are rules and regulations as well
as criteria for applying for and being offered chairs, but the whole system
depends on co-optation. This means that the professional colleagues in a faculty
have the greatest influence on the new faculty members. They not only negotiate
the necessary qualifications, but they also decide whether the candidates fit into
the faculty and whether qualifications should be reinterpreted in order to make
certain candidates suitable (see, e.g., Zimmermann, 2000).

Whereas it is indispensable to do elaborate research and to publish when on the
career track to professorship, the teaching capabilities of young academics are neither
furthered nor evaluated systematically. Quite often women academics like to teach
and in their early years and invest a great amount of time in teaching without obtain-
ing official acknowledgement or documentation (Arnold & Bos, 1996) or much sys-
tematic instruction or evaluation of their teaching. At the University of Dortmund,
for example, such instruction and evaluation are voluntary.

In sum, no clear promotional principle exists to make an academic career pre-
dictable and systematic. In addition, the German system tends to reproduce the sta-
tus quo in all respects, including gender balance. Within this framework, male
professors tend to further and select male students and applicants more frequently
than they select females (Krimmer et al., 2003). Not only is the statistical probability
very small for female newcomers to become professors when compared to male coun-
terparts, but there are still strong cultural stereotypes against the expectation of either
female professorships or academic careers. In addition, German universities do not
generally provide childcare for students and academics. Consequently, only a few
encouraging female role models do exist.
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The University of Dortmund: Short History,
Disciplinary Structure, and Gender Relations

The University of Dortmund is one of the 360 institutions of higher education in
Germany. Among these, one-third are universities, including technical universities
(Technische Universititen/Hochschulen) as well as teacher training and theological col-
leges (Pidagogische Hochschulen, Theologische Hochschulen); more than half are uni-
versities of applied science (Fachhochschulen), and about 14% are colleges of art, music,
and sport (Kunsthochschulen, Musikhochschulen, Sporthochschulen).

Approximately 1.9 million students are enrolled in these institutions. While three
quarters of them study in universities, about one quarter attend universities of
applied science, and a little more than 1% of the students study in colleges of art,
music, or sport. The German higher education system has experienced considerable
growth during the past 35 years. The growth has occurred, in part, because of the
increase in the number of the universities of applied science (from 0 to more than
180 since 1970) and even more so because of the considerable expansion of the old
universities and the establishment of new ones.

The University of Dortmund, located in the Ruhr region of the Bundesland
Northrhine-Westfalia, is one of the large new universities, founded in 1968 during
the phase of the educational expansion at the peak of the student movement. It was
intended to be a technical university with faculties of science and engineering,
including spatial planning, economics, and business management, in order to pro-
vide skilled workforce for the industrial firms of the region (Reininghaus, 1993). In
1980, it was united with the Pedagogical College Ruhr, the predecessors of which go
back to the sixteenth century (Kirchhoff, 1993). And thus, the University of
Dortmund has included faculties of educational theory, rehabilitation, social sciences,
languages, and arts.

More than 90% of the University of Dortmund’s, 21,244 students, come from the
Bundesland Northrhine-Westfalia area, while the remaining 10% come from other
German Linder (states) or from abroad (Universitit Dortmund, 2002a). The
University of Dortmund still has a somewhat twofold profile of science and technol-
ogy as well as departments in educational theory, rehabilitation, social sciences, lan-
guages, and arts. All of these departments offer teacher-training studies but not
exclusively; there are also a few diploma or BA/MA studies. This profile makes for an
unequal distribution of gender according to subjects, exams, position, and staff.4

In October 2002, 2,337 people were employed by the University of Dortmund, half
academic (1,164) and half administrative and technical staft (1,163). Another 1,096 per-
sons were funded by research or industrial financing; half of the latter were students and
the other half were auxiliary personnel (511). At that time, the proportion of women aca-
demics was 23%, and the proportion of women administrators and technicians was 54%
(Universitit Dortmund, 2002). For example, between 1995 and 2000, the Kanzler, or
vice-chancellor, was a woman. In 2004, the central administration was comprised of six
departments, two of which were led by women.> The proportion of women in leadership
positions within the departments was 20% (4 of 20), including the head of the library.
Otherwise, women were concentrated in lower ranks.

The constitutional organization of the University of Dortmund is based on a tra-
ditional rectorship (Rektoratsverfassung). The rector, or chancellor, is nearly always a



48 / CHRISTINE ROLOFF

professor from within the institution, a so-called primus inter pares. He or she is
elected by colleagues — or more precisely by the academic senate — and after the end
of the period of office (four or eight years), he or she continues as an ordinary mem-
ber of the faculty.® The governing board of the University of Dortmund is chaired
by the chancellor (Rekror), currently male, and consists of the vice-chancellor
(Kanzler) and four vice-rectors (Prorektor), each of whom serves for two years.
Currently, the vice-rector for study and curriculum reform is female. Each vice-rector
is entrusted with responsibilities such as study and curriculum reform, research and
promotion, finance, organization and personnel development, and infrastructure
and media.

The participation of women at the University of Dortmund across subjects and
academic levels is similar to the general distribution in Germany as well as that
throughout Europe (Osborn et al., 2000). However, some characteristics should be
mentioned in detail. Between 1995 and 2002, the percentage of women undergrad-
uates was over 40%, but this rose by 3.5%. Even greater was the percent change for
graduate (13.6%) and PhD students (10.7%). Women completing habilitation saw
the greatest increase from 10 to 30%. In less than a decade, women students
increased their participation to approximately half of undergraduates and graduates,
one quarter of PhD students, and one-third of habilitation students (see figure 4.1).
However, in October 2004, the proportion of female students enrolled at the
University of Dortmund (45.2%) was slightly below the overall representation of
women in German institutions of higher education: 47.9%. This overall participa-
tion of women varies greatly by subject with science and technology being dominated
by men. Mathematics, with 32% female students, and natural sciences, with 35%
female students, also continue to be male-dominated whereas women constitute the
majority in pedagogy, languages, and cultural studies (70% women), and art, music,
and sport (67% women).

The pattern of participation rates through the academic career at the University of
Dortmund is similar to that of German higher education: ‘the higher the position,
the more male’ it is, although some exceptions to the pattern exist. It is remarkable that
15.6% of the professors are women, which is 4.3% higher than the average of 11.2%
for German universities (see figure 4.1).” The rate for the highest faculty position (C4)
at the University of Dortmund at 13.5% is nearly twice the German average at 7.7%.
Of course, there are higher rates of participation by women in pedagogic and language
studies as well as cultural studies. However, the proportion of 10.9% in engineering’s
highest ranks is significant when compared to the average in Germany of about 3%
(BLK, 2002). Four of these six female professors with the highest status are in the
department of spatial planning, one in chemical technology, and one in building and
construction. These are also the engineering fields with the greatest number of female
students (above 30% each). This participation rate by women can most likely be
attributed to the creation of spatial planning and building and construction as inter-
disciplinary departments when the university was founded and during its first phase
of reform in the 1960s.%

Compared to the number of women in its faculties, the University of Dortmund
has fewer female assistants than do other German universities. Women hold only
24.7% of assistant posts as compared to the 31.9% average for Germany. In all subject
groups, female participation as academic assistant staff is lower than the proportion of
women as students at the University of Dortmund. This phenomenon shows that, on
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one hand, the faculties tend to privilege men when appointing assistants. On the other
hand, the lower rates are due to the university’s subject structure with only a few assis-
tant posts in the subjects where there are many female graduates and, by comparison,
many posts where only few women applicants exist.

Holding an assistant post does not mean one is pursuing a doctorate and striving
for an academic career. In winter 2002/2003, 35% of the doctoral students were
women, but only 25% of them held assistantships; thus, they pursued their doctoral
studies as extern members or were funded by grants more often than men were. From
2000 to 2002, the average proportion of females who completed their PhD examina-
tions was 23.2%. In each subject other than engineering, the females who completed
their PhD exams exceeded the proportion of women in assistant posts. In engineering,
the reverse was true: the rate of doctorates was only half of the proportion of assistant
positions (Universitit Dortmund Studierendenstatistik, 2002b). The difference in
types of female participation within the subject groups or fields is accounted for by
the environmental and structural variables within each field, such as the traditional
cultures of these professional disciplines as well as the departmental attitudes and
decisions about academic promotion.

Furthermore, the reasons for the differing figures and rates compared to Germany
in general are (1) the historical development of the University of Dortmund as a tech-
nical university; (2) the relative rareness of female students and applicants in the
departments of science and technology whereas, in the pedagogical departments, the
competition for the best jobs is higher with males tending to win more often; and
(3) the equality activities of the past years to explain the higher rate in the category
professors. For example, the equality representative is a member of every selection
board, and she has succeeded in several cases to promote women professors.” In addi-
tion, during the past 15 years, seven professors have been appointed for gender studies
in several subjects, according to a special ministerial programme of Northrhine-
Westfalia.'®
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Integrating Gender Equality in Reform Processes
at the University of Dortmund

Restructuring these and other aspects of German higher education requires a com-
prehensive perspective of human resource management. To improve structures and
organization, the University of Dortmund is incorporating gender equality into
reform strategies. For example, the university is examining the motivations and
unequal participation of male and female students and academics.

In order to implement the perspective of gender equality into the reform processes
in the university, the relationship between gender equality and general improvements
must be reciprocal. The asymmetrical participation of women in study fields and
higher education careers is a symptom of the structural problems in the system of
higher education generally and at this university specifically. These structural problems
are evidenced by the following:

® The drop in the number of students in science and engineering and the inability
of these departments to attract new target groups, especially females;

® Subjects with curricula that do not lead to a distinct profession (such as spatial
planning where professional employment is variable) and lack of guidance coun-
selling for students — in these fields, female graduates have greater problems find-
ing jobs; (Wasgien, 2002)

® A relatively high average dropout rate of 30% — the dropout rate of female stu-
dents is higher in engineering; (Brendel & Metz-Géckel, 2001)

¢ The individual prolongation of the period of time of study until the first
professional qualification is gained'!

¢ The gap between qualification and the demand of the labour market

¢ The contingency of academic careers as indicated above

® The lack of appreciation for the teaching qualifications of lecturers by the sci-
entific communities as well as the selection boards in universities

As one of the first universities to introduce new strategies of quality assessment and
performance-based financing to improve these and other problems, the University of
Dortmund responded to the change in government funding that gave institutions more
freedom in financial decisions and increased accountability by emphasizing output criteria.
In 1992, the governing board presented its first report on the teaching quality in different
courses of studies one year before the government of Northrhine-Westfalia made this a legal
requirement. In 1994, the university implemented an indicator-based system for the inter-
nal distribution of money to the academic faculty departments. It included such output cri-
teria as completed examinations and research grants obtained. In 1995, when the
government gave the universities more freedom in budget decisions, the governing board
and the senate passed a concept of principles for these decisions; for example, surplus
money should be spent to raise the quality of teaching and to support applications for
research grants. In addition, in 1995, the university started a review procedure in order to
assess performance in teaching, research, and organization in every faculty department. The
method included both a self-evaluation based on a questionnaire, a peer assessment, and a
reform process based upon faculty and other expert recommendations.

From 1994 on, there have been efforts to integrate gender equality criteria in these
reform instruments. The equality representative recommended integrating gender
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monitoring into the evaluation, and the faculty departments were asked to report on the
progress towards equality. In 1997, the first financial incentive to support gender equal-
ity was given. The governing board decided that surplus money should be spent sup-
porting ‘innovative personnel and intelligence resources” (resolution of the governing
board in 1997), which spoke to efforts furthering women as academics and providing
financially based incentives to support the progress of gender equality. Nevertheless,
several years passed before systematic incentives became possible.

The most important step during this early phase of reform was not just integrat-
ing gender equality into the new public management instruments, such as evaluation
and financing by performance criteria; rather, it gave the equality representative the
platform to point out and to sharpen the argument that gender equality can be real-
ized only within the context of reform by enlarging the talent pool, taking up
personnel development in academia, and contributing to new means of knowledge
production.

In 1996, an opportunity to realize the integration was launched with the Volkswagen
Foundation ‘Efficiency by Autonomy’. This programme was created to encourage and
support ten German universities that implemented significant higher education reforms
in organizational structure and management by reallocating funds as well as the mod-
ernizing both study programmes and quality assessment in research and teaching
(VolkswagenStifrung, 1998). At the suggestion of the equality representative supported
by other female academics of the university, the University of Dortmund participated in
the programme with its project ‘Quality and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges
Higher Education Reform’, which documented the university’s progress towards inte-
grating gender equality within the subject of university reform. The Volkswagen
Foundation required the chancellor (Rekzror) to be responsible for the 767,000 Euro
project. Although he and one of the vice-rectors chaired the internal steering group, a
project team was responsible for mobilizing the co-operation of the governing board, the
administrative departments, and the faculties. The Volkswagen Foundation sent several
higher education reform experts to consult on and evaluate the project, which enhanced
the status and importance of the project. Furthermore, the project was supported by the
Science and Research Ministry of Northrhine-Westfalia with the sum of 130,000 Euros.
The ministry was interested because they acknowledged the innovative ideas of adapting
the frame of the equality law to the new situation in higher education management,
giving more responsibility and autonomy to the individual institutions. The regulations
dated from 1985 but were revised in 2000 with respect to the new public management
instruments (University Law of Northrine-Westfalia).

The Processes of Change

In November 1998, the University of Dortmund started the five-year project with
two foci: (1) to reform strategies and instruments of the governing board and the
administration; and (2) to improve quality and performance within the faculty
departments. Within these two foci was the intention to implement gender criteria
into daily decisions about work (see figure 4.2). The centralized strategies and goals
of the decentralized agency levels were gradually interrelated as the work progressed.
The results mutually supported both the decisions and steering instruments of the
governing board and the initiatives of the faculty departments, such as the decision of
financing and rewarding gender equality progress.
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The Reform Strategies and Structural Decisions

At the top level of the institution, the project team recommended and endorsed the
systematic integration of gender equality into the reform instruments and prepared
guidelines for the responsible administrative departments. These guidelines included
(1) the questionnaire for self-evaluation within the review system that had been
started in 1995; (2) the financial allocation system; (3) the data information and con-
trol system; (4) the goal-setting processes and primary objectives; and (5) the profile
structure of the university.

External factors have delayed implementation of some measures. For example, the
integration of gender criteria into the review and the allocation systems has yet to be
completed owing to a delay in the implementation of the systems themselves pending
ministerial decisions.

Centralized Decisions

The initiative ‘Quality and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges Higher
Education Reform’ has brought about significant changes in gender equality at the
University of Dortmund. Currently, funds for teaching and research are distributed
among the faculty and departments according to an indicator system where one cri-
terion measures the adequate qualification of women. Faculties with both female
undergraduates and graduates who have discontinued PhD have to spend a certain
amount of their annual money to improve gender equality. It will be up to the equal-
ity representative as well as to the equal rights commission to continue these efforts
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under the new conditions.!? Furthermore, more work is needed to complete moni-
toring of equal gender inclusion. The administration regularly produces data on stu-
dents and personnel by gender, but new monitoring indicators should be introduced,
such as statistics on the working conditions, the duration of short-term contracts,
and pay and resource gender gaps as well as data on successful applications for awards
and research grants and the provision of childcare facilities at the university.
German higher education reform has resulted in structural decisions intended to
create a distinctive image and profile of each university. Within this process, the gov-
erning board of the University of Dortmund has recently begun to consider and
include feminist research and gender studies. These fields have been quite traditional
at the University of Dortmund (seven gender studies chairs and many more gender
research publications), but thus far they have received little acknowledgement. With
the support of the project, gender research was successfully positioned as one of the
important factors in the future research structure of the university. In addition, an
interdisciplinary centre for research on the dynamics of gender constellations was
founded. The involved professors and academics have gained research grants, have
started research projects, and are organizing workshops on feminist theory. The centre
includes graduate education and a programme for international visiting scholars.
Feminist and gender studies have gained importance for study programmes, too.
According to the Bologna Process, the governing board decided that all newly created
bachelor and master’s programmes must include gender studies modules. One of the
professors of the centre is head of an internal commission whose purpose it is to advise
the faculty departments on how to accomplish this task. In 2002, the University of
Dortmund and the Ministry of Science and Research of Northrhine-Westfalia offi-
cially agreed to these objectives and developments. Furthermore, the University of
Dortmund promised to continue and expand the measures of academic personnel
development that were implemented by the gender equality reform project.

Decentralized Decisions: Processes within
Faculty Departments

At the decentralized level, the main focus of ‘Quality and Innovation: Gender
Equality Challenges Higher Education Reform’ was to create four pilot departments
representing different disciplines: chemistry, mechanical engineering, spatial plan-
ning, and the teacher-training faculty for social/philosophical/theological studies.
The strategic initiative in each faculty was to analyse and verify organizational data
on the situation of women and the state of reforms. Relevant agents, such as the dean,
professors, students, assistants, and advisers were interviewed, and a network of con-
tacts with the project team was established. Each faculty analysed the results and sug-
gested improvements. Two faculties established working groups, and the other two
welcomed project members on the respective boards of the proposed working sub-
jects, for example, promoting commissions to improve study information. An incen-
tive system was launched to give impetus to the activities. In order to establish special
measures, the pilot faculties could apply for surplus money given by the governing
board. Thus, each faculty appointed project groups working out special subjects on
their own authority, for example, improving female enrollment, improving students’
guidance and mentoring, and providing labour market information. They were
supported and guided by the project team and advised by the steering group.
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Five other units eventually joined the project: pedagogy, languages and cultural
studies, the Building and Construction Department, the Department of Arts and
Music, and the Center for Research on Higher Education and Faculty Development.
They chose to participate in the incentive system and received surplus money to inte-
grate improvements of gender equality into their reform strategies. They were also
advised by the project team.

Activities at the level of the faculty departments included modernization and
improvement of academic advise and study programme reforms; improvement of
study conditions; guidance and mentoring of students; academic career guidance;
career advice for academic professionals outside the university; integration of gender
competence training in higher education didactics; and media instruction for
research teams, including secretaries and student assistants.

Financial incentives were used to initiate the activities, but faculties and institutes
had to contribute one quarter of their surplus funds in order to sustain the activities.
They also had to promise to implement the new actions or procedures in order to
continue funding. In principle, measures and improvements were aimed at both gen-
ders in that the departments dealt with general problems of higher education reform.
But financial incentives were leveraged to create an awareness of gender regarding
unequal conditions, participation, and opportunities for women and men that then
became a starting point for general improvement.

Project Outcomes: An Example

As the project name ‘Quality and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges Higher
Education Reform’ suggests, reform in higher education is ongoing and systemic.
Incorporating gender equality into reform initiatives often begins by changing existing
programmes in which gender equality is not readily apparent. For example, the
Faculty of Social, Philosophical and Theological Studies offers teacher-training pro-
grammes on three levels: primary, lower secondary, and high school. Only the high
school level graduate is permitted to continue studies for a PhD. Primary and lower
secondary school graduates principally have no other choice other than to leave the
university to teach school. In times when school-teaching jobs are rare, these graduates
have limited employability after having completed their traineeship in a school.
Notably, many of these graduates pass their exams with great success and write final
papers that often deal with school problems and didactics of the disciplines for which
research is necessary. However, because of this system, many qualified graduates are
disbarred from continuing an academic career even though a market exists for them in
the university. Researchers with teaching experience are rare, and the professors would
like to have more PhD students. Not surprisingly, 70-90% of these students are
women. Intensifying the development of the new generation of academics in teacher-
training disciplines is a matter of both institutional improvement and individual
advancement, especially of women.

In response to this institutional oversight and its inherent implications regarding
gender equality, the project supported the implementation of a graduate school for
graduates of primary and lower secondary school levels. It offers a one-year study pro-
gramme comprised of scientific theory and research methods as well as special subject
fields. Upon completing the programme, the student is awarded a certificate, which
allows her or him to begin a PhD study. Not only are the students able to begin
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advanced studies, but they are also able to circumvent the informal process of individually
contacting a professor to assume an advisory role. Before this programme was intro-
duced, it was possible for graduates of primary and lower secondary levels to find a
professor who was willing to accept a dissertation, but then the students had to make
individual arrangements regarding the additional credits to take. This current official
and transparent programme generally meets the needs of graduates better than the for-
mer informal process did, and it addresses the particular needs of women. The pro-
gramme has been positively evaluated and has been included in the university’s
internal grant system so that students can apply for grants.

Soon after the implementation of the new study programme, the number of par-
ticipating students grew from 3 to 28, and now more than 50 students are enrolled;
75% of them are women. The participation of women in a regular PhD programme
in the Faculty of Social, Philosophical and Theological Studies has also grown.
Whereas in winter 1997/1998, 43% of the PhD students were female, in winter
2001/2002, women accounted for 61%.

The example given demonstrates that in order to increase participation by
women, optional or qualitative improvements are basic. For example, without the
graduate programme created specifically for the teacher-training graduates of pri-
mary and lower secondary levels, many would not have chosen the career path to a
PhD. However, not every change or measure increases the number of women’s
participants.

Initiating Optional Qualitative and
Quantitative Improvements

The perspective of a gender-equal personnel development process used by the project
‘Quality and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges Higher Education Reform’ led
to improvements in a variety of reform situations and institutional environments.
Because these diverse and complex tasks were executed in subtly differentiated ways
and through individual measures, much time passed before their completion. When
change aims at thinking and awareness, at agency and decision making, and not at
technical or organizational matters alone, those involved must consistently generate
communication, argumentation, and acceptance in dialogue and negotiation. Thus,
success is not easily measured. Three interrelated dimensions of improvement are
(1) increased participation of women according to staff counts or exams; (2) expanded
activities of women and extension of their career options and decisions; and (3) greater
acknowledgement by the faculty and university members of women’s potential,
motivations, and performance.

Regardless of the discipline, when integrating feminist and gender studies into the
programmes, the improvement is not measurable but is defined by the programmes’
potential for engendering personnel development on the part of its participants.
Sometimes reform efforts are delayed and struggles ensue despite efforts to infuse
gender equality into the curricula. For example, the Faculty of Arts, Music, and
Textile Design incorporated gender studies into the curriculum with a series of lec-
tures by different speakers. The faculty did not continue the lectures, but because the
governing board decided that the new bachelor and master curricula must contain
gender studies modules, they will have to consider such studies in gender in the
future and give feminist researchers more support.



56 / CHRISTINE ROLOFF

Conclusion

The strategy at the University of Dortmund can be seen as part of the gender-main-
streaming ‘movement’ of the European Union, which is the systematic integration of
equal opportunities for both genders into organization and culture. The concept was
adopted by the German central government in 2000 as one of the leading principles
of the common standing orders of the federal ministries. The University of
Dortmund was ahead of other universities on this development, and the initiative
was judged promising by the Northrhine-Westfalian Ministry of Science and
Research. In 2000, the university law was amended and now requires that progress in
gender equality be added to the criteria governing the reallocation of financial
resources. Furthermore, the law requires gender-equality criteria in quality assess-
ment and gives the representative for equal rights admittance to the meetings of the
governing board.

With the project ‘Quality and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges Higher
Education Reforn, the University of Dortmund has taken a leading position. With
regard to the project’s start, the idea of integrating gender questions into higher edu-
cation reform strategies has disseminated into the reform efforts of other universities
and the national higher education and research institutions and boards. Other
universities’ reform efforts are keeping pace or even overtaking those of the University
of Dortmund. The Federal Ministry of Research supported the offering of a
“Total-E-Quality-Award’, and various universities have already gained the rating. The
German Research Council, the Science Council, and the Conference of the Federal
and States’ Governments for Educational Planning and Research recommend the
inclusion of gender criteria in evaluation processes, award of financial incentives, and
assessment of universities and research institutes (Wissenschaftsrat, 1998; BLK,
2000; ‘Gleichstellung ...”, 2002). For the Federal Conference of University Leaders,
the subject “Women in Science’ has become a ‘matter of the bosses™ (idw, 2003).

It is the non-stop interaction of women’s claims and movements in each higher
education institution and scientific community with the political lobby of government
intended to change legislation that brings change gradually. I locate change within an
action, interaction, and conflict theory: Social and organizational change is possible
only by interference of those who want it. That is what has happened in the University
of Dortmund, and what happens, actually, in higher education in general.

The incorporation of gender equality questions in the reform process at the
University of Dortmund has been made possible in a historical situation wherein
women are participating in higher education as students, lecturers, professors, and
more rarely as leading administrative staff, such as vice-rectors, vice-chancellors, and
chancellors. That women are present in these roles in universities is the result of the
women’s movement in the 1960s and 1970s and the efforts of the equality represen-
tatives during the past 15 years. As agents of higher education reform, women aca-
demics have greatly needed and now are able to use an infrastructure of networking
and lobbying, which was established during those years. Furthermore, higher educa-
tion structures are being reconstructed and are therefore somewhat vulnerable and
susceptible to new ideas. In this situation, gender equality, when seen as a reciprocal
concept, has something to offer: Women academics bring competence and potential;
they also think and act with respect to the general quality of higher education and
social development — and not simply with respect to their own advantage, a reproach
with which many of them are confronted. The achievements of the project ‘Quality
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and Innovation: Gender Equality Challenges Higher Education Reform’ supporting
the overall performance of the University of Dortmund have been acknowledged by
the governing board and by the funding foundation.

However, for the University of Dortmund, the task has not finished. In reality, the
university has taken only its first steps in creating gender-equal personnel develop-
ment and amending structural decisions to accommodate gender equality. Before
concluding the project, one of the last initiatives was to establish a commission for
human resource development chaired by the vice-rector for finance, organization,
and personnel development.!? The commission was formed to further an institu-
tional understanding of human resource development, including equality and equal
opportunities. To the members of this commission belongs the equality representa-
tive as well as persons teaching didactics, organizing further education courses, or
being entrusted with staff administration. These persons form a cooperative network
all over the university. For example, the Center for Research on Higher Education
and Faculty Development, which traditionally offers courses in teaching qualities, is
now offering seminars on organizational and personnel development as well as work-
shops on gender competence for academics (Wildt, 2002; Metz-Gockel & Roloff,
2002; Metz-Gockel, Roloff, and Sattari, 2003). Structural decisions have been made
in order to guide and support individual engagement and agency. It is up to the
future agents to continue the task.

Notes

1. The German diploma courses are divided into Grund — (basic) and Haupt — (advanced)
studies. In order to begin the Hauptstudium students have to pass a Zwischen — (interim)
examination.

2. The programme (for men and women) is called Emmy Noether Program after the famous
mathematician who earned her postdoctoral lecturing qualification (habilitation) in 1918 at
the University of Gé8ttingen two years before women were officially admitted to such an
examination. Students in this programme will begin with a research stay in a university
abroad, and afterwards they will be given the opportunity to establish a research group of
their own in a German university. There they should become a member of a faculty and be
fully integrated into the teaching programme. After five years in the programme, they
should be ready to accept a chair as a professor.

3. Academics in the Junior Professorship Programme are members of faculty; they are not assis-
tants of individual professors. A junior professor is evaluated after three years, and the position
will only be prolonged for another three years if the junior professor receives a positive evalua-
tion. The position of the junior professor is controversial among the German Linder, e.g., it is
accepted in Northrhine-Westfalia but not in Bayern and Thiiringen.

4. The proportion of female students in mathematics, natural sciences, and engineering is
about 25%, whereas in pedagogics, languages, cultural studies, and art/music/sport, it is up
to 70%. The same structure can be seen in examinations. Among the academic staff, only
23% are women and in the administrative staff, 54%. In the highest position of professor
(C4), 13% are women, and in the leading positions of administration, about 20% are
women.

5. The six departments are as follows: academic and students” affairs/legal section, planning
and controlling, staff administration, organization and personnel development, budget and
research affairs, technical and construction affairs.

6. The academic senate is an elected board, consisting of 13 professors, 4 assistants,
4 students, and 4 administrators. The chair of the senate is the chancellor (Rektor).

7. Note: Women PhDs were not counted in 1995. The figure shown, 14.9, was the percentage
for 1997.
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8. Many research findings state that women are more attracted by interdisciplinary studies in
engineering. They have broader interests even in school (e.g., mathematics as well as lan-
guages) whereas boys, who choose engineering later on, already tend towards mathemat-
ics and physics in school (Roloff & Evertz, 1992; Minks, 2000).

9. The office of the equality representative has existed since 1988 at the University of
Dortmund. The equality representative is a member of the university staff, either aca-
demic or administrative. She is elected by the women of the university. She is released
from her usual tasks, but she does not receive extra pay for the job.

10. The subjects include sociology, spatial planning, rehabilitation, romance languages and
literature, German language and literature, and cultural studies.

11. E.g., a period of time within which a student should complete his or her studies is
9 semesters, but the actual average duration of study time is 12 semesters.

12. Board of elected representatives consists of 2 professors, 2 assistants, 2 students, and
2 administrators; the chair is the equality representative.

13. Until September 2001, the responsibilities of this vice-rector were planning and finance
only. When the basic order of the University of Dortmund was amended during the proj-
ect, his area of work was extended to personnel and organization.
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CHAPTER FI1VE

GENDER EQuiTy AND HIGHER EDUCATION
REFORM IN AUSTRIA

Ada Pellert and Michaela Gindl

Since the 1970s, the Austrian universities have slowly but steadily become “feminized’.!
During the 1970s, Austrian universities saw an immense expansion in terms of both
facilities and personnel. Greater options for participation increased the plurality of
scientific approaches and modernization of the research landscape, and democratization
of participation for assistants and students moved to the centre of higher education policy.
In this context, although providing more access for women was not an explicit political
goal of reform, Austria has successfully increased women’s participation numerically
across social backgrounds, and the widening participation of women in the tertiary
sector has led to a substantial increase of female participation at the universities as well.
For example, the rate of women increased among the first-year students from 30% in
the academic year 1970/1971 to 53% in the academic year 2002/2003.

A review of the ten-year history of promotion of women in science and research in the
state-run higher education system of Austria shows that women have increased their par-
ticipation in tertiary education and that the representation of women in science and
research has improved. The legal and programmatic measures as well as scholarships offered
by the Ministry for Education, Science, and Culture have led both to an improved gender
ratio, even in higher positions, and to an awareness about the situation of women in science
and research. The expected outcomes, however, have fallen short of those necessary to bring
about gender equality as a result of unfavourable economic conditions, a bureaucratic sys-
tem, and traditional organizational cultures. A more detailed analysis of progress towards
gender equality, however, shows that the results are mixed and continued change is neces-
sary. Although women still dominate in certain less prestigious disciplines, such as the
humanities, both the leaky pipeline and the glass ceiling persist in Austrian universities.

In order to derive holistic strategies to promote women in science and research in
Austria, agents of higher education policy must consider the broader cultural context

in which it is embedded:

1. The Austrian higher education system is changing, adopting a new steering
model comprised of (1) managerialism, deregulation, and competition;
(2) institutional budgetary autonomy as well as personal and organizational
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autonomy; and (3) a new steering instrument of goal/output agreements,
reports, indicator-based budgets, and university boards.

2. The employment system at universities is stagnant. In the 1970s, when the sys-
tem expanded, there was a lack of qualified women; now, many qualified
women are available for work, but the jobs are not.

3. The Austrian culture is conservative. The general consensus is that women
should have a good education, but they are not expected to study beyond the
first degree. Childcare policies create expectations for women to do consider-
able family work while still engaging in the labour market.

4. The integration of Austria into the European Union has helped to reduce gen-
der inequality. EU polices call for Austria to compare its equity performance
with other European countries — and Austria compares unfavourably (EC,
2003; Pechar & Pellert, 2004). In addition, the European integration of gen-
der equality emphasizes the ‘economic argument’. To achieve the Lisbon
Goals, the European Union needs more researchers, and a large pool of highly
qualified female researchers is available.?

Austria’s conservative cultural and social traditions strongly influence gender dis-
courses and attitudes towards female participation in the labour market and familial
task sharing.® This has an important consequence: women are not explicitly and
broadly supported or empowered to advance in the workforce. By European standards,
Austria has low participation and graduation rates in higher education for both men
and women. For example, in the year 2001, only 12% of the population over 15 years
held a tertiary education degree (Wroblewski et al., 2005). A comparison by
Organization for Economic and Cooperative Development (OECD, 2003) ranked
Austria twenty-sixth among 30 countries.

Background: Higher Education Policy and Reforms

Undil the late 1960s, Austrian universities followed the Humboldtian model of organ-
ization. Universities were state-owned and government-run agencies, and academics
were civil servants appointed by the Minister of Education, Science, and Culture. As
long as universities remained small elite institutions, this heavy dependency on the
state rarely had negative consequences for academics. Top civil servants and members
of the academic oligarchy informally made many of the important decisions within
the universities. Academic freedom was regarded primarily as an individual right given
only to full professors, those at the top of the academic hierarchy. Within the tradi-
tional chair system (Ordinarienuniversiti), each chair holder was personally responsi-
ble for his academic domain, and other academics in that domain were, in some way,
personally dependent on the professor.

The expansion of universities in the 1970s irreversibly ended this traditional con-
cept of the Humboldtian university. The first reform cycle opened up the ivory tower
by widening participation for students from social backgrounds whose access to
higher education formerly had been blocked. The reform also added new fields of
study, especially in the social sciences and humanities, that had been denied academic
‘respectability’. Furthermore, new forms of decision making were established that
more evenly distributed academic authority among the various groups within the
university, extending to professors without chair, assistants, and students.
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The process of opening and democratizing culminated in the University
Organisation Act (UOG) of 1975 (Universititsorganisationsgesetz 1975). In legal
terms, this act marked the end of the old regime of the chair holders
(Ordinarienuniversitiit) and the beginning of a much more complex and formalized
system of academic decision making, which included the middle ranks of academics
(Mirtelbau, including assistants and assistant professors, or auflerordentliche
Professoren/Professorinnen) and students. Because power was now shared by a greater
number of academic estates, this new type of academic organization was labelled
group university (Gruppenuniversitit) (Neave & Rhoades, 1987), and it was sup-
posed that, within those groups, the interests and beliefs of all members were quite
homogeneous. The new act attempted to create a just and balanced kind of equality
by means of formal legal procedures. In order to consider the interests of every
group now involved, these legal procedures became extremely complicated and
made the university one of the most complex institutions of Austrian society
(Welan, 1995).

The debate concerning this organizational reform was extremely controversial. The
government was the driving force behind UOG 1975 with support coming from
Mittelbau and students and the majority of professors actively opposing the reform.
However, the implementation of the UOG 1975 neither caused the collapse of
Austrian universities, as some conservative critics predicted, nor did it lead to a more
rational and transparent decision-making process. At the institutional level, monocratic
organs, such as rectors and deans, remained weak, having little authority except to
execute the decisions of the respective collegial body made up of senate, faculty, and
institute committees. A strong monocratic organ existed only at the level of the basic
unit (/nstitur) with the chair holder (i.e., professor).

Whereas at the beginning in the 1980s, the strong paternalistic tradition in
Austrian politics was being undermined, by the end of that decade, greater univer-
sity autonomy was demanded by student numbers that had continued to grow far
beyond the forecasted levels. However, due to fiscal constraints, public expenditures
for universities could not keep pace with the growth of student numbers. Only min-
imal additional income came from private sources because Austrian universities were
not allowed to charge fees, and third party funding was low. These circumstances
required greater organizational efficiency in the form of entrepreneurial reform
strategies.

Influencing the interpretation of the new university autonomy were differing con-
cepts of individual autonomy and institutional autonomy. In the Humboldtian tradi-
tion, autonomy was synonymous with academic freedom of the individual academic,
or the full professor. Many professors saw this kind of autonomy endangered both by
state intervention and by the academic codetermination of the students and
Mittelbau. From the professorial perspective, ‘autonomy’ became a buzzword for
restoration of the ‘old regime’ of the Ordinarienuniversitiit.

Embracing the notion of autonomy as institutional autonomy, on the other
hand, meant that universities were now self-governing enterprises with respect to
academic, financial, and administrative affairs. Many academics and students
claimed that Austrian universities were capable of assuming this responsibility.
However, politicians and state bureaucrats as well as a minority of academics
seriously doubted that the existing decision-making structures were adequate for
the new tasks. They argued that increased institutional autonomy should be
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accompanied by the development of professional management (Bast, 1991;
Héllinger, 1992).

Under the pressure of opposition by academics and students, a revised draft for a new
organizational act, # White Paper was published in December 1992. It outlined a tradi-
tional chair structure consisting of a multitude of small institutes, many of them with
only one professor, that remained basically unchanged. A review process prompted the
passage of a new act, UOG 1993, by Parliament in October 1993. Like its predecessor,
the UOG 1975, it was one of the most divisive and contested legal acts in Austria.
Nevertheless, between 1993 and 1997, 12 universities implemented UOG 1993.

The intent of this act was to improve the efficiency of the universities with the
provision of greater institutional autonomy to foster organizational creativity and
innovation in a competitive market. However, adverse conditions limited reform.
Financing was driven by neither performance nor enrolment, financial autonomy
remained low, and budget cuts allowed few financial incentives. The civil service laws
coupled with the Austrian bureaucracy’s paternalistic traditions and fear of losing
control allowed only a modest increase in personal autonomy. The Ministry of
Education, Science, and Culture used its formal authority to try to bring about
reform but faced much resistance. Nonetheless, as women’s participation in Austrian
universities increased, initiatives were necessary to incorporate gender equality measures
into the reform process.

Managerialism: The Current Situation
in Higher Education

As a result of more recent reforms, namely the University Act 2002 (Universititsgesetz,
2002),* Austrian universities are undergoing far-reaching changes associated with
managerialism, governance, and autonomy. Since 2004, each university has received
a general budget and is expected to function like a private employer of staff. The
internal university decision-making structures have also been significantly modified
(Pellert, 2003) as universities have assumed authority for areas formally under the
jurisdiction of the Ministry for Education, Science, and Culture. Consequently,
instruments for advancing gender equality, such as performance contracts, and
assessments of women’s opportunities in teaching and research have been brought
‘home’ to the institution. In addition, universities are guided by legal regulations for
equality, institutes for affirmative action, incentive programmes (prizes and financial
rewards), and expectations for accountability. The UOG 2002 has also called for
implementation of additional oversight and monitoring mechanisms that integrate a
gender dimension.

Austrian universities are at the beginning of their managerial revolution.
Administrative posts, such as rectorships, have been strengthened and new manage-
ment posts have been created. The new managerialism presents an important oppor-
tunity to incorporate gender equality. Austrian universities must develop new
organizational attitudes and processes associated with communities, teams, and proj-
ects in order for them to function as cohesive organizations instead of loosely coupled
multiple individualized decision-making entities. Only with such a shift and an
increase in accountability will there likely be an acknowledgement that organizations
are gendered, and their processes and structures can create gender inequalities and
equalities at the same time.
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Core Problems for Women in Science and
Research in Austria®

Status of Women

With the expansion of the educational system, more young women are gaining the
general qualification for entering the higher education.® The concentration of
women in the areas of business, economics, and secondary education in schools influ-
ences women’s choices of study in universities. Female students predominate for first
degrees in the humanities, social and economic sciences, and in veterinarian/human
medicine but are under-represented in the disciplines of technology. For example, the
rate of women among first-year students in the academic year 2001/2002
(Wroblewski et al., 2006) ranged from a vast majority of 86% in veterinary medicine
and 77% in the humanities, to a majority of 67% in medicine, 63.5% in the natural
sciences, 60.5% in law, and 52.7% in the social and economic sciences, with under-
representation at 30.9% in technology.

Leaky Pipeline and Glass Ceiling as Part of the University Culture

As figure 5.1 shows, women have indeed caught up in terms of access to the univer-
sity system; between 1990/1901 and 2002/2003, they constituted the majority of
first-year students, master’s students, and graduates. Nevertheless, women less fre-
quently begin a doctoral thesis (Statistik Austria, 2004) and have a higher dropout
rate than that of their male colleagues.

Few women are full professors. The probability of a woman becoming a university
professor is considerably lower than it is for a male academic. In 2001, women’s repre-
sentation among those in habilitation was only 19.2%.” This indicates that change is
coming slowly at the senior ranks where over a ten-year period women increased their
representation to only 8% of the full professors at the scientific universities.?
Moreover, a comparison of Austrian data with other EU nations shows that Austria
has the lowest representation of female professors in natural sciences, engineering, and
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the social sciences. Only Belgium has a lower rate of female professors in the humani-
ties, and Austria is in the midfield in medicine (European Commission, 2003).
Austrian universities’ rigid career scheme with the required habilitation inhibits the
career advancement of women. The habilitation, which scientists complete at the
average age of 40, continues to be a prerequisite for a university career and must be
completed within ten years. This professional obligation coincides with approximately
the same time as women’s age of childbearing and rearing. Thus, women are often
faced with the burden of having to balance or to choose between meeting important
personal (family) and professional obligations or opportunities. Moreover, women
tend not to be promoted and supported to the extent that their male colleagues are
while completing their habilitation theses. The pivotal phenomenon of homosocial
reproduction (Kanter, 1977), or male homosociability (Witz & Savage, 1992), which sug-
gests that men can and commonly do seek satisfaction for most of their needs from
other men, is a highly relevant concept for understanding the persistence of the gender
order in academia. Furthermore, Austria’s conservative cultural and social traditions
strongly influence gender discourses and attitudes that to do not support or empower
the participation of women in the labour market and familial task sharing. Until such
traditions become less consequential, accompanying adverse career consequences will
exist for women and universities seeking the best scientific and research talent.
Austrian university cultures and career structures perpetuate a glass ceiling. Women
students are accepted as recipients of university services, but the producers of these serv-
ices, university scholars, continue principally to be men. Female students, regardless of
their disciplines, find few female role models among the professoriate. In contrast,
administrative staff members are overwhelmingly female except at the highest ranks.
Despite the increasing number of female academic professionals, without strong proac-
tive measures to achieve gender equality, a natural transformation from a male-
dominated organization to a gender-balanced one will take at least several decades.

Measures to Advancement of Women

With the University Organization Acts, beginning in 1975 and culminating in 2002,
gender mainstreaming has begun to take hold. Contributing to changes towards
achieving gender equality are federal legislation; university policies and oversight;
programmes, scholarships, and awards; national reports; gender-mainstreaming
tools; and collaboration with business and industry.

Legislative Measures

During the 1990s, the Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture and the universities
initiated several measures to promote equal opportunity. Legal procedures were imple-
mented in 1990 to reach a balanced ratio between the number of male and female
employees in both the ministry and universities. This goal was supported by imple-
mentation of affirmative measures, a ban on gender discrimination, a qualification-
oriented quota system for admission to the federal service, and the appointment of
persons and institutional units responsible for equal treatment matters.

The mid-1990s brought an increased effort to coordinate policy strategies. The
White Paper for the Promotion of Women in Science (WeifSbuch zur Forderung von
Frauen in der Wissenschaft) (see Bundesministerium fiirhlissenschaft und Verhehr,
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1999), for example, is a key programmatic document. Developed in 1999 by the
Ministry of Science in cooperation with female experts from the university and non-
university sectors, the White Paper contains measures and recommendations, some
that already have been partially implemented, to increase the support, financial and
otherwise, and to promote women as well as to improve the general conditions of sci-
ence, research, and art. To reduce hidden and indirect discrimination, the White
Paper considers preferential treatment, or positive discrimination, of disadvantaged
women as indispensable.

The White Paper followed the Federal Government Equal Opportunities Act that
since 1993 has provided protection from discrimination as well as regulations
intended to advance women. Most importantly, it established a 40% target quota of
women in all employment groups within federal agencies. This 40% target quota of
women was integrated into the University Act 2002 with three salient measures:’?
(1) the equal treatment of women and men is considered a guiding principle of
university policy; (2) each university must enact an affirmative action plan; and
(3) each university must have an organizational unit to coordinate equal treatment
and promotion of women and gender studies.

University Policies and Legal Regulations

Charged with counteracting gender-based discrimination at the university level, the
Working Committee on Equal Treatment (Arbeitskreis fiir Gleichbehandlungsfragen) is
at the core of the legal regulations of Austrian universities. Retaining its same basic struc-
ture since 1990, the Working Committee is entitled to participate in all employment-
related procedures. For example, if sexual discrimination is presumed, the Working
Committee has the right to raise an objection, in which case the respective employment
procedure is interrupted as long as the responsible authorities deciding on the employ-
ment comply with the committee’s objection. If the employment authority does not sat-
isfactorily answer to the committee’s objection, the University Act 2002 stipulates that the
Working Committee has the authority to file a complaint with the Federal Ministry for
Education, Science, and Culture, which gives an internal university arbitration commis-
sion the final say. That same act also calls for new measures, such as outputs, evaluation,
and indicators, for which the gender dimension is to be integrated.

Programmes, Scholarships, and Awards to Promote Women

Several programmes, scholarships, and awards are in place to support women in
research. In 1992, The Charlotte Biihler Fellowships for Habilitation'” and the
Hertha Firnberg Programme! were established to provide 12-36 months of financial
support for women who are beginning their scientific careers, who have taken a
childcare break, or who are completing the habilitation stage. In addition, the
Austrian Program for Advanced Research and Technology (APART)? supports
highly qualified young female and male scientists for three years to obtain further
qualifications in a renowned research centre in Austria or abroad. Since 1997, in
direct response to gender mainstreaming, the Gabriele Possaner Award has been
awarded biannually for scientific efforts fostering gender democracy."?

The Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture and the European Social Fund
are also sponsoring projects to support women gaining qualifications in science and
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research within and outside of the university. These include childcare (UNIKID)'
through inexpensive, flexible, walk-in childcare facilities on or near campus with
hours tailored to the special demands of teaching and research jobs. Moreover,
Coordination Centres for Women’s Studies and Gender Research in Universities are
operating at six universities to improve the infrastructure for university agendas relat-
ing to women, including women’s studies and gender research.!®

Individual universities further assist women negotiating academic careers. The
Mentoring Pilot Project for women writing dissertations and habilitation theses
began at the University of Vienna in 2000-2003 to facilitate women’s access to for-
mal and informal networks and to support them in their transition to university work
life.!® Ten men and women mentors have advised 41 mentees at important stages of
scientific qualification. Similarly, the Program for Correcting the Underrepresentation
of Women includes both students and scientific staff at three universities in Graz. It
targets improvements for women in the areas of education (training), personal devel-
opment, organizational development, and compatibility of work and family. In 2004,
this programme was integrated into university operations with a subsequent project,
Potential II.

National Reports, Monitoring, and Rating

Several national activities monitor the integration of gender equity into university pol-
icy. The Minister of Education, Science, and Culture’s Women’s Report 2002 to the fed-
eral chancellor provides information about the status of implementation of equal
opportunities and the advancement of women.!” Likewise, the Equal Opportunities
Working Party annually reports its activities to the university council and the rectorate.
In addition, since 2003, the Women’s Political Advisory Board has advised the minister
of Education, Science, and Culture on improvements and recommendations necessary
to carry out regulations concerning gender-based discrimination and the advancement
of women. The board has addressed the development and integration of measures to
advance women into the governing instruments of the University Act of 2002, evalua-
tion and quality assurance, higher education policy, sensitization measures, publicity
and public relations, and ways to strengthen the legal implementation framework.'8

Gender-Mainstreaming Policies and Tools

Following the European Union gender-mainstreaming approach, the Austrian
Federal Ministry for Education, Science, and Culture has begun incorporating
gender mainstreaming into its approaches to promoting women and equality policies.
A pilot research project at the Federal Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture is
designed to promote women’s participation on research projects, strengthen research
by, on, and for women, and create awareness of gender-specific topics in research and
teaching. This project analyses funding procedures and the integration of gender cri-
teria in current research programmes and selection procedures and has contributed to
an increase of up to 50% women among project leaders, especially in extra-university
research. Also, guidelines for science and research events are designed to enhance the
visibility of female researchers and gender-specific research results by increasing the
number of women as keynote speakers, moderators, and chairs and by intensifying
gender-specific topics in seminars, workshops, and research venues. These projects at
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the ministerial level set an important example of promoting gender equity and
improving women’s status and participation in the universities.

Initiatives to Promote Women in Industrial
Research and Business

Many programmes and measures target the cooperation and the knowledge transfer
between science/research and industry. All state-agency-initiated or funded pro-
grammes and measures are to be gender mainstreamed. Because women are greatly
under-represented in the occupational segments of intensive research and technology,
especially in management positions, such initiatives as FEMtech, or Women in
Research and Technology, have been designed specifically to promote women by
improving access to the profession and career opportunities. FEMtech is an initiative
to promote women by funding the development and the implementation of measures
to improve equal opportunities within the fEORTE framework."

The Impulse Project

Researchers for the Economy targets university graduates from all technical disci-
plines and employees of Austrian enterprises employing up to 500 persons. The goals
of the Impulse Project are (1) to improve the transfer of knowledge from Austrian
universities and enterprises; (2) to increase the number of Austrian enterprises
focussing on research and development; (3) to promote young researchers by helping
them to acquire key economic competency skills; (4) to increase the proportion of
women in research and development; and (5) to create additional research positions
in Austria for researchers who are working abroad.?

To promote entrepreneurship, the University Graduate Start-Up Enterprises
(UNIUN) programme allows university graduates to acquire the necessary skills for
entrepreneurship by offering qualification modules and coaching. The goal is to raise
awareness among university graduates of entrepreneurship as a career alternative. Fifty
percent of the places are reserved for women, and some seminars are offered exclusively
to women to help them tackle women-specific challenges in entrepreneurship.?!

Challenges

Although the aforementioned programmes, initiatives, scholarships, and awards assist
women in their academic careers in tangible ways, their impact is limited to the number
of women they are able to serve. For changes in gender equity to be sweeping, laws and
policies governing gender mainstreaming must be embraced equally by both the state
and university policy makers. Austria is making gains in this area. However, it lags
behind its counterparts in the European Union, so considerably more work is required
to realize the benefits of gender mainstreaming in higher education.

Conclusion

The conservative cultural and social context of Austria and the deeply held tradition
of individuality in the Humboldtian university have caused Austria to start further
behind some EU nation-states in incorporating gender mainstreaming. There is
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hardly another sector in Austria, however, where the gender ratio has changed as sig-
nificantly as it has at the university level owing to the unintended but substantial
increase in women’s participation with the expansion of the tertiary sector. Although
women have outnumbered men entering university study programmes since the early
1990s, a closer look indicates that subtle exclusion mechanisms have had lasting
effects upon women’s attainment of equality in the university system. Leading posi-
tions remain male-dominated, and fewer female employees work at the higher rungs
of the career ladder.

Nevertheless, the timing and substantial changes legislated by the University Act
2002 have made gender equality one of several strategic changes experienced within
higher education. The legal provisions of the University Act 2002 will shape the
strategies of equality change if a significant proportion of university members realize
that the improved integration of women is integral to university reform. The recent
reform measures have begun to change institutional perceptions. For example, uni-
versities are called to view gender equality not only as a legal mandate but as an insti-
tutional and innovative strategy as well. In this sense, universities are called upon to
take ownership of affirmative action rather than to treat it as an intrusion.

Gender mainstreaming must be fully merged into policies and practices so that
top university leaders continue to be held accountable for their institutional out-
comes and to personally hold others accountable for reform. Their leadership can be
a catalyst for cultural change by actively supporting the recruitment and mentoring
of women in scientific careers. Moreover, because women are latecomers in the uni-
versity system and have often been socialized differently from men, they bring expe-
riences and perceptions of university work that tend to differ from the status quo.
Thus, women’s experiences and perceptions may be of great value to universities as
they attempt to innovate, especially when the old perceptions, attitudes, and experi-
ences are not suited to cope with new challenges. These possibilities can best become
realities when more universities recognize that success in increasing the representa-
tion of women at all levels is an important condition for meeting Austria’s needs.

Notes

1. In 2004, the population of Austria was 8, 171, 244. At that time, Austria had 12 scientific
universities and 7 universities of arts. As a result of the implementation of University Act
2004, the number of universities increased to 21.

2. The Council of the European Union agreed in Barcelona in 2002 on objectives to support
the achievement of the Lisbon Goals (2000). The Lisbon Goals aim at the reorganization
of the European Union until 2010 into the ‘most competitive and dynamic knowledge-
based economic area of the world who is capable to reach continuing growth, full employ-
ment, and broader und coherence’.

3. As in many other European countries, marriage rates are declining and the rates of cohab-
itations are increasing. Currently, 43 of 100 legal marriages will culminate in divorce in
Austria. Sixteen percent of the Austrian families are single parents; most of them single
mothers. See http://www.statistik.at.

4. University Act 2002, hetp://www.bmbwk.gv.at/start.asp?bereich=78&OID=4327&I11=
1101&12=11088&13=4256. Accessed 22 August 2006.

5. The following section is based on the research carried out during the project Evaluation of
Measures for the Promotion of Women in Science and Research in Austria (Wroblewski et al.,
2005).
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6. Usually, a general qualification for university entrance (Matura) is achieved after passing
the final exam of a comprehensive secondary school (Allgemeinbildende Hohere Schule or
Gymnasium) or a school providing vocational education (Berufsbildende Hihere Schule).

7. Habilitation is a qualification step consisting of an advanced scientific publication (elabo-
rating on perennial research) and a final hearing in order to be formally allowed to apply
for a professorship. Although now formally abolished, habilitation is still the main pre-
requisite of becoming a professor.

8. The combined rate of female professors at the scientific universities and universities of arts
reached 11.6% in 2003 (Statistik Austria, 2004) due to greater female representation in
music and the arts. The Austrian University system differentiates between scientific uni-
versities (social sciences, humanities, law, medicine, engineering, natural sciences, etc.)
and the universities of arts (universities for applied and visual arts and for music).

9. http://www.bmbwk.gv.at/medienpool/8019/8019_ug02_engl.pdf.

10. htep://www.fwf.ac.at/de/projects/buchler.html.

11. http://www.fwf.ac.at/de/projects/firnberg.html.

12. http://www.oeaw.ac.at/stipref/info/1_stipendien/apart/11_apart-stipendien.html and hep://
www.oeaw.ac.at/stipref/n_info/1_stipendien/apart_extra/apart_extra.html.

13. http://www.bmbwk.gv.at/forschung/frauen/foerderung/poss_fp_ausschr_2003.xml.

14. The offices are supported by the UNIKID, a Web-based information and exchange sys-
tem for members of the university community who have children. For details, visit
heep://www.unikid.at.

15. e.g., http://www.gendup.sbg.ac.at.

16. http://www.univie.ac.at/frauenfoerderung.

17. http://www.bmbwk.gv.at/forschung/frauen/fber.xml.

18. http://www.bmbwk.gv.at/universitacten/kontakte/Frauenpolitischer_Beirat9901.xml.

19. http://www.femtech.at/index.php?id=133.

20. www.fwf.ac.at/de/projects/impuls.html.

21. http://www.uniun.at/.
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CHAPTER S1X

UNIVERSITY ADAPTATION AND
GENDER EqQuALIiTY: A CASE STUDY OF THE
VIENNA UNIVERSITY OF ECONOMICS AND

BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

Barbara Sporn

In 2002, the Austrian Board of Ministers integrated gender mainstreaming into its
national policies (as noted by Pellert and Grindl in chapter 5 of this book). The
adaptation of Austrian universities to gender mainstreaming cannot, however, be ade-
quately understood by tracing the implementation of a single policy or institutional
adaptation to a single external force because the integration of gender mainstreaming
converged with the University Act 2002 (Universitidtsgesetz, 2002), which granted full
autonomy to higher education institutions and generated considerable change in
internal decision-making structures.

In order to analyse how a national policy is translated into an institutional strategy,
this chapter focusses on a single case study of one higher education institution, the
Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration (in German, Wirtschafts-
universitit Wien, or WU). The major questions for this chapter are as follows:

® How have gender-mainstreaming policies been translated into institutional
realities?

® How has the representation of women changed within the institution?

® What forces account for the changes?

Before addressing these questions, let us briefly review some of the most relevant liter-
ature on the topic of adaptation to understand the complexity of universities respond-
ing to multiple challenges. Then we will move on to introduce the methodology used
to develop the case study.

Theoretical Background and Methodology

The concept of adaptation has drawn from different theories of resource dependence,
political economy, natural selection, contingency approaches, open system, institutional
isomorphism, and so forth (Gumport & Sporn, 1999; Sporn, 1999). To analyse issues in
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higher education, it is important to keep in mind that universities are very much embed-
ded in and vulnerable to their environments. This idea was developed early on by schol-
ars such as Victor Baldridge (Baldridge et al., 1977), Karl Weick (1976), and Burton Clark
(1983). They remind us not to view institutions of higher education as isolated entities but
as organizations with blurred boundaries and strong ties to their institutional environ-
ments. One might even argue that it is exactly this characteristic of universities and col-
leges that has made them one of the oldest organizations in the world.

Starting with this environmental vulnerability, theories of adaptation have
primarily used contingency and institutional approaches to address the issue of suc-
cess or failure of adaptation (Meyer & Rowan, 1992; Meyer, Scott, & Deal, 1992;
Scott, 1992). Hence, empirical evidence has shown that universities either imitate
each other when it comes to environmental pressure, or they need some crisis or
external threat to incite the process of change in the first place (DiMaggio & Powell,
1983; Hackman, 1985; Tolbert, 1985). Research in the areas of creating entrepre-
neurial universities and adaptive university structures seems most relevant for this
chapter.

Burton Clark, a renowned sociologist and higher education expert, has focussed
much of his latest work to organizational transformation inside universities, espe-
cially European institutions (1998) and most recently universities worldwide (2004).
Revisiting his ‘factors’ of entrepreneurial universities reveals the comprehensive
nature of his work on university transformation: a strengthened steering core, an
extended developmental periphery, an entrepreneurial culture, a discretionary funding
base, and a stimulated heartland (2004, p. 6).

ClarK’s writing is intriguing because he draws helpful conclusions from very few
cases (March, Sproull, & Tamuz, 1991). In his understanding, a strengthened steering
core implies a model of leadership and administration that is able to manage the insti-
tution effectively with modern management tools and at the same time find an
alignment with core academic values. An extended developmental periphery responds
to the needs of many universities and colleges to cross the boundaries of institutions
in order to create new entrepreneurial activities, such as technology transfer units.
The entrepreneurial culture suggests the notion of a value system that rewards indi-
vidual initiative and stresses the will to change. The discretionary funding base forms
the foundation for creating entrepreneurial institutions. Through these funds, new
initiatives can be financed without being too dependent on one sponsor. In a sense,
this independence makes institutions more agile and flexible. Finally, Clark presents
the stimulated heartland. Academic departments provide core activities in teaching
and research — this is the heartland. Once a university is able to create an invigorated
atmosphere where traditional values are merged with new administrative capacities
and outreach mentality, the university can thrive.

Clark’s work has been well received by many scholars of higher education whose
interest focusses on critical questions of transformation and sustainability of entre-
preneurial universities (Shattock, 2000; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). However,
nowhere in his work does Clark talk about questions of access or gender equality. Still
one can assume that with a growing need and pressure from the outside world,
universities will begin to change in this direction as well. For example, the European
policy of gender mainstreaming is already being received by many institutions of
higher education. Most likely, the policy will create a demand-response imbalance
and in that way trigger a change process. In this sense, Clark’s work can be helpful in
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understanding what makes universities change and what it takes to start them moving
in the right direction.

Clark (2004) has continued his work to include other institutions of higher educa-
tion from around the world. Again, he uses case studies to depict the many pathways
of transformation. It is interesting to note that institutional autonomy and entre-
preneurial activity seem to dominate much of the discourse. The state-market
dichotomy is resolved by including the institution itself as a very important player.
This aspect will also be used for the case study of Vienna University of Economics
and Business Administration.

Based on six case studies, a second empirical work by Sporn (1999) analysed
adaptive universities structures comparing three European and three U.S. univer-
sities. The results show six major factors that influence adaptation to changing
socio-economic environments: committed leadership, shared governance, profes-
sional management, clear mission, differentiated structure, and entrepreneurial
culture. Change happens due to either a crisis or a realization of opportunity by
the institution.

o Committed leadership refers to the notion that most policies and strategies will
be implemented successfully only if the institutional leaders are firmly con-
vinced of their need and dedicate the necessary resources to implement them.

® Shared governance emphasizes the importance of faculty involvement during
periods of change and adaptation. As Clark (1998) pointed out, the ‘heartland’
refers to academics being as convinced of institutional transformation as admin-
istrators are.

o Professional management implements decisions made by leaders and faculty alike.
Experienced professionals move the institution forward in the adaptation process.

® In order to focus on the institution, it is necessary to develop a clear vision and
mission for the institution and orient it in the direction of the aspired change.

® Differentiated structure responds to environmental pressures coming from many
different directions and enables the institution to respond flexibly to different
stakeholders.

® The entrepreneurial culture stresses the importance of values and norms that
expand activities beyond teaching and research and help both the institution
and the individual.

For this chapter, the use of these two pieces of research is critical. Factors most rele-
vant for the interest in equality and change issues will be used to analyse their imple-
mentation at the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration:
committed leadership, differentiated structure, professional management, clear mis-
sion and goals, and discretionary funding. Shared governance and entrepreneurial
culture seem to be less important for the question at stake in this chapter.

Case study research has often been used to capture more in-depth evidence for
change processes and outcomes, to illustrate and enrich a theory, and to contribute to
the development of new knowledge (Yin, 1994). Accordingly, this chapter is based on
a single case study of one institution of higher education in Austria. Conclusions are
drawn mainly from policy documents, conversations with university members, per-
sonal experiences, secondary data, and statistical information. Generalizations from
this single case can develop only slowly, yet informative ‘stories’ still assist in theory
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development as Clark (2004) comments on the value of casework to study university
change:

The reality of university change comes in very detailed items — in complicated gover-
nance structures, multiplying streams of income, a changing array of base units that
stake out different academic territories, a developing set of contradictory beliefs.
Without some footing in the intermingled details of inescapable features, analysis read-
ily slips into soggy unanalyzed abstractions, easily contested conclusions appropriate for
detached theorizing and commencement-day speeches. The truth is in the details, the
details of university infrastructure and the accretion of small changes that cumulatively
lead to major change. Specifying change in specific sites is what gives credence to any
induced generalizations. (p. 6)

This chapter focusses on details of gender equality and university change at one
large and specialized university. Gender mainstreaming, as a policy imperative (and
as described by Pellert and Gindl in chapter 5 of this book), forms the basis for
understanding the trigger for change not only at the Austrian legislative level but also
at the institutional level of many Austrian universities. The following section provides
one closer look at the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration.

The University Background

The Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration (WU) is the second
largest university in Austria. It is noteworthy that WU is a specialized institution and
stll has a large number of students. As most recent statistics show (Statistisches
Taschenbuch, 2004), WU enrolled 20,134 students in the winter semester of 2003 fol-
lowed by the comprehensive University of Graz (19,741 students) and University of
Innsbruck (19,363 students) yet far fewer than the largest higher education institution,
the University of Vienna (58,758 students). Based upon its student enrolment, WU is
the largest business and economics university in Europe.

WU enrolment accounts for 10.5% of all Austrian students, and about 20.8% of
WU’s enrolments are international students. Most students study either business
administration or commerce. The university also offers master’s degree programme in
economics, business education, and a baccalaureate in information systems.

Regarding female representation in different groups, WU shows a standard
picture: 47.5% of all newly enrolled students are women, and 49% women are grad-
uates of one year. Female graduates from PhD studies amount to 33%. At the level of
assistant professors, 39.5% are women, and at full professor, 7.8% are female. In
administration, 77.6% are women.

WU is mostly a publicly financed institution. In 2004, WU’s budget amounted to
about 67 million Euros. This includes for the first time the tuition of WU students of
approximately 10 million Euros. The state allocates more than 95% of the budget in a
lump sum, and the university is relatively free to shift resources between personnel and
other categories. More than two-thirds of the budget, however, is spent on salaries.

Staff at WU includes faculty and administration as well as a large number of
adjunct professors. In 2004, the university employed 400 full-time equivalent faculty
members. Of those, 78 were full professors, 60 were associate professors, and 362 were
assistant professors. Some 323 persons worked in the administrative area. Adjunct
professors who teach only one or two courses per year account for 600 persons.
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WU is a public university committed to educating a large proportion of the Austrian
population. Whereas research is an integral part of the university’s mission, continuing
education and other outreach activities are becoming increasingly important for WU.

The Institutional Autonomy and Planning Shift
within a Competitive Market

Since the early 1990s, Austrian higher education system has been changing substantially.
Through required budget reforms, revised notions of public management, and the over-
all trends within the European Union (especially the Bologna Declaration), the Austrian
government initiated a change in its policy for all publicly administrated units, including
higher education.

In the summer of 2002, Parliament approved a new University Act that culmi-
nated the legislative reform process. Earlier, the introduction of (moderate) tuition
and the establishment of vocational colleges (Fachhochschulen) as well as private uni-
versities created a competitive and differentiated market for higher education.

Although the Austrian system has been moving towards competition and mar-
kets in the tertiary educational sector, one crucial aspect has been sacred — open
access. In responding to a 2005 EU court decision that international and national
students must be treated equally for admissions, Austria has had to limit the num-
ber of student openings through entrance examinations or selection processes dur-
ing the course of study in eight high demand areas including medicine, pharmacy,
psychology, and biology. Fachhochschulen, on the contrary, can select their students,
a procedure that has been viewed as a distorted form of competition in Austria. For
example, a dynamic developed where students’ first preference for enrolment was at
the lower-ranked Fachhochschulen, and only if they were rejected would they study
at universities.

The new University Act 2002 has several important features, such as institutional
autonomy, performance contracts and measurement, global budgets, and revised
leaner organizational and governance structures (described by Pellert and Gindl in
chapter 5 of this book). The most relevant for this case study of WU are changes that
had to be implemented by January 1, 2004, in the areas of internal governance and
implementation of a Working Group for Equal Opportunity (Arbeitskreise fiir
Gleichbehandlung), which has been equipped with a considerable amount of power
and influence over the university decisions.

Most importantly, the new law has granted full institutional autonomy. WU
formerly functioned as a ministry subsidiary; now it is an independent legal entity
operating with a governing board (Universitiitsrat). Boards have been formed for each
institution. Half of the board members are appointed by the ministry and half by the
institution. Board members must come from outside the respective university and
should not work in the Ministry of Education, Science, and Culture in Austria. The
board of WU consists of five members — four men and one woman.

The board appoints the rector, approves the budget, and comments on all strate-
gic initiatives of the institutions. The rector has a team of vice-rectors in charge of
different key functional areas of the university (finance, infrastructure, research and
teaching, IT, development, etc.). The power of this leadership team (Rekroraz)
increased after the reform. The Rektorat’s responsibilities range from organization
and strategy to employment and finances. This body is also directly accountable to
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the board and is responsible for implementing strategies of gender equality at the
institution.

The senate has decreased in size and power with the University Act 2002.
Previously, it had full representation of all professors and the authority to decide on all
issues, including budget and personnel. Like other Austrian universities, senates now
have between 12 and 24 members representing the different disciplinary areas. Full
professors form the half of the votes, and students occupy 25% of the seats. The
remaining 25% are shared by associate and assistant professors as well as administrators.
A member of the equal opportunity working group is always present at senate meet-
ings. The senate’s main responsibilities include deciding on university by-laws
(Satzung), announcing and recommending three candidates for the rector’s position,
dealing with curricular issues and academic programmes, and independently deciding
to discontinue existing studies or create new programmes as needed. The Rekrorat,
however, approves financing for programmes, so a close working relationship between
the Rektorat and senate creates the most efficient climate in which to manage change
among the Austrian universities.

One additional important feature of the University Act 2002 concerns global budgets
and performance contracts. Departing from past practices, the Ministry of Education,
Science, and Culture decided to grant universities ‘global budgets’ as lump sums to be
spent freely depending on specific institutional needs and strategies. Traditional
categories of personnel, literature, and material have been abolished, which has helped
institutions become more flexible. At the same time, measurements for accountability
have been created, such as a required yearly performance report as well as the
introduction of performance contracts and performance funding.

These changes indicate that the power has shifted from the state to the institu-
tion and institutional leadership. In addition, governance and management have
become much leaner and more concentrated in a couple of important groups,
mainly the Rektorat, the senate, and the university board. This comprehensive
restructuring through the University Act 2002 put Austria ahead of higher educa-
tion reform in Europe (Titscher & Héllinger, 2003, 2004). For example, before the
legislation, Austria had a more traditional model of higher education with strong
organization at the state level and powerful chaired positions at the institution. With
the new legislation, the component of leadership and strategy of university manage-
ment have been empowered with all the necessary tools for flexibility (e.g., global
budgets and autonomy). Compared to Germany, Switzerland, many of the Central
European countries, and Southern Europe, this change can be considered quite
innovative.

In order to implement the University Act 2002, WU had to develop a strategy
(Entwicklungsplan) that defines a distinctive institutional profile and future direc-
tions. This document forms the basis for performance contracts with the Ministry of
Education, Science, and Culture. Beginning in 2007, 20% of the public budget will
be assigned based on the performance goals. These contracts will be critical instru-
ments in promoting policies important to the ministry. One of those priorities is to
provide equal opportunities for women. The ministry has already communicated
clear goals for increasing the number of women in all functions at the university.
Hence, WU has had to define clear goals of equality. In this sense, ‘imposed’ policies
of equality by the ministry are turned into institutional strategies of affirmative
action in order to be successful in resource allocation. The following section of this
chapter focusses on this aspect.
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Gender Equality and Affirmative Action at
Wirtschaftsuniversitit Wien

In order to describe gender equality and affirmative action at WU, figure 6.1 shows how
the participation of women has changed over a ten-year period (1993-2003). WU has
shown some notable improvements. In 1993, 41% of those who studied at WU were
women. In 2003, the percentage increased by more than 6% to 47.5%. At the level of
graduates, 40% of all graduating students at WU were woman compared to 49% in
2003. Female graduates from PhD studies changed from 23% in 1993 to 33% in 2003.

At the level of academic staff, WU showed similar improvements. In 1996, the
university had 2.7% women as full professors, 4.8% as associate professors, and 29%
as assistant professors. By 2003, those numbers had increased to 7.8% as full professors,
15.5% as associate professors, and 39.5% as assistant professors.

The following section gives a more detailed picture of comparative data.
Unfortunately, through many changes in reporting standards, data from a longer-
term perspective are hard to retrieve. Hence, the focus will lie on the last five years,
ie., 1999-2003.

Austrian legislation concerning equality for women requires the university to pub-
lish yearly reports on their gender activities and to report to the senate or a subcom-
mittee about the implementation of affirmative action measures at the respective
universities. According to the Equal Opportunity Law of 1993, universities need to
develop strategies to reach a 40% representation of women in administrative and aca-
demic positions. On top of that, special policies have to be implemented to support
women who look for an academic career (Frauenbericht, Gleichbehandlungsgesetz).

The yearly report has a specific format covering the following areas: employment
in different categories, visiting professors, termination of employment, career paths,
specific academic courses, support activities, and research collaboration. Because the
affirmative action goal is that 40% of the staff should be women, the following subgoals
have been defined:

If one category has 0% women, then the percentage needs to be increased to 5%.
If the representation of women lies below 10%, then the percentage needs to be
doubled.

If the representation of women lies above 10%, the percentage needs to be
increased by 20%.

100.0
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Percent Participation

O O
Associate
Professors

Master's Graduates PhD Students | Assistant Professors Full Professors
Students

|—D—2003 47.5 49.0 33.0 35.5 15.5 7.8
| 0—1993/1996 41.0 40.0 23.0 29.0 4.8 2.7

Figure 6.1 Representation of Women among Students and Academic Staff at the Vienna
University of Economics and Business Administration

Source: Internal statistics from the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration.
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Figure 6.2 Representation of WU Women within Different Staff Categories, 20022003

Source: Internal statistics from the Vienna University of Economics and Business Administration.

In 2002, for the first time, representation of women at WU was higher than the
Austrian average of 28%. As is shown in figure 6.2, WU improved women represen-
tation among full professors (+11%), assistant professor (+8%), and administration
(+5%). Overall, 35% of all academic staff members were women.

The distribution among the different WU faculties gives a diverse picture for the
representation of women. In 2003, the largest Faculty of Business Administration had
the fewest women at 27.8% whereas the Faculty of Social and Formal Sciences and
Humanities showed the highest representation of women at 43.6%. The Faculty of
Law had good representation of women at the assistant professor level (43.2%), but
there were no women at the level of full professor in 2003. The Faculty of Economics
came closest to the WU average of 35% with 33.3% women.

Compared to the overall policy of reaching a representation of 40% women for all
public offices, WU reached that goal in only one area in 2003: 39.5% of assistant pro-
fessors were women. Associate female professors were 15.5%, which was also above the
Austrian average of 14.4%. However, at the level of full professors, much work still
needs to be done. Only 7.6% of that rank were women (Austrian average is 6.9%).

At the level of administration, WU is also above average when it comes to
representation of women: 77.6% of all administrators are women (Austrian average
63.5%). Nevertheless, women holding leadership positions is also rare at WU. Only
6% of heads of departments or institutes are women (Austrian average 5.4%). In con-
trast, heads of administrative units are at a level of 32% women (Austrian average
24.3%). WU had one female vice-rector. The low representation of women is much
greater in the academic realm than it is in the administrative area.

After this overview of recent trends at WU, it is necessary to turn to the most
important policies for gender equality. With the new University Act 2002, all insti-
tutions are required to observe an affirmative action plan. Accordingly, WU approved
an Affirmative Action Plan (Frauenforderungsplan) as part of its by-laws in 2004. The
following describes the major parts of this plan.

WU’s Major Policies for Gender Equality:
The Affirmative Action Plan

Women at WU predominate in academic and administrative positions at lower levels,
such as assistant professor and service units. A higher number of female professors
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work in the area of language and communication studies, economics, and sociology.
WU'’s affirmative action plan focusses on the role of women in society and acknowl-
edges the need to treat men and women equally. This plan corresponds with WU’s
policy of equal opportunity in issues of personnel/staff, research and teaching, and,
perhaps most importantly, the allocation of resources. Persons in leadership positions
are responsible for implementing this general policy.

Affirmative action at WU includes the preparation of students as potential faculty
members. The plan calls for specific role models to be offered to students in order to
make an academic career more attractive and for research and teaching to be organ-
ized for and completed equally by men and women. WU wants to provide equal con-
ditions to men and women for research, teaching, and lifelong learning as well as
personal development.

Consequently, special attention is given to financial incentives. The plan specifies
that activities that lead to legal and personal equality are to be rewarded financially.
Accordingly, the distribution of budgets for institutes and departments takes repre-
sentation of women into consideration. In addition, funding for research and teach-
ing recognizes the advancement in equal rights and the position of women at WU.
For example, individual departments receive 5% of their annual budgets based on the
number of women working at each respective academic unit and 5% based on
research and teaching output.

After these more general principles, the plan defines specific goals that need to be
respected under all circumstances:

¢ Equal opportunity — women are equal partners on all hierarchical levels. Access
to every position should be open at all times.

® Gender mainstreaming — the principles of gender mainstreaming are observed
in all decisions made at WU.

¢ Affirmative action for women at WU — the work of women (ranging from
female students to full professors) should be especially supported. Enhancing
research productivity increases the number of assistant professors, research proj-
ects, and promotions of women in general.

¢ Abolishment of under-representation — WU is committed to address under-
representation of women in all positions and hierarchical levels.

¢ Avoidance of discrimination — WU is also committed to avoid all discrimina-
tion of students or employees at the university.

® Workspace — the working environment for all employees at WU must permit the
combination of work and life as well as the dignity of the person. This includes pre-
ventive measures against sexual and other forms of harassment of women at WU.

¢ Information — internal information and communication regarding equality for
women and men is seen as an integral part for implementing any type of affir-
mative action policy.

® Infrastructure — securing an adequate infrastructure guarantees the realization of
equality and affirmative action for women at WU. For example, complaints may
be filed with the Working Group for Equal Opportunity, and assistance for the
resolution of conflicts is provided by special councils.

As this plan shows, WU developed an elaborate set of goals that are intended to be
addressed over the next couple of years. To meet these goals, they must be integrated
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into the performance contracts to be implemented in 2006. WU already defined
under-representation as the representation of women at any hierarchical level under
40%. The university wants to reach this goal within a long-term perspective. More
specifically, its policies address information, research, and teaching as well as infra-
structure, organization, and governance.

The information policy includes the use of gender-neutral language, the use of a
separate site for all gender-relevant information on the university website, the integra-
tion of gender issues in all public relations of the university, and the information
regarding all relevant legal regulations that could be useful to the WU community.
The major offices, such as the Working Group for Equal Opportunity and the contact
persons, must be easily identified on the web. This information policy also includes
the obligation to collect continuous data on women’s representation and salary levels
within the university (e.g., faculty, administration, students, adjuncts, visitors).

In the area of research, WU’s plan to establish a distinct research agenda has led to
the creation of a chair for Gender and Diversity in Organization within the Faculty
of Business Administration using state funds. The Ministry of Education, Science,
and Culture funded this proposal because it fit with the overall gender-mainstreaming
policy in higher education, and the addition of the chair added to the profile of WU.
As the data earlier in this chapter showed, women have the lowest representation in
the Business Faculty.

Apart from a professorship for gender studies, WU’s affirmative action plan specifies
that gender-specific research is as valuable for promotion eligibility as any other area of
research. Promotions under the plan also include new hires and promotions to the
tenure position. Gender issues include all topics that specifically focus on the historical
and recent social role of women as well as those that address the relationship between
men and women. Gender-sensitive research is also considered favourable in any decision
on resource allocation. An even distribution of monies is considered in all research-support
activities at WU under the affirmative action plan.

In the area of teaching and academic programmes, gender-specific courses and lec-
tures are integral part of WU. For example, the offer of semester-long series explor-
ing women’s issues was established more than ten years ago and has become a
well-regarded tradition at WU. The aforementioned professor for Gender and
Diversity in Organizations is responsible for developing all relevant curricula. Apart
from that, other academic programmes should ideally include gender-specific courses
as well at both the compulsory and elective levels of course offerings. In order to guar-
antee this inclusion, the Working Group for Equal Opportunity has the right to
comment on the development of any new curriculum.

Personnel issues and organizational development must also address gender to
increase the percentage of women at the university. Observing gender mainstream-
ing, WU has implemented instruments to support research by women, female junior
faculty, and continuing education and qualification. In addition, hiring according to
international affirmative action standards plays a very important role in favouring
women among candidates who are equally qualified. For example, job announce-
ments specifically encourage women to apply — standard practice at many interna-
tional universities — which indicates a proactive search for women. These strategies
and activities are enhanced at WU by naming a member of the Working Group to
every search and promotion committee to ensure that a sufficient number of appli-
cations are received for every position.
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WU also promotes mentoring in order to support equal opportunities for women.
For instance, heads of departments and institutes are asked to observe a mentoring
function. Their responsibilities include systematic training in aspects of professional
academics, such as organizational and social introductions and career planning.
Mentoring is also offered in the form of continuing education for women, requiring
sufficient resources to be assigned to this area. For all offers of employment as aca-
demic staff, women have preferred access until the 40% female representation is
reached. Junior female faculty are not only encouraged to pursue an academic career
but are also given special attention. Nevertheless, the success of such policies lies pri-
marily in the hands of full professors as department chairs because the university
leadership provides only incentives, such as budget allocations, to increase awareness
and to motivate departments to promote women.

From a governance perspective, all decisions on promotion and tenure necessitate
consultation with the Working Group for Equal Opportunities. Furthermore, all
committees should have female members. Based on the principles of gender main-
streaming, the Working Group for Equal Opportunities has the right to be part of all
committees that deal with personnel issues and to veto any decision.

In addition to promotion and hiring, working conditions create special concerns
for women. Work hours that account for family obligations, childcare, and kinder-
garten, as well as actions against sexual harassment must be installed in order for jobs
to be attractive to women in the first place. Even though paid leave before and after
birth is a standard policy, enough time must be reserved for a proper re-entry into
work. WU has taken three significant steps to meet these needs. First, the university
sponsors a kindergarten as a childcare facility and regularly evaluates it. Quite popu-
lar in the university community, this facility is used mostly by young female profes-
sors who rely on it as an asset allowing them to continue their academic careers.
Second, WU provides a special leave programme for women who aspire to a tenured
position. Such women may take up to one year’s paid leave from teaching to concen-
trate exclusively on their research. Nearly ten women have already profited from this
programme and have been promoted to the level of associate professor. Third, to pro-
vide protection against sexual harassment, the university offers a hotline and an office
to which women may submit their complaints and receive appropriate help and
advice. All department heads and other leaders are obliged to watch for and ensure
that no sexual harassment occurs within the university. The Working Group for
Equal Opportunities also steps in when incidents occur by reporting them to university
leadership and taking other necessary actions to resolve the issue.

The structural arrangements for equal opportunity and women rights are prereq-
uisite to long-term changes at each university. The rights and agenda of the Working
Group for Equal Opportunities are defined by the Equal Opportunity Plan for
Women (Frauenforderungsplan). This group can call for legal counsel should any
form of discrimination occur at the university. The Working Group also runs an
office that gives administrative support for all activities on equality, especially legal
and personnel advice. In addition to the efforts of the Working Group, WU is build-
ing a strong network with other offices at Austrian universities in order to learn and
exchange experiences. Additionally, contact persons (Kontaktfrauen) are installed for
advising and counselling. Primarily, these advisers are women already working for the
university who volunteer for the positions. Two contact persons working for WU are
women who have been with the university for a number of years; one as an assistant in
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the office of the Working Group for Equal Opportunities representing administrative
staff and the other as associate professor representing academic staff.

For the above initiatives in gender equity to succeed, instruments must exist that
govern budget and resource allocation, reward systems, and incentives. WU’s budget
allocation process takes gender mainstreaming into consideration. As mentioned ear-
lier, part of the budget (5%) is allocated to institutes and departments according to the
share of women on the staff of the respective unit. This has been a very contested but
effective instrument to foster discussion and implement incentives to support women.
The argument critical of this allocation is that hiring and promotion should be based
on qualifications rather than gender; however, this argument obscures the notion of
promoting based on qualification and gender simultaneously, a neglected practice that
has facilitated the need for policies of gender equity in the first place. The university
leadership has persisted in keeping this allocation in place for several years. As a next
step, it will give even more attention to the number of doctorates and promotions to
tenure (Habilitation) by women. A yearly report of this indicator will be required for
the performance contract with the ministry.

Reporting systems ensure that equality of women is well documented. The plan
includes regulations for reporting numbers of women in departments and institutes
as well as the university as a whole. This reporting system differentiates between
research and teaching and the amount spent in each category. Each year the report
describes how far the university has come in implementing the policies described
above. The 40% rule is always kept in sight as a goal for the near future. Personnel
and organizational development have to be constantly revised in order to institution-
alize the principles of gender mainstreaming. All reports need to be publicly available
either on the Web or in printed form. The Working Group for Equal Opportunities

receives all relevant copies for their records.

Critical Review of Current Strategies

The university’s plan for affirmative action shows that WU has developed a compre-
hensive set of policies to reduce gender inequality for women at the university. Even
though not all of the policies have been successfully implemented, those that are in
place have proven to be effective overall. In this last section, strategies will be
reviewed for their relative effectiveness. The chapter closes with a presentation of
some of the critical factors that emerged from this case study.

Returning to Sporn’s (1999) theoretical frame, five factors influence adaptation to
changing environments: committed leadership, a differentiated structure, profes-
sional management, clear mission as well as goals, and discretionary funding. The
policy for equal opportunities for women changes the environment for universities.
It is important to understand how the university adapts and which influences are
positive or negative.

First, it is critical to note that the Austrian Ministry mandated gender main-
streaming in universities in the first place. With the new legal framework of the
University Act 2002, the situation changed. As this new steering instrument evolves,
it has been interpreted less as a legal requirement and more as an idiosyncratic policy
of affirmative action at the university. For example, WU has been required to pro-
mote women for many years, but only with the passage of University Act 2002 did
the leadership of the senate and Rekrorat decide to rewrite the affirmative action plan
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and include it in the university by-laws. Consequently, university members tend to
perceive the policy as an obligation shaped more by internal rather than external
forces. In reality, the trigger for change came from the outside, that is, the Ministry
of Education, Science, and Culture, and the university responded by defining the
change as an opportunity. This response was consistent with Sporn’s (1999) research
on change occurring either in the event of crisis or as an opportunity for change. For
example, WU saw the opportunity to obtain more funding from the ministry to
finance a new chair in Gender and Diversity in Organizations, a move that would
create a more distinct profile for WU in the future even if the decision to fund the
chair were contested in the short run.

Second, the WU policy raised the consciousness among the university personnel
regarding gender equity. With the plan in place and the many small steps taken
towards equality, many members of the institution began to pay attention to the
issues of women. The implementation of new university initiatives with conse-
quences, such as professorship in times of constrained resources, became easier. It
should not be underestimated how important it is to understand thoroughly the
many perspectives of university members in order to implement strategies success-
fully. As the case of WU shows, awareness is critical when it comes to affirmative
action and women’s equality. The university has been successful by gradually imple-
menting a full set of programmes, incentives, and policies. The budget allocation
procedure, the new chair position, and the paid-leave programme are examples from
an array of large and small triggers, which, taken together, change the perception of
the university members.

Third, an improved women-friendly infrastructure supports women tremendously
in negotiating their careers. WU has successfully defined these policies, which have
materialized into such entities as the offices for mentoring and harassment, the special
research support and leave programmes, and the childcare facilities. Together, these
administrative units form an environment that is supportive and helpful for women
who want or need to combine family and work.

Prerequisites to successful equality programmes are imposed strategy, new culture,
and supportive infrastructure. Professional management (as described in our theoreti-
cal framework) is also a very important factor and is found in WU’s Office for Equal
Opportunity for Women as well as in the representation of women on all committees
and decision-making bodies. WU provides the high level of professionalism necessary
to move gender equity forward by having persons in charge of counselling, committee
work, and personnel issues who are trained in gender issues by the Ministry of Special
Programs. This training guarantees the type of service necessary to counsel women in
questions of discrimination and sexual harassment and to advise department chairs
and members of the Rekrorar.

To adapt to these new environmental conditions, the university uses a differenti-
ated structure by establishing the new professorship for gender studies along with the
Working Group for Equal Opportunities. Because WU has more than one structural
arrangement designated responsible for women issues, both the academic and the
administrative sides of the university are involved in achieving the same goals of
gender equity.

Because funding always matters, discretionary funding used to support activities
for women is constantly improving the status of women at the university. Incentives
work best if the budgeting process is tied to elements of the affirmative action plan.
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WU’s indicator-based budget allocation system, which is sensitive to women’s
representation, has made a great difference. Although the amount is not great
(500-1,000 Euros), the effect of the allocation is powerful in that department heads
are made aware of the policy despite their level of criticism for it. In contrast, the
paid-leave programme for female academics demonstrates a tangible measure of
gender equality.

Visions and goals matter as much as funding, and both have been well communi-
cated at WU. Together with a committed leadership represented mainly by the
Rektorat, the institution is encouraged to focus on gender equality and to put it on
the strategic agenda. For example, even though the Rektorat has one female member
out of five, the leadership decided to include affirmative action in its by-laws, thereby
reinforcing the goals of gender equity.

Although many positive developments can be reported about WU, there are of
course impediments to gender equality. At WU (and probably at many other
Austrian universities), the culture advocating equality for women is weak. In times of
budget crisis and associated constraints, the faculty is often the first to criticize invest-
ments in ‘fringe’ subjects such as gender equality. For example, because it came at a
time of financial restrictions, when the proposal was made for the new chair in gen-
der studies, the faculty was split in their support for it. The leadership insisted on the
position’s importance to profile development and gender mainstreaming, convinced
key opinion leaders of it, and funding was granted. Similar discussions among faculty
emerge readily when resource allocation or strategic decisions are at stake. Without
the commitment of the leadership team, the university’s focus on gender equality
would soon be at risk.

This resistance leads to another phenomenon, that is, slow, incremental change. As
the above example demonstrates, many small steps must be taken to lead to noticeable
change. Many projects and instruments, small and large, over some years are needed
to keep gender equality on the agenda. Patience, persistence, and commitment on the
part of institutional leadership are imperative to sustain the momentum.

As much as leadership is important at the central level, it is as important to have
like-minded leadership at the decentralized level of departments, institutes, and
administrative units. Unfortunately, the commitment to gender equality at this level
is often missing or lacking the sense of importance that is necessary to implement real
changes in policy. In times of financial constraints, priorities are governed by appar-
ent necessities, such as raising more funds for traditional programmes or hiring avail-
able persons rather than conducting large-scale expensive searches. Thus, the gender
issue can easily lose consideration. Consequently, owing to the nature of decision
making at this level, it often requires more effort and discussion to convince this level
of leadership that gender equality is also a necessity. Success in this area at WU is
found in the influence of the rector whose research in social policy and founding
membership in the Working Group for Equal Opportunity fosters an understanding
and belief system that favours equality of men and women.

Finally, institutionalizing strategies and practices to achieve gender equality in the
time of crisis, change, and transformation is another problematic area at WU. It seems
that in the university at large, little attention is being paid to ‘new’ topics, such as gen-
der equality. It is a problem requiring more communication among faculty and
administration about the direction of the institution, especially in terms of gender
equality’s role in contributing to the institution’s competitive advantage.
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Conclusion

Gender equality has emerged in Austria’s higher education strategy. The developments
as described in this chapter show that with a general public policy and with concrete
institutional plans, such as the one at WU, Austrian universities are improving the sit-
uation of women in their institutions. Many obstacles remain, however, and change is
mostly incremental, but the commitment of legislation and leadership are in place for
success. Now, the success of equality of women depends on women’s and men’s sensi-
tivity and willingness for change at the institutional level. University managers must
have the courage to argue, discuss, and convince other disbelievers of the benefits of
women’s rights. It is a task that is often contested and difficult. These managers need
the strength that their convictions and actions are right for the institution and, hence,
society. Key to success at this level is the relationship among the rector and his or her
team, the faculty, and administrative units. Sustainable success is possible only if the
leadership can promote and convince the university community of the efficacy of gen-
der equality at its institution. The additional critical factor for success is the active
involvement of immediate supervisors, that is, department chairs. They are the indi-
viduals responsible for hiring, supporting, mentoring, and counselling women for
academic careers and shaping a culture in which male academics are receptive to gender
equality. Now and in the immediate future, there is hope that with a new generation of
professors, university managers, and administrators, a culture more inclusive of women
will emerge. Perhaps then implementing policies and instruments for gender equality
will be met with less resistance, and universities will benefit by the full inclusion of the
majority of its students and a representative promotion of women academics.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

WOMEN IN UNIVERSITIES
IN FINLAND: RELATIVE ADVANCES
AND CONTINUING CONTRADITIONS

Liisa Husu

Finland is a small, sparsely populated country of 5.2 million people with long
traditions of promoting gender equality and higher education for women. The country
has received high rankings in overall gender equality by international comparisons
(e.g., UNDP, 1995, 2004; World Economic Forum, 2005). With 36% of the female
population aged 2564 having tertiary education, the country ranked highest among
the European Union countries in 2002 (Eurostat, 2003). Finland is also one of the
leading countries in research and development in both relative intensity and
investment, and it is at the forefront globally in information and communication
technology (Statistics Finland, 2005; UNDD, 2001). Furthermore, Finnish society is
characterized by women’s full-time employment in a still gender-segregated labour
market, women’s long-term and active political participation, as well as governmental
commitment to gender equality (e.g., Statistics Finland, 2001; Husu & Niemels, 1993).

The Finnish university system dates back to 1640. Currently, the country has a
higher education system consisting of 20 universities and 29 relatively new polytechnics
that were created in the 1990s. This chapter focusses on the universities. The Finnish
university network covers the entire country from the capital Helsinki to the University
of Lapland on the Arctic Circle. It consists of ten multifaculty universities, three uni-
versities of technology, three schools of economics and business administration, and
four art academies. All universities are state-funded but exert autonomy over academic
matters. The level of core funding is guaranteed by law (MinEdu, 2004a, 2004b).

The expansion of female participation in higher education has been described by
some education sociologists (Kivinen & Rinne, 1995, p. 103) as ‘women taking over
the university institution’. Views framing the feminization of the student pool as
problematic have increasingly been heard both in the public discussion and from the
top of the university hierarchy (Raivio, 2002; Helsingin Sanomat, 2003). The
Finnish context thus provides an interesting setting in which to explore women and
university change.
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Students and Degrees: Women in the Majority

Finnish women have entered higher education earlier and in larger numbers than
have women in other Nordic countries. In 1908, some 21.4% of all students were
women at the University of Helsinki (the only university in the country at that time).
This same level of attendance was not reached in neighbouring Norway and
Denmark until 25 years later (Stdhle, 1996). In the early 1950s, the proportion of
women among the undergraduate students had reached a third and in the mid-1960s
nearly half (SVT, 1981).

Women’s share of university degrees has grown at all levels. Since 1987, women
have been in a majority of those obtaining master’s degrees as well as in the majority
among recipients of all types of university degrees since the mid-1990s. Women have
shown a growing interest in obtaining higher academic degrees as well: in the early
1980s, women’s share of PhDs was 22%, but it increased rapidly to nearly 40% by
the end of the 1990s and was approaching 50% in 2004 (MinEdu, 1982; SVT, 1998;
KOTA database) (see figure 7.1).

The 1990s were a period of growth in higher education in general and in PhD
production in particular. The proportion of women among students also grew in all
fields, except medicine and dentistry, which have traditionally had high female rep-
resentation. The expansion is evidenced by the growth rates of degrees in the 1990s.
From 1990 to 1999, the number of master’s degrees awarded to women grew by 41%
(11,856 in 1999), and the number of doctoral degrees grew by 138% (1,165 in
1999) (Statistics Finland, 1999). In 2003, 12, 411 master’s degrees were awarded,
60% of which were granted to women, and 1,257 doctoral degrees, 46.5% of which
were awarded to women (KOTA Database). The proportion of women among doc-
toral degree recipients is currently among the highest in the original EU member
states (EU-15); however, several new EU member states from Central and Eastern
Europe have somewhat higher proportions (EC, 2003) (see figure 7.1).

In 2004, the largest numbers of women were found in technology (22%), human-
ities (16%), and natural sciences (15%) (MinEdu, 2005). Despite the expansion of
higher education, entry to universities has remained highly competitive. Students are
selected mainly through entrance tests, and approximately one-third of applicants
receive entry. Women are a majority of the applicants for higher education, but male
applicants’ success rate is clearly higher. For example, in 2003, 63% of all university
applicants were women and 37% were men. Of those admitted, 57% were women.
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Figure 7.1 Representation of Women among Students and Academic Staff in Finnish Universities

Source: KOTA Database. National statistical online database updated annually on universites and higher education.
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Nearly every other male applicant was admitted (48%), but only 38% of females were
admitted (KOTA Database). One explanation for this disparity is gender segregation
in fields of study: fields popular among men have much higher acceptance rates than
do those programmes popular among women. In 1996, natural sciences and technol-
ogy, fields most favoured by male applicants, accepted nearly half of their applicants.
Several fields popular among women had considerably lower acceptance rates. Among
these, for example, were veterinary medicine (accepting 7.4% of applicants), psychology
(7.4%), education (15.2%), and medicine (15.8%). In all these fields, over 60% of the
applicants were women (SVT, 1998, pp. 56-57). In 2004, the picture was very much
the same: the acceptance rates were highest in male-dominated technology and in the
nearly gender-balanced field of natural sciences (with acceptance rates around 50%
and 40% respectively), but it was under 20% in medicine and education sciences,
both favoured by women, and under 10% in very female-dominated disciplines of vet-
erinary medicine and psychology (MinEdu, 2003a; KOTA Database).

Since the mid-1970s, some shifts have occurred in the gender segregation by fields
of study. From 1975 to 1995, male-dominated fields were feminized somewhat by
their student populations, and the number of fields with a balanced gender composi-
tion (i.e., 41-60%) increased. For example, natural sciences, agriculture, forestry, and
law were still male-dominated in 1975 but became gender-balanced by 1995.
Furthermore, earlier female-dominated fields became even more feminized numeri-
cally, and the number of female-dominated fields increased, the most dramatic example
being veterinary medicine that was a balanced field in the mid-1970s but is currently
predominantly studied by women. (SVT, 1998, pp. 89-91). In the beginning of the
twenty-first century, the only male-dominated field of study was technology, which
was also the field with largest numbers of students. Currently, only a fifth of technol-
ogy students are women (KOTA Database).

Though somewhat unorganized prior to the mid-1990s, research training became
more systematized in the latter half of the 1990s owing to the creation of a graduate
school system at national level (MinEdu, 2000). Consequently, the number of PhDs
increased dramatically and more than doubled in the 1990s. During the same period,
the proportion of women among new PhDs increased from 23% to 43%, or in absolute
numbers, from 155 to 523. By 2004, the fields of medicine, natural science, and tech-
nology produced 58% of all PhDs. Two fields producing the highest numbers of female
PhDs in 2004 were medicine and natural sciences, accounting for 43% of all female PhDs
that year, whereas every other male PhD received his doctoral degree in technology or
natural sciences (SVT, 1998; KOTA Database).

Faculty

By 1980, Finland had more women at all academic staff levels than other Nordic
countries (Denmark, Iceland, Norway, and Sweden) (Luukkonen-Gronow, 1983),
and Nordic data from the mid-1990s (Stihle, 1996) showed that this was still the
case. In the mid-1990s, Finland had higher levels of female representation in all
major disciplinary fields (humanities, social sciences, natural sciences, etc.) in
professorships as well as in other academic posts (pp. 98-106).

However, among faculty, the same gendered patterns are found in Finland as they
are elsewhere: the higher the position, the fewer women (see figure 7.1).! The propor-
tion of women among the professoriate has reached one-fifth in the beginning of the
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twenty-first century but appears to have stagnated at that level. In 2003, professors
comprised 28% of the teaching personnel in Finnish universities, senior assistants
8%, assistants 17%, lecturers 28%, and full-time untenured teachers (pdiditoimiser
tuntiopettajar) 17% (KOTA Database).

In a comparison of the 25 EU countries, Finland, Portugal, and Latvia are the only
countries where the current proportion of women among full professors is over 20%
(EC, 2003). In Finland, the highest proportions of female professors are found in
humanities (31%), social sciences (23%), and medicine and health sciences (21%). In
natural sciences and technology, only 8% of professors are women, and their share did
not change between 1990 and 2002. The age profiles for female and male professors do
not show significant differences (Kurki, 2003) (see figure 7.1).

Are women taking over the universities? I would argue that this view is highly
exaggerated. Despite the increase in women among higher degree holders, women are
still in the minority among professors, and the number of women attaining professor-
ships has grown very slowly, from 6.3% in 1983 to 11.3% in 1993 to 22% in 2004
(KOTA Database; MinEdu, 1998). Women are in the majority of faculty only at the
lower levels in the academic hierarchy. Although the proportion of women in the pro-
fessoriate increased slowly beginning in the early 1980s, the figures in the early 1990s
showed a standstill, and there was a drop in women’s recruitment to the professoriate in
fields with large female recruitment potential, such as the humanities and social sciences.
Among lower level posts, the advancement of women also stagnated in the mid-1990s
(Academy of Finland, 1997). The abolishment of the category of associate professor in
1998 explains the sudden jump of 5% in one year in the proportion of women among
full professors, from 13% in 1997 to 18.4% in 1998. In the first five years of the twenty-
first century, the proportion of women in the professoriate has increased only by 1.9%,
from 20.1% in 2000 to 22% in 2004. The proportion of women among professors is at
the same level as the proportion of women among PhD recipients nearly 20 years ago.

Policy Influence: Professors by Invitation

One explanation that may contribute to the slow recruitment of women into the pro-
fessoriate despite feminization of the recruitment pool is the practice of appointing pro-
fessors by invitation. All universities in Finland are public organizations and professors
are civil servants. Until 1998, professors were appointed by the president of the
Republic. The appointment procedure for professors was regulated by specific legisla-
tion. Traditionally the appointment process has been more transparent than in many
other countries: positions are filled by open competition, and the information on the list
of applicants, the evaluations of the merits of the applicants by external referees, and the
recommendations of the appointment committee are public documents and are available
to all interested parties.

In the early 1990s, however, the use of invitation procedure to fill a professorship
was made possible by the Act on the Appointment of Professors and Associate
Professors in Universities (Act 856/1991). The act stated that a professorship can be
filled by invitation in three cases: first, if a person with very high merits can thus be
appointed; second, if filling the position quickly is especially important in order to
organize teaching, research, or artistic activity in the field; or third, if the appointment
is made for a fixed term. Furthermore, the act stated that only a person who is
undoubtedly competent for the position can be invited to a professorship and that
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referee statements on the competence and merits of the invited person shall be
requested.

The increased use of the invitation procedure towards the end of the 1990s has been
suggested as a major contributor to the gender imbalance in professorial appointments
and to the slow increase in appointments of women into the professoriate (Husu, 1997,
2000, 2001; Academy of Finland, 1998). Initially, invitation was used in only a few
cases overall in the early 1990s, and at first, only men were invited to professorships
(Academy of Finland, 1997). However, in the mid-1990s, the invitation procedure
gradually became more commonly used so that, by 1997, 55% of all professorial
appointments in the country were made by invitation. The increased use of the invita-
tion procedure in appointments eventually caught the attention of the Parliament.
When discussing the draft of the proposed new university legislation in 1997, the
Parliament stated that the invitation procedure was intended to be an exceptional
method of appointment and that using the invitation procedure to the considerable
extent it was being used could not be justified because it prevented other competent
persons from applying for professorships. Furthermore, the Parliament stated that lim-
iting the use of the invitation procedure served the interests of justice. Even though no
comprehensive statistical analysis has been made on the use of invitation procedure by
gender, discipline, type of post, and type of university, what scarce statistical informa-
tion exists suggests that the invitation procedure has favoured men (Husu, 2000, 2001;
MinEdu, unpublished statistics).

Even though gender equality was not used as an argument in the discussion, the
Parliament strengthened the law to stipulate that the invitation procedure could be
used only when a very distinguished and undoubtedly competent person was inter-
ested in the position. Needing to fill the post rapidly because of the impending need
to organize teaching or research was removed by the new act (Act 648/1997). In addi-
tion to giving stricter rules on the use of the invitation, the category of associate pro-
fessor, which was less male-dominated than the full professor category, was abolished,
and all associate professors were upgraded to full professors.

Did the situation change with the new Act on Professorial Appointments?
Even after the new appointment legislation was passed, the invitation procedure con-
tinued to be used in over half of the appointments for a long time. The appointments
made after the new act continued to show the same trend: women had better chances
in open competition.

What is noteworthy is that at the end of 1990s, the proportion of women appointed
to the professoriate (13.7%) was lower than the proportion of women 7% the professo-
riate, which was 18.4% in 1998 and 17.9% in 1999. No systematic data are currently
available on appointment age by gender, but traditionally women have been appointed
to professorships at an older age than men are, creating the effect of shortening their
‘time in service. Consequently, this development did not promise rapid changes
towards better gender balance in the professoriate in the coming years.

The universities enjoy autonomy in academic matters, such as individual
professorial appointments and contents of research and teaching, and the role of the
Parliament is to set broad legislation and budgetary frames. Thus, the stricter formu-
lation of the grounds for using invitation was an important signal to universities
where over half of the professorial appointments in the country were in fact closed
from open competition. However, judging by their actual appointment behaviour,
the universities were rather slow to respond to the signal that the Parliament had sent.
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As a result, the outcomes of the invitation procedure favouring men attracted some
national media attention and generated discussion in internal university magazines.
In response, several universities addressed in their equality plans the importance of
monitoring the invitation procedure from a gender perspective (e.g., the University
of Helsinki Gender Equality Plan 2001-2003 and the University of Tampere Gender
Equality Plan 2000-2002). The issue also received some international attention. The
European Technology Assessment Network (ETAN) Report (Osborn et al., 2000)
took up the invitation issue, citing a Finnish Policy Report by the Academy of Finland
(1997),% and the United Nations Committee on Elimination of Discrimination against
Women (CEDAW) (2001) expressed a view that the Finnish invitation procedure for
professorial appointments may conflict with gender equality principles.®

By 2000, the figures finally showed a decline in the use of the invitation
procedure. Between February 2000 and February 2001, clearly a lower proportion,
only 35% (184) of the professorial appointments were made by invitation versus
more than half in previous years, and the difference between the proportion of
women among the invited and those appointed in open competition had also
decreased significantly (20% women among the invited and 22.7% women among
those appointed in open competition) (MinEdu, unpublished statistics). It should be
noted, however, that despite such improvements, gender equality is hardly evident in
2 20%:80% ratio of women to men appointees.

High Research Intensity

Currently, Finland is one of the world’s top funders of research in relation to the gross
national product of the country, and all Finnish universities engage in research and
teaching. The proportion of external research funding of universities grew very rap-
idly in the 1990s, from a third to half of all research expenses in the period
1991-2000, which allowed an increase in the number of fixed-term researchers in uni-
versities (Hakala et al., 2003). In 2003, external research funding consisted of funding
from the National Research Councils (19% of the total external funding), from the
Finnish National Technology Agency (TEKES) (12%), Finnish corporate funding
(14%), other Finnish funding (40% ministries, foundations etc.), EU funding
(11%), and other foreign funding (4%) (MinEdu, 2004b).

In 1996, the Finnish government adopted a programme to raise the level of R&D
funding from 2.35% of GDP in 1995 to 2.9% by the end of 1999. This increase was
intended to promote the ‘functioning of the national innovation system for the bene-
fit of the economy, employment, and business sectors’. This programme and the
strong investment by the private sector in R&D helped to raise the R&D share of the
GDP to 2.9% in 1998, increasing since then to 3.5% in 2002 — in 2002 the EU-15
average was under 2% and the United States figured 2.7%. However, this develop-
ment did not signify a dramatic increase in the funding of academic research because
the increase was distributed unevenly among research sectors. For universities, the
increase was slight during the 1990s whereas the state research institutes and sector
research experienced a decline in funding. Of the total R&D investment, the private
sector currently funds the greatest share: almost 70% in the first years of the twenty-first
century. Half of the private sector research funds have been used in electro technology,
which during the 1990s was nearly exclusively in the electro technological industry
itself (Statistics Finland, 1999, 2001, 2005).
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From a gender perspective, it should be stressed that the new investment in R&D
was thus made largely in the field of technology, the most male-dominated discipli-
nary field in which women earned only 19% of doctorates in 2004 (KOTA
Database). As a result of their significant under-representation in technology, women
have benefited less from the new opportunities offered by increased investments in
R&D than men have.

In general, the public sector R&D, which has enjoyed fewer new investments,
employs proportionally more women than does the private sector R&D. Women
form one-third of the total R&D personnel in Finland and 30% among R&D
personnel with at least a tertiary level degree. In universities and public sector
research, nearly half of the R&D personnel are women whereas in the private sector
research women number only one-fifth (Statistics Finland, 2005).

Interventions Promoting Gender Equality in Academia

There has been a surprising lack of evaluation and research on Finnish equality poli-
cies in general (see, however, Holli, 2003) both in the fields of higher education and
in science specifically. The first national level report addressing the position of
women in academia was published as early as 1964 by the Finnish Cultural
Foundation (Tuohinto, 1964). It was not a policy-oriented report, however, but
rather a descriptive one. Issues of gender inequality in academia were introduced
comprehensively to the Finnish university and science policy agenda starting from
the early 1980s. In 1980, the Finnish government adopted the first National Action
Plan to promote gender equality, focussing on the years spanning 1980-1985. The
plan for the latter half of the UN Decade of Women noted, among a number of other
issues, the need to monitor obstacles that academic women encounter.

Since then, clear fluctuations can be observed in the weight given to the issue of
gender equality in mainstream science and university/higher education policy.
Periods of high activity and visibility have been followed by those during which gen-
der issues have been pushed aside or defined as a problem that will soon be solved by
the steadily rising numbers of female students, especially graduates with higher
degrees (Husu, 1999, 2001). However, systematic policy analysis of these fluctua-
tions has not been conducted yet. Having observed and participated in this field for
nearly 25 years in various positions,” I would suggest that, in a small country like
Finland, the role of a few key gatekeepers and policy makers in science and university
policy is pivotal to understanding these fluctuations. According to my observations,
even though the national gender equality machinery and women’s studies/feminist
academics’ lobby continually try to keep the issue of gender (in)equality in academia
on the agenda, major interventions in the field have usually taken place only when
they are clearly backed by highly positioned and influential gatekeepers, most often
particular ministers of Education and research directors or general directors of the
National Research Council system (i.e., the Academy of Finland). Interestingly, it is
difficult to find a simple common denominator to describe these gatekeepers because
among them are influential women and men from the political left and right.

The main actors promoting gender equality in academia and scientific research
since the early 1980s have been, on one hand, the central educational and science
policy authorities and, on the other hand, the national gender equality machinery.
The central educational and science policy authorities are the Ministry of Education
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and the Academy of Finland,® which is the Finnish National Research Council hav-
ing a key national role in forming science policy and allocating funding for academic
research. The national gender equality machinery currently consists of three units in
the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health: the Council for Equality between Women
and Men, the Equality Ombudsman’s Office, and the Equality Unit. The oldest of
these, the Council for Equality between Women and Men, was founded in 1972 and
is a parliamentary advisory committee with a permanent secretariat. Its charge is to
monitor and promote gender equality in all areas of society and to promote both
research and its utilization in promotion of gender equality. The Equality
Ombudsman’s function and office were established in 1986 to monitor the new
Gender Equality Act and to promote gender equality more generally. As a result of
restructuring of the field, a governmental gender equality unit was established in the
Ministry of Social Affairs and Health in 2001.°

Cooperation among these key actors in higher education, science policy, and gen-
der equality policy has contributed significantly to the promotion of gender equality
in universities. It is my personal experience that this cooperation has been very much
facilitated by the small country setting where ‘everybody knows everybody’. The
interventions and measures applied can be divided into monitoring and promoting
gender equality in academia, especially promoting women researchers” and university
teachers’ careers, gender equality promotion in universities more generally, as well as
promoting women’s studies and gender research.

Beginning in the early 1980s, the Academy of Finland allocated funding to
women’s studies for research projects, national coordination, and networking. The
Academy of Finland research director at that time Dr. Elisabeth Helander was a key
figure and gatekeeper in this development. Helander was one of the few highly posi-
tioned and influential women in Finnish science policy in the 1980s and was keen to
promote gender issues (Husu, 2005a). In 1981, the Academy of Finland and the
Council for Equality between Women and Men created a full-time post of a national
coordinator of women’s studies in the Secretariat of the Council for Equality.
The Council’s Subcommittee on Research was founded in 1981 to support the activities
of the coordinator and the Council in this area, and it has been active since. Serving
as chairs of the subcommittee have been members of the Council for Equality who
are politicians (usually female and male MPs, and other politicians); the expert mem-
bership appointed to the subcommittee were academics and gender scholars from dif-
ferent disciplines from all over the country as well as representatives of the Ministry
of Education, Academy of Finland, Statistics Finland, and sector research institutes.
Initially, the Academy Research Director Dr. Elisabeth Helander was also one of the
expert members in the subcommittee.

The main activities of the national coordinator and the Subcommittee on
Research have been to promote women’s studies and gender research, to facilitate
contacts between researchers in this field and their contacts to administrators and
policy makers, and to monitor and promote gender equality in academia and gender
research through conferences, publicity, lobbying efforts, and advisory and informa-
tion services, including a national quarterly newsletter on women’s studies published
since 1981. With the restructuring of the national equality machinery in 2001, the
role of the national coordinator was discontinued despite protests from the women’s
studies community. In 2003, however, the future organization of women’s studies
coordination and information services in Finland was taken up at a highest political
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level, namely in Prime Minister Matti Vanhanen’s Government’s Program (2003),
and later in the Equality Plan of the government of Finland for 2004-2007. In the
summer 2005, however, this effort had not yet led to concrete solutions regarding
national coordination activities. The Equality Plan of the Finnish government prom-
ised (1) that responsible ministries of Education, Social Affairs, and Health would
investigate alternatives for arranging information and documenting activities on gen-
der equality on a permanent basis; (2) that the Ministry of Education would develop
coordination of women’s studies with the universities to inform and strengthen the
position of women’s studies as part of university level research; (3) that the Ministry
of Education would appoint a working group to develop professional research careers
in general and to promote both women’s research careers and equality in research
careers. Following the Governmental Equality Plan, the Ministry of Social Affairs
ordered a report on information and documentation related to gender equality in
2004. The report (Grénroos, 2005) recommends that the current Minna web portal
(www.minna.fi, a national Web portal on gender equality and women’s studies,
funded by Ministry of Social Affairs but only for a fixed term) should be maintained
and developed, making a general national information service on women’s studies,
studies on men, and gender equality available to a large range of users in Finland and
abroad, and mainstreaming general sources of information regarding the promotion
of gender and equality in the production and development of mainstream sources of
information in Finland. Whether the proposals are going to be implemented is not
known yet.

Currently, the Ministry of Education funds a national university network of
women’s studies, the HILMA network, which is an endeavour of eight universities to
promote cooperation mainly in women’s studies teaching (see htep://www.
helsinki.fi/hilma/). An important and well-informed gatekeeper in these recent
efforts has been the minister of Education (2003—2005) Ms. Tuula Haatainen who is
Social Democratic M a longtime member and chair of the Council for Equality.

National Policy Reports Promoting Women in
Academia and Research

The first high level national policy report on women in academia dates from early
1980s. In most other EU countries, except Sweden, the issue was taken up at the
ministry level considerably later (Osban et al., 2000). In 1981, the Minister of
Education, Kaarina Suonio, a Social Democrat interested in gender equality issues,
appointed the first national level committee to monitor women’s status in academia
(MinEdu, 1982, 1986). The Ministry of Education Committee argued, ‘Harsh and
obvious gender-related discrimination in the scientific community is apparently rare.
This may be so because, to start with, the competition for posts is relatively closely
controlled and the criticism [evaluation] is public (MinEdu, 1982, p. 24). This
statement was made five years before gender discrimination was legally prohibited in
Finland by the Equality Act of 1986.

The Ministry of Education Committee consisted of high profile female academ-
ics, mainly professors who could lend expertise on gender issues. Included on the
committee was the internationally recognized science studies expert Veronica Stolte-
Heiskanen, and Elina Haavio-Mannila, one of the pioneers of Finnish studies on
women and gender equality, chaired the committee.
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Many members had personal experience combining successful academic careers
with motherhood. Problems with arrangements for childcare had been a central con-
cern in the 1970s and 1980s among academic women. The childcare problem was to
be solved largely in the 1990s by general development of generous childcare policies in
Finland, which substantially improved the possibilities of all working and studying
parents to combine work, study, and family (Ministry of Social Affairs and Health,
1999, 2005a). Thus, universities have not had to respond independently to the child-
care problem. For postgraduate students pursuing doctorates in the new graduate
schools created in the mid-1990s, having children had no significant delaying effect
on the duration of doctoral studies — either for men or women (MinEdu, 2000). On
the much-debated ‘family as an obstacle’ issue, the 1982 Committee acknowledged
that children and family can slow down women’s scientific career, but according to
empirical studies, they also seemed to have positive influences on both men’s and
women’s scientific productivity. The key conclusion of the committee was that in a sci-
entific career ‘the double burden of women did not seem to be the worst obstacle, but
their weaker and unequal position in the scientific community’ was.

The 1982 Committee also took up the still contested issue of age and suggested
that age as a criterion should not be used in recruitment and fund allocation.
Officially, age is not used as a recruitment criterion, but unofficially it appears to play
a role. In my qualitative study on discrimination experiences of academic women
(Husu, 2001, 2005b) several informants described how their age had been used
against them in recruitment or evaluation. In the current Finnish science policy, sup-
porting young researchers into a professional research career is strongly stressed, but
it is questioned whether this goal is incompatible with the goal of recruiting more
women into research, considering that women have traditionally been somewhat
older than men in all career stages. Discussions on ‘academic age’ versus ‘biological
age’ have not yet been very vocal in the Finnish academic setting.

The Ministry of Education’s 1982 Committee made several proposals to promote
the advancement of women in the scientific community and to reduce inequalities.
Proposals that have been realized to a large extent include the following: the increase
of women’s representation in scientific decision-making bodies and in allocating
grants; the development of postgraduate supervision; the promotion and inclusion of
women’s studies in university curricula; the recommendation to fund research on
women; accounting for childcare costs in grants for study and research abroad; com-
pensation for parental leave by an equally long extension of the term in fixed-time
teaching and research posts; and gathering more statistics on gender in higher educa-
tion research.’

The most radical 1982 proposal was made on positive discrimination in student and
postgraduate recruitment as well as in recruiting for research posts, especially in fields
with very few women. Adopted from Norway, the idea of positive discrimination was
suggested in its moderate form, only to be applied when a decision was to be made
between equally qualified male and female candidates. This proposal did not receive
much support in the scientific community, even from academic women. The Equality
Act of 1986 enables the use of positive action such as positive discrimination in
appointments, if the action is part of an equality plan of the organization. Some uni-
versities have included the possibility of positive discrimination in their equality plans, but
to my knowledge, positive discrimination or quotas in favour of women in appointments
have not been used in Finnish university appointments.
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The Role of Gender Equality Policies

National gender equality policies have been influencing gender equality in academia
through the efforts of the Council for Equality, its Subcommittee of Research, and
the National Coordination of Women’s Studies. When the Finnish ‘gender equality
machinery’ was strengthened in 1986 with the Equality Act to prevent discrimination
based on sex and to promote equality between men and women in society, it also
included a paragraph directing educational institutions to ensure that research and
instructional materials promote gender equality.

A position of Equality Ombudsman was created to supervise observance of the act
and give guidelines for promoting gender equality. In 1990, the Equality Ombudsman
issued Guidelines on Promoting Gender Equality in Universities. These guidelines were
discussed and developed in cooperation with the Council for Equality’s
Subcommittee for Research and the national coordinator for Women’s Studies. An
important part of this developmental work were the site visits the Equality
Ombudsman and the national coordinator conducted in the late 1980s in most uni-
versities to discuss the new equality legislation with the rectors and heads of admin-
istration. These guidelines were later included in the Equality Plan of the Ministry of
Education (Husu, 2004).

The Equality Act made overt discrimination in academia more visible because aca-
demic women could file formal discrimination complaints in reference to the
Equality Act. For example, between January 1991 and May 1997, 33 complaints
were filed to the Equality Ombudsman from various universities.” Some of them
have proceeded to court and some universities have paid compensation to the plain-
tiff, but, thus far, no systematic analyses of these complaints and their outcomes have
been made.

In 1995, the Equality Act was amended, and gender quotas were introduced.
According to the revised act, minimum percentages of both women and men in gov-
ernment committees, advisory boards, and other corresponding bodies should be
40% unless special reasons exist to act to the contrary. This reform has also affected
the composition of the most important funding gatekeepers of academic research, the
Academy of Finland and its four National Research Councils, the Academy Board,
and the National Council of Science and Technology, the composition of which has
become gender-balanced. Another amendment to the Equality Act in 1995 con-
cerned equality planning. All employers with a staff of at least 30 should include
measures to promote gender equality in the workplace in the annual personnel and
training plan or equivalent. However, until the passage of an amendment in Equality
Act 2005, no legal sanctions existed for non-compliance.

The Equality Act was amended in 2005 (Act 232/2005). It also harmonized the
Finnish legislation with the EU legislation on gender equality in work settings. Most
important changes included a clearer definition of direct and indirect discrimination,
defining sexual and gender harassment as discrimination, making gender equality
planning obligatory, and including educational institutions (but not schools) under
the scope of equality legislation. Harassment and discrimination of both students and
staff in educational institutions became sanctioned, and compensation could be paid
to the victims of discrimination in educational settings. Earlier, the act concerned
only staff in educational institutions. Gender equality planning in workplaces
became obligatory, supervised by Equality Ombudsman, and a fine was set for
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non-compliance. Detailed guidelines on equality planning were also introduced. The
plan called for report on placement of women and men in different job categories and
a report on work tasks and salaries by gender, including the gender pay gap, measures
adopted to promote gender equality and equal pay, and an evaluation of the realiza-
tion of earlier measures.

In educational institutions, the Gender Equality Act called for reports on the state
of gender equality in the institution, detailing problems and measures promoting
gender equality, paying special attention to gender equality in student recruitment,
teaching arrangements, student evaluations, and measures to prevent and stop sexual
harassment.

The 2005 amendment of the Equality Act was much needed in order to facilitate
gender equality promotion in many organizations, and the extension to educational
institutions including students was long overdue. However, the university sector has,
in fact, been more active in introducing equality planning than have many other sec-
tors in society, such as municipalities, public administration, and business (Husu,
2004; Ahponen & Paasikoski, 2003). Since the beginning of the late 1990s, gender
equality has been on the agenda in most universities, in some universities much ear-
lier, with regard to some kind of infrastructure and policy documents. The equality
agendas are typically rather long (cf. Cockburn, 1989; Kirton & Greene, 2000),
increasingly adopting mainstreaming as a main background strategy, including meas-
ures related to student recruitment, studies, teaching, career advancement, recruit-
ment, decision making, sexual harassment, and pay. Lately, the agenda has broadened
to include diversity policy in the spirit of the anti-discrimination law from 2004. By
the latter half of 1990s, most universities had formed gender equality committees.
Although equality committees usually do not have executive power or ombudsman
functions, they act more with regard to agenda setting, planning, and information
functions. Most universities either have accepted equality plans or have included
equality issues among other plans, such as personnel development plans. In addition,
guidelines for the prevention of sexual harassment have been issued in several universi-
ties (Mankkinen, 1999); gender equality surveys have also been conducted in several
universities: University of Helsinki (Mankkinen, 1995), University of Turku
(Voutilainen, 1996; Keskinen and Vallenius, 2003), University of Kuopio (Sinkkonen,
1997), University of Joensuu (Varjus, 1997), Helsinki School of Economics (Rahunen,
1999), &Arign;bo Akademi University (Vilinoro & Siimes, 1998), University of
Tampere (Pasanen, 2003), and University of Lapland (Naskali, 2004). Since 1995, the
Equality Committees of Universities have organized an annual national conference,
and they also have a national discussion and information email list.

Finland has also played a key role in initiating European cooperation among
universities regarding gender equality. The first European conference on gender
equality in higher education was convened by the University of Helsinki in 1998
(Fogelberg et al., 1999), and it led to both a series of regular conferences in Europe
(Ziirich, Switzerland, 2000; Genova, Italy, 2003; Oxford, UK, 2005) and a European
Network of Gender Equality in Higher Education, which functions between the con-
ferences through an email discussion list moderated by the University of Helsinki
with over 380 members from over 30 countries.

The Academy of Finland has become actively engaged in equality planning as
well. In the 1990s, the only national level report on academic women’s careers was the

Academy of Finland Working Group Report (1997, in English 1998). The Academy
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of Finland adopted its first Gender Equality Action Plan in 2000 and substantially
updated it in 2005. The plan consolidated and articulated the academy’s policy on
equality and set up new concrete measures to promote gender equality throughout
the academy’s research funding and management. Based on the principle of main-
streaming, the Academy Plan of 2000 set up a target of 40% of the minority gender
for appointments and advocated the principle of positive discrimination, which
prefers the minority group candidate in cases where two candidates are equally mer-
ited. It also established a key principle that maternity, paternity, and parental leave
should not shorten a funding period. In addition, it allocated 20% higher grants for
study or working abroad for recipients with dependent children, and it established a
new, short-term ‘spin-off” funding for young researchers, female researchers, and
researchers who return from parental leave (Academy of Finland, 2000). The plan
was very well received by the scientific community (Academy of Finland, 2000). In
2005, an update of the Equality Plan broadened the agenda towards diversity issues
following the Non-Discrimination Act (21/2004), which forbade discrimination
based on age, ethnic, or national origin, language, religion, nationality, conviction,
opinion, health, disability, sexual orientation, or other person-based grounds. The
plan enabled positive discrimination in allocating research funding in a situation
where two applicants were considered equally scientifically competent (Academy of
Finland, 2005).

Further Activities Promoting Women’s Studies

Women’s studies developed rapidly during the 1980s and 1990s, but as a new inter-
disciplinary field, it has suffered chronically from inadequate resources. In 1995, the
Council for Equality and the National Association of Women’s Studies in Finland
(SUNS) jointly launched a national action plan called Women’s Studies 2000
(Naistutkimus, 2000, 1996). About the same time, women’s studies resources were
strengthened considerably when the Ministry of Education created eight professor-
ships in women’s studies for five years. Beyond that period universities were expected
to finance those professorships themselves. A key gatekeeper to make this major inter-
vention possible was the Minister of Education Olli Pekka-Heinonen from the
National Coalition (Conservative Party) (Heinonen, 1999). In 1998, in addition to
the university chairs in women’s studies, the Academy of Finland created a five-year
rotating research professorship in interdisciplinary women’s studies and gender equal-
ity research: the Minna Canth Professorship, named after a pioneer of women’s rights,
author Minna Canth. Beginning in 2007, on Minna Canth’s birthday, March 19 will
be officially celebrated as ‘Minna Canth’s day’, or the day of gender equality. Canth is
the first woman in Finland to receive an official flag-raising day in the calendar.

Conclusion

Important societal changes in Finland since the 1980s positively affecting gender
equality in academia include the introduction of equality legislation (Equality Act of
1986, amended 1992, 1995, 1997, and 2005) and improved childcare and parental
leave provisions. These changes have obviously improved gender equality and condi-
tions of women more generally in the Finnish society. Have been accompanied by
changes in family and work experiences.
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Important changes in academia include the intensification and expansion of doc-
toral education, increased competition for positions and funding, increased interna-
tionalization of research, and increased managerialism (see, e.g., Hakala et al., 2003).
Gender-related changes in Finnish academia include the rapid growth and institu-
tionalization of women’s studies in universities (see, e.g., Husu & Bergman, 1993;
Academy of Finland, 2002), the introduction of gender equality and anti-harassment
planning in universities, and gender quotas in the composition of the National
Research Councils of the Academy of Finland. The gender balance in academia has
somewhat improved in all degree and job categories. The proportion of women in the
recruitment pool has continuously increased, and the most dramatic change has
occurred in doctoral education; women obtain currently nearly half of PhDs, and in
many fields over half. Individual women have been appointed to all top positions in
Finnish universities and science, except in the position of general director of the
Academy of Finland. However, it was only recently, in 2003, when the first Finnish
academic woman, Medical Professor Pirjo Mikeli, received the honorary title of aca-
demician for outstanding academic achievement, awarded only to 12 living academics
at the time."?

Although increased managerialism, accountability, and quality management have
been introduced to the Finnish system, women continue to be under-represented in
the highest managerial posts. The first female university rector in a multifaculty uni-
versity was appointed in 1992 in the University of Jyviskyld and the first female
chancellor as late as 2000 in the University of Turku. Of all rectors and vice-rectors
in Finnish universities, 20% were women in 2000 (Pulkkinen, 2000). No national
statistical information has been gathered on the gender division of administrative
directors or deans (heads of faculties). For example, the largest and oldest of univer-
sities, the University of Helsinki, appointed its first female dean in 1992, and she
remained the only female dean for several years. In 2005, only 2 out of 11 deans were
women.

Despite the relatively high proportion of women in Finnish academia, relatively
high overall gender equality, and the relatively early mass enrolment of women in
Finnish higher education and research, the structures and culture of Finnish acade-
mia have remained gendered. The same structural features characterize academic
position of women in Finland as they do elsewhere: male-led hierarchies that seem
relatively resistant to change, women more frequently holding lower-rank positions,
and gender segregation in choice of study field. The divergent views of academic
women and men in several surveys suggest that women do not share the illusion that
gender equality has been realized whereas, for men, the situation concerning gender
equality appears to be unproblematic (Rahunen, 1999; Voutilainen, 1996). In a sur-
vey of all academic staff of the largest business university, Helsinki School of
Economics, young academics — both male and female — assessed gender equality in
their school as fairly well realized (75% and 70% respectively) whereas, among staff
employed in the university for 11-20 years, 82% of men but only 48% of women
saw gender equality as well realized, and none of the women used the alternative ‘very
well’ (Rahunen, 1999, pp. 55-56).

The small country setting where academic circles are also small and ‘everybody
knows everybody’ creates both opportunities and limitations for the promotion of
gender equality in academia. At the national and systemic level, gender equality
promotion in academia clearly has been facilitated by close cooperation, informal
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contacts, and networks among major stakeholders of higher education/science policy
and equality policy. However, at the level of the individual, a small country setting
can be problematic, as indicated by the fear of many academic women being labelled
as persona non grata in their disciplines or in the larger national context if they dare
to challenge discriminatory practices.

The rapid growth in female recruitment potential and the rapid increase in the
size and funding of the R&D sector have not led to radical improvements in the sta-
tus of academic women. First, owing to the increase of resources mainly in fields such
as technology wherein women continue to be significantly under-represented as stu-
dents and academics, entry into technological studies is remarkably easier than is
entry into several female-dominated fields. Second, as the number of women in the
recruitment pool to higher academic posts increased in the 1990s, appointment proce-
dures became more closed, especially with the appointment of professors by invitation.
The diminished use of the appointment by invitation is a promising development
not only in general terms of fairness and transparency but also in terms of gender
equality. The influence of activities of gender equality committees and research
highlighting the gendered consequences of this seemingly neutral procedure or
gender-sensitive media reporting should not be underestimated in raising the invita-
tion issue on the agenda.

During the 1980s and the 1990s, gender awareness has been increasing in the
Finnish academy in the forms of women’s studies programmes, the introduction and
implementation of policies of gender equality and anti-sexual harassment, and the
establishment of equality committees in universities. Gender discrimination also has
become more visible because it can be legally challenged. Challenging gender discrim-
ination through a legal process is very rare though in part because in the small Finnish
scientific community female academics fear being labelled as troublemakers in ques-
tioning appointments and decisions they see as discriminatory.

Despite relatively advanced gender equality in many respects, several contradic-
tions and problems nevertheless remain. In as much as women have increased their
presence as producers and disseminators of knowledge, academic women in the late
1990s have reported similar kind of experiences of hidden discrimination as they did
according to research conducted in the early 1980s (Husu, 2001, 2005b). Gender
discrimination has been forbidden by law, and gender equality is promoted by equal-
ity plans, but as several researchers, such as Paula Caplan (1993), Nijole Benokraitis
(1997), and Joe Feagin (Benokraitis & Feagin, 1995), have pointed out, sanctioning
anti-discrimination by law does not mean that it will vanish; rather, discrimination
assumes more subtle forms that are more difficult to address. Even though harsh gen-
der discrimination appears to be relatively rare, multiple forms of hidden discrimina-
tion continue. Women continue to report invisibility as colleagues in relationship to
their male colleagues, lack of encouragement and support, and relative isolation.
Although reports of these kinds of experiences seldom reach the public arena, some
encouraging recent examples reveal and politicize women’s exclusion and marginal-
ization in mainstream fora (e.g., Kaartinen & Korhonen, 2001).

In my 2001 study on sexism, support, and survival in academia, academic women
described discrimination that they had experienced in appointments, in allocation of
such resources as space and computer facilities, in formal and informal division of
labour in their settings, in informal collegial interaction, and in career support. The
most striking difference over time has been the framing of sexuality in the context of
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unequal treatment as a private versus public issue. Sexual harassment policies were
adopted in universities beginning the mid-1990s, and they have been problematizing
sexual relations in the university context and sensitizing students and staff to the phe-
nomenon that was hardly recognized and seldom named in the early 1980s (Varsa,
1993). lustrating this is the Ministry of Education 1982 Committee Report on the
obstacles to women’s research careers wherein sexuality was discussed only in a foot-
note in the context of women’s ‘internalized role models’ as one basis of exclusion. It
was suggested that women dare not try to enter informal male networks because their
behaviour could be seen as ‘unfeminine or odd’ (p. 25). The experiences of inform-
ants that would currently be framed as sexual harassment were also hidden in a foot-
note.'! The data on sexual harassment elicited in my 2001 study demonstrate not
only the seriousness of sexual harassment in academic contexts but also how easily the
phenomenon remains covert even after organizational interventions.

How do academic women envision themselves changing universities into more
women-friendly institutions? In Finland, the currently high and rising participation
rates of women in higher education and postgraduate education has created a widely
shared view that reaching gender equality in academia will be only a matter of time.
Academic women whom I interviewed for my 2001 study did not share this view,
however. They were not convinced that generational shifts would automatically lead
to a more gender-equal university; some even saw signs of a rising new macho gener-
ation. None of the interviewees framed the ‘feminization” of universities and higher
education as a threat. Instead, some successful academic women mentioned how
their success seemed to be experienced as a threat by some male colleagues.

How women perceive and envision the future of universities is obviously affected
by their visions and assessment of their own futures inside the system. Even if most
of the informants in my 2001 study could be characterized as ambitious and moti-
vated researchers, many found it very difficult to answer when asked in the interview
how they assessed their professional situation in five or ten years’ time. This appraisal
was especially difficult for those in fixed-term positions, a group to which a majority
of mid-career academics in Finland belong. I would not interpret this hesitation and
insecurity as lack of motivation or inadequate career planning but rather as a rather
realistic inability to evaluate future opportunities in the light of both the research
revealing the slow advancement of women in academic hierarchies in Finland and the
scarce support that these women had received in their research careers.

Despite women forming a majority among students and rising proportions of
women in the recruitment pool to academic positions, universities are still gendered
organizations (Acker, 1992; Mills & Tancred, 1992) characterized by official and
unofficial gendered division of labour, gendered symbols, gendered forms of interac-
tion, and gendered perceptions of one’s own place and future in the organization.
Envisioning one’s own future and career opportunities in this kind of a contradictory
setting is difficult. On the other hand, academic women act as important agents of
change in universities. For example, a majority of the participants of my 2001 study
indicated that they had intervened in one way or another when encountering various
forms of gender discrimination (Husu, 2001, pp. 179-225; 2005b). These interven-
tions, however small they may be, contribute to identifying hidden discriminatory
practices, thus making it easier for others to challenge them in the future.

Academic women in my 2001 study valued highly gender equality interventions
and policies developed in Finnish universities since the early 1990s. Keeping gender
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equality on the official university agenda was considered as important as radical inter-
ventions, such as gender quotas. Many participants stressed continuity: they thought
that gender equality issues should be kept constantly on the university agenda in a
variety of forms and should be given even more visibility. They strongly trusted infor-
mation and enlightenment. Many academic women believe that in order to make
changes happen, the problems should be made public.

These informants were not activists of gender equality or science policy; rather, they
were ‘rank and file’ researchers in different phases of their career paths. The gender
equality activists, or members of gender equality committees and networks, would
probably envision matters quite differently. These kind of ‘change agents” of universities —
a group into which I count myself as well — have a much more critical view on the
impact of information and enlightenment activities in making change happen. Even if
gender equality has been taken up on the university agenda generally, targets and goals
seem to turn into practices only slowly, and many kinds of passive resistance can be
observed (see, e.g., UNESCO/CEPES 2000; especially Bagilhole, 2000; Miiller, 2000;
MIT, 1999). Universities are highly resistant to change, as the late science studies
scholar Veronica Stolte-Heiskanen has amply remarked (1991, p. 7). Working for gen-
der equality in universities can indeed be characterized as ‘hard work in the academy’
(Fogelberg et al., 1999). In addition to implementing specific gender-marked interven-
tions, gender impact analysis must be applied to more general trends, such as the
increase of fixed-term contracts and external funding, and their unintended gender
consequences should be explored. A strategy of mainstreaming has been increasingly
adopted as a framework in Finland for work on gender equality both in the national
gender equality policy (Ministry of Social Affairs, 2005b) as well as in universities and
other academic organizations. It is, however, a challenging and demanding strategy to
implement (EC, 2001), especially in such large and complex organizations as universi-
ties, and it is far too early to evaluate how successfully it is going to be implemented in
the Finnish academic setting.

Notes

1. The system of academic posts in Finnish universities includes five main categories, which
need some clarification for the non-Finnish reader: Professor — Highest-ranking member of
the academic staff, including fixed-term professorships and rotating professorships;
required qualifications are a high scholarly or artistic competence, teaching skills, and the
necessary familiarity with the subject area. Leczurer — a teacher next in rank to an associate
professor (the category of associate professor was abolished completely in 1998 by the new
University Law); required qualifications are a licentiate or doctoral degree, good teaching
skills, and the necessary familiarity with the practice of the subject area. Senior assistant — a
fixed-term office for which the required qualifications are a licentiate or a doctoral degree,
good teaching skills, and the necessary familiarity with the practice of the subject area.
Assistant — an academic whose task is to practice independent scholarly research and/or
postgraduate studies in a fixed-term office for which a higher academic degree is required.
Untenured full-time teachers and part-time teachers. In addition to the aforementioned cate-
gories, a growing number of full-time researchers with fixed-term contracts also belong to
the academic staff of universities. They are funded from various external funding sources,
such as the National Research Councils, private foundations and industry, and ministries as
well as from the research funds of the respective universities. Reforms of the structure of
academic positions have recently been taking place in some universities concerning the
mid-categories, and a more comprehensive reform is being discussed. The Council of
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University Rectors (FCUR), consisting of all university rectors, has made a proposal in
2004 on a national reform of the position structure and appointment procedures (see
http://www.rectors-council.helsinki.fi/), but the issue has not proceeded further yet.
[English translations of the terms and their clarifications are taken from the University
Glossary (1998), compiled by the Ministry of Education, the Rectors’ Council, and the
Prime Minister’s Office.]

. Osborn et al.’s (2000) ETAN Report describes ‘policy points’ on quality and fairness in

scientific professions include ‘end of use of patronage to fill posts and jobs tailored to
fit particular candidates’ (p. 31), and the report states that ‘good male scientists have
nothing to fear from transparent, fair and effective recruitment and promotion
practices’ (p. 30).

. Among its principal areas of concern and recommendation to Finland, the CEDAW

Committee stated, “The Committee is concerned about the low presence of women in
high-ranking positions in many areas, particularly in academia, where women’s presence
has been constantly declining as one moves up the academic ladder. The Committee is
concerned that the current system of hiring professors by invitation instead of open com-
petition places women at a disadvantage’.

. For a discussion on the ‘multiple agent perspective’ of the author, including work as the

National Coordinator of Women’s Studies and Senior Advisor in the national gender
equality machinery during 1981-1996, see Husu (2001).

. On the Academy of Finland, see http://www.aka.fi > English.
. The Council for Equality secretariat was first located in the Prime Minister’s Office

(1972-1986). Since 1986, the secretariat has been located in the Ministry of Social Affairs
and Health, which has also housed the other bodies in the Finnish gender equality
machinery: the Equality Ombudsmans Office and the Gender Equality Unit. See
http://www.stm.fi/Resource.phx/eng/subjt/gendr/index.htx

. Finland has a multiparty system. The national governments are usually multiparty

Coalitions formed by one or several of the largest four parties in the Parliament and addi-
tionally by one or few of the small parties. The four largest parties are from right to left:
National Coalition Party (the conservative party), the Center Party (former Agrarian
Union), the Social Democratic Party, and the Left-Wing Alliance. The small parties that
have participated in recent Government coalitions include the Greens, the Swedish
People’s Party, and the Christian Democrats. After the Parliamentary Elections 2003, the
Center Party had 55 MPs out of the total 200, Social Democrats 53, National Coalition 40,
Left Alliance 19, Greens 14, Swedish People’s Party 9, and the True Finns 3. The Finnish
government of Prime Minister Matti Vanhanen was formed in 2003 as a coalition of
Center Party, Social Democrats, and Swedish People’s Party (on the Finnish party system,
see Soikkanen, n.d., and on the history, role and activities of the Parliament, see http://
www.eduskunta.fi/ > in English).

. Development of gender-sensitive statistics on higher education and research has been

more advanced in Finland than in many other European countries. National higher edu-
cation statistics have included sex as a variable since 1966-1967. The Ministry of
Education national statistics database on universities, the KOTA database, is searchable
online free of charge (http://www.csc.fi/Kota/Kota.html) and from 1988-1989 onwards,
includes gender as one variable for students, degrees, and academic positions.
Unfortunately, it does not include statistics combining position and discipline by gender.
In addition, statistics on applicants and appointments to academic positions by gender are
not gathered systematically on a national basis.

. Records of the Equality Ombudsman’s Office.
. On the Academy of Finland’s proposal, the president of the Republic bestows the

honorary title of academician on Finnish and foreign scientists and scholars as a mark of
recognition for their outstanding academic merit. The title can be held by no more than
12 Finnish scientists and scholars at a time.

This footnote stated, “These fears are as such not ungrounded. Unofficial interaction
can create situations, which lead to attempts at sexual approaches. The letter data the
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Working Group received had indications that refusal of sexual interaction can lead to
the woman becoming under pressure or becoming a target of discrimination’ (MinEdu,

1982, p. 25).
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CHAPTER EI1GHT

ProMoOTION OF GENDER EQUALITY
IN THE UNIVERSITY OF HELSINKI

Liisa Husu and Terhi Saarikoski

The University of Helsinki is the oldest and largest university in Finland. Its
precursor institution, The Royal Academy of Turku, was established in 1640 in the
city of Turku as a Swedish university when Finland was part of Sweden. In 1809,
Finland became an autonomous Grand Duchy of Imperial Russia as a result of the
Swedish-Russian War of 1808-1809, and the Royal Academy of Turku was renamed
the Imperial Academy of Turku. The Russian emperor transferred the university from
Turku to Helsinki in 1828 and renamed it the Imperial Alexander University in
Finland. After Finland became an independent state in 1917, the name of the uni-
versity was changed to University of Helsinki in 1919 (University of Helsinki, n.d.a).

Until 1909, the University of Helsinki was the only university level institution in
Finland and, until 1919, the only multifaculty university in the country. It is cur-
rently one of the largest universities in the Nordic countries in terms of the number
of students and the range of disciplines. It has four major campuses in Helsinki and
various units in at least 20 other locations in Finland from the southern coast to
Lapland within the Arctic Circle. The university is bilingual (Finnish and Swedish,
the official languages of the country), and tuition is increasingly offered in English.

The faculty is the basic administrative unit in Finnish universities, usually consisting
of several departments in one broad field of study. The University of Helsinki consists of
11 faculties: theology, law, medicine, arts, science, education, social sciences, agriculture
and forestry, veterinary medicine, biosciences, and pharmacy. In addition, the university
hosts several independent research institutes, often interdisciplinary in their orientation,
in, for example, Russian and East European studies (Alexander Institute), economic
research (Helsinki Center of Economic Research), information technology (Helsinki
Institute of Information Technology), genome research (Finnish Genome Center),
biotechnology (Institute of Biotechnology), neuroscience (Neuroscience Center), and
social sciences and humanities (Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies).

In the University Strategic Plan for 2004-2006, there is a strong emphasis on
developing research, researcher training, and research-based teaching (University
of Helsinki, 2003). The Strategic Plan identifies the vision of the university as
follows: ‘University of Helsinki will establish its position among the best
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European multi-disciplinary universities. The level of its research and degrees are
relied upon, and especially interdisciplinary research and research-based teaching
are flourishing there’ (p. 5). Helsinki participates currently in over half of the
nationally selected Centres of Excellence in research, hosts 24 national level grad-
uate schools, and participates in 55 national graduate schools coordinated by
other universities. The university is a member of the League of European Research
Universities (LERU), a network of leading European research universities. The
university is actively engaged in international cooperation around research and
teaching, having 80 cooperation agreements with universities throughout the
world and participating actively in Nordic Nordplus Cooperation, European
Union SOCRATES Cooperation, and EU Framework Programmes.

Universities in Finland are publicly funded, and their activities are regulated by
national university legislation, but they have a high level of autonomy in academic
matters and internal management guaranteed by the constitution. Both the highest
officials and decision-making bodies are elected internally from among the univer-
sity staff and students, and the key decision-making bodies have representation of
professors, academic and non-academic staff, and students. In the University of
Helsinki, the highest university management consists of the rector, vice-rectors,
and the university senate (the highest university board, called the Consistorium).
In addition, the University of Helsinki has a chancellor, whose task is to promote
sciences generally, to act as a figurehead for the university, to supervise the activi-
ties of the university, and to serve as the formal appointing authority in highest aca-
demic appointments, including hearing of appeals in application matters. The
rector is the head of the university and is responsible for the management of the uni-
versity. He or she is elected for a five-year period from among the candidates that
have been put forward by the university community.! The rector is elected by the
Electoral College consisting of professors, researchers and teachers, non-academic
staff, and students. The chancellor is appointed for five years by the president of
Finland after the Electoral College has put forward three candidates for consideration
for the position.?

The university level strategies and guidelines have to be approved by the univer-
sity senate. In addition to the rector, who acts as a chairperson, the senate currently
has 14 members: five professors, two other teachers, two representatives of staff, four
students, and one external member. At the faculty level, the decision-making body is
the faculty council, chaired by the dean, and at the departmental level, the
department-leading group, chaired by the head of the department. The faculty and
departmental level have a high level of autonomy in academic matters. The university
senate, the faculty councils, and the department-leading groups are all elected for a
three-year period. The faculties play a central role in the appointment of academic
staff, in awarding higher degrees, and in many other academic matters. The faculty
council is the principal decision-making body at the faculty level concerned with
research and teaching. The dean is the head of the faculty and chairperson of the fac-
ulty council and is responsible for general management in the faculty. The dean is
elected by the faculty council members for a fixed-term period. Recently, most facul-
ties have begun electing vice-deans to handle research, teaching, and outreach issues.

The position of dean is important because they traditionally have formed the
recruitment pool for the rectorate. The rector appoints the vice-rectors from among
the professoriate after consulting with the university community. According to the
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University of Helsinki Regulations, ‘In electing the rector and vice-rectors, it should
be aimed for that different disciplinary fields and campuses be represented as evenly
as possible and that gender equality be promoted’ (University of Helsinki, 2003).
The highest management of the University of Helsinki has been very male-dominated
until very recently, but currently two out of four vice-rectors are women. The first
woman vice-rector was Theology Professor Raija Sollamo, and she was appointed in
1998. Earlier, she was also the first female dean, appointed in 1992, in the Faculty
of Theology. Of the 11 faculties, only 2 other faculties have ever had a female dean:
Humanities and Education. In 2005, only 2 of the 11 deans were women, but several
women have recently been appointed as vice-deans. The university has never had a
woman rector or chancellor.

Of the 38,500 degree students at the University of Helsinki, 63% are women. In
2004 4,177 degrees were taken, 395 of which were doctorates. Since 2001, women
have comprised over half of the doctoral degree recipients, accounting for 56% in
2004. The total number of staff, including administrative, technical, and academic
staff is 7,500, of which 4,635 (62%) are researchers or teachers. Of academic staff,
7% are professors, and 20% are researchers funded mainly by external funds. The
proportion of women among full professors was 25% in 2004, which is somewhat
higher than the national average (see figure 8.1).

Multiple Roles and Their Implications

Systematic research has yet to be conducted on gender equality policies in Finnish
higher education in general and related activities of individual universities, including
the University of Helsinki. In this chapter, we draw primarily on official university doc-
uments and statistics and on our long-term experiences in the field associated with sev-
eral roles: student, activist, gender equality adviser at the national and university levels.
Additionally, we have also drawn from information obtained from a few other insiders
or key players in gender equality promotion, such as previous chairs of the Equality
Committee and several persons who have acted as equality advisers or secretaries of the
Equality Committee since the mid-1990s.
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Figure 8.1 Representation of Women among Students and Academic Staff at the University
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Source: Author’s University of Helsinki internal institutional statistics.
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Our multiple roles have provided us with useful insider perspectives and privi-
leged access to much tacit knowledge on gender equality developments in the
University of Helsinki (see authors’ biographical statements). However, these roles
also restrict us to some extent; we both have accumulated an extensive amount of rel-
evant confidential knowledge throughout the years that can be disclosed only in very
general terms for ethical reasons. We have attempted to maintain a critical perspec-
tive of our university setting, yet we recognize that our insider roles in the processes
we are describing make the task far from unproblematic.

Introducing Gender Equality in the University Agenda:

From Grassroots towards Institutional Incorporation

During the 1990s and until 2005, the issue of gender equality has been brought
gradually onto the official agenda of the University of Helsinki, and an infrastructure
for gender equality promotion, prevention of discrimination, and related strategies,
policies, and practices has been developed. This university was among the first
Finnish universities to adopt a gender equality plan and appoint an Equality
Committee, and it is currently the only university in Finland with a full-time equality
adviser. In 2005, the core of the gender equality infrastructure consisted of the
Equality Committee, which represents groups of staff and different faculties and has
student representation. Because gender equality is named as a field of responsibility
in the division of tasks among the four vice-rectors, one of them chairs the commit-
tee. Appointed by the university senate for a three-year term, the committee works
closely with the equality adviser and has recently created a network of contact persons
in all units in the university in order to better reach the departmental level where
many important decisions concerning teaching, research, and appointments are
made. The key instruments for promoting gender equality and diversity in the uni-
versity are the Gender Equality Plan and the Action Plan against Discrimination,
drafted by the committee and adopted by the university senate. In addition, guide-
lines for the prevention and handling of sexual harassment have been issued. The
Gender Equality Plans of 2001-2003 and 2004-2006 are based on the principle of
gender mainstreaming.

The development of gender equality promotion in the University of Helsinki can be
divided roughly into three phases: an initial phase (1989-1991), consolidation phase
(1992-2000), and gender equality and diversity phase (2001—present). These are briefly
described and discussed in this chapter, and the roles of some key players and influences
are explored. We also assess the extent to which formal university level policies and
strategies have been actually implemented and practiced at the departmental/unit and
faculty levels where many important decisions are made. Furthermore, we not only
identify contradictions, tensions, and dynamics of resistance but also highlight some
success stories of the Helsinki case. Finally, we discuss future challenges for gender
equality promotion.

Initial Phase: Activism and a Reluctant Opening

The introductory phase of gender equality promotion, 1989-1991, was character-
ized by enthusiasm and activism among many university women and a gradual and
somewhat reluctant opening of the University of Helsinki for gender equality as an
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issue that had relevance for the organization. In the Helsinki case in the late 1980s
and early 1990s, initiatives for taking up gender equality issues on the official uni-
versity agenda did not come from top-down, that is, from university management,
but rather from outside and inside the university from bottom-up: from the national
gender equality authorities, from some women faculty, and from feminist students’
groups. Women faculty active in this initial phase had been involved in the activities
of a vibrant and active NGO, the Association of Women Researchers in Helsinki
(Helsingin Tutkijanaiset ry.), which was established in 1982 and which brought
together several hundred academic women in Helsinki area in regular informal meet-
ings to discuss the position of women academics and women’s studies (Nordgren,
1984). Some of the women faculty activists had also been long-term expert members
in the National Council for Equality Subcommittee for Research (on the subcom-
mittee, see chapter 7 in this book). Women’s studies was rapidly gaining ground at the
national level with a national association and scientific journal launched at the end of
the 1980s. The first Equality Act had come into force in 1987, and the Equality
Ombudsman had given the universities detailed guidelines on how to promote gen-
der equality in 1990 (see chapter 7 in this book).

Nevertheless, the university management in the early 1990s hardly perceived
gender inequality as a problem or issue that would concern universities. One of the early
gender equality activists, Professor Raija Sollamo, who was later to become the first
female dean and vice-rector of the university, describes the views of university man-
agement during this initial phase:

An illusion of gender equality already realized prevailed in the University of Helsinki [in
the early 1990s]. The management believed that gender equality had been realized
whereas, in other positions, people were sure that it had not. (personal communication,
January 11, 2005)

The prevailing gender climate in the university in the initial phase is also illus-
trated by an episode from the site visit of the Equality Ombudsman at the University
of Helsinki in the late 1980s. The Equality Ombudsman together with the national
coordinator of Women’s Studies conducted site visits in most universities to discuss
how the new act was going to affect universities. Liisa Husu, then national coordina-
tor, recalls how the rector greeted them in a friendly manner but hastened to add that
the new act would not be relevant for universities because ‘[w]e make all decisions
based on objective scientific criteria’ (Husu 2001, pp. ix—x).

Faculty and students who were actively developing women’s studies in Helsinki
played a key role in pushing the university into action for gender equality in the early
1990s. Women’s studies had been developed gradually in the University of Helsinki and
elsewhere in Finnish academia during the 1980s. In Helsinki, women’s studies and gen-
der research were introduced by a small group of women faculty, scattered throughout
different departments, mainly from the Faculties of Arts and Social Sciences.
Networking of these women had been facilitated by their engagement in the
Association of Women Researchers in Helsinki and membership of the Subcommittee
of Research by the National Council for Equality. Many activists came from humani-
ties, among them historian Piivi Setild, who later became the first women’s studies
professor in the university. The first women’s studies courses in Helsinki were coordi-
nated from the Department of Finnish, the academic home of one early senior women’s
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studies activist, Associate Professor Auli Hakulinen. It is noteworthy that both Setild
and Hakulinen had been long-term members of the National Council for Equality
Subcommittee of Research since the early 1980s.

Academic staff who were teaching women’s studies submitted a formal motion to
the university senate in January 1989 that the university establish a Gender Equality
Committee and that the first task of the committee should be to prepare a gender
equality plan for the university. The motion was discussed and the decision to establish
an ad hoc committee was finally taken in the third meeting in March 1989. The com-
position of this first Equality Committee was very interesting because many of the
members later took important leadership roles, including the current rector of the uni-
versity, Professor Ilkka Niiniluoto. Like the subsequent standing Gender Equality
Comnmittees, the ad hoc committee had both female and male members.?

The first activities of the ad hoc Equality Committee included mapping the state
of the issue, which resulted in a report of gender equality in the university, the first of
its kind, and a motion to the university senate to establish a women’s studies institute.
After appointing a committee to complete the preparatory work for setting up such
an institute, the university senate established a women’s studies institute in
May 1990: the Christina Institute of Women’s Studies, named after Queen Christina
of Sweden, who established the university in 1640. Helsinki was the third university
in Finland to establish a women’s studies institute, after Abo Akademi University
(1986) and University of Tampere (1990).

The motion for the first Gender Equality Plan was presented by the committee
late 1990 to the university senate, who after four meetings gave the green light to a
Gender Equality Decree, which the chancellor confirmed in late 1990. This decree
defined the administration of gender equality promotion in the university. It also
defined the set up of the standing Equality Committee, including its composition
and responsibilities. The committee was to have ten members: one member from the
university senate, three representing teaching and research staff, and one representing
the administrative staff. In addition, the Trade Union associations of the university
staff were to propose three members, the Student Union two members, and the
Christina Institute of Women’s Studies one member. The responsibilities of the
Equality Committee were to promote and monitor gender equality in the university
and to prepare the Gender Equality Plan. The equality adviser was also mentioned in
the decree, but it took nearly ten years, until 2000, before the first full-time equality
adviser was appointed.

Consolidation Phase: Building an Infrastructure

The consolidation phase, from 1992 to 2005 can be divided into two phases: (1) an
initial institutional phase (1992-1994) during which the first standing Equality
Committee prepared the initial equality plan, creating a platform for activities and
systematically collecting information on gender equality promotion; and (2) the
actual consolidation phase (1995-2000) during which extensive equality plans were
implemented.

The first standing Equality Committee was appointed in the autumn 1992, and
Vice-Rector Paul Fogelberg, professor of geology, was appointed chair. The initial
institutional phase included training of the key players, the chair and secretary of the
committee, in gender equality promotion by participating in an extensive national
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training programme on gender equality. The chair and secretary created contacts and
exchanged ideas and experiences with gender equality committees and key players in
other Finnish and Nordic universities. The main task of the first standing Equality
Committee was to prepare an equality plan for the university.

The consolidation phase followed when the first Gender Equality Action Plan
1995-1999 came into force. Since the beginning, the University of Helsinki equality
plans have applied a ‘long agenda’ (Cockburn, 1989; Kirton & Greene, 2000) on
gender equality, including a broad range of issues, instead of a short agenda of fulfilling
only the minimum requirements of the equality legislation. The first plan covered
teaching, research and doctoral training, and issues related to the work environment.
The plan included broad guidelines of gender equality promotion and was to be
complemented by annual action plans using concrete measures.

One significant initiative during this phase concerned a mentoring programme
for staff. The Equality Committee’s initiative for such a programme came through
contacts with Swedish equality committees. The programme was first piloted in
cooperation with both the Personnel Department and the Alumni Association and
was considered so successful that mentoring programme became part of the personnel
training offered to the university staff for both women and men (Evers, 2000). A sec-
ond important initiative addressed prevention of sexual harassment and is discussed
below in more detail.

Sexual Harassment on the Agenda

An important new issue in the Finnish equality context of the mid-1990s was
inspired by contacts with Swedish universities: sexual harassment and how to prevent
it in the university environment. At the same time, sexual harassment was for the first
time introduced as a concept in Finnish legislation, in the 1995 amendment of the
Equality Act. According to the sixth clause of the act, the employer must make sure
that no employee shall be subject to sexual harassment in the workplace. Efforts
against sexual harassment have since been a part of the gender equality agenda in the
University of Helsinki. In this, Helsinki has been a pioneer among Finnish universi-
ties. In 1995, the Equality Committee commissioned an extensive empirical study of
sexual harassment in the university (Mankkinen, 1995, 1999) among staff and stu-
dents. Mankkinen’s study was path-breaking because it was the first large sexual
harassment survey in either a university or large workplace in Finland. Several other
universities followed the example, often using the Helsinki study as a model. The
study included both qualitative and quantitative approaches to measure the fre-
quency and nature of sexual harassment in the university to suggest possible ways to
prevent it. According to the study, 11% of the staff (both academic and non-
academic) and 6% of the students had experienced sexual harassment during their
time at the university. Of those staff members who had experienced sexual harass-
ment during the past two years, 78% were women; the corresponding figure for
students was 70%. Mankkinen (1995) concluded that sexual harassment has a
demoralizing effect on the general work atmosphere, lowers job satisfaction, decreases
female students’ motivation, and prolongs their studies.

As an outcome of the harassment study, guidelines on the prevention of sexual
harassment were first issued in 1996 and revised in 2004. Sanctions for harassment
are caution, reprimand, or notice of termination, and in physical assault cases,
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application of the penal code. Activities to prevent sexual harassment and create
means of active intervention have been systematized since the mid-1990s, and the
university has appointed contact persons responsible for dealing with alleged sexual
harassment of both staff and students. Currently, the equality adviser works as the
contact person for staff, and the Student Union employs two contact persons for stu-
dents. To monitor the prevalence of sexual harassment in the university, the equality
adviser annually collects statistics on harassment complaints, methods of handling
them, and measures taken. The equality adviser arranges training for management of
units and contact persons of the Student Union and for officials and student organi-
zations of other Finnish universities on sexual harassment prevention and the
handling of alleged harassment cases.

Between 2001 and 2003, the University of Helsinki equality adviser recorded
65 contacts, most of which were related to alleged gender discrimination or sexual
harassment. To intervene in a case of alleged harassment, the equality adviser usually
cooperates with the head of the unit where alleged harassment has taken place, if this
is possible, and generally works together with a team usually comprised of the uni-
versity lawyer and the occupational health specialist of personnel services. They have
found this cooperation to be fruitful, offering wide-ranging expertise. The University
of Helsinki equality adviser, Terhi Saarikoski, has found that those cases of alleged
harassment reported to her have usually been handled properly in the faculties and
other units of the university, but sometimes responsibilities are not clear to the man-
agement. They would benefit from support and training to deal with cases of sexual
harassment.

It is also sometimes difficult to distinguish discrimination from harassment and
bullying (Hearn & Parkin, 2001). Consequently, the University of Helsinki has
developed common guidelines for handling inappropriate treatment such as discrim-
ination, harassment, and bullying, not simply those that are identified as gender-
related (University of Helsinki, n.d.b). Presenting a challenge for prevention and
intervention practices, sometimes the victims of discrimination or harassment do not
seem to want any measures taken and may express a desire only to tell somebody what
has happened. This reticence is obviously problematic from the perspective of the
organization, which is asked to offer only relief and validation for the victim but is
not able to address the source of the problem in order to stop the harassing behaviour
that may target others. The equality adviser does not proceed in an alleged harass-
ment case if the person alleging harassment does not consent to proceed. The reluc-
tance to proceed is often linked to the vulnerable position of most students and staff.
Most students and large groups of academic staff in fixed-term positions are in
dependent positions vis-a-vis their teachers, supervisors, and employers, and their
reluctance to proceed in harassment cases when they are dependent on the alleged
harasser may reflect a realistic fear of potential retaliation. It obviously witnesses a
mistrust in the implementation of university’s intervention policies and ability to
protect the victim and is a challenge to be taken seriously. It should also be stressed
that all cases of harassment are not necessarily reported and recorded.

Long-term monitoring of the situations of people who have been involved in
harassment cases is now included in the equality plan in order to prevent retaliation
by the harasser. However, this kind of monitoring has been complicated by scarce
resources, lack of continuity in the equality adviser function, and transparency
problems in the settings where harassment has taken place. Retaliation may also be
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targetted to other members of staff who have tried to intervene in a harassment
case, which can be skillfully masked as normal scientific or administrative behav-
iour. Husu’s 2001 study on gender discrimination of academic women, with data
from 11 universities, revealed retaliation processes that included harassers’ attempts
to sabotage and cause professional damage to a person — colleague and even a
female boss — who had tried to intervene and stop his sexually harassing behaviour
in the setting. Because the occurrence of sexual harassment goes unnoticed by
many people in the setting and because formal complaints documenting the harass-
ment are rare, retaliation and sabotage caused by rejection or the intervention by
others can appear to others in the setting as ‘normal’ professional behaviour (Husu,

2001, pp. 252-253).

Gender Equality and Diversity Phase: Broadening
Agenda and Tensions

The third ongoing phase of gender equality promotion began in early 2000. During
this phase, the gender equality agenda was broadened to cover diversity issues and dis-
crimination on grounds other than gender, such as ethnicity, age, sexuality, nationality,
and disability; thus, the composition of the Equality Committee was changed accord-
ingly to include members who had expertise in these areas. This development was
prompted partly not only by the development of international, especially European,
anti-discrimination legislation but also by a local racist incident against a black student
that took place in front of a central university building and for which the university
was criticized for being passive in its response. The Equality Committee had heard the
complaints of the student in question and discussed potential measures. Professor
Thomas Wilhelmsson, the new vice-rector elected in 1998 to be in charge of gender
equality issues, was approached and asked to take action. He recalls,

I thought that the easiest solution would be to broaden the field of the Gender Equality
Committee and asked the university lawyer to draft a change for the Gender Equality
Decree. He hinted that it would not be so easy, and I soon understood that, as a new
vice-rector, I had been quite naive, thinking that the issue could have been solved so easily.
The delegations of supporters of ‘traditional’ equality issues, when hearing about the
ideas, came to see me and expressed their dissatisfaction that their issues would be
mixed with these quite different things. The issue was not brought [first] to the univer-
sity senate, even if a motion had been prepared by the university lawyer, but to the
Equality Committee. This resulted, for a good reason, in a broader and more thorough
preparation of the issue, which later led to broadening of the scope [of the plan and the
committee]. (personal communication, January 11, 2005)

As the quotation indicates, there was some resistance and tension among those
engaged in gender equality promotion around broadening the university’s equality
agenda to diversity issues. One of the central concerns was fear of losing resources
from gender equality work, considering that the only specifically designated resource
person for gender equality promotion at the time was the part-time equality adviser.
The Equality Committee was ready to make a move, however, and prepared a
Diversity Plan, which introduced measures by which discrimination on grounds of
ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, or any other cor-
responding factor can be prevented.
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The committee, however, stressed that if the equality agenda was to be broadened,
a full-dme equality adviser was needed in order to manage the new demands and
expanding workload. This argument was successful, and a full-time equality adviser
was appointed in the beginning of 2000.

The Gender Equality Decree was revised in 2000. The role of the Equality
Committee was strengthened, expanding its agenda from gender equality to include
diversity promotion more broadly and making more explicit its link to the highest
university management. The committee was to work under the leadership of one
vice-rector, who was given responsibility for monitoring and promoting equality in
the university.

The university senate accepted the first Diversity Plan in 2001. Anti-discrimination
legislation came into force in Finland somewhat later in the beginning of 2004. In 2005, the
Equality Committee began to revise the Diversity Plan to make its provisions more concrete
and to better address multiple discrimination. The intent of the anti-discrimination
practices was to take into account the special problems faced by the people who belong
to more than one group vulnerable for discrimination.

Key Players of Gender Equality Promotion in the
University of Helsinki: The Equality Committee
and the Equality Adviser

The Equality Committee has broad representation of staff and students and is linked
to the highest management, but it should be stressed that the committee lacks exec-
utive power. It functions more as a university-level agenda-setting, planning, moni-
toring, advisory, and information body. It develops policies, formulates general
operational principles and good practices, and disseminates information about them.
The committee works closely with the equality adviser.

However, the Equality Decree allows the Equality Committee to be consulted and
to give opinions in alleged discrimination cases. The chancellor of the University of
Helsinki, who appoints university professors after receiving proposals from the fac-
ulty councils and who investigates appeals by candidates against these proposals, has
consulted the Equality Committee in a few cases of alleged discrimination in profes-
sorial appointments before making the final appointment decision. Furthermore, in
a few cases, an individual who is alleging discrimination in hiring has asked the com-
mittee to give a statement regarding her or his case before taking further steps in a
complaint.* In such cases, however, the committee’s recommendations are not bind-
ing and are not necessarily followed by the decision makers. One such case involving
the committee led finally to a suit brought against the university for gender discrim-
ination, and the university had to pay compensation to a female scholar.’ The
Equality Plan states that the financial compensation in case of breaking the Gender
Equality Act must be paid by the department or faculty responsible for the discrimi-
natory decision.

As the first contact person for staff and students for gender equality problems, the
equality adviser provides advice, counselling, information, and training in matters
relating to equality, develops equality-related activities in the university, and prepares
reports on equality. The equality adviser is located administratively in the personnel
services, but there has been some ambiguity surrounding the location of the post.
The post of the equality adviser has been fixed-term until recently, meaning there has
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been a lack of continuity in this central function. Several previous equality advisers
have characterized the post as highly motivating because of its aim to promote gen-
der equality and diversity and have found rewarding the cases they had managed to
solve successfully. On the other hand, the task was considered emotionally challeng-
ing and burdensome, and job counselling was seen as much needed support for
coping in the task.

The role of the equality adviser may involve in-built tension because of high
expectations and his or her actual capability to intervene. Among the staff and stu-
dents, the expectations on the equality adviser are high partly because the job profile
is still slightly vague. On one hand, the equality adviser, as a representative of the uni-
versity, is expected to be fair and objective, but, simultaneously, he or she must give
proper advice and support to employees or students as well as to the management of
the university units who are responsible for resolving the cases of alleged discrimina-
tion or harassment. Because the department and unit managers and the collective
decision-making bodies have the formal authority to decide cases, the task to take
measures in alleged discrimination cases or in promoting equality is made more dif-
ficult whenever they are reluctant to cooperate. The position of the equality adviser
at the University of Helsinki is thus far unique among Finnish universities, which
means that there is little possibility of professional support from colleagues with sim-
ilar responsibilities from other universities. Furthermore, the image of the job may
suggest that the equality adviser has more power than she or he actually has.

Incentives to Encourage and Support
Gender Equality Initiatives

Promoting gender equality in universities is often experienced as working against the
grain or ‘hard work in the academy’ (Fogelberg et al., 1999). To give recognition and
encouragement for these activities, since 1996, the University of Helsinki has annually
acknowledged a person, group, or unit that has actively promoted equality or has pro-
duced research and information about gender equality in the university. This award,
the Maikki Friberg Prize, named after an early gender equality activist and scholar, is
given to raise consciousness about equality issues. The amount of the award is 4,200
Euros (2005).

To encourage and support new equality initiatives throughout the university,
annual funding of 40,000 Euros has been divided among several projects promoting
equality in the university units since 2002. These projects are related to administra-
tion, research, or teaching, and any individual, group, or unit within the university
may submit proposals and apply for funding. Thus far, the university has financed
some 20 equality projects. The purpose of these projects is to produce new knowl-
edge and develop good practices that promote equality and diversity in the university.

The equality project funding has made possible some in-depth studies of partic-
ular departments and faculties for the purpose of understanding academic climates
and cultures and the overt and covert forms of discrimination as points for bringing
about change. Two studies were conducted in especially male-dominated settings:
Department of Political Science (Kantola, 2005) and Faculty of Law (Ahtela, 2004).
Johanna Kantola’s study on gender equality at the Department of Political Science
highlighted the gendered structures and gender dynamics of that department.
Women comprised over 60% of the department’s undergraduate and 40% of the
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postgraduate students but only 18% of those obtaining PhDs; there were no women
teaching staff — all professors and lecturers were men. The study demonstrated that
gender awareness among undergraduate students was low and that the department
had not provided them with intellectual tools to approach gender issues. In the eval-
uation of students, gender differences were found in men’s favour. In the depart-
ment, men were three times more likely than women were to get a top grade for
their master’s theses between 1990 and 2003. Subjective experiences of postgradu-
ate students varied also by gender. Postgraduate male students were fairly satisfied
with the supervision they had received in the department whereas female postgrad-
uates were highly dissatisfied. Opportunities to teach as postgraduate students —
important experience if one is aiming for an academic career — had been offered to
some of the men but not to any women. As a result, many women felt like outsiders
at the department.

Evaluating Success of the Equality Plan

The large size of the university with its 11 faculties, several independent institutes,
and decentralization into four campuses has complicated the task of monitoring
gender equality development in different parts and units. A comprehensive evalua-
tion of the Gender Equality Plan for 2001-2003 was designed and carried out to
monitor its development and to better understand the views, actions or lack of
them, and gender climate within different faculties. In addition to analysing avail-
able statistics, the committee conducted interviews (Tasa-arvotoimikunta, 2004)
and found that mainstreaming as a basic policy principle had not functioned as
expected. The contents of the Gender Equality Plan were not generally well known
in all faculties, and awareness of gender equality problems appeared to be low
among many faculty leaders. Many of the measures included in the plan had not
materialized. Faculties did not systematically monitor their appointment policies by
gender and collect statistics on these. Several key goals, such as the appointment of
more women to the professoriate, had not been achieved. Even if the proportion of
women had increased among the PhDs, very little change had occurred in the gen-
der balance of the professoriate. The proportion of women in the professoriate
seemed to have stagnated at around 20%.

One of the committee’s objectives in the gender equality evaluation was to reach
the faculty level more comprehensively by gathering information on the views of fac-
ulty management, such as deans and administrative heads of faculties, on the pro-
motion of equality. The committee was well aware that the gender dynamics and
awareness varied considerably among faculties, but it had proved difficult for the
committee to monitor gender equality developments across the faculties. The equal-
ity adviser personally interviewed deans and the heads of administration of the
11 faculties about the realization of the plan in general and in their own faculty in
particular and about current gender equality problems and priorities for the future
within the university and their own faculty. Most faculty leaders expressed a view that
a high degree of gender equality had already been achieved in the faculties, even in
those with very few or hardly any women in the professoriate. Furthermore, many
considered the increasing proportion of women in the undergraduate student pool to
be problematic, having negative implications for gender equality. A concern that men
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may become disadvantaged among students had also been expressed by Rector Raivio
in an editorial for the university’s internal magazine Yliopisto (Raivio, 2002). The
evaluation identified a rather low level of awareness of gender equality problems
among many faculty managers. The conclusion of the evaluation echoed the descrip-
tion of the gender climate as it was described in the early 1990s: one of the major
obstacles appeared to be lack of gender awareness across the university and the belief
that gender equality had already been achieved.

The evaluation also concluded that creation of a network of contact persons in the
university units was a positive step. However, owing to the diverse formal positions of
the contact persons (from head of department to secretary), considerable variation
existed in their visibility, initiative, and possibility for monitoring and influencing the
decision making in their respective units. Some contact persons at lower level of the
hierarchy found it difficult to obtain information about decisions made in their units.

The evaluation contributed to the revision of the Gender Equality Plan. The uni-
versity senate approved the Gender Equality Plan 2004-2006 in May 2004. The plan
focuses, as does the previous one, on mainstreaming gender equality into all univer-
sity activities. According to the plan, the key areas of activities are committing the
university community more strongly to the promotion of equality by incorporating
equality issues into the strategic plans of the university, developing and improving
gender-sensitive statistics, ensuring the continuation of women’s studies, and devel-
oping teaching from the perspective of equality.

As a new attempt to reach the important and sometimes challenging faculty level,
the Gender Equality Plan 2004-2006 requires the faculties to develop their own
equality plans. Response to this has been rather slow. A few faculties started actively
preparing such a plan, whereas others have yet to do so. In the summer 2005, only 3
of the 11 faculties, arts, behavioural sciences, and veterinary medicine, were in the
process of drafting their equality plans; interestingly, all three were heavily female-
dominated by their student pools. Faculties with active gender research and teaching
in women’s studies tend to have more positive views on promoting equality and often
have informal networks, such as students and gender scholars, who push gender
equality issues in their fields.

Experiences of Equality Promotion in

the University of Helsinki

How is the scene of gender equality promotion experienced by those involved in the
Equality Committee or by those who have acted as equality advisers through the
1990s and beyond? It was generally considered important that the Gender Equality
Plan of the University of Helsinki have a long agenda and contain many detailed
guidelines and policies. Paul Fogelberg, a long-term chair of the committee in the late
1990s highlighted the proactive role of the committee:

One factor contributing to the success of gender equality promotion has been ... the
role that the committee adopted from the very beginning: the committee aims to
actively monitor the situation by commissioning different reports and by creating
strategies and lines for action. A proactive approach has been predominant, not only a
reactive monitoring or a role of the watchdog. (personal communication, May 1, 2005)
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Several of the key players remark how some of the policies have been actively
followed and some not implemented at all. Those actively involved in gender
equality activities consider important the existence of detailed guidelines
approved by the highest decision-making body, the university senate, as such. As
was also evidenced in the evaluation of the plan, discussed earlier, many earlier key
players remarked that the faculties’ commitment to or awareness of gender equality
issues was sometimes low or lacking, and the faculty management did not always
seem fully convinced of the benefits of equality policies. Resistance to equality
activities, reluctance, and inaction are sometimes justified by the faculty manage-
ment pointing to their heavy workloads and lack of time. According to this think-
ing, gender equality and diversity promotion are low on the priority list and are
perceived as burdens or bureaucratic demands creating little more than extra
work. These efforts are not seen as a way to transform university into a more
inclusive, fair, and excellent organization. This kind of resistance calls for multiple
forms of promotion and repeated justification for resources needed to promote
equality. The equality adviser currently has no right to attend the faculty council
meetings; granting this right would be a step forward according to some former
equality advisers.

Even if gender equality is on the official agenda of the university in the beginning
of the twenty-first century, the importance of gender equality has not been unani-
mously accepted throughout the university, as witnessed by those who have been
working as equality advisers. Two former equality advisers described various kind of
resistance they encountered in the task:

Both overt and silent resistance came from the representatives of faculty and
departmental management. For example, the head of administration of one faculty told
the equality adviser directly that he does not consider gender equality significant
because it is competence that counts in appointments and that he considers gender
equality legislation to be a failure. Another head of department expressed to the equal-
ity adviser that quarrels among employees did not concern him; another head of depart-
ment said that gender equality is impossible to reach in appointments in any case. One
member of the faculty council even asserted that promotion of gender equality is a
ridiculous waste of university funding. (Marja Nykinen and Johanna Pakkanen,
personal communication, October 1, 2005)

The Equality Committee has been chaired by two male vice-rectors, Paul
Fogelberg and Thomas Wilhelmsson, and currently by a female vice-rector, Hannele
Niemi. Paul Fogelberg, who chaired the Equality Committee from its establishment
as a standing committee until his retirement in 1998, was frequently invited to give
presentations on promotion of gender equality to other Finnish universities and at
times felt as an ‘ambassador’ of the cause. He stresses the role of watchdog for the
committee and its chair in a situation where, he suggests, most of the people in the
university relate positively to gender equality in theory but easily forget the issue in
everyday decision making:

Because I was also a member of the senate, I often had to remind others that gender
equality principles had been forgotten [in drafts for decisions for the senate]. It very often
turned out that it really was about forgetting, even if the fundamental cause for forgetting
might have been a hidden attitude. (personal communication, May 1, 2005)
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Fogelberg asserted that because of the work of the Equality Committee, the opinions
related to gender equality had been gradually changing in the university:

Gender equality is paid more attention than it was earlier, and gender equality perspec-
tives are taken into account when drafting strategies and plans and when developing the
university in general. However, old-fashioned attitudes that have been formed through-
out centuries are difficult to change in such a short time. (personal communication,
May 1, 2005)

The equality adviser and the chair of the committee/vice-rector are in very differ-
ent positions in the university hierarchy, and their different structural positions are
reflected in their experiences as official spokespersons for gender equality. Until
recently, all of the equality advisers have been young women in their late twenties or
early thirties on fixed-term contracts. In contrast, those in management positions at
the central, faculty, and departmental levels are most often middle-aged men who are
well embedded in the official and unofficial networks inside the university. The
equality adviser may encounter more outspoken acts of grassroots resistance from
those in middle management in faculties and departments than does the vice-rector,
a senior (until recently, most often) male colleague at the highest level university
management.

Success Stories and Future Challenges

What are the success stories in the Helsinki case? From a structural perspective, it is
significant that gender equality has been gradually integrated into highest university
management by defining gender equality as an area of responsibility of one of the
vice-rectors. In fact, a vice-rector already chaired the first standing Gender Equality
Committee, a practice that proved to be very useful and was later confirmed in the
Equality Decree. Several key players have considered important the anchoring of gen-
der equality promotion to the highest university management. Furthermore, gender
equality has been successfully integrated into the university owing to the creation of
an infrastructure for monitoring and promoting gender equality. This infrastructure
is comprised of the Equality Committee, Equality Decree, and the permanent position
of equality adviser.

From the perspective of building ownership for gender equality promotion within
the university organization, it has been crucial that the committees have always had
both women and men as members and that several male Equality Committee mem-
bers have been active. This has, according to Paul Fogelberg ‘succeeded in stressing to
the university community that realizing gender equality is not only in the interest for
women but benefits all’ (personal communication, November 9, 2005).

In the University of Helsinki, students are involved in the collegial decision-making
bodies at all levels: department, faculty, and senate level. Active involvement of stu-
dents has also been evident in the Gender Equality Committee since the beginning.
Student members frequently have been enthusiastic and hard-working members of
the committees. Several equality advisers commented on the positive effect and
support they had received in their tasks from students. On the other hand, in a few
cases, some student members of the university senate have resisted gender equality
initiatives more than representatives of the staff have (P Fogelberg, personal
communication, November 9, 2005).
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From a substantive perspective, the University of Helsinki has successfully intro-
duced new issues on the equality agenda in Finnish universities. The University of
Helsinki was a pioneer in the country in comprehensively addressing sexual harass-
ment among staff and students as early as the mid-1990s in the form of a large survey
(Mankkinen, 1995), and since then the university has been systematically building
sexual harassment prevention and monitoring practices. Several other Finnish uni-
versities have used the Helsinki policies and practices as a model.

The University of Helsinki has been active and successful in enhancing and con-
solidating both national and international networking for gender equality promotion
in universities. The university began a series of annual national meetings for gender
equality committees and, since 2000, has hosted the national email discussion list of
equality committees in Finland. The university is also responsible for initiating
European cooperation by organizing the first European conference on gender equality
in higher education in 1998, resulting in a regular series of conferences of this kind
across Europe and launching and moderating a European discussion list on gender
equality in higher education, the eq-uni list (Fogelberg et al., 1999; see chapter 7 in
this book by Liisa Husu).

One of the strengths of the University of Helsinki’s gender equality agenda is that
it has been strongly informed by gender research. Here, the University of Helsinki is
in a fortunate position because of its strong women’s studies and gender research
community. From the perspective of knowledge production on gender equality, pro-
motion of women’s studies and gender research as part of the gender equality agenda
has been successful and fruitful in several ways. First, it has resulted in support for
building and securing the infrastructure and continuity for women’s studies in the
University of Helsinki by the establishment of the Christina Institute of Women’s
Studies in 1991, which, in 2005, offers a women’s studies programme at master and
doctoral levels. Second, many scholars in gender studies in law in the Faculty of Law
have offered fruitful expertise in gender equality promotion. Gender studies in law
covers a wide range of thematic areas on gender-related issues, including equality leg-
islation, anti-discrimination law, and theoretical and historical analyses on law and
gender. Its leader, Professor Kevit Nousiainen, was appointed Minna Canth
Academy Professor of Women’s Studies for 20042008 and acts as a permanent
adviser for the Equality Committee. The gender equality advisers also stress the
importance of research on gender in academia, in working life, and in society more
broadly. They also promote gender studies in general, including lesbian, homo, and
queer studies, and research on racism.

In general, the University of Helsinki hosts the largest number of gender
researchers in Finland (Academy of Finland, 2002), many of whom have been activist
scholars and leaders involved in the gender equality promotion. Several equality
advisers strongly emphasize the importance of the support of the women’s studies
community for work on gender equality in the university. High quality and innova-
tive gender research and an extensive women’s studies programme serve the university
as well as the broader society by providing scholarly gender expertise and by training
gender-sensitive future experts in various disciplines.

It must be pointed out, however, that gender researchers do not always feel accepted
and welcome in the mainstream departments where most are currently located. The
integration of gender scholarship into the mainstream disciplines varies widely, and the
degree of integration does not necessarily correlate with the number of gender
researchers in a particular setting or with the high quality of their gender research.
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In the university, the managers, directors, members of the board, and departmental
leading groups in the faculties, the departments, and independent institutes act as
important gatekeepers for gender equality promotion. As gatekeepers, they act either
as promoters and facilitators or as hinderers and excluders (Husu, 2004). Thus far,
equality issues often appear to be given low priority at the faculty level, are frequently
dealt with indifference, or evoke passive and sometimes active resistance, but there are
also some faculties with a proactive and positive approach to gender equality promo-
tion. It seems that constant lobbying by informal networks of gender-aware staff and
active students is needed to push the faculty management to action of equality issues.

The recent reform of the equality legislation, the Equality Act amended in 2005
(232/2005) (see chapter 7 in this book), brings new challenges to universities, not the
least of which is monitoring gender equality development with statistics. It has been
a continuous challenge to develop the gender equality knowledge base enabling effec-
tive monitoring of division of labour, wages, and recruitment by gender. Gender sta-
tistics enabling effective monitoring of change are still not gathered and produced to
a satisfactory degree even though the demand to develop gender-sensitive university
statistics has been central in all gender equality plans and policy documents since the
early 1990s.

Thus far, most of those contacting the equality adviser have done so because they
encountered problems related to either gender discrimination or sexual harassment.
However, since the Anti-Discrimination Act came in to force in 2004, ethnic discrim-
ination complaints have increased. The same development has also been observed
nationally by the Ombudsman for Minorities. Annually, the equality adviser is con-
tacted by approximately 30 people, and ethnic discrimination accounts for the second
largest group of these contacts after gender discrimination and harassment. Because
consciousness of discrimination has increased due to the publicity surrounding the
Ant-Discrimination Act and the amendment of the Gender Equality Act, which
restricts discrimination of students in educational environments, the number of
complaints for alleged discrimination will presumably continue to increase.

In general, the scope of the activities and responsibilities of the Equality Committee
and equality adviser have expanded remarkably without a significant increase in
resources since the agenda has been broadened to include diversity issues. The field of
diversity promotion is complex and demanding and requires broad expertise. The
process of monitoring, promoting, disseminating information, and reaching out to dif-
ferent parts of the large university community demands more resources to be effective.
Some gender equality activists fear that gender equality promotion and monitoring will
become secondary in this development, not denying the importance of broadening the
agenda towards diversity issues as such.

Conclusion

The University of Helsinki is a large, heterogeneous organization wherein the gender
climate and gender awareness vary greatly across the organization. Women are a
majority among students at the master’s and doctoral levels, but the change towards a
better gender balance in the professoriate has been very slow. Despite gender equality
legislation, university-level gender equality strategies, anchoring gender equality with
top management, active women’s studies community, it is clear that building owner-
ship of gender equality in this kind of an organization is complex and demanding.
With its 11 faculties, independent institutes, 4 campuses, and autonomy decentralized
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to the faculty and departmental levels, a university-wide gender equality plan and
guidelines can serve only as a starting point for effective mainstreaming policy. Gender
equality is currently included in strategic planning and personnel training at the uni-
versity level. However, even the incorporation of equality into various policy docu-
ments does not easily convert to practice. Gender equality planning and monitoring at
the faculty and department levels where many important decisions on academic mat-
ters, including recruitment of academic staff, are drafted and made should become an
integral part of their general action plans. Until then, mainstreaming of gender equality
in all activities and at all organizational levels will be thwarted.®

Notes

1. Ten or more persons belonging to the university, such as students or academic or adminis-
trative staff, can put forward their candidate for rector’s elections. The candidates must
hold a doctorate or be appointed to a professorship in some university.

2. Until 1998, the final appointment of professors was by the president of Finland; after that
the right to appoint professors was given to universities themselves.

3. The committee included, in addition to the current rector, Professor Ilkka Niiniluoto;
Professor Kirsti Rissanen, current permanent secretary of the Ministry of Justice, Professor
Simo Knuuttila, an academy professor; and, as student members, two feminist activists
from the Helsinki University Student Union, Ilka Kangas and Hille Koskela, who later to
become postdoctoral researchers at the university.

4. For a case of a discrimination complaint in a professorial appointment related to nationality,
see Hearn, 2003, 2004.

5. The case was briefly as follows: a female applicant approached the Equality Committee,
asking the committee to give a statement in a case of appointment to a one-year acting pro-
fessorial position. A male scholar with a lower degree (licentiate) was proposed for the post
ahead of a female scholar who had a doctorate, and, in its statement, the Equality
Committee considered this proposal discriminatory. However, the faculty proceeded to
appoint the male applicant with a lower qualification, and the female scholar later sued the
university in the court for gender discrimination. The court ruled that the university had
broken the gender equality legislation and ordered the university to pay compensation to
the female scholar (Helsinki magistrate’s court, decision no. 3037, 8.10.2003).

6. We thank Paul Fogelberg, Jeff Hearn, Teija Mankkinen, Marja Nykinen, Raija Sollamo,
Johanna Pakkanen, and Thomas Wilhelmsson for their useful comments and feedback.
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CHAPTER NINE

GENDER AND U.K. HIGHER EDUCATION:
PosTt-FEMINISM
IN A MARKET EcoNOMY

Louise Morley

Policy Silences

Gender is a silence in current U.K. higher education policy. Economics, rather than
sociology, is the driving disciplinary force in education policy. In a market economy,
individuals, rather than social groups, are the unit of analysis. Where structures of
inequality are included, such as enhancing the participation of working-class students
in higher education (HEFCE, 2001), education policy addresses a theory of disad-
vantage rather than a theory of privilege. The emphasis is on lifting the barrier to let
in more members of excluded communities rather than on debating the nature of the
barrier itself. There is little policy attention as to how the modalities of higher educa-
tion reproduce social class or gender privilege or how higher education can play a role
in creating a more inclusive society.

Gender equality in UK. higher education is fraught with contradictions for
women. It offers opportunities for the acquisition of social and cultural capital,
mobility and economic independence, pleasure and intellectual fulfillment while
simultaneously reflecting and reproducing gendered divisions of labour and horizon-
tal and vertical segregation of women. For some time, feminists have been attempting
to deconstruct and reconstruct the U.K. academy. A central finding on gender equality
in the academy is that both formal interventions, such as policies, and informal struc-
tures, including networks and sponsorship, play important roles in both reproducing
and challenging inequalities (Morley, Kwesiga, & Lihamba, 2005). Studies on gender
equality in U.K. higher education all confirm the difficulties at the policy, institu-
tional, organizational, and micropolitical levels of putting into place strategies for
social inclusion in institutions of higher education (Bagilhole, 2002; Howie &
Tauchert, 2002; Morley, 1999, 2003a; Deem, 2003).

Equality issues have had a fairly tenuous connection with U.K. higher education.
Compared to the rapid neo-liberal transformation, policy development for equality
in general has been slow. In 1986, an investigation in Britain for the Commission for
Racial Equality discovered that 20 out of the 42 universities replied by citing only
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their charters as sufficient evidence of their commitment to equal opportunities; the
researchers also found that former polytechnics were more likely to have policies than
were established universities (Heward & Taylor, 1993). Enquiries of the Commission
on University Career Opportunity (CUCO) in the late 1980s suggested that while
over 90% of universities had formally adopted equal opportunities policies, a little
over half had examined their criteria for appointments, promotions, and regrading,
but only 37% had devised implementation plans (CUCO, 1994; Davies &
Holloway, 1995). In their study of the representation of ethnic minority groups in
53 university prospectuses in the academy, Jewson et al. (1991) concluded that four-
fifths of universities did not offer any sort of equal opportunities statement, either
explicit or implicit, in their prospectus.

The situation is beginning to change, however. Higher education in the United
Kingdom now needs to address recent legislation in the forms of the Race Relations
Amendment Act (2000) and the Special Educational Needs and Disability Act
(2001). These laws have heightened awareness of aspects of inequality that have been
fairly under-represented in the past. U.K. universities are now required by their fund-
ing bodies to have policies on a wide range of inequalities for both students and staff
and which must be incorporated in wider human resource and reward strategies.

Gender and Diversity

An important consideration is gender in relation to diversity. The concept of diversity
has been more researched and applied in industry (Kandola & Fullerton, 1994;
Lorbieki, 2001) than it has in fields such as education where concepts of equal oppor-
tunities, equity, and social inclusion have been more frequently use — textually at least,
if not in practice. Yet conceptualizing diversity is now slowly entering higher education
with gender being intersected with other structures of inequality, including race, social
class, disability, age, ethnicity, and sexual orientation (Deem, Morley, & Tlili, 2004).

The theoretical and policy challenge is how to avoid setting up hierarchies of
oppression, competitions, and oppositions while at the same time not diluting or
diverting attention from specific characteristics and formations of oppression.
Traditionally, in the United Kingdom, government organizations have been formed
to implement single pieces of legislation, so separate bodies have existed for race, gen-
der, and disability. However, nationally, the Equal Opportunities Commission is set
to merge with the Commission for Racial Equality. In U.K. public services, the move
is slowly being made towards making diversity policies (Equality Challenge
Unit/Joint Negotiating Committee for Higher Education Staff, 2003).

More recently, concern has been demonstrated about how different structures of
inequality can be challenged in a coordinated and non-hierarchical way. Higher edu-
cation research has been conducted on representation of ethnic minorities (Modood &
Acland, 1998), people with disabilities (Gibson, 1996; Riddell, 2005), and sexual
orientation (AUT, 2001b). In 1999, the ATHENA project, a special project to foster
the prospects of women science academics, was also established, funded by the Higher
Education Funding Councils and the government’s Office of Science and Technology
(Bebbington, 2001). To form policy, the Universities UK (the organization that repre-
sents university vice-chancellors) has an Equality Challenge Unit that includes gender
in a portfolio of equity and diversity concerns.
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However, questions persist as to what drives change. Traditionally, in the United
Kingdom, social movements have led change agency and curriculum reform in the
academy. Innovations, including women’s studies, black studies, and gay and lesbian
studies, came about through activism rather than from equalities legislation. Now, in
the United Kingdom, it is largely the EC framework for equal treatment in the
Employment Directive of 2000 that has shaped policy for public bodies, including
educational institutions, in areas such as ethnicity and disability. A cynical view is
that higher education institutions in the United Kingdom address equality issues
only when the law requires them to do so. Even then, policy activity in one area of
the academy does not necessarily transfer to debates on values, purpose, and the over-
all conceptualization of higher education. There is still a belief that products and
processes of higher education are largely universal, gender-neutral, and based on a
concept of meritocracy.

Gender appears to be a disqualified discourse in higher education policy in
the United Kingdom, certainly compared to other national locations (Morley,
Kwesiga, & Lihamba, 2005). This silence is strange as major gender inequalities
still exist. For example, women staff are still concentrated in the caregiving and
service areas and are a minority in the areas in higher education where power is exer-
cised and decisions are made. However, it is assumed by policy makers that gender
is no longer an issue as undergraduate representation of women is now over 50%.
The under-representation of women in senior roles is left untheorized by the policy
makers.

The exclusion of women from powerful areas of academic life can be theorized
nevertheless using a variety of approaches. One approach suggests that denial of
women’s capability is a form of oppression (Sen, 1994). Another approach argues that
women’s under-representation in senior and decision-making roles is not merely
symbolic; rather, it is a form of status injury. The lack of women in senior positions
is both cultural misrecognition and material and intellectual oppression (Fraser,
1997). However, the situation is conceptualized, it remains a mystery as to why some
inequalities persist.

The issue of persistent inequalities in higher education is frequently debated and
documented (Husu & Morley, 2000). For example, in Britain, a woman first became
an academic in 1893, and a woman was first appointment professor in 1894. By the
1970s, the proportion of women academics was virtually the same as it was in the
1920s. Despite potent advocacy and inquiry combined with equity legislation, patri-
archal power appears hard to denaturalize in the U.K. academy.

When gender equity initiatives do exist, strong sense of limits and counter-
hegemonic challenges operate within powerful hegemonies (Morley, 1999). In other
words, equality policies have traditionally occupied an oppositional status. Deem,
Mortley, and Tlili (2004) note how there has been little integration of equality meas-
ures into mainstream higher education policy development. This is particularly the
case with gender. In terms of gender, post-feminist rather than feminist theory shapes
the U.K. higher education policy. Post-feminism suggests that battles have been
fought and won and that women and men now have equal opportunities. It recon-
ceptualizes gendered power and suggests a new type of citizenship in which agency
and individual choice are explanatory variables rather than structures, social relations,
and hegemonies (see figure 9.1).
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Figure 9.1 Representation of Women among Students and Academic Staff in the United
Kingdom

Sources: Higher Education Statistics Agency. (1996). Higher Education Statistics for the UK, 1994—1958. Cheltenham: HESA
and Higher Education Statistics Agency. (2003). Higher Education Statistics for the UK, 2001-2002. Cheltenham: HESA.

Devaluing Women

The devaluing of women has become a normalized social relation in the academy
even within the changing political economy of higher education (Morley, 2003a). As
staff, women are more likely to be in junior positions, as students, they earn less (Bett,
1999), and their qualifications are worth less in the labour market (Hogarth et al.,
1997). Whereas the employment market, particularly at senior levels in elite profes-
sions, still favours men, it is important to note that gender equality is not just about
quantitative change in the academy and access to the labour market. It should
include the quality relating to the working and learning environments. It should also
be concerned with the expansion of rights and entitlements for women as a group.
One right that appears to be breached persistently is that of equal pay. In spite of leg-
islation in the United Kingdom since 1970, academic women’s time and capital are
still worth less than that of their male counterparts, breaching the European Union
Directives regarding equal treatment on pay (Bett, 1999). Analysis of data from the
Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA) by the Association of University
Teachers (AUT, 2001a) shows that while women academics in the United Kingdom
earned on average 15% less than men earned in 1995, by 2000 the gap had actually
widened slightly to 16%. In other words, for every pound earned by a male academic,
their female colleagues earned only 84 pence. Institutions at the top of the quality
league tables also had higher gender pay gaps, with women at the London School of
Economics earning 21% less than what their male counterparts earned.

Material inequalities are potent symbols of wider power relations. They can also
act as a form of ‘hard’ evidence to demonstrate a gendered occupational hierarchy.
The highly influential White Paper The Future of Higher Education (DfES, 2003)
does not include gender as a category of analysis in strategies to enhance participation
or the graduate earnings premium that is so commonly cited as a rationale for intro-
ducing tuition fees. For example, the calculation is that graduates will earn over
£400,000 more in a lifetime than will non-graduates. However, this figure overlooks
gender inequalities in the labour market. Research has consistently demonstrated that
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women graduates earn less (Joshi, 2000) and are more likely to be underemployed
than male graduates. Connor (1999, p. 96) found that male graduates more than
female graduates are likely to be in professional or managerial occupations whereas
female graduates are more likely to be in secretarial/clerical occupations.
Nevertheless, students in this key policy document are presented as undifferentiated
by gender.

None of this should come as a surprise. The academy forms part of a more com-
plex matrix of gender relations with gender inequality omnipresent in the wider civil
society. For example, 66% of the world’s illiterates are women. On average, women’s
salaries are 25% lower than those of men, and politically and globally, women repre-
sent only 10% of parliamentarians (UNESCO, 1999). Macro inequalities lead to
micro practices. Universities can act as amplification devices for gender inequalities.

Innovation and Change

It is intriguing that, internationally, the political economy of higher education is
rapidly changing. The global higher education scene appears to be governed by a
logic of iterability, with rapid developments in borderless provision and the knowl-
edge economy, and yet some areas of academic life seem slow to change, for example,
the under-representation of women in subjects of science and technology or as senior
and managerial academic staff.

The situation is full of contradictions. Boundaries between the economic and
social now appear porous. The market economy now moves towards audit, account-
ability, user-pay, and the enterprise culture. The relationship of higher education with
globalization and wealth creation has been accompanied by debates on democratiza-
tion and human rights (Morley, 2003a). Knowledge and its growth are equated with
greater efficacy and greater freedom rather than with emancipatory politics (Peters,
2001). In a context of post-welfare market, the emphasis is on the economy of indi-
vidual and organizational performance and the capitalism of knowledge rather than
on social identity. Democratization and human rights usually enter the frame only in
relation to student access, not in staffing issues. Deem, Morley, and Tlili (2004) dis-
covered that for many academic and administrative staff, equal opportunities policies
and practices were perceived as relating only to the student body. In a market econ-
omy, policies have been reduced to marketing devices to attract more ‘non-traditional’
students and hence meet government targets.

Gender silences are noticeable in debates on innovation and change in higher edu-
cation. There is a burgeoning literature in higher education studies on new forma-
tions, the enterprise culture, and the market economy (Clark, 1998). There is writing
on the emergence of new competitions, new markets, and new sites of learning,
including the workplace and the community (Williams, 2002). Considerable policy
and critical attention is paid to off-shore, online, distance, franchised, and private
forms of higher education (Garrett, 2005; King, 2003; Middlehurst, 2000).
However, debates on borderless universities, e-learning, and the expanding global
reach of higher education remain ungendered. There are few questions about the gen-
dered implications of new forms of higher education or whether these forms indeed
provide opportunities or constraints for women.

Gender is also a silence in teaching and learning. The professionalization of higher
education teachers has become a major policy initiative and has expanded the
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market. Literature is proliferating in the United Kingdom on learning theory, learning
styles, and effective teaching (Entwistle, 2003; Prosser & Trigwell, 1999; Ramsden,
2003). Yet within these texts, learning is often constructed as a socially decontextualized
cognitive process. The gendered identity of teachers and learners remains unprob-
lematized, and no intellectual attention is paid to knowledge produced by earlier
feminist scholars on inclusive and non-discriminatory pedagogies (Morley, 2002).
The move away from the social towards the cognitive is part of a wider paradigm
shift. Higher education is being reduced to a private good, with notions of collective
empowerment eclipsed by individualistic engagements (Howie, 2002; Morley,
2003b; Singh, 2001). In a post-feminist terrain, women are no longer members of an
oppressed collective or international social movement for change but are individual
self-maximizing and self-interested actors in a market economy.

Quality and Equality

Women staff are being allowed into certain less popular areas of the academy, which
in the United Kingdom can translate into managing quality assurance procedures!
Quality assurance is a major regime of power in U.K. higher education as the U.K.
higher education is the most audited in the world (Cowen, 1996). Audits exist both
for teaching and learning quality and for research productivity. The former consists
of inspections organized by the Quality Assurance Agency of programmes of study.
The latter, known as the Research Assessment Exercise (RAE), consists of an audit of
quality and quantity of publications and research grants organized by the Higher
Education Funding Council. Results in the RAE determine an organization’s research
funding. Both systems have scoring mechanisms that are relayed into the public
domain and contribute to national league tables. The league tables are also frequently
used as marketing devices.

Other major equality silences are found in the way in which quality is assured in
U.K. higher education. Equality issues have not been performance indicators in quality
audits, and there is limited ideological debate about what signs of quality are audited
and promoted. Excellence is represented as value-free. The politics of knowledge are
overlooked. Students tend to be treated as a social bloc, fairly undifferentiated by gen-
der, race, social class, disability, sexual orientation, religion, or age. Equity and diversity
issues in employment are not perceived as quality concerns. Quality assurance has com-
plex and contradictory implications for women (Morley, 2001, 2005). Quality assur-
ance precipitates organizational and professional change, but it is questionable whether
it incorporates an understanding of equity.

There are several arguments connecting quality and equality (Blackmore, 20004,
2000b). One argument relates to equity in terms of service delivery. Equity issues are
not automatically considered performance indicators in quality audits. In taxonomies
of effectiveness, the organizational world is presented as an orderly, rational surface,
untainted by the mess and chaos of unequal power relations in which the lived world
is constituted. When gender equity in higher education is included, it is invariably
represented by quantitative signifiers of change, relating to the student body rather
than to staff.

A second argument relates to gendered employment regimes in the academy
(Blackmore & Sachs, 2001; Brooks & Mackinnon, 2001). The morality of quality
can be profoundly gendered, with women heavily responsibilized for student-focussed
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services (Morley, 2003a). Women’s career ambitions appear to be easily tied to
domestic arenas. There has been some sex role spillover, as women’s socialized
patterns of caring are appropriated by the teaching quality movement. The psychic
economy involved in quality assessment is part of a gendered care chain.

A third argument connecting quality to equality is that the two accounting
systems, that is, teaching and learning quality and research quality, are in hierarchical
and oppositional relationship to each other with accompanying gendered implica-
tions. An area of concern expressed by some feminist commentators is that while
women are well represented as reviewers and managers of teaching quality, they are
under-represented both as producers and reviewers of research quality (Morley,
2003a). Leonard (2001, p. 17) points out how, according to the 2001 RAE, fewer
than one in four panel members and only one in seven of the panel chairs were
women; the panels chaired by women were responsible for allocating less than 10%
of RAE funding. Furthermore, men were almost twice as likely to be entered in the
RAE than were women (Knights & Richards, 2003). The point about transparency
in the appointment of assessors has caused so much concern that it has been noted as
a recommendation in the recent Roberts’ Review of the Research Assessment Exercise
(2003): “The funding councils should monitor and report upon the gender balance
of sub-panel members, sub-panel chairs, panel chairs, moderators and senior
moderators’ (p. 40). Now, organizations have to factor in equality issues into their
returns for the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise by confirming that they developed,
adopted, and documented an appropriate internal code of practice in preparing
submissions and selecting staff for inclusion in RAE submissions. The chairs of
assessment panels are also briefed on equal opportunities and the implications of
recent equalities legislation.

A fourth argument relates to the possibilities for subversion or rearticulation,
which suggests that the quality agenda can be appropriated to enhance the rights of
less powerful groups, such as students with dyslexia (Luke, 1997). In Britain, quality
assessment of teaching and learning has been popular with the National Union of
Students, as they believe that it has provided them with opportunities for influence
and ‘voice’ (Motley, 2003b). Thus, marginalized groups have been brought under the
auditing gaze. Externality has traditionally been an important driver for change for
equity issues (Glazer-Raymo, 1999). Luke (1997) argues that accountability measures,
the ‘institutional economies” of quality assurance, and the new contractualism can be
harnessed for equity ends. Blackmore (1999, p. 47) also suggests that ‘equity can
be built into all contractual arrangements ... Top management commitment can be
gained on the grounds that equity is more “productive.”’

A fifth argument is that quality accolades do not necessarily coincide with equity
achievements. Some of the most elite research organizations in Britain with consis-
tently high scores in the RAE also have the worst record on gender equity. For exam-
ple, Cambridge did not allow women graduates full status until 1947. Women are
already disproportionately concentrated in areas and institutions with the lowest
levels of research funding (Lafferty & Fleming, 2000).

A sixth argument relates to women and research, with questions about whether
gender discrimination is institutionalized via employment practices and career trajec-
tories. In the United Kingdom, the Wellcome Trust and six of the United Kingdom’s
Research Councils commissioned an independent report from the National Centre for
Social Research (NCSR) to analyse application and award rates. Some 3,090 academic
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staff from 44 institutions of higher education were surveyed between October 1999
and February 2000. Of the women questioned, 50% had applied for research grants
in the previous five years compared to 59% of men. This work showed that women
not only made a smaller number of applications but were also less likely to be the prin-
cipal applicants; they sought lower levels of funding than did their male counterparts
and generally applied for grants for shorter lengths of time. In addition, only 46% of
women applied to the Research Councils or the Welcome Trust for their grants com-
pared to 65% of men (NCSR, 2000). Women are awarded only 33% of ESRC grants,
and from the British Academy, they received 25% of the large research grants and
38.7% of small research grants.

These circumstances create a vicious circle: women are too busy teaching or
administrating, too junior, and too precariously employed to gain major research
grants. They are then ineligible to apply for senior posts, as they have no major
research grants. In addition to these structural barriers, there are attitudinal barriers.
In Sweden, Wennerds and Wold (1997) found that eligibility criteria were gendered
and that women needed to publish two and a half times more than did their male
counterparts to get the same rating for scientific competence. The networks between
the successful male applicants and members of the panel caused such a scandal that
the entire board was sacked!

Audit has both creative and oppressive potential for gender equality. Theoretically,
quality assurance could provide new governance frameworks through which issues of
equity can be mobilized. However, equity is frequently absent as a category of analysis
in organizational arrangements for quality assurance. Furthermore, via their engage-
ment with quality assurance, women academics and managers are being incorporated
into a neo-liberal managerial discourse. Micro-level analysis of the effects of audit and
the evaluative state seem to suggest that hegemonic masculinities and gendered power
relations are being reinforced by the emphasis on competition, targets, audit trails, and
performance (Morley, 2003a) even though there is a new cadre of quality managers,
and many of these are women. Additionally, current policy concerned with the quality
of teaching and learning is, at one level, promoting visibility of a traditional area of
women’s work.

In Britain, audit is conducted as a gender-neutral activity (Morley, 2003a). Yet
audit relies heavily on women’s social and emotional capital, and the danger exists
that women’s labour is being appropriated to legitimate a regime of power that may
not serve their long-term interests. Women could be squeezed out of high status
research work, which has implications for women’s career development. The exclu-
sion of many women from research opportunities might account for why so many
women are incorporated into quality assurance procedures for teaching and learning.
For some of them, this placement provides a welcome opportunity to be included
and valued. Involvement in quality management creates career opportunities for
women while simultaneously pushing them into a career pathway strongly associated
with organizational housekeeping.

Gender Mainstreaming

A strong argument, originally from feminist academics and women’s studies scholars
and even more recently from international organizations, is that access needs to be
accompanied by changes in organization and curriculum. At the Fourth United
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Nations Women’s Conference in Beijing in 1995, both a gender equality declaration
and an action programme were adopted. In the Beijing document, gender mainstream-
ing was highlighted as a strategy to promote gender equality. Gender mainstreaming is
now an initiative supported by international organizations, including the European
Union, the Commonwealth Secretariat, and UNESCO (Leo-Rhynie & the Institute of
Development and Labour Law, University of Cape Town, South Africa, Law 1999;
UNDP, 2002; UNESCO, 2002). It is a strategy that claims to make women’s and men’s
experiences an integral dimension in the design, implementation, monitoring, and
evaluation of policies and programmes. It is the process of assessing the implications for
women and men of any planned action, including legislation, policies, or programmes
in any area and at all levels.

Gender mainstreaming is highly controversial. Some think of it as the successful
integration of gender into institutional development. The curriculum, forms of ped-
agogy, and ‘best practice’ have increasingly been perceived as value-laden, context-
specific, and norm-related. A contradictory view is that it is a deradicalization of
feminist goals, a bland form of contract compliance. In this construction, feminism
is no longer considered a disruptive challenge to patriarchal organizations but is
diluted to yet another tedious example of new managerial regulation possessing diag-
nostic authority and suggesting formulaic solutions. Others question areas of exclu-
sion from gender mainstreaming and the nature of the good that is being
mainstreamed. However, very little activity relating to gender mainstreaming is
taking place in Britain, compared to extensive activity elsewhere in Europe and in the
Commonwealth (Bishop-Sambrook, 2000). A question is how to challenge the
gendered hidden curriculum of higher education.

Conclusion

The establishment of a knowledge market means that women are entering the academy
in Britain in large numbers as students, but their representation as staff, particularly in
senior positions, is still problematic. Elite organizations are continuing to favour white,
middle-class students and male senior postholders. When women are promoted, partic-
ularly to senior management, questions arise about their incorporation into the evalua-
tive state and audit society that might work against women’s interests. Innovation,
change, and policy development in higher education ignores gender as a category of
analysis. The discourse of social inclusion often fails to recognize or redistribute gendered
opportunities. Britain still has a long way to go in terms of how the expansion of higher
education impacts the expansion of rights and material benefits for women in wider civil
society because the accountability so beloved by the United Kingdom’s audit culture is
rarely extended to equity and social inclusion. In a political period of intense U.K./U.S.
proximity and neo-liberal policy borrowing, Britain needs the liberalization of the
European Union to ensure that gender is intersected with other structures of inequality
in higher education policy in order to ensure that women’s interests are firmly on the
political agenda.
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CHAPTER TEN

PERSONAL LEARNING ON
PROFESSIONAL DOCTORATES:
FEMINIST AND WOMEN’S CONTRIBUTIONS TO
HicHER EDUCATION

Miriam E. David

Using feminist sociological ideas and methodologies of personal reflections, I reflect
on how feminist values about the personal have become embedded in learning and
teaching, pedagogies, and research practices of higher education through the contri-
butions that women have made to the academy. How have notions of personal devel-
opment and reflective practice developed in higher education and how might they
develop in the twenty-first century academy?

While higher education has been transformed over the past three decades, a key fac-
tor in this changing landscape has been the contribution and critiques of women and
feminists in the academy (Leonard, 2001; Motley, 2003). Political, social, economic,
and neo-liberal ideas have had major implications for changes in families, labour mar-
kets, and the economy in the context of changes in information technology and global
transformations (David, 2003). These changes have led to moves towards ‘a knowledge
economy’ (Peters, 2001) contested through these concepts and one in which feminist
values and ‘knowledges’ play a key part (Blackmore, 2002).

The expansion of higher education has indeed been built on the increasing
involvement of women as students and academics within higher education. Whereas
the expansion of higher education has not led to the creation of universities for the
masses, it has led to massive universities in which women are now critical participants
(Langa Rosado & David, 2006). These extensive changes have led to a changing bal-
ance between undergraduate and postgraduate education and an expansion of the
academic labour market. In all aspects, women are now a key element. Women are
the majority of all undergraduate students or students pursuing first degrees (53%)
(Social Trends, 2004, as cited in Langa Rosado & David, 2006). ‘Female students are
now in the majority, comprising 54.8% of all postgraduates, compared with 48.5%
in 1995/6. However, they are still in the minority of overseas students studying in the
UK; this difference has narrowed from 36% to 43.7% over this period 1995/6 to
2001/2’ (HESA, 2003, as cited in Woodward & Denicolo, 2004, p.12). Women also
make up a significant minority of academics: 39% (AUT, 2004, as cited in Sanders,
2004; Court, 2004). ‘Despite a surge in promotions for women (Zimes Higher, June 25,
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2004), they are still outnumbered by men in top jobs. They make up 13% of
professors in old universities, with success highly dependent on subject’ (Sanders,
2004, p. 60)." Their presence remains extremely rare in the top echelons and man-
agement of British universities, however (David & Woodward, 1998; Morley, 2003;
Woodward & Ross, 2002).

I will consider how these involvements reflect more global, economic, familial,
and social transformations and the values on which they are based. I will also provide
a case study of my personal involvement as a feminist sociologist in some of these
changes and especially in recent developments in postgraduate doctoral education.
I will focus on the development of a professional doctorate in education in which
personal and critical reflections are a key pedagogy and methodology, drawing on
feminist ideas. I will also consider how these mesh with new ideas about personal
development and learning from other arenas and draw some conclusions about the
contributions of feminist values and methodologies for future directions in the prac-
tices of higher education. I argue that the future in higher education is likely to be
based on such pedagogies and research practices.

Feminist Values and Sociology of the ‘Personal’?

This chapter draws on the themes and feminist methodology of my recent book
Personal and Political: Feminisms, Sociology and Family Lives (David, 2003). The book
is a personal reflection, in feminist fashion, of the development of feminist theories
and methodologies within academic sociology, drawing on a range of international
literature on feminist values of care. I review these developments from their embry-
onic beginnings over three or four decades and periods of what I call liberalism,
namely social democracy, economic liberalism, and neo-liberalism, contested though
these notions may be.

I argue that the theoretical and methodological developments within sociology as
part of the emergent social sciences and cultural studies are such that the boundaries,
or distinctions between sociology as a discipline and the subdisciplines of sociology
of education and policy sociology, are now relatively porous and permeable. What
constitutes each subject/discipline is highly contested and dependent upon changing
theories and methodologies of which feminist theories and values are critical.

In particular, I am interested in the shifts in notions of personal and political from
second wave? feminist attempts to embed an innovative approach to learning and teach-
ing in the centrality of women’s experience to the ways in which personal, subjective,
and qualitative accounts are now entrenched within sociology and/or education
through transformations within the social sciences and cultural studies, especially with
post-structuralism and educational ethnographies. Whether these perspectives and val-
ues can now be claimed as feminist alone is rather more problematic since a relatively
recent approach to education and pedagogies is that of demonstrating personal development
through plans and portfolios. Indeed, in Britain, there is now a major New Labour
government commitment to developing what are called forms of personalized learning.

Feminist Personal and Critical Reflections

The notion of personal and/or critical reflections has been gaining currency over the
past decade or so within the social sciences and cultural studies within the global



PERSONAL LEARNING ON PROFESSIONAL DOCTORATES / 147

academy. These ideas emanate from several sources but in particular draw upon
feminist values, concepts, and methodologies as they have been developed within
academic sociology (David, 2003). These notions may also be derived from ideas
about reflective practice as they have been considered within educational theories.
Drawing upon Schon’s work (1987, 1991) and the notions from psychology of per-
sonal construct theories (Denicolo & Pope, 1997, 2001), these considerations have
contributed to personal development as a method within the social sciences and even
beyond. More generally, they also draw upon what has been called the social and
cultural turn (Jones, 2003) or the biographical turn within the social sciences
(Chamberlayne, Bornat, & Wengraf, 2000). Most recently, in Britain at least, the
ideas of personal learning have become the subject of debate with respect to learning
and teaching or pedagogies of education, from schooling through postgraduate and
doctoral education.

These all entail a methodological focus on notions of the subject and the self, known
as the project of the self (Rose, 1998), including auto/biography (Stanley, 1992), rather
than on traditional and social scientific subject/object distinctions hitherto. Giddens
(1992) has also emphasized how the self in relation to a more reflexive 7isk society, drawing
on Beck’s ideas (1992), has become endemic to high or late modern societies. In other
words, the moves have been great from forms of social protection and state involvement
towards more individualization. However, these ideas have been highly contested even
among feminist sociologists (Oakley, 2000). Nevertheless, they have led to changing
practices in social and educational research methodologies (Oakley, 2000) and to
critiques of traditional approaches to social scientific knowledge and methodologies, and
they have moved away from positivism towards more experiential, ethnographic, and
qualitative approaches (Fine & Weis, 2003; Drake & Owen, 1998; St Pierre & Pillow,
2000; Weis & Fine, 2000).

At the same time, the rich diversity of sociology has also led to notions of reflex-
ivity as an epistemological break with the past within sociology and extended devel-
opments in critical theory (Bourdieu, 1992; Giddens, 1990, 1992; Beck, Giddens, &
Lash, 1996). All of these trends have contributed to changes within the practices, the-
ories, and methodologies of sociology and education. Moreover, the distinctions
between substantive areas within sociology, such that the sociology of education as a
subdiscipline has developed an approach that can be distinguished from sociology as
a discipline in itself, is far more difficult to sustain. It has become rather fashionable
across all the social and political sciences to develop personal, biographic, and narra-
tive accounts of personal experiences (Stanley, 1997; Drake & Owen, 1998; St Pierre &
Pillow, 2000; Kamler, 2001).

While this approach has become endemic within the social sciences extending the
notions from purely feminist ones as a part of the social and cultural turn, this has been
particularly the case from the perspective of women of my generation internationally.
We became involved in the academy and the social sciences, sociology, and/of
education as part of the generation who benefitted from the expansion of educational
opportunities in the post-war period (Arnot, David, & Weiner, 1999). Many of these
women in Britain became conscious feminists valuing equality and have reflected
upon their experiences more recently (Deem, 1996; David & Woodward, 1998;
Stanley, 1992; Walkerdine, 1997; Weiner, 1994; Williams, 1999; David, 2002c).
Oakley (2003), while contesting the methodological developments, has also
contributed a rich and detailed analysis from her own feminist perspective of
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developments in academic sociology. This phenomenon has occurred internationally
with evidence from the Anglophone literature of such critical and personal reflections
from inter alia Australia (Curthoys, 2000; Kenway & Bullen, 1997; Blackmore,
1999), New Zealand (Middleton, 1998) and North America (Britzman, 2002;
Luttrell, 2003).

Personal and Political: Feminist Values and Pedagogies

The notion that the personal is political was key to the second wave women’s
movement as it developed in the late 1960s and early 1970s. It entailed the notion that
personal, private, and intimate family matters nevertheless were highly political in the
sense that they relied upon deep power relations between men and women. In other
words, women’s private family experiences were not unique but were the product of
wider power relations between men and women in society, ones in which women
were subordinate and not equal. At first, these became the ideas that influenced the
burgeoning women’s liberation movement as a political movement, but later they
began to influence academic developments, especially in sociology, as women entered
the academy and became involved as academics.

The term feminist was not in the lexicon of academe until the 1970s when such
women became involved as academics, although the word had been used in the late
nineteenth century as a political concept. The ideas were highly contested as aca-
demic subjects such that women’s studies initially developed outside of conventional
undergraduate courses and extramurally for mature women students as part of life-
long learning. However, as more women became involved as academic sociologists,
sociologists of education, or other social and political scientists, they began to
develop and transform the ideas based on feminist values and develop feminist theo-
ries, methodologies and/or pedagogy, and knowledge.

Indeed, the growth and development of such theories and methodologies within
social and cultural studies reveals the complexities and transformations of these concepts
(Ramazanoglu, 2002). A key transformation has occurred in notions of personal and
political in the sense that the centrality of women’s personal experiences viewed as deeply
‘political’ has shifted to the ‘gaze’ now centrally focused upon the manner in which
the political is suffused with the personal. In other words, there has been a major shift
from outsider and objective approaches and accounts to more subjective and #nsider
approaches.

One hallmark, however, of these various feminist perspectives was the centrality of
women’s personal experience to understandings and the development of knowledge. It
is also a hallmark of feminist pedagogy (Morley, 1999; Kamler, 2001). This involves
an exploration of personal experiences, reflections, and narrative or biographical
accounts of both professional and personal developments as part of the approach to
learning and teaching the curriculum and the knowledge created.

As higher education has also expanded, these ideas have become embedded in
wider pedagogical practices and can be seen now as a form of continuing/personal
professional development (C/PPD) as well. Indeed, they have spread to forms of pro-
fessional education not only within the studies of education in higher education but
within wider forms of educational developments and practices of learning and teaching
such that the notion of personal experience is no longer the preserve of feminist
pedagogy and practice. There are also some key developments in the idea of personal
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development as part of professional development and training as linked to lifelong
learning. It remains important to account for these developments in both pedagogy
and practices in sociology and educational studies by referencing the new knowledge
society or economy (Blackmore, 2002; David, 2003).

The notions of personal and political have indeed become deeply embedded
within the theories and methodologies of many of the disciplines/subjects of the
social sciences and humanities. The ways in which they have been adopted and
adapted have also been associated with feminist and post-structural or post-modern
theories and methodologies.

Personal and Feminist Values in the Changing
Landscape of Higher Education

By the beginning of the 1990s, the process of massification of higher education had
begun in earnest and was accelerated by the creation of a new system of universities
in Britain. From 1992, this resulted in a doubling of the number of universities in
Britain and a changing subject or disciplinary base. Many of the humanities, arts,
and social science disciplines or subjects expanded, and women’s studies along with
media and cultural studies became key subjects. More importantly, women’s
involvement in higher education continued to grow both as students and as part of
the transforming academic labour market. Widening participation to higher educa-
tion along class, ethnicity/race, and gender lines became, in the early 1990s, a key
feature of government policies. At the beginning of the twenty-first century, issues
around new forms of access to higher education, including lifelong learning, have
contributed to these developments and have entailed further increases in women’s
involvement. Thus, over the decade from 1994 to 2004, there has been a massive
transformation in the balance of undergraduate and postgraduate higher education,
creating massive universities although the evidence for these being universities for
the masses remains elusive (Langa Rosado & David, 20006).

‘Over the past 20 years, total student numbers have grown from 863,000 in
1982/3 to 1,444,000 a decade later, despite government restrictions applied in the
mid-1990s, and by 2001/2 they stood at 2,086,075 (HESA, 2003) ... The rate of
growth in postgraduate student numbers has outstripped undergraduate
expansion ...” (Woodward & Denicolo, 2004, p. 12). The expansion of higher edu-
cation, by doubling the number of higher education institutions, also allowed for the
massive increase in postgraduate studies compared with undergraduate education.
Each university, from 1992, had its own regulations and formal and informal proce-
dures for awarding their own doctorates. It also ensured that even those higher edu-
cation institutions that were not yet universities had to be engaged in PhD
supervision in order to become eligible to change their status to become universities.
An interesting irony, however, of the more recent moves to further expand higher
education through New Labour policies in the twenty-first century is the removal of
research degree awarding powers as a criterion of university status. This was one of
the key features of the government proposals on the future of higher education
(DfES, 2003). However, by 2004, ‘the graduate school has become the dominant
model for the organization of graduate education across the sector. Two-thirds of the
institutions responding to the (UKCGE) survey now have graduate schools
(Woodward & Denicolo, 2004, p. 3).
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Moreover, women as both academics and students have become engaged at every
level of education, from schools and further to higher education, and are increasingly
involved within educational studies not only with initial teacher education but also
with a variety of forms of professional development and practice. In other words,
there is complexity and diversity in forms of educational studies and research, includ-
ing feminist perspectives, theories, methodologies, pedagogies, practices (Ramazanoglu,
2002).

In particular, the development of postgraduate professional and doctoral educa-
tion has been the hallmark of this period. For instance, developments in doctorates
have entailed expansion of traditional PhDs, what are still called research degrees in
Britain, and the growth of professional doctorates, especially but not only in educa-
tion (Leonard, 2001; Scott et al., 2004). There have been contradictory develop-
ments in doctoral education versus training. On one hand, the main emphasis with
respect to traditional PhDs has been research training rather than education. This is a
growing prerequisite as part of the quality assurance movement and has resulted in
numerous publications about quality in postgraduate research degrees (Woodward &
Denicolo, 2004).

Similarly, there have also been moves towards what have recently been called new
route PhDs based upon North American and some European experiences, including
those through the Bologna agreement for the harmonization of European postgradu-
ate studies. These programmes involve one year of taught courses programmes as a
prelude to the production of a research thesis on traditional lines, including full-time
individual study. On the other hand, there has been a rapid growth of professional
doctoral education, modelled more on Commonwealth, particularly Australian,
experiences (David, 2002b; McWilliam, 2002; McWilliam et al., 2002). These pro-
grammes are mainly part-time and involve periods of intensive blocks of teaching and
study usually in cohort groups. Questions have also been raised as to the kinds of
knowledge involved in professional education, namely distinctions between academic
and professional practice (Scott et al., 2004). There is also an overlapping question of
whether professional doctorates are about practice as opposed to traditional academic
knowledge and about teaching or learning as opposed to research.

The process of massification of doctoral education is also indicated by the recent
increase in numbers and is accompanied by the increased autonomy and potential
variation among the universities in which doctoral students study. By the end of
2000, there were over 101,000 doctoral or so-called research students in U.K. uni-
versities both full-time and part-time in a total of 129 institutions (Woodward &
Denicolo, 2004). More than 10,000 new students started their PhDs in 1998—1999
compared to just over 3,000 in 1992. In excess of 14,000 candidates are currently
awarded doctorates annually. With the advent of ‘professional, taught and practice-
based doctorates’, ‘new route and traditional Ph.D.s’, and general credential inflation,
those undertaking ‘research-based degrees’ represent a quarter of all postgraduates
and include many overseas students (Woodward & Denicolo, 2004, p. 5). Moreover,
postgraduate students number over a third of all students in higher education
(Motley, Leonard, & David, 2002).

In my study with Leonard and Morley (Morley, Leonard, and David, 2002), our
interests as feminists were in the transformations; we felt that although the massifica-
tion of doctoral studies had opened up possibilities for women as doctoral students
on an unprecedented scale, it also limited the further creation of feminist knowledge.
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Moreover, although there have been massive transformations, the procedures for
realizing quality and even more so for sustaining or developing equality and fairness
have not been addressed fully.

Under the current New Labour administration, there has been a new stress on the
doctorate as research training rather than as scholarship or original knowledge.
Through the various quality assurance procedures and reports of the different
research councils, it gradually has become accepted practice to require postgraduate
research students to undertake a programme of research training in their preparation
to undertake a research thesis. The first such programme was an MRes, or masters in
research, in the physical and biological sciences as a prelude to a doctorate. More
recently, this requirement has been generalized to all doctoral studies and has neces-
sitated the completion of methodology courses or a preceding specialist master’s
course in research. These degrees have become the criteria for awards or bursaries
from the various different research councils across the sciences and social sciences.

These requirements have also inspired a proliferation of bodies and organizations
concerned with monitoring or ensuring standards of postgraduate degrees and qual-
ifications. Chief among these are the UK Council for Graduate Education, founded
in 1994 (Woodward & Denicolo, 2004), the UK GRAD, founded by the govern-
ment’s funding body for higher education (HEFCE), and the research councils that
fund postgraduate and research studies. This body provides opportunities for
research training across all the regions of the United Kingdom for doctoral students,
not only those funded by the various government funding bodies.

However, despite the emphasis in New Labour’s innovative approach to evidence-
based policy and practice (David, 2002a; Thomas & Pring, 2004), the evidence base
for these various policy changes and developments have been quite sparse: rather
inadequate statistical records, self-report studies, and documentary analysis and nar-
ratives (Delamont, Parry, & Atkinson, 1998; Delamont, Atkinson, & Parry,
1997/2005; Eggleston & Delamont, 1983). Nevertheless, what has been called new
managerialism in the United Kingdom (see chapter 9 in this book by Louise Morley)
has transformed the priorities, culture, and practices of the academy. In keeping with
developments in new forms of management and forms of reflective and feminist
practice, studying this constitutes a new research agenda and could contribute to
equity procedures within universities. I move now, therefore, to a case study of the
developments in professional doctoral education from a feminist perspective. I shall
look briefly at the opportunities afforded by professional doctorates in education for
imparting some of the insights of feminist theories and knowledge and developing
aspects of both feminist pedagogies around the personal as well as those more central
notions of personal development and portfolios that are now accepted as part of the
pedagogies and practices of learning and teaching in higher education.

Professional Doctorates in Education: The Case of
Feminist Knowledge and Pedagogies

Using my own experiences again in traditional feminist fashion (David, 2002c,
2003), I shall focus on developments in the professional doctorate in education
around gender and feminist values, knowledge, and pedagogy. At the time of writing,
I was appointed six years earlier to Keele University specifically to develop a profes-
sional doctorate in education (David, 2002b, 2003). Although I had supervised
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numerous traditional PhD students in the social sciences, many with a feminist
perspective, and had been a feminist sociologist committed to developing new curricula
and pedagogies around feminist values, I had not been involved with professional
doctorates in education. Thus, these developments represented a very new challenge
to me. They also represented a new challenge for Keele University as a way to expand
its postgraduate student clientele in the context a rapidly changing political and social
environment for higher education.

Moreover, Keele University was a relatively small traditional university catering
mainly to undergraduate students. Its distinctiveness was to provide dual honours in
undergraduate studies, and it had pioneered foundation years for undergraduate
degrees. The university had been founded in 1960 as part of what became a consid-
erable degree of university expansion in the 1960s known then as a new wave of uni-
versities on green field sites or campuses (David & Woodward, 1998). This kind of
expansion concentrated on undergraduate students with the aim of extending pro-
vision to a wider range of social classes and implicitly targetting gender. Keele
decided to use the model of American undergraduate degrees as its focus. However,
by the end of the 1990s, given the pressures and changing nature of national higher
education policies, the university was unable to sustain these four-year degrees and
moved into traditional three-year degrees. It had a very small number of postgradu-
ate students. In keeping with many traditional universities, it had created a graduate
school but specifically for the social sciences the year that I arrived (Woodward &
Denicolo, 2004). Indeed, the social sciences, including education, comprised almost
half of the university. Pioneering developments in postgraduate and doctoral educa-
tion within the social sciences was clearly a key task, given the balance of subjects.
Indeed, the social sciences and research in these areas was seen as a major basis for
either expansion or survival.

The vice-chancellor of the university, appointed three years previously, was herself
a liberal feminist sociologist and was eager to develop women’s studies and postgrad-
uate research in the social sciences. She convened a number of discussions to develop
and promote these ideas and activities and so set the conditions for the emergence of
these programmes. Although the university had several feminist academics within the
social sciences and humanities, there was neither much collaborative work nor any
specific undergraduate courses offered in gender or women’s studies. The concentra-
tion was far more on traditional kinds of social science research. Developing feminist
values and pedagogies for a professional doctorate was clearly a major challenge
within the context of a small university with a small group of feminist and pro-feminist
colleagues committed to such an endeavour and therefore was a relatively neutral
environment for such developments. The wider political context was also becoming
more competitive, and opportunities for forms of expansion were more difficult to
locate.

Moreover, the Education Department to which I was appointed was relatively
small and heterogeneous. It provided large courses for postgraduate teacher educa-
tion and some forms of continuing professional development, although it did not
have many traditional research programmes. Its research effort was mainly linked
with a very small number of those colleagues who were also involved with teaching
on undergraduate courses in educational studies. Thus, the doctorate in education
was originally meant to contribute to the suite of programmes for professional devel-
opment and mainly for senior teachers and administrators. The scene had been set for
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this development on my arrival and the initial programme had had initial internal
approvals. However, I set about giving wider consideration to how to develop this
initial programme (David, 2004).

As a background to our development of the professional doctorate, I move now to
consider briefly some of the contradictory and challenging features of professional
doctorates in education. Whereas we have seen how the massification of doctoral
education has not been clearly linked to new public management, it has opened up
new potentialities. Some of these possibilities draw particularly on international
experiences, especially in the Anglophone and Commonwealth countries, such as
Australia and New Zealand (Middleton, 2001; Green, Maxwell, & Shanahan, 2001;
McWilliam et al., 2002). McWilliam and colleagues were particularly intrigued by the
contribution that professional doctorates might make to mandatory research training in
Australia as the degrees were becoming increasingly popular as a form of provision in
Australia at the turn of the twenty-first century and, by implication, also for Britain.

Whereas the emphasis on research training in Britain has also been embedded in
all forms of doctoral education, including in professional doctorates, it has varied
considerably, and none of it has yet become mandatory. Moreover, some professional
doctorates focus more on the practice-based knowledge than on the development of
academic knowledge, especially in areas or disciplines such as art or music, and thus
even professional doctorates in education vary in their emphasis and perspectives
(Scott et al., 2004). Thus, variety has also emerged in respect to professional doctorates
and the expectations of content and assessment. The massive growth in professional
doctorates, and education doctorates in particular, over the past decade has emulated
earlier practices in Australia, New Zealand, and Canada (McWilliam et al., 2002).
Indeed there have been four biennial conferences on professional doctorates organized
in Australia.

There are over 30 professional doctoral programmes in education in Britain,
loosely coordinated through a group of directors of education doctoral programmes,
the first having started at the University of Bristol in the early 1990s. They all have cer-
tain key features, namely, they contain many taught elements or coursework units in
addition to the writing of a thesis or dissertation, and they are attended mainly on a
part-time basis. These developments in coursework or taught elements pre-dated and
may have actually prefigured some of the more recent developments in research training
and skills for the traditional PhD in Britain. Another feature of professional doctor-
ates is that they tend to be taught on a cohort basis to groups of students. A usual
criterion of entry is involvement in a professional activity, and thus the majority of
students are mature (adults) rather than undertaking study immediately after under-
graduate degrees. They can be seen as part of the process of lifelong learning and
continued professional development. They are also designed for a particular market
of students, namely professional educators, who are either teachers in schools, further
or higher education, or lifelong learning, or they are administrators and managers
within aspects of education and related areas.

In exploring my own reflections on professional doctorates in education, I decided
to conduct a small survey of such doctorates, using what became ‘an opportunity
sample’. In the spring of 2003, I wrote to all directors of doctorates in education
involved in a network in Britain. I also tried to develop some view of the same issues
in Australia but received formal replies only from one university that had been deeply
engaged in developing the broader issues around research training. However, both
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anecdotal and collegial evidence from Australia, Canada, and New Zealand would
suggest similar developmental trajectories. I was particularly interested in whether or
not gender was a feature of these doctorates, especially the balances between men and
women as both students and doctoral graduates from such programmes. I also
wanted to gain a sense of the extent to which new styles and forms of pedagogy
around the personal and/or feminist had been used, but I have only a more informal
or anecdotal sense of this.

Fourteen of the 30 university directors replied and confirmed my initial suppo-
sition that women were in a majority in such programmes, although not as
dramatically as I had initially supposed. Out of students enrolled on the programmes
in the summer of 2003, 56% were women and only 44% were men. Similarly, of
those students who have graduated as doctors of education (and these are currently
very small numbers as the programmes remain relatively new), 53% were women
and 46% men.

Given these figures, although the study was neither representative nor did it cover
a range of subjects and issues, there are indications that professional women educa-
tors are taking up opportunities for forms of professional development. From the
kinds of studies written about Australia and New Zealand particularly (Middleton,
2001; McWilliam et al., 2002), it seems clear that women and feminist involvement
is developing here as well. However, it is also evident from this that the question of
women’s involvement and developments in new types of pedagogy including feminist
methodologies depends upon the orientation of the academics and researchers
involved at the institutional level. For example, the doctorate in education in
Lincoln, a very new university, seems to have targeted men rather than women, as
only a third of their graduates are women.

The Keele Doctorate in Education: Gender and
Education Management

In the case of the education doctorate at Keele University, we developed a particular
market niche for the doctorate in education. We recognized what was implicit rather
than explicit in the other professional doctoral programmes in Britain that a majority
of the students in professional education were likely to be women. Given the evidence
accumulated over the past 30 years about women’s growing involvement in education
and higher education as forms of professional work, we assumed that there would be
a market for studies that made the issues of gender explicit. Indeed, it quickly became
evident that a majority of students in doctoral programmes in education were not just
women from school-based education or local management and administration where
men held the more senior positions but were women from the rapidly expanding
sectors of further and higher education.

In particular, they included a preponderance of women in education administra-
tion and in the new forms of higher education, particularly the new universities. We
recognized and adopted an approach targeting the majority of students wishing to
undertake such programmes in Britain who were professional women, especially
those already in higher education requiring a doctorate for professional development.

The initial doctorate in education at Keele had been planned to complement the
critical policy research focus of the department and its links with the British New
Labour government’s attempts to develop an innovative approach to policy making,
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namely an evidence-based approach (Thomas & Pring, 2004). However, given that
we found that the majority of our first students in the evidence-based policy and
practice programme were women who were attracted to consideration of various crit-
ical, theoretical, and methodological developments, we decided to revise the
programme. We adapted our scheme and resubmitted it for course review to the
internal committee structures of the university — first, a faculty course development
subcommittee followed by the university main committee. Given that we had been
very successful in recruiting our first cohort of students and were able to demonstrate
a clear market for this programme, the university committees quickly approved our
revisions around gender and education management. In any event, the university was
eager to maintain and expand student numbers wherever they could. Moreover, we
were able to show that our team had sufficient expertise and experience in both
research and teaching to develop this strand effectively.

The majority of our students on the first four cohorts of the gender and education
management (GEM) strand of our doctorate in education were either female admin-
istrators or academics from the post-1992 universities, teaching across a range of
subjects from business studies to psychology. We also had a small number of admin-
istrators from the further education sector, augmented by a very small number of
senior administrators in local authority educational management. In addition, we
had a number of health educators chiefly developing paramedical education in higher
education, including nurse educators and physiotherapists, from both the pre- and
post-1992 universities.

We thus tailored our learning and teaching strategy specifically for these students
who were mainly women. We focussed especially on providing feminist knowledge
through the use of feminist and personal pedagogies. As far as we are aware, this
approach was unique in the United Kingdom, although it may not have been with
respect to other countries, especially not with respect to Australia (McWilliam et al.,
2002). We developed this unique strand to our doctorate in education around feminist
theories and methodologies and used personal reflections and feminist pedagogy. Our
original approach to the initial evidence-based policy and practice (EPP) strand, mod-
elled on the approaches to doctoral education taken by other universities in Britain, was
to develop the notion of reflective practice as it applies to both professional issues and
to notions of research on professional issues in education. However, we also remained
committed to a research-based degree while aiming to dovetail research training for
traditional PhDs with our doctorate in education.

We drew initially on Schon’s foundational work (1987, 1991). However, we sub-
sequently modified it to take account of feminist scholarship and practices around
reflexivity and experiential perspectives (Drake & Owen, 1998; David, 2002c, 2003).
In particular, we introduced feminist approaches to being reflective researchers and
practitioners, and we used such models of academic reflexive researchers by
David (2002c) and Deem (1996). Our practices and pedagogies were also modelled
on these notions, and we drew out personal and professional experiences within the
classroom as well as within the required assignments. We also have developed
explicitly feminist perspectives on research concepts and methodologies as well as
feminist theories drawing on feminist insights around post-structuralism (St Pierre &
Pillow, 2000).

Moreover, we have also used feminist post-structuralism to critique ideas about
gender, masculinities, and femininities. Here Lingard and Douglas’s (1999) pro-feminist
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work has been salient. This feminist perspective is threaded through both the substantive
course units or modules on educational theories and the research-‘training’ elements. Our
overarching pedagogical practice builds upon traditional feminist practice but aims to
integrate social science transformations through biography, narratives, and voices (Pitt,
2003; Britzman, 1998; St Pierre & Pillow, 2000).

We found thus far, that is, at the time of writing and over three years into the doc-
toral programme for gender and education management (GEM), that this was by far
the more popular strand, and each course unit was evaluated very highly by all the
students as part of the regular form of quality assurance required by the university.
Indeed, several of the students who initially registered for our other strand on EPP
asked to transfer to GEM. Thus, we began to integrate our two approaches and pro-
vide only separate tutorials for the twin strands.

The British system of quality assurance requires a system of external examiners. In
the case of our doctorate in education, we have had two external examiners for the
coursework elements, one for the EPP strand and one for the GEM strand. Both have
been involved over the past three years in moderating all of the coursework on
the programme. Students are required to complete five pieces of coursework before
undertaking their thesis, the final one of which is a summative assessment in the form
of a thesis proposal examined orally and in writing. Students have to do a presenta-
tion at a thesis proposal conference in order to progress to their actual thesis. Both the
external examiners have commented each year on the excellent theoretical, method-
ological, and ethnographic work that the students manage to achieve in their first two
years in the programme.

We were also eager to see the fruits of our feminist and pro-feminist practices and
have found that our students were very responsive to these gendered approaches, espe-
cially the elements of reflective and critical research practices. Their enthusiasm has
been such that they have used their personal experiences as ways to critique not only
their past practices but centrally as part of their research endeavours and methodologies
of critical and/or feminist ethnographies as well. Indeed, writing about their personal
and professional developments are required initial pieces of coursework, but the stu-
dents are extremely enthusiastic to use this kind of approach in all of their work, and
often it serves as the hallmark of how they have developed first their coursework com-
ponents and subsequently their actual thesis. Several of the students are now at the stage
of completing their theses, and the key to their work is the use of their personal perspec-
tives linked to their own professional development within higher education especially.
For instance, one male student has developed a pro-feminist critique of his own practice
of developing management courses for students in China who are primarily women.
Another has developed a strong feminist critique of the development of auditing and
quality assurance procedures in British universities, given her base as a university
teacher of accounting. A third has developed her work as a lecturer in health education,
studying HIV/AIDS and sex education from a black feminist perspective.

Conclusion

As women have entered the academy in increasing numbers and over the generations,
the academy itself has been transformed. These changes over the past 30 years in
British higher education have been associated with changing forms of liberalism and
their justification in relation to technological and labour market changes in the
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economy. Developments towards a knowledge society or economy have also entailed
developments and diversity in women’s education and forms of largely professional
employment. A key feature, rarely noticed or acknowledged, has been women’s con-
tributions and engagements with such developments. Particularly intriguing and
important are the ways in which feminist values, theories, methodologies, and peda-
gogies have contributed to the complexity and diversity of the changes, providing
challenges to future developments in higher education.

Feminist theories, methodologies, and research practices have grown from within
sociology and/of education to the social sciences more generally and have combined
with other epistemological changes within social and cultural studies. This has hap-
pened over a lengthy 30- to 40-year period, in association with broader social and
political changes, linked with transformations in forms of so-called liberalism. Thus,
there is now a complexity and diversity of theoretical and methodological changes to
which feminist and critical theories contribute. Indeed, it can be argued that, as part of
the social and cultural turn, feminists within social and educational studies, among
others, theorize the political as personal and contribute to the pedagogical shifts
towards the personal that is now relatively endemic in higher education. Moves
towards personal reflections and reflective professional practices have influenced not
only undergraduate studies and research practices, contributing to rich and complex
educational research ethnographies but also to developments in postgraduate and
professional education.

Most recently, under neo-liberalism, the majority of higher education changes
have led to a massification of postgraduate and doctoral education and constraints on
equity, originality, and creativity through quality assurance mechanisms; at the same
time, there have been great opportunities for women’s involvement and the develop-
ment of feminist values and knowledges as part of the new knowledge economy
(Blackmore, 2002). Feminist values around the ethic of care and personal develop-
ment are now deeply embedded in pedagogical practices at levels of higher education.
This seems to have been the case especially with respect to professional, doctoral
education rather than in research training for traditional doctorates (David, 2004).

Indeed, feminist values around an ethic of the personal and practices of care,
knowledge, and pedagogy from the early second wave feminist political movement
initiating feminist values, knowledges, and theories may have prefigured these
developments in doctoral education in the new knowledge economy, and feminist
pedagogies may contribute to developing innovative practices in professional
doctoral education. The development of feminist pedagogies within and across
higher education and especially doctoral education, including personal and critical
reflections and experiences, have become embedded in the practices and pedagogies
of higher education more generally.

On the basis of a personal reflection, I have argued that feminist values and socio-
logical methodologies have made, and will continue to make, important contributions
to the development of new knowledge and innovative approaches to learning and
teaching in higher education generally and in postgraduate professional and doctoral
studies in particular. The moves towards the personal in social and educational research
and in pedagogical practices, such as personal development plans and portfolio assess-
ment, in higher education have been critical to the wider transformations in higher
education, such as widening participation and access to higher education. However,
current changes in higher education policies and practices may militate against such
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transformations for future generations, especially in relation to postgraduate studies.
Nevertheless, women’s engagement in higher education, the changing work/life balance,
and the theorization of the personal will continue to make important contributions for
understandings in the future. Hopefully, there will be greater recognition of feminist
ethics of care and concern in wider policy developments for education and higher
education in particular, modifying the class, race, and gender imbalances currently in
practice (Reay, David, & Ball, 2005) in the global society and knowledge economy.
Such concerns would ensure a greater commitment to how the personal and political
are entwined in all of our lives.

Notes

1. The old universities are all those universities that were created and established before the
1992 Higher Education Act and are sometimes referred to as the pre-1992 universities to
distinguish them from those universities created as a result of the 1992 Act. These latter are
sometimes called new universities or post-1992 universities.

2. Second wave feminism refers to the ways in which the women’s movement as a social and
political movement in the 1960s and 1970s began to develop academic and theoretical
notions that were developed and eventually adopted within the academy.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN

GENDER EQUALITY IN THE
AMERICAN RESEARCH UNIVERSITY: RENEWING
THE AGENDA FOR WOMEN’'Ss RIGHTS

Judith Glazer-Raymo

This chapter assesses the role and status of American women in their efforts to achieve
gender equality in higher education. It examines the economic, political, and social
framework of policies that have contributed to women’s advancement in the United
States, the complex interrelationships of the federal, state, and institutional decision
makers, and the mechanisms and strategies for assuring the autonomous status and
access to power of women in the academy as faculty and administrators. It is informed
by the recognition that all American women are experiencing the ungendering of public
policy. The strategy seems to be threefold: (1) raising the level of policy making from the
state to the federal level while also proclaiming the sanctity of constitutional guarantees
for states’ rights; (2) turning to the courts, through the appointment of conservative
judges, to rule on controversial policies on constitutional grounds; and (3) using threats
to world peace as weapons for abrogating civil liberties and instilling fear and distrust
among Americans. These tactics manifest themselves in a more polarized society charac-
terized by social justice concerns that affect women’s ability to attain full equality. In that
context, the role of the higher education community should be to provide independent
leadership; however, economic and political uncertainties constrain their actions. What
do these uncertainties and altered priorities portend for women, including women of
colour? And what can be done to build a more inclusive agenda for women’s rights?

The Research University in Context

American higher education is unique in its complexity, variety, and organization,
setting it apart from most other nations and making comparability of cases a difficult
task. Its diversified and unsystematized structure reflects the multiple influences on
its historical development and the decentralization of responsibility to each of the
50 states rather than to the federal government. As a result, an array of diverse centres
of learning has originated, representing distinctive levels of control and financing,
academic missions, and organizational structures.! Public institutions predominate,
generally structured as complex hierarchical systems with research universities as their
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‘flagships’, governed by elected or appointed boards of trustees or regents, and
comprising 76.5% of all enrolments. Private institutions, governed by largely self-
perpetuating boards dominated by corporate executives, civic leaders, alumni, and
wealthy donors, account for 24.5%. Operating budgets and capital expenditures are
derived from a combination of state tax funds, private contributions, federal student
aid, tuition and fees, and grants and contracts. In 2003, appropriations of state tax
funds for operating expenses of higher education in the 50 states totalled $60.3 billion,
a decline of 2.1% from the previous year and indicative of a trend to decrease public
reliance on state and federal tax dollars (Arnone, 2004). Throughout the latter half of
the twentieth century, as the federal contribution to higher education grew, the
50 states engaged in massive capital construction programmes, employing an eco-
nomic rationale for burgeoning multicampus systems, portraying their institutions as
major corporate enterprises of central importance to the development of each state’s
geographic regions. The corporatization of American universities can be seen in the
escalating budgets for administrative and managerial positions and the multiplicity of
job functions, ranging from development, communications, human resources, and
legal counsel to accounting and finance, real estate, information systems, physical
plant, and security. Business-industry consortia, comprehensive health centres, global
networks, and intercollegiate athletics also contribute to the revenue-producing
operations of the research university. Although these occupations expand opportuni-
ties for non-academic employment of women and minorities, their justification often
places them in competition with the heart of the enterprise — faculty, students,
academic programmes, and scholarship.

As a small proportion of higher education institutions, research universities com-
prise 260 (6.4%) of the 4,074 institutions: 64% public and 36% private (Chronicle
of higher education almanac 2004-5, 2004, p. 16). Though small in number relative
to four-year or two-year colleges, they are the primary beneficiaries of public and pri-
vate largesse. In 2002, revenues from alumni, corporations, foundations, and reli-
gious organizations totaled $24 billion; research universities generated an impressive
two-thirds (62%) of this total, with the average of $73 million per institution
(Chronicle of higher education almanac 20045, 2004, p. 30). Further evidence of
their dominance is indicated by the fact that, in 2000, 18 federal agencies obligated
$20 billion for academic science and engineering activities with more than a third
(36%) awarded to 20 research universities (Bennot, 2002). The increasing dependence
of the research university on governmental and private resources has played a signifi-
cant role in their support of programmes to end sex, race, and other forms of discrim-
ination on their campuses. And as the historical record shows, anti-discriminatory
policies in higher education as in other organizations, gained credence through the
determined efforts of civil rights and women’s rights groups demanding greater
representation, inclusion, and a voice in the political process.

Enacting a Women’s Rights Agenda

In 1961, President John Kennedy issued Executive Order 10925, mandating that
federal contractors take affirmative action in treating minorities without regard to
race, creed, colour, or national origin and granting investigatory powers to an Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission in the Department of Labor (‘sex’ was not
part of this order). However, another executive order (10980) issued that year
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established the nation’s first Presidential Commission on the Status of Women
(PCSW). Kennedy was persuaded that by establishing this commission, he would
co-opt feminists in the National Women’s Party who sought his support for an Equal
Rights Amendment (ERA). Opposition to a constitutional ERA came from an
unlikely quarter, the Women’s Bureau in the Department of Labor, which argued that
an ERA would subvert protective labour laws that had historically differentiated
between men’s and women’s employment.? Under the leadership of Eleanor Roosevelt
as commission chair, the PCSW began a dialogue on women’s issues that involved
Congress, business, labour, and civic leaders. Rather than support the ERA, it recom-
mended that the equal protection clause of the constitutional Fourteenth
Amendment, which already applied to race by the courts, be extended to protect both
sexes. As Kessler-Harris observes, its position reflected ‘the tensions inherent in its con-
tinued adherence to traditional assumptions about women and family life and its
unwillingness to see sex and race as equally the targets of invidious discrimination’
(2001, p. 232). Ultimately, it successfully pressured Congress to pass an Equal Pay Act
(EPA) in 1963.

In 1964, nationwide civil rights protests in support of racial integration led
President Lyndon Johnson, Kennedy’s successor, to enact the Civil Rights Act. Title VI
of this act reaffirmed equal employment opportunity guarantees and the role of the
EEOC (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission) in barring ethnic and racial
discrimination in programmes receiving federal assistance; Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act became the first federal law to include ‘sex’ in its prohibition of employment dis-
crimination. By linking sex and race in this legislation, which made support of racial
segregation a criminal act, feminists recognized an opportunity to engage in similar
strategies as a means of ending sex segregation as well. Johnson also issued two
Executive Orders: EO11246 (1965) mandated a continuing programme of equal
employment opportunity regardless of race; and under pressure from women’s
groups, in 1967, he issued EO11375 adding ‘sex’ to this mandate. Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act and EO11246, as amended by EO11375, that provided the initial
legal basis for affirmative action for women in employment in the U.S. affirmative
action programmes seeks to remedy past discrimination against women, minorities,
and others by increasing the recruitment, promotion, retention, and workplace
opportunities in employment and by removing barriers to admission to educational
institutions (Feminist Majority Foundation, n.d.). Most affirmative action programmes
have been directed towards improving employment and education opportunities for
women and minorities by expanding the pool of job or admission applicants through
vigorous recruitment strategies and through professional development programmes
that increase the occupational mobility of employees. Affirmative action programmes
have been instituted voluntarily or as the result of state and federal laws, EEOC
enforcement, or court decrees.

State commissions on the status of women, the National Organization for Women,
and the Federation of Business and Professional Women joined forces in demanding
that the EEOC issue strict guidelines to end protective labour laws, removing dis-
criminatory provisions from the statutes, and investigating charges of sex bias. In
1969, the EEOC acquiesced, stating that laws prohibiting or limiting women’s
employment conflicted with provisions of Title VII, that women were entitled to equal
benefits, and that employers could no longer use such reasons as ‘inadequate physical
facilities for failing to hire or promote women (Kessler-Harris, 2001, p. 267).
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Grassroots organizing energized a new generation of women academics when they
realized that the Civil Rights Act of 1964 did not apply to institutions of higher
education. It was ultimately the leadership provided by women in the U.S. Congress
that resulted in passage of an omnibus Higher Education Act in November 1971.
This act extended Title VII to higher education employees under the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act, giving the EEOC investigative authority and over-
sight of institutional affirmative action plans, including workforce analyses of uni-
versities’ good faith efforts to employ women and minorities. It also extended the
Equal Pay Act to executive, professional, and administrative employees. Perhaps the
most far-reaching of these laws was Title IX of the Education Amendments, signed
into law in 1972 but not implemented until 1975. It stated, ‘No person in the United
States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the ben-
efits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance’. A symbolic message was sent by the U.S.
Congress in which it granted compliance responsibility to the Office of Civil Rights,
the same bureau that monitored compliance with civil rights regulations. Also in
1972, the Congress approved the Equal Rights Amendment for ratification by
two-thirds of the states. It failed to win ratification by three states and lapsed in 1982.3

Other actions also tipped the balance of power towards the federal government in
the 1970s, notably the adoption of need-based financial aid for undergraduate col-
lege students and the advent of a cabinet-level Department of Education (a campaign
promise to the nation’s teachers by President Jimmy Carter). Starting modestly
enough, student financial assistance now accounts for $14.4 billion, including direct
student aid, student loans, and work-study programmes that serve to offset tuition
and fees and subsidize operating budgets.* The Federal Pregnancy Discrimination
Act of 1978, which is now part of Title VII and is enforced by the EEOC, requires
employers to provide the same institutional benefits for pregnancy and childbirth as
for any other physical disability. Physicians routinely certify six to eight weeks for
which women are entitled to be paid. Some states go beyond federal law and require
pregnancy disability leaves, regardless of the availability of other disability leave poli-
cies. The Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 requires employers with 50 or more
employees to provide up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave a year to women and men for
care of newborn or newly adopted infants or for care of children, spouses, or parents
with serious health conditions.’

Enacting a Diversity Agenda

U.S. Supreme Court rulings on affirmative action have been instrumental in restruc-
turing its boundaries. In 1978, the Supreme Court ruled in Bakke v. University of
California-Davis that race may be taken into consideration as one of several factors
used to admit minority students to medical schools. That landmark decision, nar-
rowly approved 5—4 by the Court, developed into the template for tailoring under-
graduate and graduate minority admission policies, acknowledging the practicality of
a diversity rationale in states without a history of racial segregation and in response to
the demands of historically under-represented groups. The defeat of Jimmy Carter by
Ronald Reagan in 1980 ushered in a conservative era, however. Among the casualties
were women’s rights and civil rights. Divisive attacks on Title IX, affirmative action,
social welfare and health care measures adopted in the 1960s and 1970s worked to



GENDER EQUALITY / 165

fracture a diverse American society. For women, Reagan’s legacy and that of his suc-
cessor, George H. W. Bush, were highlighted not only by their supply-side economic
policies and the termination of social welfare programmes but also by the appoint-
ments to the Supreme Court of two conservative justices, Antonin Scalia and
Clarence Thomas, tipping the judicial balance of power away from women’s rights,
gay rights, and civil rights.

Throughout the 1990s, privately funded think tanks led by the Heritage
Foundation and the Center for Individual Rights (CIR) intensified attacks on affir-
mative action policies initiated in the 1960s and 1970s. Although affirmative action
and anti-bias laws and regulations extended to all public agencies, state research uni-
versities became the combat zone for a conservative, well-financed campaign to inval-
idate policies that weighed race in its admission and hiring decisions. Support for this
campaign came from neo-conservatives who likened affirmative action to quota
systems that had denied access to members of ethnic or religious groups or to reverse
discrimination that singled out white males. The diversity rationale that had formed
the basis for the Bakke decision acquired greater immediacy as universities sought to
justify scholarship, admissions, employment, and contracting policies. Legal actions
raised the stakes for compliance, and in the process the importance of affirmative
action for women got lost in the discourse. In fact, the redirection of university pol-
icy from equality to diversity was an incremental process, fragmenting advocates of
affirmative action hiring into a multiplicity of competing interest groups.

The state-by-state strategy to overturn affirmative action began in California in
1995, when the University of California’s Board of Regents (of which the governor was
a member) approved by 10-8 a decision to end affirmative action in admissions. This
resolution was subsequently extended to all state agencies as a Civil Rights Initiative
and was approved by California’s voters in 1996 (Proposition 209). Two years later, the
State of Washington followed suit when its voters approved Proposition 200. The
Center for Individual Rights also challenged the constitutionality of affirmative action
admissions policies at flagship universities in Texas, Georgia, and Michigan, charging
that ‘racial preferences’ violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth amend-
ment to the Constitution that states, ‘No state shall make or enforce any law which
shall ... deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws’.

On April 1, 2003, efforts to elevate affirmative action from a state to a federal issue
culminated in arguments before the U.S. Supreme Court on the constitutional legal-
ity of the University of Michigan’s admissions policies for its law school and its under-
graduate college of arts and science. Once again, the Supreme Court rendered a split
decision. In the key judgement, Grutter v. Bollinger, the Court upheld 5-4 the Law
School’s affirmative action programme, stating that there is a ‘compelling interest in
a diverse student body ... at the heart of the Law School’s proper institutional
mission’ and that ‘the law school’s educational judgment that such diversity is essential
to its educational mission is one to which we defer’ (O’Connor, 2003, p. A24). In its
companion case, Gratz v. Bollinger, the Court rejected Michigan’s undergraduate
admission policy for assigning a point system to all minority applications, and, in the
view of the majority, ‘violating the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment’
(Rehnquist, 2003b, p. A24). Universities, professional associations, and corporate
leaders had filed amicus curiae (Friends of the Court) briefs in support of affirmative
action, and these ultimately influenced the Court’s decision.® The one-vote margin
permits the continuation of affirmative action, but it underscores the need for
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vigilance by its proponents. Affirmative action remains the law of the land in university
admissions, ‘providing a safe harbor for a policy that Justice Sandra Day O’Connor’s
majority opinion described not as something to be grudgingly tolerated but as close
to a moral imperative’ (Greenhouse, 2003, p. Al). Feminists are rather wary, how-
ever, that the conservative tilt of the Supreme Court, which splits its vote 5-4 in
many key decisions, sets an ominous tone for future debates on both race and gender
equality.

Although George W. Bush stated his acceptance of the Court’s judgement in the
Michigan decision, his judicial appointments have been uniformly conservative, and
he has equated affirmative action with quota systems. The American Association of
University Professors’ Associate Counsel Ann Springer observes that, unlike southern
and border states, Michigan has no history of segregation and therefore had to use the
diversity rationale in its defence rather than as a remedy for discrimination (2003,
p- 5). She has also pointed out that the use of this rationale will affect faculty employ-
ment policies. If this is the case, women can anticipate a reordering of priorities to
align faculty hiring with diversity goals and timetables. Regardless of actions taken
within the university, opponents of affirmative action have promised more legal chal-
lenges ‘as colleges and universities work towards implementing the details of the
Court’s decision and as affirmative action opponents broaden the focus of their legal
and political attacks’ (Springer, 2004, p. 1).

Affirmative action is not the only domestic policy in jeopardy. Since 2001,
President Bush has also overseen billions of dollars in tax cuts for corporations, farm-
ers, and wealthy individuals, the appointment of conservative federal judges, the redi-
rection of public policy to support religious-based educational programmes (in
violation of the constitutional separation of church and state), denial of support for
women’s reproductive rights, stem cell and other research initiatives, and the start of
a process to privatize public institutions, including health care, education, and social
security. The elimination of federal support for social welfare, health, and educational
programmes has compounded the economic problems confronting state legislatures,
and the ‘trickle-down’ effect has been disastrous in many states already facing budget
shortfalls. As a consequence, tuition and fees have been increased, remedial pro-
grammes curtailed, salaries frozen, and high-cost programmes eliminated. In 2004,
seven states continued to freeze or reduce spending. Oregon announced a 12%
budget cut for higher education; California reduced its appropriations for its research
universities by 6% and for its state system by almost 8% (Chronicle of higher educa-
tion almanac 20045, 2004). In Ohio, however, the Governor committed the state to
$1.1 billion in loans and grants to support research at state universities as part of an
ambitious economic development plan for this depressed state.

The Demographics of Gender in Higher Education

As public and private universities expanded their graduate and professional schools
and actively recruited women students, the number of women with PhDs seeking
academic positions increased proportionately. Tenure policies, which are viewed as
fundamental in protecting academic freedom and job security, are now in jeopardy.
In 1940, the American Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the
Association of American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) issued a joint
Statement of Principles on Academic Freedom and Tenure.” In gender-neutral
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language (equated at the time with fairness and objectivity), the statement called for
a maximum period of probation not to exceed seven years for all faculty, with service
beyond that period constituting continuous appointment or tenure (Glazer-Raymo,
2001a). Throughout the ensuing decades, this statement served as the prototype for
subsequent policy declarations with a salutary impact on faculty governance and the
protection of faculty rights. By the 1960s, academic freedom and tenure had become
institutionalized as the optimum faculty employment standard in American higher
education. Typically, tenure recommendations are made in accordance with person-
nel policies and procedures that may vary among institutions but typically weigh
scholarship, publications, teaching evaluations, and community service in recom-
mendations to the president and Board of Trustees of the institution. The decline of
tenure-track positions in recent years and the concomitant increase in part-time and
non-tenure-track contingency hiring at a time when more women are in the aca-
demic pipeline is a source for serious concern. Other obstacles also compromise their
positions, even at senior levels and in prestigious research universities. Evidence of the
problematics of gaining resources, access to senior leadership, and professional recog-
nition, including grants, named chairs, and higher salaries, can be seen in recent
reports compiled by women’s commissions at research universities, including Ohio
State University, Stanford University, Princeton University, and MIT.

One argument to discount the persistence of gender inequities arises when statis-
tics on student enrolments by gender are used to demonstrate women’s majority sta-
tus. Of the 15.9 million students now enrolled in higher education, over 8 million or
56% are women; they also earn 56% of all academic degrees. The number of women
students has exceeded the number of men since 1984, and women are in the majority
at all levels — undergraduate, graduate, full-time and part-time. Between 1990 and
2000, the percentage of male full-time graduate students increased by 17% compared
to a 57% increase for full-time women students; the proportion of male part-time
graduate students decreased by 3% compared to a 11% increase for women. These dis-
parities have led critics of affirmative action and Title IX to assert that gender pro-
grammes should address the stasis in male enrolments rather than support
mechanisms for expanding women’s participation. Women thereby become victims of
their own success, having benefited from laws and regulations that are now being
called into question.

When states reduced their support for higher education, the impact on salaries
and benefits was not good news. In 2003-2004, the average faculty salary increase
regardless of rank was 2.1%, ‘the lowest annual increase in nominal average salaries in
more than three decades’ (Ehrenberg, 2004, p. 23). In 2003-2004, at least two pri-
vate research universities that are among the highest-paying in the nation — Stanford
and New York universities — froze faculty salaries at their 2002-2003 levels.
Nevertheless, the AAUP survey for 2003—-2004 shows that faculty at private doctoral
universities fare better than at public ones where, for example, full professors average
only 77.4% of their colleagues at private universities.

Each year, the AAUP conducts a survey of member institutions to measure the
economic status of the professoriate. The current survey shows continued disparities
between men and women faculty in salaries, tenure rates, and overall representation
(Ehrenberg, 2004). In 2003, 38% of all faculty in the AAUP American Association
of University Professors survey were female compared to 62% male, an increase of
less than 2% in one year. Fourteen percent are people of colour, defined as born or
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naturalized American citizens who identify racially or ethnically with one or more
under-represented groups in the United States, for example, people of African,
Latino, Asian, and Native American descent. Women comprise 47% of all tenured
faculty compared to 66% of men; 77% of women faculty are on the tenure track
compared to 88% of men. Women continue to earn less than do men, a gap that has
been relatively unchanged in the past 15 years; in research universities, at the highest
rank of full professor, women earned an average of 90% of the salaries of male full
professors (p. 23). This gender pay gap extends to women in the general labour force
where women earn 77 cents for every dollar earned by men (Rose & Hartmann,
2004).

A secondary analysis of AAUP data of women faculty at 85 research universities
found that the percentage of women tenure-track faculty increased from 17% to
25% between 1988 and 1997 (Hornig, 2003, p. 45). When analysed by rank, the
percentage of women full professors increased from 8% to 14% but for women assis-
tant professors from 32% to 45% (p. 47). This analysis also showed that in 1997
41% of all women faculty at Yale University were not on the tenure track, 16% had
contractual appointments, and only 12% were tenured (p. 48). At Rutgers
University, the flagship university of the New Jersey State system, 43% of women fac-
ulty were not on the tenure track, a similar percentage had tenure-track appoint-
ments (42%), and one-fourth were tenured. At Harvard University, where tenure
tends to be granted only to those hired from other universities, not to those who
come up through the ranks, 13% of tenured faculty were women, 28% were off the
tenure track, and 32% held ‘ladder’ appointments. Apropos of this finding, 26 senior
women professors from 17 departments in the faculty of arts and science at Harvard
filed a letter of complaint with its president, Lawrence Summers, over the fact that in
2003-2004 women received only 4 of 36 tenure offers in arts and science, and only
1 of those 4 women accepted (Wilson & Fogg, 2004). The letter states that the
elimination of the position of dean of affirmative action position signals that ‘steady
progress for women and minorities is no longer a major decanal concern’ (Wilson &
Fogg, p. A14). In response, Harvard noted that it has a $25 million outreach fund to
recruit women and members of minority groups, and that, in 2004-2005, 40% of
new hires at the junior faculty level are women. Summers ignited another firestorm
in January 2005 when he commented at a conference of the Bureau of Economic
Research that women’s under-representation in the top echelons of science and math-
ematics may be due to innate differences from their male counterparts. The ensuing
controversy led to the formation of two panels at Harvard: a Task Force on Women
Faculty to increase the appointments of women to leadership positions and a Task
Force on Women in Science and Engineering to seek ways to remove barriers to
women’s success in the sciences (Fogg, 2005).

A comparative analysis of 1993 and 1999 data reported by the National Survey of
Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) provides further evidence of the slow rate of
progress for women faculty in American research universities. As shown in
figure 11.1 women continue to make impressive gains in the conferral of master’s
(+10%) and doctoral (+8%) degrees. However, these gains appear to be in inverse
proportion to their recruitment as faculty in research universities with their greatest
representation as instructors/lecturers (generally non-tenure-track positions) or as assis-
tant professors. The most impressive increases are occurring at the rank of associate
professor (+8.4%) with smaller increases at the senior rank of full professor (+5%).
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That women full professors in the NSOPF-99 survey account for only 15.8% of all
women faculty in research universities despite their conspicuous presence in the
faculty pipeline and at lower ranks focuses attention on structural barriers to
institutional change within the professoriate.

The growth of a part-time, non-tenure-track workforce in which women main-
tain a disproportionate share of contingency teaching positions is symptomatic of a
decline in national commitment to tenurable positions (Glazer-Raymo, 2003). The
policy of hiring part-time faculty began in the 1970s as a temporary measure — a
university response to Title VII and EEOC compliance criteria. The rationale was
twofold: universities viewed part-time and non-tenurable positions as a strategy for
demonstrating good-faith efforts to recruit women faculty and administrators; they
were also wary of expanding their commitment to women whose demands included
spousal hiring, campus childcare, and access to health and pension benefit plans. In
this construct, the family-values argument weighs in heavily. By the mid-1980s,
research universities had adopted corporate approaches, restructuring their faculties
to be more closely aligned with the marketplace through the recruitment of ‘stars’ for
named chairs, alliances with business and industry, mergers and acquisitions of other
institutions, and an array of entrepreneurial degrees to capture the adult and contin-
uing education clientele. Part-time hiring became an acceptable device for control-
ling faculty size, regulating personnel expenditures, terminating high-cost/
low-enrolment programmes, and responding to unforeseen changes in the economy.
Part-time, clinical, and other forms of non-tenure-track appointments are now
entrenched policies, resulting in a resurgence of union activism at public and private
research universities as academic positions for the growing number of women doc-
torates diminish year by year. They now account for 43% of all faculty, although the
ratio of full-time to part-time faculty is typically greater at research and doctoral insti-
tutions than at four-year or two-year colleges (Berger et al., 2002). One-third hold
consulting positions apart from their institution and three-fourths hold additional
non-consulting jobs.
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It is ironic that laws and regulations designed to protect women and minorities
now serve to inhibit their prospects for permanent employment in higher education
systems that support part-time, non-tenure-track appointments. The rise of
for-profit universities that rely almost entirely on part-time faculty, the lack of uni-
versal childcare, and the decline in tenure-track positions in all fields further prob-
lematizes the situation. Since the mid-1990s, part-time and adjunct faculty at
research universities have unionized as a means of gaining greater job security includ-
ing assurances of continued employment, health benefits, higher salaries, and better
working conditions. A similar trend is evolving among the ranks of graduate students
who feel disenfranchised in their complex roles of student-teacher-research associate.
As Hearn and Anderson (2001) observed in a study of clinical faculty in schools of
education, the part-time nature of clinical contracts may serve to further reify hierar-
chical systems of faculty work — some teach, some do research, and some supervise
students — further weakening the tenure system and making units that employ this
mechanism more vulnerable to institutional retrenchment (p. 134). This negatively
impacts efforts to achieve gender and race equality within the professoriate.

Enacting a University Women’s Rights Agenda

One strategy that has gained in popularity, particularly in research universities, is the
presidential commission, a political mechanism for defusing contentious policy ques-
tions. Since the advent of President Kennedy’s Commission on the Status of Women
in 1961, and its replication in many states, universities have adopted this model as a
political mechanism for defusing contentious policy questions and meeting the
demands of campus interest groups. Task forces or ad hoc groups have also been
organized by women students, faculty, and administrators to collect data on com-
pensation, campus climate, and related personnel concerns. They have gained credi-
bility within the professoriate as women seek leadership roles and administrative
action regarding tenure, compensation, benefits, and a range of campus climate
issues. Women legal scholars within research universities have been in the forefront of
efforts to end discriminatory personnel practices affecting women and minorities.
Catherine MacKinnon, whose compelling work Sexual Harassment of Working
Women (1978) contributed to the substantiation of sexual harassment as a legal claim
under sex discrimination law in the United States, demonstrates the important role
played by feminist legal scholars in establishing that ‘sexual harassment [is] neither
incidental nor tangential to women’s inequality, but a crucial expression of it [and] a
central dynamic in it’ (p. xi). In the two decades since its publication, many cases
alleging sexual harassment have been argued in federal court. U.S. Supreme Court
decisions in the 1980s and 1990s continue to define the meaning and extent of sexual
harassment law in the corporate workplace and in governmental and academic insti-
tutions (Glazer-Raymo, 1999, 2001b). In 1982, Bernice Sandler published the first of
several reports on ‘the chilly climate’ for women in higher education.® Tiwo decades
later, sexual harassment, hostile environment, and campus safety continue to rank
among the highest priorities of women’s groups. A Glass Ceiling Commission Report
issued by the U.S. Department of Labor (1995) heightened awareness among policy
makers of the impermeability of barriers to women’s advancement; however, it did lit-
tle to change the structure or priorities of major corporations, the target of its recom-
mendations, and eventually it sank without a trace. By 2004, only 6 of the Fortune 500
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companies were headed by women who were also only 13.6% of the 435 members of the
U.S. Congress and 6 of the 50 state governors (Rose & Hartmann, 2004).

In the 1990s, women’s commissions that had lapsed after the initial flurry of fem-
inist activism were reconstituted or created de novo to produce diversity action plans
that considered gender, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, and disabilities.
Meanwhile, feminist epistemologies had become so diffuse that women scholars no
longer spoke with a unified voice. Women’s studies programmes were being recast as
gender, ethnic, cultural, or gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender (GLBT) studies.
Critiques of commission reports questioned the ability of women’s commissions to
challenge authority and bring about substantive changes in administrative policies,
given the risks of asserting independent or contradictory viewpoints (Glazer-Raymo,
1999) and the unintended consequences of policy discourses that constructed
women as outsider supplicants, passive victims, or deficient in professional skills and
training (Allan, 2003). The difficulty of overcoming sexism and racism and gaining
more than cosmetic changes in existing policies underscored the need for structural
and attitudinal changes beyond the ability of task forces, commissions, and commit-
tees to accomplish. Nevertheless, by speaking truth to power, these coalitions have
served an important purpose in revealing persistent inequities and problems that
interfere with women’s ability to be full partners in the academic enterprise.

Speaking from her real-life experience as president of Smith College from 1975 to
1985, Jill Conway has noted the, at times, rather puzzling nature of public discourse.
In the third volume of her memoir, A Woman’s Education (2001), she recalls,
‘Answering questions from politicians and corporate leaders on standard feminist
goals — equal pay, for instance — taught me that most people thought about women’s
advancement as a zero-sum game. If women gained equal pay, there would be less for
men. ... To most people, changing the segregated workforce and giving women
opportunities to learn and advance over a lifetime career wasn't a productivity issue,
it was just a transaction in a zero-sum game’ (2001, p. 120). As the liberal-conservative
debate over affirmative action intensified following passage of Proposition 209 in
California in 1996, national support dwindled for a women’s rights agenda. Women’s
organizations found themselves on the defensive in making the case for gender equality
as a viable goal.

In 1999, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, where Conway is a resident
scholar, tenured women scientists documented gender bias in the School of Science
for women seeking tenure, laboratory assignments, grants, and other perquisites of
being a tenured research scientist (Committee on Women in the School of Science,
1999). Another series of reports, commissioned by the provost and undertaken by the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Committees on the Status of Women
Faculty, revealed comparable inequities in the schools of humanities, management,
architecture, and engineering (Council on Faculty Diversity, 2002). Prior to issuance
of the second report, MIT’s President Charles Vest convened a meeting of presidents,
chancellors, and 25 women professors from 9 research universities, including
the California Institute of Technology, Harvard University, Stanford University, the
University of Pennsylvania, and the University of California at Los Angeles. The nine
university presidents issued a statement following this meeting in which they
acknowledged that ‘barriers still exist to the full participation of women in science
and engineering’ and agreed to pursue a goal of full equity for women faculty, to be
more attentive to compensation, resource distribution, and family responsibilities,
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and to collect and monitor data on an annual basis (MIT News Office, 2001). The
influence of the MIT report extended to the U.S. Congress, which commissioned a
review by the General Accountability Office (GAO) of Title IX compliance by the
departments of Education and Energy, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, and the National Science Foundation. It found that only the
Department of Education was monitoring its grantees by conducting agency-initiated
assessments of grantees to determine the extent of Title IX compliance. Among the
promising practices it cited were programmes to encourage women to pursue gradu-
ate study in science and engineering, to expand the recruiting pool for jobs in these
fields, making them more attractive to women, and to provide workload reduction as
a means of improving the balance of work-family roles (GAO, 2004). Most notable
has been the appointment in 2004, by MIT’s Board of Trustees, of its first woman
president and first non-engineer — Susan Hochfield, a neuroscientist and provost at
Yale University.

Research universities have made other potentially significant changes in leadership
in this decade, including a former Yale provost as the first woman Vice-Chancellor of
the University of Cambridge (United Kingdom) and women presidents at Princeton,
Brown, Syracuse University, the University of Michigan, Ohio State University, the
University of Pennsylvania, and Indiana University. In at least two of these institu-
tions, Princeton and Ohio State universities, women CEOs have also appointed
women provosts as their deputies, and Brown has the distinction of appointing Ruth
Simmons as the first African-American woman to be president of a research univer-
sity. Nevertheless, women still comprise only 21% of all presidents of colleges and
universities, 13% at research/doctoral institutions. Since it is the governing boards
that appoint the presidents and interact with them in the policy arena, their compo-
sition is also critical. Women hold the minority of these voluntary, unpaid positions
in both public and private universities and colleges: 26% on private boards and 30%
on public boards. The smallest percentage of women serve on the boards of research
universities (15%) and the largest percentage on boards of baccalaureate liberal arts
(33%) and two-year colleges (34%) (Scollay, Bratt, & Tickamyer, 1996). Women
trustees are still more likely to serve by appointment of a church body or order
whereas men are more likely to be selected by an institutional president or governor
(Scollay, Bratt, & Tickamyer, 1996).

At Stanford University, ten years after release of a critical report on the status of
women faculty at that institution, and as a result of participating in the MIT confer-
ence in 2001, Stanford’s provost appointed an Advisory Committee on the Status of
Women Faculty. Its report, issued in 2004, compared the experiences of men and
women faculty at Stanford with collateral data on recruitment and retention of
women faculty, compensation, resources, and recognition (including non-salary forms
of compensation and support for research), and on the quality of life at Stanford
(professional satisfaction, workload, campus climate, discrimination, harassment,
and work/family concerns) (p. 6). Among their findings were heightened concerns
among women faculty regarding greater workload pressure related to advising and
mentoring, particularly among women of colour, and greater levels of work/family
stress related to the availability and affordability of quality childcare. They under-
scored the low representation of women of colour in certain fields and divisions of
the university. Among women full professors, they found cumulative disadvantages
based on gender, exclusion, and undervaluation of their contributions, difficulties of
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reconciling their personal and professional lives, compounded by financial pressures
and inadequate quality childcare. The committee recommended that Stanford’s
schools adopt ‘best practice’ policies and strategies: (1) outreach efforts and targeted
funds for recruiting women in under-represented fields and divisions; (2) adequate
hiring and retention packages that consider childcare, spousal employment, family
leave, and tenure policies; (3) retention policies that provide individual support,
recognition, and gender equity among faculty; (4) periodic evaluation of compensa-
tion packages to ensure appropriateness and equity; (5) inquiries and initiatives to
address sexual harassment and discrimination claims that do not result in formal
complaints; and (6) appointment of a faculty panel and senior level administrator to
focus on gender equity concerns, collecting data on a regular basis, collaborating with
other institutions to gain more understanding of gender equity challenges and
responses and to assess the effectiveness of particular strategies, for example, reduced
workloads, extended family leaves, formal mentoring, and diversity and harassment
training (pp. 9-10).

The Faculty of Arts and Science at Rutgers University also assessed the status of its
women faculty, focusing its attention on faculty compensation, hiring, promotions,
research support, and the campus climate for women (FAS Gender Equity
Committee, 2002). It found that women are more visible and better represented than
in previous generations, although they are still under-represented in the sciences
when compared to doctorate production and continue to experience salary dispari-
ties. As in other research universities, the higher the rank, the fewer the women: in
2001, they were only 9% of 170 senior professors and 8% of 48 special professors.
Women humanists were more likely to be in leadership positions than were women
in the social and behavioural sciences; in the sciences, only one woman had chaired a
department since the early 1980s. Subtle biases in how departmental chairs, faculties,
and deans managed the promotion process were viewed as deterrents to women.
Discretionary funds also advantaged men, who were more likely to earn summer
money, have larger research accounts, and better startup packages. In their interviews
with women faculty, the research team reported that women perceived themselves as
‘victims of discrimination, albeit less blatant forms than they remember from earlier
years’. The report’s recommendations, like those of the MIT and Stanford surveys,
stressed the importance of decanal leadership in affirming the Faculty of Arts and
Science commitment to gender equity by working with department chairs, monitor-
ing promotion procedures, and ensuring that women have access to influential posi-
tions. They identified a series of strategies to increase hiring of women faculty,
provide oversight of departmental policies, improve mentoring, and collaborate with
Rutgers’ central administration on whose goodwill women continue to rely for cor-
rective action (pp. 4-0).

What else can women do to end discrimination given the political and economic
context in which they work and the difficulties of changing organizational cultures?
How can they make the diversity rationale work to their advantage? It is obvious that
coalition building is necessary and that women have to turn their attention outward
to their external environment and communicate across disciplinary and institutional
boundaries. The AAUP cites the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment to the Constitution, Titles VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
and case law interpreting them as the ‘primary legal benchmarks in employment
discrimination law’ (Springer, 2003, p. 2). Its policy manual provides excellent
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guidelines for informing institutions that ‘the Constitution and federal statutes
require employers to eliminate discrimination on the basis of race or sex, that
employers can be sued under these laws for individual discrimination, referred to as
‘disparate treatment’, or policies and practices that create disparities of women and
minorities in the workplace, referred to as ‘disparate impact’, and that ‘some federal
laws require employers to provide diversification (affirmative action) plans as tangi-
ble proof of their efforts’ (p. 2).

Gender Equity in the United States: Are We There Yet?

The ungendering of public policy necessitates that women reaffirm a women’s rights
agenda. For one decade, the nation has moved from a state-by-state to a federal strat-
egy in threatened reversals of anti-bias and affirmative action statutes and regulations.
Now there is some indication that this strategy may change in response to the
Supreme Court’s decision in the Michigan case. These laws are of greatest significance
to higher education with admission policies at the heart of the national debate.
Allegations of racial preferences, quotas, and affirmative discrimination have under-
mined carefully crafted admission procedures and their support from governing
boards, legislatures, and funding agencies. Opponents of affirmative action have
resumed state-by-state legal challenges to overturn this policy, buoyed by the fact that
propositions making affirmative action illegal in California and Washington State
apparently remain unaffected by the Supreme Court decision (Schmidt, 2003). In
the state of Washington, following passage of Proposition 200 in 1998, banning race-
conscious affirmative action in the public sector, the University of Washington
announced that it would suspend consideration of race and gender in admissions.
Making gender and race the basis for such either-or arguments invariably leads to
questions about qualifications, commitment, and motivation, reinforcing gender and
race/ethnicity stereotypes, and ultimately lulling the public into renewed acceptance
of the status quo. The family values argument that dominates much of the political
rhetoric also contributes to the widening gap between the public and private, the per-
sonal and the professional, emphasizing the bimodal character of women’s lives and
their marginalization in male-dominated fields. Now that the discourse of sex and
race equity has been replaced with the diversity rationale, it is more imperative than
ever that women construct a policy discourse that sustains both gender and race
equity. In rejecting the view that women can gain equality through their assimilation
into alienating institutional structures, a new academic generation of women may
find it necessary to adopt a more activist view of themselves as agents of social change.

Campus commissions have contributed to the dialogue through their efforts to
increase women’s representation, voice, and role in academic governance. The cam-
pus culture has been altered through the implementation of federal mandates, diver-
sity guidelines, sexual harassment and equal employment policies and programmes.
Efforts to restructure hiring, tenure, and promotion policies have faltered as univer-
sities have increased part-time and non-tenure-track hiring. Efforts to reform the
benefit structure by resolving family/work concerns, supporting subsidized childcare,
and closing the gender pay gap have also had mixed results on a state-by-state basis.
The Supreme Court decisions set a new standard for universities in defining what is
permissible in the name of affirmative action, and in deferring to the universities that,
according to the majority opinion in the Grutter v. Bollinger decision, ‘occupy a spe-
cial niche in our constitutional tradition’ (O’Connor, 2003), setting new conditions.
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In writing that opinion, Justice O’Connor acknowledged the significance of the
briefs that were filed by corporations, universities, professional associations, and the
military when she asserted that ‘context matters when reviewing race-based govern-
mental action under the Equal Protection clause’. But she put a time limit of 25 years
to achieve race equity in American society.

To what extent this decision will have an impact on gender equity remains to be
determined. I would argue that if women are to thwart reversals in policy initiatives,
greater transparency is needed to increase the ease of availability of data analyses by inter-
ested women’s organizations and policy makers. In an extensive review of the Supreme
Court and women’s rights, the National Women’s Law Center (2003) cautions that ‘just
one new Justice who does not support women’s rights to equal protection of the law
could mean a dramatic erosion of the right to choose, but also of women’s rights to equal
protection of the law and to be free from discrimination in education, employment,
health, and other arenas’ (p. 1).? The reintroduction of the Equal Rights Amendment in
2002 by 183 members of the House and 20 members of the Senate should not be dis-
missed as symbolism. It is as relevant today as it was 20 years ago in validating every
woman’s right to constitutional protection against all forms of discrimination. Taking
Title IX as one example, an Equal Rights Amendment would provide the constitutional
basis for all such statutes that are meant to provide gender equity.

The twenty-first-century research university operates in the context of a politically
and economically volatile climate, both nationally and in each of the 50 states. The
Supreme Court, in its decision on May 29, 2003, that state employees can sue for
damages under the Family and Medical Leave Act, showed that ‘it is sympathetic to
gender-based claims [and that] states are not immune to suits ...” (‘Upholding
Family Leave’, 2003, p. A22). In her analysis of the decision, Greenhouse (2003)
observed that the conservative majority on the Court continues ‘on a campaign to
extend states’ rights by limiting Congress’s power to legislate’ (p. Al). The experience
of senior women scientists at MIT indicates that issue definition at the highest levels
frequently begins when prestigious research universities are confronted by evidence of
inequities from ad hoc groups that demand immediate and positive action on the
part of those in positions of authority. The challenge for feminists in other institu-
tions is to let grassroots activism inform feminist theory rather than the other way
around, participating more actively in problem solving at a time when the backlash
against feminism goes beyond affirmative action in law school admissions and the
size of science laboratories at elite institutions to more general attacks on universal
childcare, public education, family planning, and environmental protection. Women
need to analyse more closely the implications of eliminating women’s educational
equity from the federal agenda, the appointment of conservative judges to the federal
judiciary, and continued threats to affirmative action and anti-discrimination laws
and regulations. To do this systematically will mean revisiting the laws and judicial
decisions that are now embedded in institutional policies and practices. It will also
necessitate monitoring how the decisions that were recently rendered by the Supreme
Court play out in the Congress and in the research universities.

Notes

1. The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching devised a higher education classi-
fication system in 1970 to facilitate the collection and disaggregation of data by the federal
government. A restructured system was adopted by Carnegie in 2000 and has taken effect



176 / JUDITH GLAZER-RAYMO

in 2005 (Basinger, 2000). The current hierarchical taxonomy consists of seven categories:
research I and II, doctoral I and II, master’s, baccalaureate, and two-year colleges. The proposed
system would consolidate doctoral and research universities into two rather than four categories,
an effort to place greater emphasis on teaching and to discourage competition for resources,
rankings, and recognition (Basinger, 2000). Institutions would be categorized as
doctoral/research universities-extensive and intensive, master’s (comprehensive) colleges and uni-
versities I and II, baccalaureate colleges (liberal arts and general), associate’s colleges, specialized
institutions (professional schools), and tribal colleges and universities. At least 148 institutions
(3.8%) would be in the doctoral/research universities-extensive category, based on conferral of a
minimum of 50 doctorates a year in at least 15 fields, and another 2.9% as doctoral/research
universities-intensive based on conferral of at least 10 doctorates annually in 3 or more disci-
plines (Basinger, 2000).

. See A. Kessler-Harris (2001, pp. 239-267) for a detailed historical account of how imple-
mentation of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 led to the demise of federal and state protective
labour laws that had differentiated by sex in women’s employment.

. The ERA states, ‘Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any state on account of sex’. It was reintroduced in 2001 by a coalition
of congressional supporters, and in 2003, Illinois became the thirty-sixth state to ratify the
ERA. Arizona, Florida, and Missouri, three states that rejected it in the 1970s, are now targeted
by ERA supporters. Opposition comes from conservative legislators who use the family-values
argument to mobilize their base. Ironically, the argument that women would be required to
take part in military combat, one of the original causes for opposition in the 1970s has been
refuted in the Iraq War where women are fully engaged.

. See the Digest of educational statistics, 2002—-3 (Washington, DC: National Center for
Educational Statistics, 2004) for data on federal appropriations for major programs by
state. See also Center for Higher Education & Educational Finance (2004), which pub-
lishes the Grapevine: A National Database of Tax Support for Higher Education.

. Ten years after passage of the FMLA by Congtess, the Supreme Court ruled that states do
not have constitutional immunity in protecting employees’ federally guaranteed rights to
take time off for family emergencies, and that this law applies equally to men and women
(Rehnquist, 2003a, p. A18).

. In the case of Gruster v. Bollinger, which involved a constitutional issue and was argued
before the U.S. Supreme Court, the petitioners of the amicus curiae brief, or Friends of the
Court, were associations or businesses with expertise and a substantial interest in the out-
come of this decision but were not aggrieved parties to this case.

. The American Association of University Professors (AAUP), founded in 1915, serves the aca-
demic profession and has as its members faculty, librarians, and academic professionals in two-
and four-year accredited public and private colleges and universities. Current membership is
about 45,000, with over 500 local campus chapters and 39 state organizations. Its main pur-
pose is the advancement of academic freedom and shared governance and the development of
standards and procedures to maintain quality in education and academic freedom in American
colleges and universities. Its amicus briefs before the U.S. Supreme Court and federal and state
appellate courts address significant issues of academic freedom. See also www.aaup.org for fur-
ther information, including articles contained in Academe, the AAUP journal.

. See Sandler & Hall (1993) for an update on the original report.

. The National Women’s Law Center, founded in 1972, is a non-profit advocacy organiza-
tion working to advance the progress of women, girls, and families with emphasis on
employment, education, reproductive rights and health, and family issues. See
www.ncrw.org for information on its projects, activities, and a review of its position papers.
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CHAPTER TWELVE

ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE AND
GENDER EqQuALiTY AT OHIO
STATE UNIVERSITY

Mary Ann Danowitz Sagaria and Pamela S. Van Horn

In an effort to reassert their legitimacy, public research universities in the United
States are experiencing a shift from entities of social good to industries or
quasi-corporations. This case study of the Ohio State University (Ohio State or OSU)
illustrates some of the consequences associated with academic restructuring, a form
of organizational change that creates departments for the purpose of exploiting core
competencies in order to enhance the university’s competitiveness. It also focusses on
policy discourses and efforts to incorporate equality to improve the status of women.
Placing academic restructuring alongside the equality initiatives provides insight into
multiple dimensions of organizational change and why increases in the representation
of women faculty over the past decade have been only modest.

From Social Good to Quasi-Corporate: Consequences

for Gender Equality and Diversity

U.S. public colleges and universities are transforming into an economic sector requiring
an industrial or quasi-corporate model of production that demonstrates responsive-
ness to market forces and demands for relevance. Thus, they are expected to increase
their prominence as competitors in a knowledge industry through research, grants
and contracts, publications, and other scientific accomplishments (Gumport, 2000).
Dill and Sporn (1995) assert that universities wanting to function successfully in an
international market must develop the capacity to employ university personnel,
resources, and programmes in a more flexible, efficient, and adaptive manner.

As universities intensify efforts to compete in the knowledge marketplace, they also
continue to strive to maintain their standings as social institutions by preserving ‘essential
educational legacies’, such as improving equality in society, socializing citizens, increas-
ing students’ chances for upward social mobility, and cultivating interests for the general
social welfare (Gumport, 2000, p. 71). In the past, the social good argument has been the
most important legitimizing claim for universities. Their existence has been linked to
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their record and potential for improving people’s capacity to fully engage as citizens and
therefore contribute to the sustainability of the United States as a democratic society
(Gurin et al., 2002).! Thus, efforts to achieve gender equality and greater racial and eth-
nic diversity within universities have been linked to the good of the larger society.
Despite the scientific and sometimes legal argument that equality and diversity are com-
pelling interests or conditions to sustain a democratic society, U.S. universities have few
external requirements or incentives in the past decade to infuse a social good orientation,
such as incorporating measures to achieve equality, into their principle agendas. In con-
trast, economic justification and neo-liberal forces have become more pervasive and have
bolstered a quasi-corporate logic in university decision making. The shift in the legit-
imizing rationale from higher education as a social good to a higher education as a quasi-
corporate entity provides a lens for understanding organizational change at Ohio State
University. This case study draws upon institutional policies and research, committee
reports, and the first author’s accounts as a participant-observer to provide a picture of
Ohio State’s responses to growing market pressures and their implications for gender
equality between women and men in the university community.?

The University

Founded in 1870, the Ohio State University is a land-grant institution that has
committed itself to serve the state’s agricultural community and to generate and
apply research to benefit the state and its citizens.? Its main campus, the focus of this
study, is located in Columbus, the state capital, and six regional campuses are located
across Ohio, a Midwestern state. In 2005, 57,748 students attended the university, of
whom 50,504 were enrolled in Columbus, making it the second largest campus in
the United States. There, women comprised 49.2% of the student body, and students
of colour accounted for 15% (OSU, 2005).4

Ohio State University is highly effective in garnering external funds. In 2005, the
university ranked nineteenth in the country in fund-raising, having generated
$203 million the previous year with $72.8 million, or 36%, of those funds coming
from corporations (‘Counting Gifts’, 2005). That same year, OSU directed
$123.5 million to research (OSU, Research Foundation, 2005).

Like other U.S. higher education institutions, Ohio State has been adapting to
align with the dominant legitimating expectations to generate revenue, establish its
preeminence in research and innovation, and shift its overall institutional direction to
compete more effectively with other research universities. Moreover, the confluence
of an unfavourable national economy, a continuing deterioration of the state’s
manufacturing-based economy, and the redirection of state resources from higher
education to other services, such as heath care and corrections, have resulted in less
state funding for all public higher education institutions, including Ohio State, so
that by 2005 the state funded only 15% of the university’s budget (Holbrook, 2005).

The university is autonomous, governed by a lay board of trustees whose members
are appointed by the governor of the state. The board appoints a president, the chief
executive responsible for the total administration of the university over which he or
she may delegate authority. A presidential planning cabinet of senior administrators
make or contribute to many of the university-wide decisions. The university faculty
exercises its authority to establish educational and academic policies through the
university senate, a governance body elected by faculty peers. Faculty members hold
appointments in one or more of 98 tenure-initiating units of departments and
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schools located in the 17 colleges of the university. During the past 15 years,
Ohio State has had three presidents: Gordon Gee served from 1990 to 1997, William
Kirwan served from 1998 to 2002, and Karen Holbrook followed as the first woman
president of Ohio State. Because of this turnover at the top, different and at times
conflicting leadership priorities have affected the direction of excellence and equality
at the university.

Representation of Women

A comparison of the percentages of women graduates by level and faculty rank in
1993/1994 and 2004/2005 shows that the representation of women has increased
slightly. As figure 12.1 shows, women students have comprised the majority of
bachelor’s and master’s degree earners since 1993. The largest increase in representation
was a gain of 6.6% at the doctoral level. Among the faculty, the percentage of women
has increased only slightly, with the number of associate professors increasing by
8.8%. The percentage of assistant professors, however, has remained virtually
unchanged, and there has been but a very modest increase of 6.3% among full
professors. In short, across the university, women students have achieved parity in
representation for the first two degrees, and they appear to be moving towards equality
in representation at the doctoral level. Nevertheless, across all faculty ranks, men con-
tinue to predominate, with women having made modest gains but by no measure
coming close to achieving equality.

These changes in the representation of women over the past decade provide a
point of departure to examine the gender dynamics at the university. Examining the
total number of women by each rank in relationship to the total number of tenure-
track faculty positions, however, offers more insight into the relative sphere of
women’s influence and potential qualitative differences in the experiences of men and
women. Figure 12.1 shows that women made up a mere 17.4% of the full professors
in 2004. Figure 12.2 places that percentage in the context of total tenure-track
faculty numbers: 33%, or 957, of the 2,899 tenure-track faculty members at the
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Figure 12.2 OSU 2005 Tenure-Track Faculty
Source: Office of Human Resources, Ohio State University, 2005.

university are male full professors. Women full professors account for 7% (202) of
the total faculty, while women associate professors comprise 11.5% (333) of the fac-
ulty, and women assistant professors make up 10% (288). These numbers indicate an
extreme power imbalance between male full professors and female faculty across all
ranks, a condition that has major implications for the academic culture. It is the full
professors who decide most policy matters, who act both as gatekeepers for hiring
and promotion and as evaluators for awards, grants, and who consequently shape the
institutional culture. Moreover, they maintain the institutional patriarchal support
system (Bagilhole & Goode, 2001) as well as the networks and recognition (Morley,
1999; Currie, Theile, & Harris, 2002).

Whereas women’s faculty representation has remained steady between 1993 and
2005, women have made progress in administrative leadership positions. Most note-
worthy are the facts that both the current president and the vice-president and provost
are women, and the percentage of female vice-provosts has increased from 33% (2) in
1993 to 66.7% (4) in 2005. There has also been a slight increase in women deans from
20% (5) to 28% (7). However, among department chairs and school directors, the
numbers have decreased slightly from 16.5% (19) to 15.5% (15). The increased rep-
resentation of women at the provost and vice-provost level can be explained by the
commitment of leaders at the top. Appointments of vice-provosts are made largely at
the discretion of the president and provost and may or may not include an open public
recruitment and search process. One explanation for the decrease in women depart-
ment chairs and school directors is the large percentage of male full professors and the
importance of the faculty vote in recommending an individual to the dean, who then
makes the decision to appoint a head of a department or school.

Policy Discourses on Women, Gender, and Racial Equality

The changes in the representation of women and the policy gender dynamics at Ohio
State can be understood in relation to women’s collective formal efforts to improve
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their status in recent university-wide policies. At Ohio State, as at many other U.S.
universities, women have actively constructed their status by generating equity policy
and issuing reports by women’s commissions. These commissions, conceptualized
within a liberal feminist framework, have generally served three related purposes:
(1) to demonstrate administrative support for the improvement of women’s status;
(2) to give women a collective voice on campus (Allan, 2003); and (3) to serve as a
sounding board for women’s concerns (Glazer-Raymo, 1997). In particular, they func-
tion by ‘clarifying issues, setting priorities, collecting data, making recommendations,
monitoring activities, and influencing the policy agenda’ (Glazer-Raymo, 1999, p. 66).

For the past 35 years, Ohio State women have studied their situation and
described not only the weaknesses and achievements of the university’s affirmative
action programmes but also the need for the university to recognize women’s abilities
and achievements. Formal documentation of women’s efforts to improve their condi-
tions began with the release of the Ad hoc Committee on the Status of Women’s
Report on the OSU Status of Women in 1971. This report was followed by the creation
of a Commission on Women and Minorities directed by the Board of Trustees, which
released a major two-volume report by the Commission on Women and Minorities
in 1977 (see OSU, Commission on Women and Minorities, 1977). Fifteen years
later, having accepted a charge from the university President Gordon E. Gee, the
President’s Commission on Women issued the 1992 Report of the Presidents
Commission on Women.

The theme that the university has failed to acknowledge women’s talents and
accomplishments has been echoed in reports for the past 30 years. For example, a
1991 letter to President Gee, the chair of the Commission on Women summarized
the commission’s conclusions about the campus climate at that time:

The major and most general finding of the Commission is that the campus climate for
women at The Ohio State University is virtually unchanged from that described in the
Report of the 1977 Ohio State University Commission on Women. Indeed, for women
of color, the climate may well have worsened. Women still confront an environment
that ignores critical gender differences, places impediments in the ways of women striving
to reach their full potential, and fails to recognize and respect women’s professional
abilities and achievements. (OSU, President’s Commission on Women, 1992, p. 23)

In 1996, the infrastructure for monitoring and advocating for equality radically
changed with the creation of a Diversity Committee to address all aspects of equity at
Ohio State. The group combined the University Senate Committee on Women and
Minorities with the President’s Committee on Diversity. Although members of the
long-standing Committee on Women and Minorities of the university senate opposed
dissolving their group for fear that the university would lose its focus on women and
minorities to broader issues, the Board of Trustees created the Diversity Committee to
end overlapping activities of the two previous committees. The new committee was
charged with monitoring the university’s non-discrimination policy and recommending
ways to foster civility, tolerance, and mutual respect as well as advising the president
and other senior administrators on climate issues, policies, and priorities.

The year 2000 was a watershed year for reports on equality with the release of
three major documents the SRI Report on Retention of Women and Minority Faculty
and Staff at The Ohio State University, A Diversity Action Plan for The Obio State
University, and Affirmative Action Committee Report. The first report was prepared by
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an outside consulting firm ‘to deepen institutional understanding of the issues that
negatively impact the climate for retention of women and minorities (OSU,
Committee on Retention of Women and Minority Faculty and Staff;, 2000, p. 1) The
study identified salient issues that the university must address if the climate for
women and minorities were to become more favourable, focusing on the confluence
of racism and sexism that faculty women of colour experience. It advanced nine pri-
mary recommendations associated with conducting salary reviews for comparability,
increasing dialogue concerning diversity, establishing research undertaking involving
diverse sets of faculty members, and creating a more ‘family-friendly’ organization.
The following month, the Diversity Action Committee released A Diversity Action
Plan for The Ohio State University, which stressed that the university had taken insuffi-

cient action to achieve diversity, gender, and racial and ethnic differences:

A diverse environment at The Ohio State University is central to the mission and to the
academic goals that have been set. This belief has long been professed, but the univer-
sity has not acted aggressively and consistently on this belief. Some progress has been
made, especially in the recruitment of women faculty, but, overall, the campus com-
munity is not diverse. The profile of faculty, staff, and students is not as diverse as the
state of Ohio or the nation. (OSU, 2000, p. 2)

To deal with this critical assessment, the Diversity Action Plan proposed a strategy
of accountability designed to improve the campus climate for women and men of
colour, white women, and gay and lesbian students, faculty, and staff. The plan delin-
eated points of accountability for the provost, vice-presidents, and college deans, such
as establishing diversity sites, training, and workshops; providing curriculum materi-
als and services; installing support mechanisms to handle complaints of harassment
and discrimination; developing an internal/external comprehensive marketing cam-
paign to raise awareness of diversity and promote inclusion; creating research grants
and programmes for multicultural issues; requiring vice-presidents, deans, and depart-
ment chairs to report on the progress made towards greater diversity; and making
funds available to aggressively recruit women and minority faculty to increase the
number of women and minorities by 2005.

The Committee on Affirmative Action released its report in September detailing
the viability of diversity strategies associated with students, faculty, staff, and the cam-
pus climate. The committee had studied the Diversity Plan, which it supported, but
focused on five pressing needs, one of which was to increase racial, ethnic, and gen-
der diversity among faculty members in departments lacking that diversity. It also
emphasized the need for the University to take a strong stand to communicate sup-
port for affirmative action in anticipation of external legal challenges (OSU,
Committee on Affirmative Action, 2000).

Despite both the investment of many faculty members, administrators, and staff
in these endeavours and the significant institutional commitment to undertake the
faculty retention study of white women and faculty of colour, the reports received lit-
tle public attention. For example, the university administration expressed no expec-
tations to discuss these findings in academic departments, and initially few measures
were implemented. Publicly, they were dwarfed by the launch of the primary strate-
gic initiative, the Academic Plan, in October 2000 (OSU, Office of Academic Affairs
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[OAA]). The Academic Plan proclaimed strong support for all the goals of the
Diversity Action Plan, yet it included only two of the Diversity Action Plan’s goals in
a weakened version: to recruit, support and retain to graduation more qualified
minority students and to hire at least five to ten women and five to ten minority fac-
ulty at senior level ranks with a commitment of $250,000 to $500,000 per year for
five years. Thus, the Academic Plan reduced by half the number of hires proposed in
the Diversity Plan.

Structures for Gender Equality at Ohio State

The university’s innovative programmes, activities, and structures for gender equality
and diversity have been incremental and additive. For example, because of campus
activism, the university began providing childcare to the campus community in 1972
with flexible hours to meet the needs of student, faculty, and staff. Under President
Karen Holbrook, the university also has been progressive in its work policies by
implementing some of the recommendations of the 2000 Report on Retention of
Women and Minority Faculty and Staff. The parental leave policy enables a faculty
member to delay a tenure decision by up to two years, an option that has been used
by men and women. A flexible workload policy and a dual career-hiring policy are
also in place. In the area of curriculum, women studies evolved from a small centre to
a strong department that now offers the PhD and has 13 tenure-track faculty and
more than 55 associated faculty members. The growth of the Women’s Studies
Department came about through advocacy, outstanding scholarship, delivering
required general education undergraduate courses, and the advocacy of the dean of
the College of the Humanities to grant departmental status to the Center for
Women’s Studies.

In 2000, the university launched a highly visible initiative to improve the status of
women through the creation of the Women’s Place (T'WP), which emerged from
efforts of both the Committee on Academic Excellence for Women and grassroots
activities. The Women’s Place was embraced by President Kirwan, who incorporated
it into the Academic and Diversity Plans as a catalyst for institutional change to
expand opportunities for women’s growth, leadership, and power in an inclusive,
supportive, and safe university environment (OSU, TWE, 2005a). The Women’s
Place has consolidated and expanded resources and support systems for women as an
action-oriented, information resource centre, a catalyst for networking, and an entity
for identifying problems and finding constructive solutions (OSU, TWP, 2005a).
The current director of TWE a senior faculty member and longtime academic
activist, also serves as associate provost for women’s policy initiatives and interacts
regularly with senior policy makers on university-wide matters.

Early Steps towards Excellence: Ohio State’s
Selective Investment Program

To fulfil its role for the social good, Ohio State has generated a great deal of activity
and publicity regarding its policies of equality and diversity. However, the policies
have drawn the attention mainly of white women and men and women of colour, in
other words, those who have experienced inequities. In contrast, the Selective
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Investment policy initiative implemented in 1997 and the Academic Plan in 2000
attracted the attention of most faculty members across the university. Moreover, the
latter two initiatives instituted and redefined university priorities and the academic
core while silencing gender and adversely affecting faculty women’s representation
and status.

In an effort to boost Ohio State’s academic stature both nationally and interna-
tionally by strengthening its strongest departments, the university launched a three-
year Selective Investment (SI) Program in July 1997. Departments were selected if
they (1) were central to the academic mission of the university; (2) built on areas of
existing strength and held promise of substantial future benefit; (3) showed cross-
disciplinary potential; (4) had plans to monitor progress and evaluate achievement;
(5) served a larger social good outside the university; and (6) demonstrated commit-
ment of resources from the department and its college (OSU, OAA, 2004). The
initiative was intended to support competition, emphasize benchmarking, and create
academic and research profit centres that exploit the university’s core competencies
(Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). As such, it was designed to reflect the efficiency and
effectiveness of university resource allocations (OSU, Office of Institutional Research
and Planning, 2004).

Each unit chosen for the Selective Investment Program was awarded funds from
reallocated continuing university funds. Like the Academic Enrichment Program, the
reallocated funding was generated by all departments returning an additional 0.5%
of their base budget allocation each year beginning in 1995. Those dollars were then
redirected to Selective Investment units. The central funding was also matched with
college and departmental funding. Thus, each of the 11 Selective Investment units
received $1 million in annual continuing funds. Several of the units also received
Academic Enrichment funds for programme development (OSU, OAA, 2004).

During the three years of the Selective Investment Program, 1997-2000, funds
were reallocated to 13 recipient units located in six colleges. The programmes were
electrical engineering and materials sciences in the College of Engineering; physics,
chemistry, and mathematics in the College of Math and Physical Sciences; economics,
psychology, and political science in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences; the
College of Law; english and history in the College of Humanities; and the cardiovas-
cular bioengineering and neurosciences in the College of Medicine. We report on
11 of the 13 recipient units and exclude the units in the College of Medicine because
they were collaborative efforts involving newly established units that operated differently
form traditional departments where the vast majority of faculty work.

The Influences and Consequences of
Selective Investment

The Selective Investment Program produced substantial organizational change both
structurally and budgetary through internal reallocations. As a form of academic cap-
italism (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997) designed to increase market responsiveness, it rad-
ically changed the criteria for allocations of university funding and shifted continuing
allocations. All academic departments returned funds to the central administration,
and all departments funded for Selective Investment had additional funds committed
to them from their colleges.
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For three years, the Selective Investment Committee, appointed by the provost,
reviewed proposals that were submitted by departments and endorsed by their
respective colleges. The Committee was comprised of distinguished faculty members
who, in years two and three, also substantially represented Selective Investment-
funded departments and who made recommendations to the president and provost.
Like most award competitions, the ratings were not public. In addition, the ratio of
women to men on the Selective Investment Evaluation Committee was 1:6 in 1998,
1:7 in 1999, and 3:5 in 2000 (OSU, OAA, n.d.). Only during the 2000 funding
review did women make up more than 30% of group membership as Kanters (1977)
research shows is needed for minority individuals to influence the outcome of situations.
In that same year, the only SI proposal mentioning diversity was funded.

University faculty widely supported the SI Program and the committee’s decisions
in part because they were perceived as legitimate, having been made by a faculty peer-
review process rather than by administrators (“The Nation’, 2002). Also, the president,
provost, and evaluation took steps that have been successful for large-scale change
(Kotter and Cohen, 2002). They became a guiding team that communicated with
the faculty in order get them to agree to the change and to create momentum for a
short-term win or accomplishment. In 2004, OSU communicated the successes of
the plan in the Report on the Impact of Selective Investment and Academic Enrichment
Funding at The Ohio State University. The report focused exclusively on knowledge
production from a corporate perspective by highlighting improved examination
scores and competitive standings, such as changes in publication rates. It did not
mention diversity.

To determine the consequences of the financial investment for men and women,
an examination of the percentage of women faculty in each of the Selective
Investment departments between 1993° and 2005 shows the changes in gender
representation. The department as the unit of analysis is used here because it is the
location where faculty work and are hired and promoted, where resource allocations
are made, and where units have decidedly different cultures that could reflect differ-
ent attitudes toward men and women. Table 12.1 shows departmental data on faculty
positions in 2005: the current total of faculty and change since 1993, the number of
men and women hired under the SI Program, and the changes in the percentages and
numbers of women from 1993 to 2005.

The majority (8) of the Selective Investment departments grew in size during the
period, yet only 5 departments increased their representation of women faculty
members. One unit, the Department of Psychology, decreased greatly in size by 14 faculty
members including 1 woman but increased its representation of women. Three
departments that increased in size (Electrical Engineering, Materials Science, and
Economics) decreased their representation of women. Mathematics decreased in size
along with its percentage of women. Chemistry did not increase in size, but it signif-
icantly increased its representation of women from 2.9% (1) to 11.7% or (4) hiring
them through regular rather than Selective Investment lines as were the two women
hires in Physics.

Women are more of the minority in Selective Investment departments than in the
university as a whole. In 2005, women accounted for approximately 28.5% of the
tenure-track faculty at Ohio State (OSU, OHR, 2005). Using 28.5% as the benchmark

to determine each department’s share of female faculty representation at the university
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Table 12.1 Gender Representation in Selective Investment Departments in 1993 and 2005

Department Positions  Position SI SI Women 1993 Women 2005
in 2005  Change  Men  Women

from 1993 Hired — Hired % No. % No.
Electrical Eng. 44 +3 10 0 7.3 (3) 4.5 )
Materials Science 23 +4 5 1 5.3 (1) 4.3 (1)
Chemistry 34 0 3 0 2.9 (1) 11.7 (4)
Mathematics 68 —11 4 0 8.9 (7) 5.9 (4)
Physics 57 +8 9 0 4.0 2) 7.0 (4)
Economics 34 +3 7 1 19.0 (4) 11.7 (4)
Psychology 43 —14 3 3 22.8 (13) 27.9 (12)
Political Science 37 +12 8 4 12.0 (3) 33.3 9)
English 65 +1 5 1 46.9 (30) 50.7 (33)
History 54 +7 3 4 21.3 (10) 33.3 (18)
Law 45 +10 7 1 22.8 (8) 31.1 (14)

Source: Data extracted from Ohio State Office of Human Resources Diversity Data for Faculty and Staff Unit Level
Statistics 1993-2005.

and the presence of horizontal segregation, 7 of the 11 Selective Investment funded units
were below the 28.5% benchmark for female representation.

During the Selective Investment Program, these 11 units hired 79 faculty mem-
bers, yet only 19% (15) were women. Further analysis of Selective Investment hires
by rank shows that in those departments 37% of total SI hires were men appointed
as full professors, and only 0.5% of the total hires were women at the most senior
rank. Thus, the Selective Investment Program, which was designed to improve the
research output of the university, has contributed to furthering a male-dominated
professoriate, particularly at the full professor level. It has also created a system of
male faculty stars, or established distinguished scholars who have increasingly different
reward and work conditions from their colleagues. For example, in 2001, the average
salary of full professors was $92,000. Individuals hired through the SI Program were
given salaries as high as $220,000; in addition, these hires had lighter teaching loads
and, in some cases, startup packages of more than a million dollars each (‘Ohio State
“Taxes” Departments ...", 2001).°

Considering the gender outcomes of Selective Investment hiring, women were less
likely to be hired through that programme than through a regular hiring process.”
Only 17.3% (13) of the Selective Investment faculty hires were women as compared
to 34.5% of the faculty hires between 1993 and 2004 (OSU, President’s Council on
Women’s Issues, 2005). One explanation for this discrepancy is that many Selective
Investment faculty appointments were made as a result of targeted searches wherein
the position was not publicized and applications were not solicited. Thus, these pro-
cedures differed from the normative practice of an open search in which a position is
advertised widely in disciplinary and professional publications in order to recruit the
most talented and diverse pool of candidates. In other words, departments relied
heavily on networks, personal contacts, and visibility, all factors that are likely to
exclude women (Motley, 1999).

During the 2003-2004 academic year, the first author interviewed several heads
of Selective Investment units to understand their hiring processes. The interviews
indicated that different departmental hiring approaches yielded very different gender
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outcomes. One department chair who hired all males with Selective Investment
funds but increased representation of women through regular hiring of assistant pro-
fessors explained how the department had used a stealth-like approach to hire a
Selective Investment faculty member. The unit identified its choice person and
pursued him, ‘making an attractive offer without hassles’, without requiring him to
submit an application, in order to increase the unit’s chances of hiring him. Another
chair in a department that had decreased its representation of women explained that,
with limited resources, emphasis had to be placed on quality and that his department
had hired one woman, ‘but she could not get along with the faculty, and she left.
A third department chair whose representation of women also decreased, explained
that the department members wanted the best talent, and they did not think they
could lure women away from higher ranked departments. In reality, they had not
tried to do so. The attitude and approach was extremely different in a unit that
increased its percentage of women and hired both a white woman and people of
colour using Selective Investment funds. The head explained that the unit was diverse
before receiving Selective Investment funds, that it was a natural impulse to have
diversity as part of every search, and that they relied on networks to identify diverse
persons as faculty hires.

In short, in focusing on increasing the research reputation of various departments,
heads of units were given the freedom to hire whom the unit chose; thus, the culture
of each department was not challenged or supported to identify candidates who were
both leaders in their disciplines and women or people of colour. Consequently, male-
dominated departments tended to hire men, and departments that had already
embraced diversity incorporated that criterion into their recruitment for their
Selective Investment appointments as part of the goal to achieve excellence.

The Push towards Academic Excellence:
The Academic Plan

In 2002, Ohio State launched an ambitious academic plan guided by the vision ‘to
become one of the world’s great public research and teaching universities' (OSU,
OAA, 2000, p. 1). Ohio State administrators, deans, and faculty worked on the five-
year plan for more than two years. The core elements of the plan are outlined in
6 strategies and 14 supporting initiatives. The strategies are to (1) build a world-class
faculty; (2) develop academic programmes that define Ohio State as the nation’s
leading public land-grant university; (3) enhance the quality of the teaching and
learning environment; (4) enhance and better serve the student body; (5) create a
diverse university community; and (6) help build Ohio’s future.

In its efforts to create a diverse university community, the Academic Plan
incorporated priorities and reaffirmed recommendations of the 2000 Diversity
Action Plan:

To create this rich learning environment, The Ohio State University must recruit and
retain greater numbers of women and minorities into faculty, staff, and administrative
positions, especially senior positions. Such senior faculty arrive with tenure and serve as
role models and mentors for their junior counterparts. ... We must be sure that all
groups are represented in campus diversity policy and that the newly established
Women’s Place receives adequate support. ... Finally, we must ensure that deans,
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department chairs, and other leaders are held accountable for their part in increasing

campus diversity. (OSU, 2000, p. 14)

As one of its initiatives under the diversity strategy, the Academic Plan included
the hiring of at least five to ten women and five to ten minority faculty members at a
senior level each year for five years through the Faculty Hiring Assistance Program
(FHAP). Funding was made available to departments on a first come first served basis
to support three years of salary. For example, in 2004, the provost’s office allocated,
from that fund, $25,000 for each assistant professor, $30,000 for associate professors,
and $40,000 for full professors with the hiring college or department paying the
remainder of the salary and benefits for that year and assuming the full cost after
three years. A provision was also included that allowed departments to request funds
without a national search as might be the case with a dual career-hiring appointment
for the second partner (Snyder, 2004). This programme has been helpful, but unlike
the Selective Investment Program that offered very high salaries, reduced teaching
loads, and research support, units receiving Faculty Hiring Assistance Program funds
have had limited success in attracting white women and faculty of colour (OSU,
Council on Diversity, 2004).

Conclusion

A commitment to both academic excellence and diversity has been articulated in
Ohio State’s strategy to become one of the world’s great public universities. The
developments in this chapter show how the university has pursued quasi-corporate
and social good goals, the former through Selective Investment strategies and the lat-
ter through special programmes. The strategies and initiatives associated with aca-
demic excellence have increased research output, income generation, and improved
reputational rankings (OSU, OAA, 2004), suggesting that Ohio State is becoming
more competitive in the university marketplace.

By prioritizing knowledge areas, the university has institutionalized a quasi-
corporate discourse of selective efficiency and effectiveness. Every faculty member in the
university by virtue of his or her unit has been taxed to support targeted departments.
However, colleges with the larger numbers of women faculty members and students and
with strong linkages to the public good, such as nursing, education, social work, and
human ecology, have not been on the receiving end of these centralized funds.

The Selective Investment Program has been agenda setting by producing substan-
tial organizational change in both structure and budget through internal reallocations
to increase market responsiveness and competition. The programme changed the
university’s social structure by creating highly differentiated work conditions and
work structures (Hall, 1977) and cultures for Selective Investment units and by mod-
ifying its membership patters to hire heavily at the senior ranks using processes that
lacked transparency and altered work patterns. The budgetary changes also radically
redefined the criteria for allocations of university funding, reallocated funds, and
redefined entrepreneurial activities as core.

Although the discourse of the Academic Plan coupled the hiring increase of white
women and men and women of colour with the creation of a more diverse faculty,
senior administrative leaders have offered little commitment to mainstream gender and
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diversity into hiring practices. Such programmes as the Faculty Hiring Assistance
Program have been additive, layering diversity concerns on existing practices through
short-term cash allocations without challenging the fundamental nature of hiring
practices. In other words, although they represent special action (Rees, 1998) to redress
disadvantage, they have not produced substantial structural, cultural, or budgetary
change. As a result, the social good objective associated with diversity and equality have
resulted in minimal change compared the Selective Investment Program. When the
Diversity Plan was launched in 2000, faculty women comprised 27.7% of the tenure-
track faculty positions. Five years later, the target year identified to increase the numbers
of white women and women and men of colour, women had increased their represen-
tation to 28.6%, a change of less than 1%(OSU, OHR, 2005).

With Selective Investment hiring having ended in 2004, the agenda-setting activity
has been a setback for increasing the number of white women and men and women
of colour. Like other universities reallocating or retrenching resources (Slaughter,
1993; Volk, Slaughter, and Thomas, 2002), Ohio State’s programme has been to the
detriment of most of the female-dominated units. Selective Investment units were
not held accountable to further affirmative action or equal opportunity at the uni-
versity. Consequently, the majority of those units functioned according to their cul-
tural dispositions with the majority male-dominated departments becoming even
more so through Selective Investment. It is noteworthy, however, that several
Selective Investment units with significant female representation, such as English and
Law, have become University leaders in addressing diversity issues through curricular
change and efforts to attract a more diverse faculty and student population (OSU,
Council on Diversity, 2004).

Presidential leadership is a crucial factor in organizational change (Sporn, 1999).
Ohio State presidents have had different approaches and degrees of commitment to
equality and diversity. President Gordon Gee began the financial reallocation without
incorporating equality and diversity into excellence. This agenda-setting decision
consequently marginalized equality and diversity. All initiatives to improve the status
of women and people of colour have been additive bringing about minimal change
in the nature of faculty work or the university culture. President William Kirwan
launched the Academic Plan, commissioned two major reports on diversity and affir-
mative action, and implemented a diversity-monitoring programme in all colleges
and departments. He also created a major lecture series on diversity and an institute
on race, which was later named the Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity in the Americas, and he made diversity and equality issues more prominent
within the university by using websites to promote diversity and by increasing access
to diversity and equality statistics. With the exception of the expectation of deans to
report annually on diversity statistics and activities, other equality measures have not
been mainstreamed into policies and procedures.

When President Karen Holbrook assumed the presidency, the Academic Plan was
in its second year of implementation. She has embraced the Academic Plan, and
much of her public approach to diversity and equality has focused on two much-
needed changes: increasing the enrolment and retention of students of colour and
implementing policies to reduce family-work tensions for faculty and staff. Under the
president’s leadership, policies have been enacted for childcare, parental leave, and
spousal hiring from which both female and male faculty members have benefited.
These human resource provisions have the potential to reduce conflicts between
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personal/family and professional/career goals in support of an academic career, and
they contribute not only by furthering gender equality but also by removing attitu-
dinal barriers within the organization. However, these provisions are additive. They
have neither changed the core activities of the organization nor directly affected the
nature of academic workplace. They do, however, have the potential to benefit
younger scholars and thereby reduce the leaky pipeline problem over time (see
chapter 2 in this book by Teresa Rees).

The women in the top two senior administrative positions of the university have
legitimized the idea of women as leaders and have brought about incremental change.
They have spoken publicly about the need to advance women’s careers, have given the
Women’s Place more prominence, and have stressed audits and efforts to uncover
hidden gendered and racist protocols. During the 2004-2005 academic year, they
inaugurated the President and Provost’s Leadership Institute to deliver leadership
training programmes to support and prepare women and under-represented men for
agenda-setting roles (OSU, TWP, 2005b). These long-term conditions and measures
may change the picture of inequality, however slowly, by making the culture more
women-friendly.

In the fall of 2005, President Karen Holbrook, in the annual State of the University
Address, highlighted university goals and priorities, mentioned diversity in relation-
ship to the Women’s Place, and discussed the need to increase the representation of
students of colour and international students. About that time, Provost Barbara
Snyder announced that $50 million in central funds would be invested over the next
five years for targeted investments in excellence for proposals judged primarily by two
criteria: ‘one, the program is capable of achieving recognition as one of the top in the
field and two, top ranking for the program is likely to have a significant impact on the
university’s academic structure (Snyder, 2005). Thus, another agenda-setting oppor-
tunity has been created to mainstream equality and diversity and to realize the goals
and promises of a quasi-corporate university for the social good. There is hope that,
with incremental additive changes towards equality and diversity in place and the pres-
ence of a highly committed and effective university president, the next agenda-setting
initiative will make diversity and equality central to excellence. It may well be that the
organizational culture is now more receptive because the foundation has been laid for
a bold reinvestment of funding for more white women, and people of colour to
strengthen the research enterprise.

Notes

1. Research on university students and adults has supported this position by showing that
universities improve individuals’ motivation and capacity to participate in a pluralistic and
complex society (Gurin, Biren, & Gretchen, 2004). Furthermore, court decisions, such as
California v. Bakke (1978), have also found diversity in education to be fundamental to
developing the skills necessary for success in an increasingly complex labour force even
though, as Judith Raymo notes in the preceding chapter, this perspective has not been the
dominant position of recent major judicial decisions.

2. With the support of Ohio State Affirmative Action grants, Mary Ann Danowitz Sagaria
conducted three comprehensive studies on gender and racial equality for faculty and
administrators at the university, beginning with research on female and under-represented
male junior faculty members in 1988.

3. OSU is one of 105 public universities and colleges established under federal legislation to
provide practical knowledge and information based in scientific research to citizens in rural
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and urban areas. These universities are associated with the democratic model for openness,
accessibility, and service to people, especially in agricultural research (retrieved December
26, 2005, from OSU OHIOLINK Website, http:ohioline.osu.edu/ lines/grant.html.).

4. In this paper, people of colour are defined as born or naturalized American citizens who
identify racially with one or more of the racially and ethnically under-represented groups in
the United States. Typically, this definition would include people of African,
Latino/Hispanic, Asian, and Native American descent. Faculty whose citizenship is outside
the United States are not included under this definition. Nevertheless, their status within
American higher education is important and has received attention (Smith, 1992).

5. 1993 was chosen because data were available for comparative purposes despite the fact that
the SI Program was first funded in 1998. The Selective Investment Program came shortly
after the Academic Enrichment Program, the first centrally funded initiative that ran between
1995 and 2001. Funding was typically directed as an early commitment of resources to
22 promising new programmes. The vast majority of the funding was directed to purchasing
equipment and supporting research and education in 22 projects. One female faculty
member was hired and funding was directed to eight lead colleges.

6. The salary and startup figures are for the entire university and include the College of
Medicine.

7. Although the available pool of women in physical science disciplines such as chemistry and
physics and engineering fields are lower than disciplines such as English, history, and psy-
chology, The 2005 Status Report on Women at Ohio State in