Notes re Thematic Session:

“Mechanisms of Inequality in Higher Education”

--current work, in some sense, harkens back to the paper I wrote with BR for the red NRC volume

--Like many strat researchers, interested in process whereby inequality is produced & reproduced; why does ascriptive inequality persist?

--As BR has argued, our theories tend to assume that ascriptive inequality reflects outcome of conscious dec-making—dec-makers have the motive to discriminate, but we can’t observe motives

--Need to move beyond a focus on motives

--Rather than “why,” focus on “how”—what are the specific mechanisms that produce gender inequity?

--All the more important as the more overt forms of discrimination have lessened in recent years

--in current work I’m doing with Mary G., we focus on specific mechanisms that continue to reproduce ascriptive inequality; 
--mechanisms that might favor ingroups as much as disfavor outgroups

--mechanisms that are sometimes nonconscious

--mechanisms that are institutionalized into our everyday policies and procedures
--WE FOCUS ON academia; useful research site: educated, enlightened indivs. who believe strongly in meritocracy  [longer version presented 4:30 p.m.]
--Most of these mechanisms operate on a relational level through workplace interactions

--Multitude of interactions in academia that allow for subjective evaluation:  evaluate scholarship for promotion, hiring, and merit increases; negotiate salaries; interview job candidates, and teach students

--Precisely in such subjective interactions that we fall back on gender schemas; nonconscious biases affect our atts & behavior; social psych call them implicit atts.
[skip:  What are these?  Social psychologists talk about them as: implicit attitudes; large amount of empirical evidence:

1) Both men and women harbor negative implicit atts toward female authority figures

2) Those who judge women as “nicer,” tend to see female applicants as unlikeable

3) Essays w/male names judged superior]
--Biases/stereotypes particularly salient when they become institutionalized:  mapped onto organizational policies and dec-making

--Sometimes these biases become institutional legacies:  policies/procs where there is no motive to discriminate, but that nonetheless have disparate outcomes

--Finally, these advantages and disadvantages cumulate over a career to reproduce inequity
--we use quant. and qual. data on an A&S unit at a large, public university (“State U.”)
We look at 4 interactional sites:

1) access to disciplines/faculty positions

2) career mobility (rank, promotion, leadership)

3) earnings

4) discretionary monies (summer salary, merit $, research accts.)

Given time limitations, let me just list a few of the mechanisms of inequity we uncovered:

1) as elsewhere, few women were scientists; found women sign. underrepresented in one-third of A&S depts., mostly sciences (< 60% of % female among 1981-98 phds.): classics, philosophy, religion, geography, psychology, genetics, molecular biology and biochemistry, computer science, geological sciences, math, stats
2) sign. rank segr:  in particular few women at the top ranks: senior prof. and special prof.; why?  Most senior profs (58%) are in math/physical sciences (most senior profs in precisely those disciplines where few women—12%); also senior profs differ in how they were hired:  male sr. profs hired in tenured positions, women as asst. profs.
3) Women slightly less likely to be promoted, and some evidence that sex gap in promotions is growing (doubled in the humanities and tripled in soc/beh sc.)—but small n problem, even w/aggregation (1997-2000 vs. 2001-2004).

4) Earnings diffs. favored men, although smaller once controlled for discipline group and rank
5) Men more likely to receive summer salaries than women:  and men more likely to receive these extra funds as salary enhancements, while women received such funds for service work

6) Out-of-cycle merit awards favor men—mostly used for outside offers; esp. true in the humanities

--qualitative data provides some insight into how these mechanisms work in practice:

1)  lack of attention to hiring women

2)  exclusion from important departmental and university committees, and leadership oppors
3)  subtle gender biases in how chairs, deans, and faculties manage promotion process; esp. lack of appreciation for gender scholarship

4)  fewer resources

In sum:  replicating MIT results: valued by larger professional communities, but less so by own dept. and university 
--leadership can make a difference:  was change between two time periods, notably in the senior profs; Ridgeway & Correll:  iterative process of social interventions to rehape gender system
[skip:  renewed commitment to aff. action, policies that equalize distr of resources, transparency re pay and reward practices, accountability for gender equity outcomes, and family friendly workplace policies]
