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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the existence of a glass ceiling effect within
community colleges by examining faculty, staff and administrator’s perceptions of a glass ceiling
as it relates to the advancement of women at their institutions. This was done by using a cross-
sectional survey administered electronically to faculty, staff and administrators in community
colleges in the United States who were members of the American Association of Community
Colleges. Four hundred fifty seven participants provided responses for the study. Results of
ANOVA of perceptions of facilitators and barriers to advancement revealed there was a
significant difference in perception between genders related to barriers to advancement, with
females finding internal structural/job opportunities and organizational culture presenting more
obstacles to advancement than males. Males significantly agreed more than females that a
positive attitude toward women existed in their institutions. Females significantly agreed more
than males that barriers hindered the advancement of women and that a glass ceiling existed in
their institutions. Multiple regression analysis indicated gender was a significant predictor of
perceptions of internal structural and organizational culture barriers to advancement. Work
profile characteristics were not found to be significant predictors of the perception of facilitators
or barriers. Logistic regression analysis indicated neither individual characteristics nor work
profile characteristics were able to predict denial of promotion. These findings may be used to
encourage those in authority who are able to make hiring and policy decisions to more closely
examine the organizational structure, culture and climate in their institutions to foster an

atmosphere conducive to productive work environments for all employees.

Gender, Glass Ceiling, Promotion, Equity, Community Colleges, Barriers to Advancement
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction
The country has celebrated the strides females have made over the last century in gaining
access and equal rights to the privileges that males have in American society: the right to vote,
the right to an education, the right to equal pay for equal work. These are a few of the victories
that have occurred through changes in the law. However, even with these laws written into
federal and state constitutions, the playing field is still unequal.

In 1961, President John F. Kennedy established the President’s Commission on the Status
of Women with the purpose of examining gender differences in education, the workplace, and
under the law. The findings revealed that gender discrimination was rampant in the United
States (Schubert-Madsen & Schubert, 1991). As a result, Congress enacted numerous laws to
combat this discrimination, beginning with the Equal Pay Act of 1963.

Following the Equal Pay Act came Title V1I of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and
Executive Orders 11246 and 11375 of 1965, all designed to prohibit discrimination in
employment on the basis of gender and race. However, the country was slow to change from its
male dominated ways. The Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 and Title IX of the
Educational Amendments Act of 1972 were necessary pieces of legislation aimed to further
advance the ability of women and minorities to gain equal opportunity to education and
employment. But, despite these laws, and almost 45 years since Title VII was enacted, women
remain underrepresented in the upper echelons of the corporate and administrative world. For
example, in New Hampshire only 9% of publicly held corporations, 21% of financial institutions

and 25% of hospital trustees are female (Mowry, 2008). Likewise, Begley (2005) reports that



only 11% of Fortune 500 corporate officers are women. In the medical arena, 20% of hospital
chief executive officers are female (Eiser & Morahan, 2006).

More specifically related to higher education, between the years 1990 and 2000, the
number of full-time female graduate students increased by 57% compared to a 17% increase for
males, and the number of bachelor's degrees earned by women rose 21% compared to a 6%
increase for men. The enrollment of women in college also increased 14% during those same
years from 7.5 million to 8.6 million while the number of men enrolled in college increased from
6.3 million to 6.5 million. Furthermore, it is projected that 57% of all college students will be
women by the year 2012 (National Center for Education Statistics (NCES, 2002). In the Fall of
2006, of the 25,034,324 students enrolled in all college, university and certificate programs,
14,476,579 (58%) were female. Additionally, 59% of all degrees and certificates conferred in
2006-07 were earned by women (NCES, 2009). Of all students enrolled in postsecondary
education, 43% are attending two year institutions (NCES, 2008c). Of the total 6,488,055
students at these institutions, 3,807,687 (59%) were female in the Fall of 2005. The trends show
that women will continue to outnumber men in post-secondary attendance and degrees earned
(NCES, 2005).

Yet, despite the increasing participation of women in higher education, in academic
leadership at the end of 20™ century, only 16% of college and university presidents, 25% of chief
academic officers and 13% of chief business officers were women (Chliwniak, 1997). Half a
decade later, according to Eddy (2002), the numbers are not much different, with 20% of the
presidents of higher education institutions being female. Of these, 2% are presidents of major
research universities, with the remainder employed in community, independent, women’s and

comprehensive colleges. In the Southern Region of the United States, 43% of full-time



administrators at community colleges are women (Southern Regional Educational Board, 2009),
but this number includes all administrative positions, from registrar to chief executive officer.
The American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) reports 61% of community college
students are female (AACC, 2009a) but only 28% of CEQOs are women (AACC, 2009b).

These numbers indicate females are attaining educational credentials at a rate similar to or
greater than males, but the disparity in the attainment of administrative and leadership positions
still exists. In 1989, the United States Department of Labor commissioned the Glass Ceiling
Initiative to investigate the barriers faced by women in being promoted to higher levels of
management in the business world. Subsequently, much has been written on the issue of gender
inequity in management in the corporate world (Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, & Vanneman, 2001;
Scott, 2001; Baker, Wendt, & Slonaker, 2002; Gutner, 2002). In higher education, Glazer-
Raymo (1999) was one of the first to relate the findings of the Glass Ceiling Commission to
academia, however, there have been few studies that explore the presence of a glass ceiling
explicitly in community colleges. It is important to identify the specific reasons why the disparity
in the number of male and female administrators exists. Discovering and addressing these
barriers will allow those in positions of authority in higher educational institutions to be more
inclusive in hiring and promotion decisions.

In addition to the moral, legal, ethical and social ramifications of gender inequity, the
leadership in higher education needs to more adequately reflect the consumers of that education.
It is imperative that higher education includes diversity in its mission (Lindsay, 1999). Likewise,
if the perception of a glass ceiling effect is present, women are less likely to apply for
promotions, thus perpetuating gender inequity. The country cannot afford to underutilize the

human capital available if we are to stay competitive in an ever increasing global economy.



Problem

In 1961, President John F. Kennedy established the President’s Commission on the Status
of Women. The purpose of this commission was to examine gender differences in education, the
workplace, and under the law. The findings revealed that gender discrimination was rampant in
the United States (Schubert-Madsen & Schubert, 1991). As a result, Congress enacted numerous
laws designed to discourage discrimination, beginning with the Equal Pay Act of 1963, Title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Executive Orders 11246 and 11375 of 1965, the Equal
Employment Opportunity Act of 1972 and Title IX of the Educational Amendments Act of 1972.

But despite these laws, women remain underrepresented in the upper echelons of the
corporate and administrative world. Over time, fewer than 20% of the presidencies in
institutions of higher education have been held by women (Chliwniak, 1997; Eddy, 2002).
Currently, 28% of CEOQ positions in community colleges are held by women (AACC, 2009b)
despite the fact that 55% of full-time administrators at these institutions are women (SREB,
2009).

The glass ceiling effect that has been documented to exist in the corporate world may
contribute to the gender disparity in leadership in community colleges. While there has been
research on the glass ceiling effect in academia, little research has been done to explore the
presence of a glass ceiling explicitly in community colleges. The work of Parsad and Glover
(2002) examining gender differences in faculty tenure in community colleges was the only study
located that specifically targeted community colleges. This study will add to the body of
literature on the glass ceiling by attempting to explain some of the gender disparity seen in the
leadership of community colleges. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine the

existence of a glass ceiling effect within these institutions by examining faculty, staff and



administrator’s perceptions of a glass ceiling as it relates to the advancement of women at their

institutions. This was done by using a cross-sectional survey administered electronically to

faculty, staff and administrators in community colleges in the United States who are members of

the American Association of Community Colleges followed by statistical analysis using factor

analysis, analysis of variance, multiple and logistic regression.

Research Questions

The primary question for the dissertation project was: Does the perception of a glass

ceiling exist in community colleges? Additional research questions were:

1.

Is there a difference in the perception of the existence of a glass ceiling between
males and females?

Is there a difference in the perception of facilitators to advancement between males
and females?

Is there a difference in the perception of barriers to advancement between males and
females?

For faculty and administrators, to what extent do individual characteristics (gender,
marital status, age and race) influence an individual’s perception of the facilitators
and barriers to advancement?

For faculty and administrators, to what extent do work profile characteristics (hours
per week worked, year entered academia, percentage of time spent teaching,
researching, and on service and administration) influence an individual’s perception
of the facilitators and barriers to advancement?

For faculty and administrators, to what extent do individual characteristics predict

whether an individual is denied a promotion?



7. For faculty and administrators, to what extent do work profile characteristics predict
whether an individual is denied a promotion?

These variables were important to examine as previous work done related to the glass
ceiling effect indicated females are promoted less frequently than males and are concentrated in
lower level positions, without being given the opportunity to advance (Jeavons & Sevastos,
2003; Banks, 2003; Roos & Gatta, 2006). Some assert women’s commitment to the job and
advancement, as measured by the number of hours per week worked and their outside
obligations, such as marital and family responsibilities impede their ability to advance (Ginther
& Hayes, 2003; Williams, 2005). Because women are not tenured as frequently, they often
move from institution to institution, and thus are in lower ranking jobs with higher teaching and
service loads than research agendas (Menges & Exum, 1983).

Others argue it is not gender, but age and the year an individual entered the workforce
(cohort effect) that indicates whether or not advancement is achieved (Morgan, 1998). In
academia, promotion and salary are often linked to discipline, with women often in human
services disciplines, which are historically lower paid fields (Bellas, 1997; Nettles, Perna &
Bradburn, 2000).

Yet another argument can be made for the role race/ethnicity plays in an individual’s
success in obtaining promotions and achieving top executive positions. An entire body of work
exists exploring racial differences in promotions and the glass ceiling effect (Maume, 2004;

Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia & Vanneman, 2001; Brown & Woody, 2007).



Significance

It is incumbent upon society, and the professoriate as the body that disseminates
knowledge, to impart the values and morals this country has come to know and cherish. The
idea that one group of citizens, women, would not have equal access and equal opportunity to
advance their careers in the same way that men do, is unconscionable in the 21% century. Not
only does census data show that women are beginning to outnumber men, but they also are
exceeding the number of men attending and graduating from post-secondary institutions.

In order for the nation to fully utilize its human resources and compete in the ever
increasing global economy, more women must be able to occupy executive level positions of
leadership. Academia sets the tone for student development of critical thinking skills and
opinion formation. Therefore, academic leadership must more closely reflect the diversity of the
student body that looks upon the leadership for guidance and modeling of acceptable behavior.
By determining if the perception of a glass ceiling effect exists in community colleges and how
women perceive their ability to advance in such an institution, those in positions of power will be
more informed as to how to facilitate policy and hiring decisions that conform to the tenets of the
nation’s equal opportunity and nondiscrimination laws.

Definition of Terms
For the purposes of this project, the following definitions were used to signify the
operational and conceptual meanings of the terms used in this study.
Affirmative action is a “U.S. government remedy to improve or advance the employment and
educational opportunities of minority groups and women” (Igwebuike, 2006, p. 192)
Barrier to advancement is a blockade, whether real or perceived, that prevents the ascent or

promotion of an individual from one job position to the next (Department of Labor, 1995).



Entry level position is a job typically located at the bottom of the administrative hierarchy.
Faculty will be defined as those employed by institutions of higher education who are
responsible for any aspect of teaching, research, service or administration.

Gender pay gap refers to the difference in monetary compensation for individuals based on
gender.

Glass ceiling is defined as those “artificial barriers based on attitudinal or organizational bias that
prevent qualified individuals from advancing in their organization into upper management
positions™ (Department of Labor, 1995, p.7).

Governmental barriers are considered to be the lack of oversight and enforcement of laws, lack
of data collection to determine where problems may exist and inadequate dissemination of
information related to the glass ceiling (Department of Labor, 1995).

Institutions of higher education refer to four year universities and colleges offering
undergraduate and graduate degrees, two year colleges offering degrees and certificates and
technical/vocational colleges offering degrees and certificates.

Promotion-in-rank involves the movement of a faculty member from one rung to the next on the
academic ladder. Typical ranks are instructor to assistant professor to associate professor to
professor.

Research refers to those scholarly activities that advance the knowledge of a discipline.

Service includes those activities that are performed beyond the duties of teaching and research.
Examples include advising, committee work, community service and volunteerism.

Societal barriers consist of supply barriers, in terms of educational attainment and opportunity,
and the tendency for individuals to possess stereotypical and biased attitudes towards women and

minorities (Department of Labor, 1995).



Structural barriers reflect an organization’s lack of effort to recruit and hire women and
minorities into positions that will allow them to advance in management. This also includes the
organization’s climate, networking opportunities, rating systems, employee behavior, the
offering of mentors, training, professional development and choice assignments (Department of
Labor, 1995).
Teaching relates to those activities that take place in the classroom or lab setting for which all or
part of account for faculty workload.
Upper level management/executive position in the corporate world refers to those positions at the
chief executive, chief financial or chief operating officer level. In academia, it refers to those
positions at the vice-chancellor/president and chancellor/president level, or other senior level
positions.
Conclusion
To help explain why gender inequity exists at the upper levels of administration in
academia, specifically in community colleges, research is needed to validate the existence of the
glass ceiling effect. This research project sought to determine the presence of a glass ceiling
effect within these types of institutions by examining faculty, staff and administrator’s
perceptions of a glass ceiling effect as it relates to the advancement of women at their
institutions.
Organization of Study

In Chapter One, an introduction to the study, the problem statement and purpose of the
study were given. A brief overview of the methodology, research questions, significance and
definition of terms was included. A review of the literature discussing the historical

perspectives, the glass ceiling phenomenon and the conceptual framework that guided the study



can be found in Chapter Two. The quantitative methodology used in this project, including
details of survey design, data collection and data analysis is explained in Chapter Three.
Chapter Four contains a detailed description of the results of the quantitative analysis of data,
while a discussion of the findings, implications for policy and practice and recommendations for

future research can be found in Chapter Five.
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CHAPTER TWO
Review of Literature

Women in the academy are a relatively new phenomenon. Beginning in Colonial times, a
snapshot of the people who made up the faculty at institutions of higher education revealed a
predominantly white, male and Protestant group. Over time, the demographics of the faculty
have changed, both out of necessity in terms of human resources, and with advances in equality
and opportunities for women and minorities. Today, women account for 38% of full-time
faculty and 48% of part-time faculty (Cataldi, Fahimi &Bradburn, 2005), up from 32% in 1991
(NCES, 1997a).

Faculty rank and position are the means by which achievement in a discipline is
acknowledged and recognized. Seemingly, if individuals make similar contributions to the field,
they should be rewarded in a similar fashion. However, what history reveals is despite the fact
that women have gained ground in terms of the number participating in higher education as
students and faculty, there is a disparity in the number of females holding upper level
administrative positions in the academy that often come as a reward for accomplishments in the
field. This review of literature explores the historical perspective of gender equity in the
workforce, the glass ceiling phenomenon and the barriers it poses for women in the workforce
(Roos & Gatta, 2006), as well as, the body of knowledge that exists to establish (Menges &
Exum, 1983; Glazer-Raymo, 1999; Toutkoushian, 1999; Kjedal, Rindfleish & Sheridan, 2005) or
refute (Probert, 2005) the existence of a glass ceiling for women in academia. The chapter
concludes with a discussion of the conceptual framework that informed the study and influenced

the development of the research questions.

11



Historical Perspective on Gender Equity Legislation

In 1961, President John F. Kennedy established the President’s Committee on Equal
Employment Opportunity and extended Executive Order 10925 which requires federal
contractors to take affirmative action in employment to ensure individuals are not discriminated
against on the basis of race, creed, color or national origin. Mr. Kennedy also established the
President’s Commission on the Status of Women. The purpose of this commission was to
examine gender differences in education, the workplace, and under the law. The findings
revealed that gender discrimination was rampant in the United States (Schubert-Madsen &
Schubert, 1991). As a result, Congress enacted numerous laws to try to remedy the situation,
beginning with the Equal Pay Act of 1963.

As an amendment to the Fair Labor Standards Act, which governs minimum wage and
other salary issues, the Equal Pay Act went into effect in June, 1964 after 18 years of
Congressional debate over wages for women. The Act calls for equal pay for equal work,
regardless of gender. However, pay differentials are allowed if based on merit, seniority, quality
or quantity of work, or any other factor other than gender (Burns, 1964).

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 was the first federal legislation prohibiting discrimination
in employment. Title VII of that Act outlaws discrimination against women and minorities in
hiring, firing and compensation. Only if religion, gender or national origin is a bona fide
occupational qualification, are employers protected from discrimination claims under Title VII
(Hill, 1978). The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission enforces Title VI, investigates

complaints and may file lawsuits against violators (Kaplin & Lee, 2006).
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Another protection to women was provided through Executive Orders 11246 and 11375
signed in 1965 by President Lyndon B. Johnson. These orders prohibit federal contractors from
discriminating against women and minorities in employment (Hallam, 1973) and establish
affirmative action guidelines. Gender was added as a requirement of affirmative action programs
in 1970 and 1971 when the Department of Labor required written plans from federal contractors
addressing the hiring of women and minorities (Hanna, 1988).

The seventies were a time ripe for advancement of women’s issues under the law. In
1972, Title VII was extended to prohibit discrimination in public and private educational
institutions. Higher Education Guidelines were published requiring universities to take
affirmative action in recruiting, hiring, salary setting, job classification and grievance procedures
(Kaplin & Lee, 2006). Additionally in 1972, Title IX of the Educational Amendment Act was
passed, which states: “No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education
program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance...” (Porto, 2005, p.28). The Office of
Civil Rights administers this amendment which prohibits all institutions receiving federal funds
from discriminating on the basis of sex (Kaplin & Lee, 2006).

Also under the purview of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission is the
Pregnancy Discrimination Act of 1978. Women who choose to bear children may not be
discriminated against in hiring, insurance programs or sick leave benefits. Additionally,
pregnancy is to be treated as any other disability when considering compensation under

insurance and leave policies (Kaplin & Lee, 2006).
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Despite the enactment of these statutes, women continue to be discriminated against in
the educational and employment setting. Numerous Title IX claims have been made against
colleges and universities, most commonly as it relates to equal opportunity in athletics. Title VI
discrimination claims are also widespread and are frequently seen in litigation in the higher
education arena related to hiring, promotion and tenure decisions (Kaplin & Lee, 2006). Table 1
illustrates the trends in the number of complaints of gender discrimination received by the EEOC
from 1992 to 2009. It should be noted less than 10% of claims have resulted in a reasonable
cause finding under the law, however, the number of complaints filed has consistently remained
steady in numbers over the years (EEOC, 2010a; EEOC, 2010b).

Table 1

Complaints of Gender Discrimination Filed with the EEOC 1992-2009

1992 1995 1998 2001 2004 2007 2009

Complaints 21,796 26,181 24,454 25140 24,249 24,826 28,028
No Cause  53.8% 44.3% 55% 54.7% 58.2% 54.8% 56.9%

Reasonable 3.4% 2.3% 5.2% 9.9% 6.4% 5.9% 5%
Cause

Note. Source: EEOC website http://www.eeoc.gov
The Glass Ceiling Phenomenon
While some gains had been made since President Kennedy first established the
President’s Commission on the Status of Women, females still lagged behind males in salary and
promotions in most corporate and educational institutions. In the classic 1986 Wall Street
Journal article, Carol Hymowitz and Timothy Schellhardt first coined the term “glass ceiling” in
reference to women in management positions who never quite seemed to make it to the executive

level. The term is derived from the premise that women could advance to a certain point in an
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organization, see the top levels of leadership, but could not pierce the impenetrable barrier
through which they were looking, thus the “glass ceiling.” Prejudices, lack of sponsors, seeming
lack of job commitment, and family responsibilities are identified as barriers to advancement.
Citing a 1979 Korn/Ferry International survey, Hymowitz and Schellhardt (1986) report that of
1,362 top executives in the corporate world, only 2% (27) were female.

In the 1987 publication, "Workforce 2000,” commissioned by the Federal Government, it
was asserted that in order for the American economy to remain competitive in the global market,
there must be an increased effort to include more women and minorities in the workforce. It was
projected that by the year 2000, 47% of the American workforce would be female, and 61% of
all females would be working. Women earned only 66% of what men earned in 1983, an
increase of only 4% from 1967. In 1980, 32% of female workers were employed in
predominantly “female” occupations, those where 90% or greater of the workers were women.
The numbers of women entering “male” professions was increasing, as evidenced by 45% of
accounting degrees, 36% of juris doctorates, 36% of computer science majors and 42% of
business majors were female in 1983. Women’s wages were projected to equal 74% of male
wages by the year 2000 (Johnston, 1987).

While strides were made for women entering the employment sector, they were
concentrated in entry and first level positions, few were in mid or senior level categories. In
1989, the Department of Labor was commissioned to investigate the reasons why these women,
regardless of their accomplishments or qualifications, were not holding upper management
positions in the corporate world. Over the ensuing three years, 94 Fortune 1000 companies were
reviewed, finding women represented 37.2% of all employees, 16.9% of all managers, but only

6.6% of executive level managers. This information, combined with research done by

15



universities, non-profit entities and others confirmed that a glass ceiling did, in fact, exist for
women and minorities (Department of Labor, 1995).

The Catalyst Corporation, a non-profit research corporation founded in 1962, was
enlisted by the Department of Labor to conduct research on women in corporate management. In
its 1990 survey, several barriers to the advancement of women were identified. These included:
“stereotypes and preconceptions about women; managers’ reluctance to take risks with women in
line positions; lack of careful career planning and planned job assignments; exclusion of women
from informal channels of communication; counterproductive behavior of male coworkers”
(Department of Labor, 1995, p. 8). There seemed to be a bottleneck of women in middle
management positions that rarely widened to allow ascent to upper level management. These
findings along with those of the Korn/Ferry International survey further validated there were
barriers that were preventing the advancement of women in the corporate world.

Subsequently, the Glass Ceiling Act of 1991 was introduced by Senator Robert Dole as
Title I of the Civil Rights Act of 1991. The Act established the Glass Ceiling Commission, with
the Secretary of Labor to serve as the chair. The twenty-one member bipartisan commission was
charged with the mission to “conduct a study and prepare recommendations on eliminating
artificial barriers to the advancement of women and minorities to management and
decisionmaking positions in business” (Department of Labor, 1991, p. 10).

The goals of the glass ceiling initiative were to: “1) to promote a quality, inclusive and
diverse workforce capable of meeting the challenge of global competition; 2) to promote good
corporate conduct through an emphasis on corrective and cooperative problem-solving; 3) to
promote equal opportunity, not mandated results; and, 4) to establish a blueprint of procedures to

guide the Department in conducting future reviews of all management levels of the corporate
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workforce” (Department of Labor, 1991, p.3). To identify what barriers existed, and where they
existed, and determine corrective actions, the initiative began with a pilot study of nine Fortune
500 companies.

In the Fortune 500 review, (Department of Labor, 1991) the number of employees in the
companies reviewed ranged from less than 8,000 to more than 300,000. Seven industry groups
and five geographic regions of the country were represented. The majority of the companies had
international branches. Regardless of their corporate culture or policies and procedures, the
study found five common threads. First, women and minorities were predominantly located at
lower levels of management, and reached a plateau beyond which they did not advance. Second,
a lack of corporate ownership regarding principles of equal employment opportunity and access
existed. No system was in place to track or monitor the development of employees. Third,
performance appraisal and salary compensation systems were not assessed regularly to ensure
non-discrimination. Fourth, women and minorities more often hold “staff” positions, such as
human resources and public relations, versus “line” positions, such as sales and production.
Individuals promoted to executive level positions are more commonly in line positions. Finally,
despite the fact that all the companies were federal contractors and subject to compliance with
affirmative action legislation, the review found there was inadequate recordkeeping regarding
recruitment, employment and developmental activities, key aspects of equal employment
opportunity (EEO) requirements (Department of Labor, 1991).

As a result of this pilot study of the Glass Ceiling Commission, the lack of advancement of
women and minorities in the corporate world could now be attributed to organizational barriers
and institutional biases that prevented their climb up the ladder. These barriers begin with the

recruitment process whereby word of mouth, employee referrals and use of search firms not
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aware of company EEO requirements are the primary means of gathering candidates for
management positions. Once in an organization, the professional development experiences
afforded an individual prepare them for the move into upper level management positions. These
types of opportunities can include mentoring, graduate study and international assignments.
According to the findings of the pilot study, women and minorities are often not offered these
experiences, and thus are not prepared to assume higher responsibilities. One company in the
pilot allowed individuals to choose their own successor and groom that individual for the next
step up the ladder. Another company identified employees with “high potential” (p. 22) and
those individuals were given the experiences to build their skills (Department of Labor, 1991).
Additionally, EEO principles are not enforced throughout all levels of organizations. For
example, it was found that no tracking of developmental opportunities existed in the companies
studied, therefore, there was no evidence there was an opportunity for equal participation of all
employees (Department of Labor, 1991). Upper level managers who have hiring powers may
not be fully aware of affirmative action programs or be fully committed to them (Department of
Labor, 1991).

Through their examination of the corporate world, the Department of Labor determined
that a glass ceiling did exist in the corporate world, and defined the term as those “artificial
barriers based on attitudinal or organizational bias that prevent qualified individuals from
advancing in their organization into upper management positions” (Department of Labor, 1991,
p.7). Turning the microscope on itself, the Federal Government examined its own system to

detect the presence of a glass ceiling.
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In October of 1992, the Merit Systems Protection Board released the report “A Question
of Equity: Women and the Glass Ceiling in the Federal Government.” In this study, 13,000
employees were surveyed with a return of 66% (4,827 men and 3,443 women); 19 focus group
sessions with 144 participants were conducted; and data from the Central Personnel Data File
were obtained concerning employee gender, civil service grade level and occupational group.
From the compilation of this data, it was found that only 1 in 4 supervisors and 1 in 10
executives were women. Men had a 33% greater chance to be promoted than women at the
grade 9 level, and a 44% greater chance at the higher grade 11 level (Merit Systems Protection
Board, 1992).

In order to advance in a federal career, education and experience were indicated to be the
two most important factors needed. Geographic mobility, or willingness to relocate, was also
noted to be an important asset to possess for those in higher grades and for those who received
more promotions. Job commitment as evidenced by performance appraisal data, enthusiasm and
intent to apply for promotions was seen as a positive trait when promotions are considered. The
amount of time spent on the job, in terms of hours per week, was proportional to the opportunity
to receive a promotion. Likewise, those with family responsibilities, mostly women, who could
not put in an excess number of hours at the office, were less frequently promoted. Women,
especially women with children, were perceived to be less committed to the job and this was a
barrier to their advancement (Merit Systems Protection Board, 1992).

Women in federal jobs were less likely to have mentors and less likely to be members of
effective networks. Networking can provide access to future job opportunities, both directly and
indirectly. Study participants perceived these two factors as being important in an individual’s

ability to further career options. What may be most disturbing from this study is that women
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believe they are held to a higher standard of performance than men, that there are more obstacles
for them to surpass in proving themselves and that their ideas are often discounted or ignored.
Additionally, many women think men believe they have obtained their upper level positions
solely because they are women (Merit Systems Protection Board, 1992).

Acknowledging the presence of a glass ceiling in its own ranks, the Federal Government
sought to identify strategies that would lead to diminishing the effects of that invisible barrier
that existed for women and minorities in all sectors. In 1995, the Department of Labor released
another report “Good for Business: Making Full Use of the Nation’s Human Capital: The
Environmental Scan.” At this time, it was reported that 95-97% of senior managers of Fortune
1000 industrial and Fortune 500 companies were white males. Only 5% of senior managers in
Fortune 2000 industrial and service companies were women. Since then, not much progress has
been made, as Dencker (2006) found the glass ceiling is still entrenched in Fortune 500
companies. Likewise, Jordan, Clark and Waldron (2007) report the glass ceiling still exists in
Fortune 100 companies with only 5.8% of top executives being female.

In the federal sector, women remain underrepresented in higher level positions. Based on
data from the 2000 Demographic Profile of the Federal Workforce, Chih-Wei and Winslow
(2006) surmise that the glass ceiling, gender roles and the gap in educational attainment between
men and women in these positions accounts for this disproportionate representation.
Additionally, according to these researchers, women have less mobility due to family
obligations, and thus are limited in their ability to apply for and obtain promotions.

According to the Department of Labor (1995), the glass ceiling barriers were further
refined and reported to fall into three categories: societal barriers, internal structural barriers and

governmental barriers. Societal barriers consist of supply barriers, in terms of educational
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attainment and opportunity, and the tendency for individuals to possess stereotypical and biased
attitudes towards women and minorities. Structural barriers reflect an organization’s lack of
effort to recruit and hire women and minorities into positions that will allow them to advance in
management. This also includes the organization’s climate, networking opportunities, rating
systems, employee behavior, the offering of mentors, training, professional development and
choice assignments. Governmental barriers are considered to be the lack of oversight and
enforcement of laws, lack of data collection to determine where problems may exist and
inadequate dissemination of information related to the glass ceiling.

This historical perspective on the glass ceiling has provided the background of the origins
and evolution of this phenomenon. The existence of a glass ceiling effect has been established
and barriers to the advancement of women identified.

Exploring the Glass Ceiling Phenomenon

Societal Barriers

The societal barriers identified in the literature include educational biases, stereotypical
attitudes toward the roles of women in the workplace and gender stereotypes. From the
educational perspective, one such barrier found is the difference in educational opportunity and
attainment between men and women. Women, historically, have not had an equal opportunity to
the same educational pursuits males have had. Without similar educational experiences or
credentials, women are less likely to be hired into the types of line positions that will facilitate
career advancement. However over time, the playing field has become more level due to
legislation such as Title VII and Title IX. Between 1940 and 1976, the number of individuals
overall who had completed 4 or more years of high school and/or college increased

tremendously, but between 1976 and 1995, the gain reached a plateau. By gender, the high
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school graduation rate of females increased from 84.2% to 87.4%, while the male rate decreased
from 96.6% to 86.3%. As far as college completion, females had an increase of 3.8%, while
males had a decrease of 2.5% between 1977 and 1995 (Mortenson, 1997). Yet, equal access
does not necessarily translate into equal opportunity to participate in the types of classes and
programs that lead to opportunities for graduate study or higher paying jobs.

In an analysis of United States Census Bureau data, Mortenson (1997) has indicated
males earn higher wages than females at all educational levels, but the higher the education, the
higher the wage for both genders. While this is logical, females encounter biases in education
that lessen their opportunities to foster higher educational attainment, such as testing bias, less
attention from teachers, fewer math and science courses, and fewer hands-on opportunities in
lab/experiment type settings (Franzosa, 1993; Hansot & Tyack, 1988; Bauer & Dahlquist, 1999).

Stereotypical and biased attitudes toward women were identified by the Glass Ceiling
Commission as another societal barrier to their advancement in the workplace. Traditionally
women have been the caretakers of the family and their work was done inside the home. Asa
result of the passage of legislation, more opportunities became available for women to pursue
roles outside of the home. However, that did not mean society as a whole accepted this modern
scope of a woman’s duties.

With their venture into the workplace, women have been typically found in “women’s
work,” jobs such as clerical positions, public relations, education, nursing and healthcare.
Attempts to enter the traditional male domain were met with resistance and resulted in women
being hired into lower ranking staff positions at lower salaries. One possible explanation for this
IS sex stereotypes exist that have remained essentially unchanged over time (Williams & Bennett,

1975; Bergen & Williams, 1991; Rieder, 1978). These stereotypes can take the form of
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questioning the priorities of females, the suitability of females for management positions, or the
overall image of the female (Wickwire & Kruper, 1996).

Substantiating these societal barriers is the work of Eiser and Morahan (2006). In the
healthcare industry in the United States, it was purported policies and practices favor males.
There is strong gender stereotyping in the fields, with men being seen as more analytical and
females being seen as less able to lead if they exhibit caring behaviors. Males are also seen to be
more competitive while women are seen to be primary family caregivers and thus having to
choose between home and career.

Females encountering stereotypes often have to exhibit a higher level of leadership
quality to be promoted (Kaufman, Isaksen & Lauer, 1996). Chernesky (2003) also noted women
are perceived differently than men, even if their performance is the same. In academia, it has
been found that women who have children soon after receiving a PhD are less likely to earn
tenure and more likely to experience negative stereotyping and negative assumptions about their
competency (Williams, 2005).

A survey of 155 human resources professionals in the State of Illinois revealed women
were overrepresented in the field and in lower to mid-level management positions. Women were
more likely to have jobs sex-typed as feminine, which effectively leaves them out of the
executive positions in the human resources field, as these jobs are seen as masculine (Pichler,
Simpson & Stroh, 2008).

The societal barriers found in the literature support the original assertions of the Glass
Ceiling commission. Women encounter educational biases that impede their attainment of
higher educational pursuits, such as biases in aptitude testing (Franzosa, 1993). Females are

often advised to take traditionally “softer” science and math courses than males which limit their
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experiences and ultimately the number of women entering science and math related disciplines
(Hansot & Tyack, 1988; Bauer & Dahlquist, 1999).

Stereotypical attitudes toward the role of women in the workplace take the form of
women being hired into lower ranking positions and fields noted to be traditionally female
(Williams & Bennett, 1975; Rieder, 1978). Once in a position, women encounter attitudes that
reflect the gender stereotypes of women as less able to lead (Kaufman, Isaksen & Lauer, 1996).
Internal Structural Barriers

Research reveals internal structural barriers found in the workplace are inadequate
recruitment practices, lack of opportunity to participate in professional development, occupying
staff versus line positions, a lack of understanding of, and commitment to, Equal Employment
Opportunity principles and the culture of an organization. Inadequate recruitment practices were
cited as being a structural barrier by the Department of Labor (1995). Many companies rely on
word of mouth referrals by current employees and/or managers. Since the majority of higher
management positions are held by men, networking among males is likely to result in the
awarding of more jobs to men. Companies reviewed also failed to make executive search and
referral firms aware of the need to extend recruitment to women as is required by law. In
addition, the sometimes informal nature of the interview process can be a barrier to women.
Many top executives interview in non-traditional, male dominated venues, such as hotels, bars,
or golf courses, which can place women at a disadvantage.

Another internal structural barrier that was identified, the lack of opportunity to
contribute and participate in professional development experiences (Department of Labor, 1995)
presents in several ways. Individuals with potential are often identified by top management early

in their careers and given opportunities, such as additional education, development programs,
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mentoring, high profile positions and choice assignments, which facilitate their movement up the
career ladder. In the focus groups conducted by the Glass Ceiling Commission, women reported
being seldom included in these programs which hindered their ability to advance in an
organization (Department of Labor, 1995). Supporting this, in their study, Jeavons and Sevastos
(2003) noted equal levels of promotion for males and females existed, but that females were
employed in positions lower than they were qualified for and lower than males with the same job
duties.

Hired into staff positions, versus line positions, contributes to the internal structural
barriers. Individuals in staff positions are typically paid less, seen as less competent and have
more difficulty getting promoted than those in line positions (Banks, 2003). Daily, Certo and
Dalton (1999) also concluded that women are not being hired into the line positions that allow
for promotion. They report that no significant progress has been made in the advancement of
women in executive positions from 1987 to 1996. Using data collected from Fortune 500 firms
in 1987 and 1996, the number of women on the company board of directors increased from
42.6% to 81.2%, but the number of female chief executive officers remained at two in both 1987
and 1996.

The companies reviewed by the Commission were found to have general lack of
understanding and commitment to equal employment opportunity (EEO) principles. While low
and mid-level managers were usually trained in EEO, as managers moved up the ladder,
emphasis was no longer placed on these principles and EEO officers were not included in
interviewing and hiring decisions. It was also found that there was no tracking or monitoring of
development opportunities to ensure non-discrimination. Thus, a lack of corporate ownership of

equal opportunity principles was identified as another barrier to the advancement of women in
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corporate settings. Bible and Hill (2007) substantiated this in their study where EEO policies
were found to exist, however no procedures to implement the policies were in place.

These organizational structural barriers have been shown to impede the advancement of
women in the academic setting (Bain & Cummings, 2000) but, smaller, younger firms are more
favorable to women in general, and specifically to the advancement of women to higher
positions (Frankforter, 1996). In their study of ten university systems, Bain and Cummings
found women were more concentrated in lower tiered institutions and disproportionately held
positions in which there were greater teaching obligations, limiting time for research, ultimately
impeding advancement opportunities. Investigating 600 American corporations, Frankforter
found a significant interaction between firm size and firm age and the presence of female offices.
Younger, smaller firms were found to have a greater percentage of female employees and female
officers, indicating gender biases are less likely to be encountered in these arenas (Franforter).
The policies and procedures, as well as the creation of new positions and budget in an
organization were found to also impact the promotion of females. If a woman was sponsored by
a male in an organization, she was found to be more likely to be promoted than a woman who
was not (Johnsrud, 1991).

Yet another structural barrier may be the culture of the organization itself. Is the climate
of the company such that women feel equally accepted and valued? Van Vianen and Fischer
(2002) assert that not only do policies and procedures affect the promotion potential of women,
but also the company’s culture of networking, subjective decision making and treatment of
women with children also have an impact. In non-managerial groups, women preferred a less

masculine culture than did men.
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In healthcare, it has been found that there is a lack of mentors for women, and females
are generally excluded from social networks in the professions (Eiser & Morahan, 2006).
Mentors have been found to be a key to assisting women to rise above a glass ceiling (Anderson,
2005) and mentor support and career encouragement positively predict advancement into middle
and upper level positions for females, while a male hierarchy in the workplace negatively
predicts advancement for females (Tharenou, 2001).

Using data from the 1991-92 Career Development Survey of Federal Employees, Daley
(1998) spoke to the perceptions of those in the organization. Females were more likely than
males to perceive being denied a promotion due to gender and lack of education and experience.
Overall, however, lack of experience was perceived by both genders as important when
developmental opportunities were denied.

Conversely, Hagedorn and Laden (2002) found only a slight gender effect on perceptions
of organizational climate. These researchers conducted a secondary analysis of data collected by
the Center for the Study of Community Colleges, and after controlling for differences in age and
experience, noted that males and females perceive organizational climate similarly. There was
no greater dissatisfaction or intent to leave an organization by females, but women did perceive
discrimination more than men.

MacCrae’s (2005) work also indicates the perceptions of a glass ceiling are still intact. A
lack of female role models, the “good old boys” network, family responsibilities which preclude
women from participating in social networking and the lack of special assignments all contribute

to the inability of females to stay on par with males in promotions and earnings.
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In an examination of the glass ceiling in public relations and corporate communications
management, Wrigley (2002) interviewed 27 women regarding perceptions of the existence of a
glass ceiling. Five factors were identified to be possible contributors to the perception of a glass
ceiling: denial; gender role socialization; historical precedence; females turning against other
females and corporate culture.

Thus, as evidenced by this review, the internal structural barriers that exist in the
workplace take varied forms. Inadequate recruitment practices are manifested by informal
referrals, meetings and interviews that favor males (Department of Labor, 1995). When hired,
women are often offered staff positions versus higher prestige line positions and many encounter
difficulty participating in professional development opportunities that provide the entre” to
movement up the career ladder (Daily, Certo & Dalton, 1999). Many organizations do not
emphasize EEO principles to ensure non-discrimination (Bible & Hill, 2007), have policies and
procedures in place, social networks and a process for assigning duties that preclude women, all
of which foster a culture that adversely affects the ability of women to be promoted (Van Vianen
& Fischer, 2002).

Governmental Barriers

Governmental barriers identified by the Department of Labor (1995) include the lack of
oversight and enforcement of laws, lack of data collection to determine where problems exist and
inadequate dissemination of information related to the glass ceiling. The Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) is the agency of the Federal government that is charged with
the oversight of enforcement of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Pay Act
of 1963. The Commission is made up of five commissioners and a general counsel, all appointed

by the President of the United States and confirmed by the U.S. Senate. In fiscal year 2002, the
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EEOC received the highest number of charges for violation of the Equal Pay Act since 1997 at
1,256. Interestingly, the number of charges subsequently dropped each year to a low of 861 in
2006. Of those 861 charges of violations in 2006, 463 (61.9%) were closed due to no reasonable
cause for the complaint. The number of closed cases due to no cause ranged from 54.3% to
61.9% between 1997 and 2006 (EEOC, 2006).

The case is similar for charges of sex discrimination under Title VII. Examination of
statistics presented on the EEOC website (2006) reveals that during the period of 1997 — 2006,
the number of charges filed ranged from a low of 23,094 in 2005, to a high of 25,236 in 2002.
The number of cases closed for no reasonable cause ranged from 54.3% to 58.3%. Reasonable
cause has only been found in between 4% to 9.9% of cases over this time period (EEOC, 2006).
This paucity of cases in which an employer is found to be in violation of either Title VI or the
Equal Pay Act may certainly be discouraging to those who champion women’s issues.

The governmental barriers identified by the Department of Labor in 1995 are currently
somewhat dubious. The EEOC database on the number of reports and resolutions of violations
of the Equal Pay Act and Title VII are public record and indicate the government is actively
collecting data on these reports. Numerous government publications are also available on the
findings of the glass ceiling commission and other task forces charged with investigating this
phenomenon. What one may question, however, is the actual enforcement of the laws through
the EEOC based on the minute number of employers who are found to be in violation of EEO
provisions.

In Wrigley’s (2002) study, when directly asked the question, participants routinely denied
the existence of a glass ceiling, yet their comments indicated otherwise. Many took personal

blame for being denied a promotion, while others pretended a glass ceiling did not exist and
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therefore was not a problem. Some acknowledged a glass ceiling existed in other fields, but not
in theirs as it was predominantly female, discounting that most executives were male. Wrigley
created the concept of negotiated resignation to describe this denial. In order to reconcile the
inequity in job situations, women work harder and keep the peace in an effort to be recognized
and promoted. A certain degree of denial can be related to the community college setting.
While the majority of students and faculty are female, females are a distinct minority in
executive positions (AACC, 2009b), yet, little literature or discussion exists to question this
disparity.

According to Wrigley (2002), gender role socialization was identified as a factor
contributing to the presence of a glass ceiling. Both males and females have been raised in
families modeling stereotypical gender roles. These stereotypes are transferred into the work
environment where women encounter males that do not believe women should be, nor are they
capable of being, leaders or managers. Women are socialized to accept these stereotypes and
subsequently have limited goals and views of success. Historical precedence works in concert
with gender role socialization as a factor. American society has historically been patriarchal and
a “good ole boys” network exists in many corporations.

The fourth factor identified by Wrigley (2002) is the concept of women turning against
other women. Participants in the study expressed they have encountered females in executive
positions who are harsher on other women than on males and once these women attain upper
level positions, they are reluctant to help other women advance. Lack of supportive female
mentors was also identified as an issue contributing to the perception of a glass ceiling.

Finally, the corporate culture itself was found to be a factor leading to the perception of a

glass ceiling (Wrigley, 2002). The male dominated environment contributes to the view of
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women being appropriate for only certain types of jobs. The participants noted they believed
males felt threatened by females and therefore fewer opportunities for females were available.
Wrigley also noted women were noted to work harder than men and as a result were given more
work that limited their ability to participate in developmental and networking activities.

In summary, the barriers that prevent women from advancing in an organization and
establish a glass ceiling effect have been found to be of three sources: societal, institutional and
governmental. Each of these sets of barriers plays its own unique role in contributing to the
disparity in the number of women versus men promoted to senior level management positions in
the corporate world. In an examination of the glass ceiling in public relations and corporate
communications management, Wrigley (2002) interviewed 27 women regarding perceptions of
the existence of a glass ceiling. Five factors were identified to be possible contributors to the
perception of a glass ceiling: denial; gender role socialization; historical precedence; females
turning against other females and corporate culture.

Are these same barriers present in academia? With a large concentration of female
faculty in the community college setting, the question must be asked if the factors identified by
Wrigley (2002) are in play in this setting as well. Glazer-Raymo (1999) asserts that the lack of
females in senior administrative positions in academia can be attributed to similar barriers as
seen in the corporate world.

The Gender Pay Gap

Much of the research that has been conducted to establish the presence of a glass ceiling
effect has focused on determining the differences in salary between males and females. The
National Committee on Pay Equity (2006) reports that in 1960, women earned 60.7% of male

salaries. This number remained virtually unchanged over the ensuing 20 years, until 1982 when
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the gap started to gradually decrease. Between 1982 and 1992, a 9.1% decrease was noted, and
between 1992 and 2006, only a 6.1% gain was made by women. In 2006, women earned 76.9%
of a male’s salary (National Committee on Pay Equity, 2006).

Typically what is found is when controlling for such variables as age, educational
attainment and time on the job, women earn less than do their male colleagues. One early
explanation for this difference (Martin, 1989) is women entering the business world expected to
earn less than males, so they therefore, did not ask for a higher salary when negotiating a
contract. Martin found that even when given the mean and ranges of salary offers, in 4 of 5
business areas, women expected to earn less than men. Other explanations consider the societal
and organizational barriers that exist that keep women in lower earnings categories (Giapponi &
McEvoy, 2005-2006).

Examples of the gender pay gap from many fields can be found. Kay and Hagan (1995)
speak of the difference in salary in the legal profession. After taking educational attainment,
position and type of organization into account, 61% of the earnings differential in the field of law
was unaccounted for, with men being more likely to earn a higher salary than women with the
same pedigree. Additionally, the salary gap widens, instead of narrowing, as women move up
the career ladder. Likewise, in a study of graduates of the University of Michigan School of
Law, Wood (1993) found females earned only 60% of male wages after 15 years in the
profession.

In the human resources field, it was noted males earn an average of 20% more than
females in comparable positions (Millar, 2004). Conversely, however, Nelson (2003) reports

female human resources directors are paid only 1.3 % less than males, a decrease of almost 30%
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from 1993. In a 2007 Payroll Compensation Survey, as reported in the Payroll Managers Report
(2007), females earned 75% of male salaries.

The sciences show similar wage gaps. Lal, Yoon and Carlson, (1996) discovered that the
wage gap for female engineers was 3%, a statistically significant difference, after accounting for
educational attainment, specialty, region and experience. In astronomy and physics, women
make up a small proportion of workers, earning 18% of the physics degrees and 26% of
astronomy PhDs in 2003, with a salary gap of 5% noted (Ivie, 2005). Babco and Jesse’s (2005)
report on the 2004 American Association for the Advancement of Science’s salary survey
indicates after controlling for age and time on the job, the median salary for women was
$50,000, while the median for men was $60,000 for the life sciences professions (agriculture,
biochemistry, cell biology, genetics, immunology, etc.).

In academia, using data from the Chronicle of Higher Education Salary and Benefits
Survey and the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), Monks and
McGoldrick (2004) noted females earned 13% less than males in the top five salaried positions at
private institutions. Of this, 10.4% could be accounted for by the type of institution and
occupation, leaving 2.6% of the gap unexplained. They report females are less likely to work at
large research institutions or hold the position of dean in business or law schools, which are
typically the higher paying positions.

Contrary to most findings, Jordan, Clark and Waldron’s (2007) study noted in Fortune
100 companies, the wage gap is virtually non-existent if a female reaches the top executive
positions. In their view, this signifies women are as equally valuable to the company as men.
Blau and Devaro (2007) also found that while there may be a lower probability for women being

promoted, there is no gender pay gap. Despite this recent finding, the gender pay gap and the
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glass ceiling effect have been well established in the corporate world. But what happens prior to
individuals entering the job market which might influence their ultimate choice of jobs and
perceptions of their career potential? Does the educational system that is supposed to prepare
thoughtful, well rounded individuals foster an atmosphere of equality and inclusion of women?
The Glass Ceiling in Academia

Women comprised 37% of graduate students and 46% of undergraduate students in the
early 1970s, but only 27% of the faculty. Additionally, few, if any, women held a rank higher
than assistant professor in postsecondary institutions, while the majority of men were at the
professor rank. By the early 1980s, the percentage of female academics was 26%, but only 50%
of those were tenured, compared to 74% of male faculty (Menges & Exum, 1983). In the 1990s,
60% of male faculty, versus 40% of female faculty, were more likely to be tenured in 1992, with
that number remaining virtually unchanged in 1998. In community colleges, 49.8% of the total
faculty were tenured in 1998, with 53% of male faculty and 47% of female faculty achieving this
distinction (Parsad & Glover, 2002). While some strides have been made, is discrimination a
possible reason for this disparity despite affirmative action programs or is something else
affecting the ability of women to reach more senior positions? As Table 2 indicates, the
percentage of females as graduate students has steadily increased from 1970-1997, but as a
percentage of faculty, the numbers remain lower than males (NCES, 1997b; NCES, 2008g;

NCES, 2008b; NCES, 2008d; NCES, 2008e).
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Table 2

Percentage of Females in Higher Education as Students and Faculty

1970° 1980° 1990° 2000° 2007°
Undergraduate 46 54 52 56 57
Graduate 37 49.8 53.5 59 60
Faculty 27 26 31.7 - 46
Tenured - 50 40 43 -

Faculty

Note. # Source “Barriers to the Progress of Women and Minority Faculty,” by R.J. Menges and
W.H. Exum, 1983, The Journal of Higher Education, 54(2), p. 123. ® Source “Tenure Status of
Postsecondary Instructional Faculty and Staff: 1992-98,” by B. Parsad and D. Glover, (2002).

¢ Source NCES website http://nces.ed.gov

Menges and Exum (1983) report that women and minorities are at a disadvantage in
promotion and tenure reviews. Because they are promoted and tenured less frequently, they
become more likely to move from one institution to another, and are more subject to layoffs as
they are the least senior in the organization. Thus, as faculty members, women are concentrated
in the lower academic ranks, which precludes their ability to easily ascend the career ladder
(Toutkoushian, 1999).

The seminal work on the glass ceiling in academia was done by Judith Glazer-Raymo. In
her book, Shattering the myths: Women in academia, Glazer-Raymo (1999), examines the dearth
of women in upper level executive positions in colleges and universities. She reports that
according to the 1995-1996 CUPA administrative survey, women accounted for only 28.7% of
executives, 26% of chief academic officers and 13.8% of chief business officers. However,

61.3% of associate admissions directors and 56.4% of registrars were women, thus furthering the

notion that women are concentrated in less prestigious, lower level positions.
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According to Glazer-Raymo (1999) it is not that there is a lack of females available for
executive jobs, but how they are hired into positions and groomed for promotions, that is the
problem. The progress of women in the pipeline depends on their discipline, institution,
department, mentoring, willingness to relocate, race and ethnicity. The proportion of women
grows faster at lower ranks, and women are more likely to be in part-time or non-tenure track
positions. At the end of the 1980s, three of 100 executive jobs were held by women, and in 1995
that number had increased to only 2-5%. At that rate, Glazer-Raymo asserts that it would take
475 years for women to reach equality with men.

In 1998-99, 19% of executive positions in academia were held by women. By position,
20% of presidencies, 7% of provosts/vice-provosts, 46% of vice-presidents, 5% of program
directors, and 16% of deans were female. Little difference in numbers is seen in data from 2000-
01. The total number of executive positions held by women increased to 22%, with a slight
upward trend in the presidency to 22%. However, the remaining positions saw a shift in
numbers: 6% of provosts/vice-provosts, 46% vice-presidents, 5% of program directors and 14%
of deans were females (Monks & McGoldrick, 2004).

In a 2007 report of the American Council on Education (ACE) and the College and
University Professionals Association for Human Resources (CUPA-HR), women held 23% of
college and university presidencies. As a follow-up, the two organizations completed a study in
2008 of 9,700 individuals from 850 institutions in the United States. Findings indicated 45% of
all senior administrators and 38% of all chief academic officers were female (Edmonds, 2010).

This trend is portrayed in Table 3.
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Table 3

Percentage of Females in Administrative Positions in Colleges and Universities

1998-99° 2000-01° 2008°
President 20 22 23
Vice President 46 46 38
Provost/Vice Provost 7 6 -
Dean 16 14 -
Director 5 5 -

Note. # Source “Gender Earnings Differentials among College Administrators,” by J. Monks and
K. McGoldrick, 2004, Industrial Relations, 43(4), p. 742. b Source “New Survey Suggests More
Work Needed to Broaden the Pool of Women and Minorities in Line for College Presidencies,”
by K. Edmonds, (2010), www.acenet.edu

Kjeldal, Rindfleish and Sheridan (2005) report a glass ceiling still exists in Australian
academia. Females occupy only 3.5% of the positions ranked higher than senior lecturer. The
barriers that contribute to this disparity include the informal networking processes of the
organizations, and gender stereotypes about women that pervade these discussions which lead to
inequitable treatment and rates of promotion.

Examining an arts and sciences division at a state university, Roos and Gatta (2006)
investigated gender equity and barriers to advancement. Using data obtained from the dean’s
database for the years 2000 and 2004, of 743 full-time equivalents, females occupied 26% of
total positions. While it was noted there were more females in tenured ranks in 2004, few were
in the highest paid, most prestigious positions and few were in leadership positions. Of those in

leadership, in 2000, women were overrepresented as graduate and undergraduate directors, and

in 2004, women were underrepresented at the chair and undergraduate director positions.
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As in the corporate world, the majority of the research on the glass ceiling in academia
focuses on the wage gap and differences in rank and tenure (Ashraf, 1996; Bellas, 1997,
Toutkoushian, 1999; Toutkoushian & Conley, 2005; Barbezat & Hughes, 2005). One of the few
studies to examine data over a period of 20 years, Ashraf (1996) used information obtained from
college faculty in five national surveys done in 1969, 1972, 1977, 1984 and 1989 by the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. Using research oriented (jobs oriented
to research), PhD, teaching load, type of institution and publishing output as variables, salary
gaps between genders and races were examined. The gender wage gap was found to be 14.25%
in 1969, then decreased to 8.18% in 1974, but increased again after that to 14.64% in 1989. The
gap was highest among those in the rank of professor, than those at the assistant and associate
professor ranks. According to Ashraf (1996), this could be due to either a decrease in gender
discrimination or the fact that the gender wage gap increases with rank, which is correlated to the
length of time one is in the professoriate.

Utilizing data from the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF), it was
noted that only 15% of women held full professorships compared to 39% for men, 42% of
women were tenured versus 66% for men, women were more concentrated in positions in
community colleges and earned an average of approximately $10,000 less than full-time male
faculty (Nettles, Perna & Bradburn, 2000). Examining faculty salary data from the 1999
NSOPF, Umbach (2006) found a 6.8% gap in the salaries of faculty in Research I and |1
universities in the disciplines of English Literature, Biology, and Mechanical Engineering after

controlling for education, rank and experience.
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Also using the 1999 NSOPF, Toutkoushian and Conley (2005) aimed to determine if
there was any unexplained gender wage gap in academe over time. After controlling for highest
degree held, length of appointment, race, age, position, years from highest degree, primary
duties, region of the country, number of publications, discipline and institutional type, the total
wage gap between men and women in 1999 was found to be 17.7%. Experience level, rank and
duties (those whose primary duty is teaching earn less) account for some of this gap, but the
unexplained gap totals 6 percent (Toutkoushian & Conley). From the same data, Barbezat and
Hughes (2005) conclude males earn 20.7% more than females and 19 - 24% of that salary gap is
unexplained. Controlling for the same variables as did Toutkoushian and Conley. Barbezat and
Hughes have determined the unexplained gap to be between 3.9 and 4.9 percent.

Bellas (1997) sought to determine if the labor market, or the percentage of women in a
given discipline, played more of a role in setting the salary for that discipline. Using data from
the Oklahoma State University annual faculty survey and College and University Personnel
Association, and controlling for human capital effects (having a PhD, support for research,
number of publications) and productivity, faculty in disciplines with a larger proportion of
females earned less than those where there are fewer women. Entry level salaries for faculty in a
discipline are influenced by the percentage of women in that discipline and the higher the
percentage of women, the slower the salary growth (Bellas). In an examination of salaries of
individuals in top administrative positions in private institutions, females were found to earn
13% less than males, with 10% of this difference accounted for by type of institution and
position. The salaries of deans and directors were noted to differ significantly by gender. After
controlling for type of institution and position, a 2-3% salary differential was still seen for

women (Monks & McGoldrick, 2004).
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The salary difference between males and females may be explained by academic rank,
but the question of the difference in the rate of promotion between men and women remains.
Three factors that contribute to this difference for women are work experience, the number of
employers and having children (Ginther & Hayes, 2003). The difference in achieving tenure for
males and females may be attributed to females having children within five years of earning their
doctorate. In science and engineering, there is a 24% gap in the rates of tenure between males
and females 12-14 years after receiving the PhD. Women who have babies within this five year
time frame are less likely to have career ladder jobs. Moreover, 59% of married women with
children surveyed are considering leaving academia due to difficulty balancing family and career
concerns (Mason & Goulden, 2002).

What Glass Ceiling?

Not all research has identified a glass ceiling as the reason why women are
underrepresented in executive level positions. Measuring the glass ceiling in terms of a gender
salary gap, Morgan (1998) found the earnings gap was dependent upon the cohort a woman was
in, i.e., when she started working, vers