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President’s Council on Women 
 

Mission Statement 
 

Approved May 2003 
 
 
The President’s Council on Women serves as an advisory group to the President and Provost on issues 
related to the life and work of women faculty, staff, and students at The Ohio State University.   (The 
Council also serves in an advisory role to the work of The Women’s Place, approving the goals for TWP 
and evaluating the outcomes. Through its work groups the Council provides expertise to carry out the 
mission of the Council and the goals of The Women’s Place.) 
 
The Council functions based on four mandates, to: 
 
Identify and clarify women’s issues and concerns across the variable constituencies of women faculty, 
staff, and students. 
 
use the resources of the University to gather the information necessary to carry out mandate #1, i.e., in 
articulating women’s issues and concerns clearly and insightfully. 
 
recommend policies that positively affect the environment for all women at Ohio State. 
 
identify intervention strategies designed to make a significant difference in the quality of life and work 
for women. 
 
 
These roles support both the Academic Plan and the Diversity Plan by: 
 
facilitating the ability of campus leaders to develop a more inclusive vision of women’s participation in a 
variable workplace environment; 
 
developing a language of leadership that encourages high achievement, professional growth, and 
personal and interpersonal development; 
 
making visible women’s work, contributions, and achievements in ways that extend dynamically the 
boundaries of what constitutes valuable performance, service, and leadership. 
 
helping the University to create an environment in which all constituencies, including women, can 
survive and thrive. 
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Message from the Chair 
 
The President’s Council on Women has completed its fourth year serving as an advisory group 
to the President and Provost on issues related to the life and work of women faculty, staff and 
students at The Ohio State University.  The Women’s Place has completed its fifth year at the 
university.  The President’s Council (PCW) and The Women’s Place (TWP) work together in 
carrying out their basic charge of effecting institutional change at The Ohio State University. 
This report provides an update on the activities during the 2004-05 academic year.  
 
The PCW and TWP have pursued active agendas this year.  Much of our work has taken place 
within a national conversation around the issues of making the university workplace more 
flexible to better meet the needs of those with dependent care responsibilities.  A recent study, 
“Do Babies Matter?” by Mary Ann Mason and Marc Golden of the University of California 
concluded that babies do matter a great deal for women in the academy.  The academic 
workplace structure, Mason and Golden concluded, does not accommodate families with 
children and must be changed if women are to become full participants in the academy.  The 
Ohio State data presented in this report illustrate the slow growth, in both hiring and retention, 
highlighted by Mason and Golden.  We are learning from the Faculty Cohort what factors 
influence women to stay and what factors prompt them to consider leaving.   As one resulting 
action, PCW established a workgroup that examined the use of more flexible options for faculty 
such as part time appointments.  Even though the University already has a policy on part time 
faculty, we have not yet used it effectively for retention, much less recruitment.  The report from 
this work group will be presented to the Council of Deans this fall .   
 
While progress for women as a whole has been slow, progress for women of color has moved 
even slower.  We have few women of color in both academic and staff leadership positions.  In 
Autumn 2004, women of color faculty numbered 123 out of a total faculty of 2971.  Since 1993, 
African American women faculty have increased by only two, from 41 to 43.  While Asian 
American faculty comprise10% of the faculty, only 20% (59) of those faculty are women.  We 
have only 20 Hispanic women faculty and only one Native American woman faculty.    TWP 
held focus groups with women of color faculty and staff and is working to establish programs in 
conjunction with these groups. 
 
PCW and TWP continue to address issues regarding women in leadership.  Although women at 
Ohio State have made some strides in leadership positions, women continue to be 
underrepresented in many of the key academic and staff leadership ranks.  TWP launched the 
President’s & Provost’s Leadership Institute designed to provide leadership training for future 
academic leaders.  TWP also offered a series of workshops designed for women staff 
development.   This workshop series was used as the basis to develop TWP’s Women’s Staff 
Leadership Institute which will enroll its first class during the upcoming year.   
 
A number of other initiatives have been undertaken this year which are described in the 
remainder of this report.     
 
 
Kate Haller 
Chair, President’s Council on Women 
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Progress of Women at OSU 
 

Each year The President’ Council on Women provides a data comparison, based on the 
benchmark academic year 1993-94, as a guide to progress on the status for women at the 
University.  The data snapshot is based on October 1 of each year.  The data comparison for the 
most recent year, academic year 2004-2005, provides a 12-year snapshot of developments.  The 
data illustrate many points of progress, but also underscore areas of concern.   
 
Women in Leadership 
 

The 12-year period witnessed an increase in women in many significant leadership 
positions, most notably with our first president who is a woman.  Our current provost is a 
woman, as is the Executive Dean of the Colleges of the Arts & Sciences.  Progress has occurred 
in other leadership positions as well:  among vice provosts (2 to 4); deans (5 to 7; a decline of 
one, however, from October 2003); holders of endowed chairs (3 to 15); and, holders of named 
professorships (2 to 14).   
 
Women in Academic Leadership Positions  
 
 

Academic Year 1993/4 2004/05 
President 
 

0 1 

Provost 0 1 
Vice Provosts 2 (33%) 

 
4 (66.7%) 

Deans  5 (20%) 7 (28%)  
(2 AfAm) 

TIU Heads  19 (16.5%) 15 (15.15%) 
    (2 Af Am; 
     2 As Am) 

Eminent 
Scholars  

1  ( 6%) 1 (6%) 

Endowed Chairs 3  (7.5%) 15 (13.4%) 
(1 AsAm) 

Named 
Professors 

   2  ( 5%)  14 (22%) 

 
 

Women of non-European descent made some gains in leadership positions as well:  in 
October 2003, two deans and two TIU heads were women of African American descent; twelve 
years earlier none of these positions were held by women of African American descent.  One of 
the endowed chairs in October 2004 was held by a woman of Asian American descent;  
however, this represented a decline of one from October 2003. 
 

The number of women heads of tenure-initiating units (e.g., department chairs and 
school directors) actually declined over the twelve-year period, dropping from 16.5% in October 
1993 to 15.5% in October 2004.    Six of the 12 colleges that have TIU units have no women 
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TIU heads, while three others have only one.  Twelve of the fifteen women TIU heads are in 
three colleges from the Arts & Sciences:  Humanities (5), Arts (4), and Social & Behavioral 
Sciences (3).  Seven colleges plus the libraries do not have departments and hence the dean is 
the TIU head.  Two of these 8 units have women deans.   

 
The decline in women TIU heads is a matter of great concern since it is the TIU heads, 

more than any other position at the university, that determine the every day climate for faculty at 
Ohio State.  However, some progress was made from 2003 to 2004 with an increase from 14 to 
15 TIU heads.  In addition, one college, Engineering, appointed its first woman TIU head, 
although in an interim capacity.  We also know that we will be able to formally include in the 
data for the 2005-06 academic year that Engineering has appointed a woman to a regular-term 
TIU position, and that Biological Sciences will have its first woman TIU head.  Finally, 
Education, which currently has no women TIU heads, although it has in the past, again will have 
joined the ranks of units with a woman as an interim school director.  It appears, then, that 
progress is being made in this area.  However, this is an area that requires continued attention. 
 
Women in Staff Leadership Positions 
 
 For the 2005-06 academic year, the head of the University Staff Advisory Council is a 
woman, Joanne Weston from the Office of Academic Affairs. 
 

During the 2004-05 academic year, female staff members comprised over half of 
executive/administrative positions; however, only 25% of those at level of associate vice 
president and above were women.  While the numbers of men and women at the assistant vice 
president level were equal, white men in these positions earned an average income of $126,839 
while their female counterparts and women and men of color earned an average of $118,766.1   
 

Gender and Race/Ethnicity Distribution of Senior Staff Positions 2004-2005 
group race sex headcount 

Executive VP 
and Provost 
 

White F 1 

Senior VP 
 

White M 3 

Vice President 
Vice President 
 

White 
White 

F 
M 

1 
3 

Associate VP 
Associate VP 
 

White 
White 

F 
M 

4 
12 

Assistant VP 
Assistant VP 
Assistant VP 
Assistant VP 
Assistant VP 
 

White 
White 
Black 
Black 
Hispanic 

F 
M 
F 
M 
M 

12 
11 
2 
1 
1 

                                                 
1   The average salary for white men excludes one outlier salary of $296,000. 
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Women Students in Leadership Positions 
 

For the 2005-06 academic year, women students are having a banner year for women in 
leadership positions.  One of the two student members of the Board of Trustees is a woman, and 
all three of the student government organizations have women presidents who were elected by 
their respective student bodies:   
 
Board of Trustees:       Yoonhee P. Ha, undergraduate (Fisher College of 
          Business) 
 
Undergraduate Student Government:     Suzanne Scharer (Fisher College of Business) 
 
Council of Graduate Students:     Barbara Pletz (College of Education) 
 
Interprofessional Council:      Amanda Graf (College of Medicine) 
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Women Faculty 
Over the past ten years, the number of women faculty holding the ranks of full and 

associate professor increased.  This is the first year in which the number of women at the full 
professor rank surpassed 200.  For the twelve-year period the total number of women faculty 
increased by 3.77%, from 746 of 3077 (24.24%)  to 834 of 2971 (28.1%).    However, Ohio 
State has now fallen behind the CIC average for women on the faculty which in 2003 was 
30.8%.  
 

Women Faculty:  Full, Associate, & Assistant      
  1993/4 2004/05 

Full 11.3%  (121) 17.2% (203) 
Associate 23.8% (252) 30.4% (313) 

Assistant 39.6% (373) 41.9% (318) 

Total 24.24% 
(746 of 3077) 

28.1% 
(834 of 2971) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Women Faculty Hiring 
 

For the 25-year period since 1979, when women were 20.65% of the faculty, the ranks 
of women faculty increased by only 7.45%.  One explanation for the slow growth in the percent 
of women faculty lies with hiring.  For the two-decade period 1986-2004, 38.2% of faculty hires 
have been women. However, for the second decade in this period,1993-2004, only 34.5% of 
faculty hires have been women, a decline of almost 4%. Moreover, the faculty profile shows 
under representation for women with respect to national pools.  The national pool data for 
Ph.D.s awarded from 1972-2002 for the major disciplinary areas as defined by the Survey of 
Earned Doctorates compares with OSU’s current faculty profile:  
 
  Ph.D.s earned by women since OSU women faculty 
   1972 1987   2002  1992-93 2004-05   
Physical Sciences    6%   18%    29%      8%    10% 
Engineering     1%   10%      19%      8%      8% 
Life Sciences    16%   38%      50%     14%    19% 
Social Sciences   20%   48%    60%     22%        29% 
Humanities    26%   46%    50%     37%    40% 
Education    23%   57%    67%     40%    53% 
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Women Faculty Retention 
 
 The slow growth in the numbers of women faculty is an issue not just of hiring, but also 
of retention as shown by the following data which begins with 1986, the first group of faculty 
hires who were eligible to exclude time from the tenure clock for child birth or other reasons: 
 
FACULTY  Retention Data 1986-2004 
  No exclusion from 

tenure clock taken 
Exclusion from 
tenure clock taken 

Total faculty 2,389 2,080  309   
  Male   1,476  (61.8%) 1,341 (64.5%)   135 (43.7%) 
  Female    913  (38.2%)   739  (35.5%)   174 (56.3%) 
Tenured 1,217 (50.9%) 1,120 (53.8%) 97   (31.4%) 
Male   802/1476  (54.3%)   756/1341  (56.3%)   46/135 (34%) 
Female   415/913  (45.4%)   364/739  (49.2%)   51/174 (29%) 
On track 660   (27.6%) 589   (28.3%) 71   (22.9%) 
Male   404/1476 (27.4%)   372/1341 (27.7%)   32/135 (23.7%) 
Female   256/913 (28%)   217/739 (29.3%)   39/174 (22.4%) 
Transferred 70   (29.3%) 42   (2%) 28   (9%) 
Male   45/1476 (3%)   32/1341 (2.4%)   13/135 (10%) 
Female   25/913 (2.7%)   10/739 (1.3%)   15/174 (9%) 
Denied 99 (4.1%) 64 (3%) 35 (11.3%) 
Male   53/1476 (3.6%)   38/1341 (2.8%)   15/135 (11.1%) 
Female   46/913 (5%)   26/739 (3.5%)   20/174 (11.2%) 
Resigned prior to 
tenure decision 343 (14.3%) 265 (12.7%) 78 (25.2%) 
Male   172/1476 (11.6%)   143/1341 (10.6%)   29/135 (21%) 
Female   171/913 (18.7%)   122/739 (16.5%)   49/174 (28%) 
 
The hiring data for 1986-2004 highlights several interesting points: 
 

• 54.3% of men hired since 1986 achieved tenure while 45.4% of women achieved tenure 
• Women voluntarily resign their faculty positions prior to being reviewed for tenure at a 

higher rate—18.7%--than do men—11.6%  
• Of those faculty who either remained to undergo tenure review or are on track for tenure, 

the gender breakdown is almost identical—92% of the men and 90% of the women hired 
are either tenured or on track for tenure 

• 19% of women and 9% of men hired during this time period have taken the exclusion 
•  Men and women who have used the exclusion have been tenured at a similar rate 
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Women Faculty:  Racial and Ethnic Diversity 
 

Progress has been slow for Asian American and Hispanic women faculty and almost 
non-existent for Black and Native American women faculty.  The number of Asian American 
women faculty has almost doubled in the past ten years; however, Asian American women 
make up only 2% of all university faculty and only 1 of every 5 Asian American faculty 
members is a woman.  The number of Hispanic women faculty also has doubled, but this must 
be viewed in the context of the low initial numbers reported in 1993.  Hispanic women, totaling 
20 in number, still comprise less than 1 percent of the university faculty.  Two other groups of 
women of color have fared poorly over the past ten years.  The number of African American 
female faculty has increased by only two in the past decade, and there is only one Native 
American faculty woman at Ohio State.    

 
Women Faculty/racial & ethnic diversity 

   1993/4 2004/05 
White, non-
Hispanic 663 708 

Black 41 43 

Asian Am. 33 59 

Hispanic 9  
             20 

Native Am. 0 1 
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Women Clinical Faculty 
 

Six colleges have regular clinical faculty members:  Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary 
Medicine, Nursing, Optometry, and Pharmacy.  Taken together, women in these six colleges are 
represented in the regular clinical track at a rate higher than men:  38.6% of the women in these 
colleges are on the clinical track whereas 24.33% of the male faculty are on the clinical track. 
 

Tenure Track and Regular Clinical Faculty   Autumn 2004 
 

 Tenure Track Regular Clinical 
Medicine   TOTAL   704 493                    (70%) 211                  (30%) 
     White men 310                    (44%) 103                  (14.6%) 
     Men of color 67                      (9.5%) 30                    (4.3%) 
     White women 86                      (12.2%) 64                    (9%) 
     Women of color 19                      (2.7%) 10                    (1.4%) 
     undisclosed 11  (10 M; 1 F)  (1.6% )  4 (M)              (.5%) 
Dentistry  TOTAL    91 61                      (67%) 30                    (33%) 
     White men 39                      (42.9%) 14                    (15.4%) 
     Men of color  7                        (7.6%) 3                      (3.3%) 
     White women 14                      (15.4%) 11                    (12.1%) 
     Women of color  1                       (1.1%) 2                      (2.2%) 
     undisclosed  0                            0 
Vet Med  TOTAL    108 91                      (84%) 17                    (16%) 
     White men 63                      (58.3%) 10                    (9.2%) 
     Men of color 4                        (3.7%) 1                      (.9%) 
     White women 19                      (17.6%) 5                      (4.6%) 
     Women of color 4                        (3.7%) 0                      (0%) 
      undisclosed  1 (M)                (.9%)  1 (M)              (.9%) 
Nursing  TOTAL   30 21                      (70%) 9                      (30%) 
     White men  0                       (0) 1                      (3.3%) 
     Men of color  0                       (0) 0                      (0) 
     White women 19                      (63.3%) 5                     (16.6%) 
     Women of color  0                       (0) 2                     (6.6%) 
     undisclosed  2  (F)                (6.6%) 1  (F)              (3.3%) 
Optometry  TOTAL  23 14                      (60.8%) 9                     (39.2%) 
     White men  8                       (34.7%) 5                     (21.7%) 
     Men of color  1                       (4.3%) 0                     (0) 
     White women  5                       (21.7%) 2                     (8.7%) 
     Women of color  0                       (0) 2                     (8.7%) 
     undisclosed  0                       (0) 0                     (0) 
Pharmacy   TOTAL  44   36                   (81.8%) 8                    (18.2%) 
     White men   22                   (50%) 1                    (2.3%) 
     Men of color     9                   (20.5%) 0                    (0) 
     White women     1                   (2.8%) 4                    (9%) 
     Women of color     3                   (6.8%) 2                    (4.5%) 
     undisclosed     1 (F)              (2.3%) 1  (M)           (2.3%) 
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Women Staff 
 

Staff women are well-represented at 54.5% in the category of “all executive/ 
administrative staff”.  However, in comparing salaries for this category, white men make 
significantly more than white women and men and women of color.  
 

People of color, both male and female, are faring the poorest in terms of representation 
at the Executive/Administrative level of the university.   None of the groups are close to their 
respective numbers in the general population.   

 
Gender and Race/Ethnicity Distribution of Executive/Administrative Staff (Excluding 

Academic Leadership) 2004-2005 
Median salary 

Group Total Male Female 

All Executive/ 
Administrative 
Staff 
 

 
1,080 

 
491 (45.5%) 

 

 
589 (54.5%) 

White 930 427 (39.5%) 
$90,165 

 

503 (46.6%) 
$75,934 

Black 77 
 

29 (2.7%) 
$74,700 

 

48 (4.4%) 
$76,259 

 
Hispanic 
 

11 8 (0.7%) 
$74,910 

 

3 (0.3%) 
$61,514 

Asian 24 
 

11 (1.0%) 
$69,864 

 

13 (1.2%) 
$78,291 

American Indian 
 

3 2 (0.2%) 
*** 

1 (--) 
*** 

Other/Undisclosed 
 

35 14 (1.3%) 
$81,599 

21 (1.9%) 
$86,957 

 
*** Numbers not given for confidentiality considerations.  

 
 
 

.
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Women Students 
 
Student Profile 
 

The number of women students in professional programs increased over the period, and 
stayed stable in the remaining programs. 
 
 

  
Academic Year 

1993/94 
Academic Year 

2004/05 

 Number 
% of 
Total Number % of Total

Women 
Undergraduate 
Students 18,152 47% 15,910 47% 
Women 
Graduate 
Students 5,365 51% 3,544 51% 
Women 
Professional 
Students 1,189 45% 1,694 53% 
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Gender Distribution of Graduate/Professional Full-Time Students & Faculty as Role Models  
 
A large discrepancy still exists in most colleges between the numbers of women 
graduate/professional students and the numbers of women faculty in those colleges.   
 

(Academic Year 2004/05) 
  % Female 

  Students Faculty 
Graduate   
       Art 65% 40% 
       Biological Science 49% 19% 
       Business 33% 19% 
       Education 74% 52% 
       Engineering 22% 11% 
       Food, Ag & Enviro 
Science 53% 25% 
       Human Ecology 83% 53% 
       Humanities 60% 40% 
       Math & Physics 
Science 31% 11% 
       Nursing 93% 97% 
       Social Behavioral 
Science 56% 29% 
       Social Work 87% 67% 
   
Professional   
       Dentistry 37% 31% 
       Law 48% 31% 
       Medicine 43% 26% 
       Optometry 58% 39% 
       Pharmacy 65% 25% 
      Veterinary Med        76% 26% 
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Updates from The President’s Council on Women’s Issues Work 
Groups 
 

The President’s Council on Women’s Issues is composed of members from the campus, 
local, state and national communities, appointed by the President following a nomination 
process.  The Council’s purpose is to provide a critical gender analysis of policies and practices 
that impact the progress of women at OSU.  The Council held a retreat in March 2005 to discuss 
in depth current issues of most importance to women at Ohio State.  The Council concluded that 
three issues were most deserving of attention at this time:  child care for faculty, staff, and 
students;  retention of women faculty;  and, issues facing women staff at Ohio State.  Both the 
Council and The Women’s Place have begun addressing these issues, as will be reflected in the 
discussion in the remainder of this report.   
 

The Council carries out its work via workgroups that are comprised of Council members 
and non-Council members.  The workgroups focus their efforts to closely examine current 
policy issues and advise the President, Provost or administrative leader about gender 
implications. The scope of the work for 2004-2005 included the following.   
 
Faculty Cohort 

The Faculty Cohort Project is tracking the progress of the 50 women assistant professors 
hired during the calendar year 2001.  Eighty one men were hired at the assistant professor rank 
during 2001.  As of April 2005, 5 of the women faculty or 10% had resigned their position 
while 3 of the men faculty or 3.7% had resigned their position.  The group is now in its fifth 
year at the university. 

 
During the first four years of the project, The President’s Council/The Women’s Place 

hosted various workshops and social events for the women cohort members.  For the ’05-’06 
academic year a variety of workshops are planned, including three for autumn quarter ’05:  (1)  
Promotion and Tenure Advice (panel discussion with Debra Moddelmog, Associate Dean, 
College of Humanities & Professor, English;  Susan Fisher, Chair, Entomology; and, Gifford 
Weary, Chair, Psychology);  (2) Crucial Conversations;  and, (3)  Promoting Yourself. 

 
The main focus of the cohort project, however, is to track the progress of the women in 

the group.  The faculty research work group from 2003-04 which included Arnon Reichers 
(facilitator), Jill Ellingson (facilitator), Mo Yee Lee, and Rebecca Jackson focused on 
developing a method to put the faculty cohort project in a broader institutional perspective.  
Based on the initial work of the faculty cohort project, Arnon Reichers and Jill Ellingson 
developed the OSU Assistant Professor Retention Study which will focus on those factors that 
relate to retention and turnover within the assistant professor population here at OSU with the 
variables that contribute to these individuals’ choices to stay or leave OSU being of key interest.  
The council in conjunction with OAA approved this study.  The work group recommendations 
included participation of council in the development of a long-term project and monitoring of 
the research study results by the Council. 
 

Research conducted on the Faculty Cohort group by Professors Ellingson and Reichers 
from the Fisher College of Business was presented to the President’s Council at the Autumn 
2004 meeting.  The research concluded that the following would enhance the retention of 
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women faculty:  a formal spousal accommodation policy which Ohio State adopted while this 
research was being conducted; establishing explicit workload limits;  enhanced University child 
care services; and, more supportive and better trained department chairs and school directors.  
See Appendix A for the full research study. 
 
 
Flexible Work Loads for Tenure-Track Faculty Work Group 
 

As noted in the discussion on the Faculty Cohort project, one of the major issues in 
retaining women faculty is the issue of work load.  Work load demands appear to be part of the 
explanation for the slow growth in numbers of women faculty which is not unique to Ohio State, 
but is a national phenomenon at large research universities.  During recent years, a national 
conversation has developed about the need to change the very structure of the university in order 
to make it more accommodating to the needs of women who still remain the primary caregivers 
of children.  Part of this conversation is about making faculty positions more flexible. Although 
Ohio State has a rule that permits faculty to hold part-time tenure track positions, few faculty 
take advantage of the rule even though a recent Ohio State work-life study showed that 33% of 
female assistant professors and 20% of male assistant professors expressed interest in reducing 
their work load in order to have more time for family and personal needs. 
 

A President’s Council work group, headed by Dean Joan Herbers of the College of 
Biological Sciences, examined the barriers that keep faculty from using the part-time option and 
suggested strategies for enhancing faculty recruitment and retention via flexible work policies 
which include developing materials and resources explaining the policies, training department 
chairs/school directors and deans about the policies, and helping them understand the rewards of 
implementing flexible work policies for faculty.  The work group also recommended exploring 
the use of part-time post-docs to allow women with young children to continue their career 
uninterrupted.   
 

During the upcoming year, the work group’s report will be reviewed with the Council of 
Deans and other university groups.  In addition, the colleges of Biological Sciences, 
Engineering, Math & Physical Sciences, and Veterinary Medicine will include in their faculty 
job postings an announcement that part-time options are negotiable. 
 

A complete copy of the report is contained in Appendix B. 
 
Dependent Care Issues 
 

Another factor identified by the Faculty Cohort project as important to retaining women 
faculty is enhanced university child care services.  The recent faculty work/life survey also 
identified elder care as an increasingly important issue for faculty at Ohio State.  A President’s 
Council Work Group explored various issues with respect to dependent care and made two 
recommendations, both of which were unanimously endorsed by the President’s Council.  The 
first was that dependent care needs must be viewed by the university as a necessity, and not a 
mere perk, if women faculty and staff are to be able to be fully included in the life of the 
university.  The second was that the president and provost establish a task force to examine how 
to increase dependent care options available to the university community.  See Appendix C for 
the work group’s recommendations.  The task force has been created and will report during the 
upcoming academic year. 
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Staff Bill of Rights Work Group 
 

Subsequent to the March 2005 President’s Council retreat, a work group was established 
to consider recommending the development of a “bill of rights” for staff.  After lengthy 
discussions, the work group determined that the main need for staff was not a bill of rights, but 
rather a guarantee that all university employees, including faculty, who have any supervisory 
authority over staff should have meaningful management training. See Attachment D for the 
work group’s report.  The Office of Human Resources will be pursuing this recommendation 
within the context of another initiative it will be undertaking during the 2005-06 academic year 
on performance management. 
 
Staff Leadership Training 
 

A work group chaired by Margie Bogenschutz, charged with developing staff leadership 
training, offered the highly successful “She’s A Buckeye” series during the fall and winter 
quarters of 2005.  Four workshops were offered by The President’s Council and The Women’s 
Place in partnership with the Office of Human Resources and the Association of Faculty and 
Professional Women.  This series formed the basis for the Staff Leadership Institute which is 
offered by The Women’s Place during the 2005-06 academic year.  The She’s A Buckeye work 
group report can be found in Appendix E.  The description for the Staff Leadership Institute can 
be found in Appendix F. 
 
 
Consensual Sexual Relations Policy 
 
 One of the principles that guide the work of The Women’s Place is that “TWP is a safe 
haven for individuals and units to seek resources for identifying problems and finding 
constructive solutions.” However, while TWP helps individuals find the processes and 
mechanisms to solve problems, TWP’s role is not to intervene in or solve individual problems.  
Rather, TWP “emphasizes the necessity to create constructive, system-wide change, not just to 
enable individual women to cope with issues they currently face.”   
 

The synergy between these two roles, however, is illustrated by an initiative undertaken 
by TWP and supported by PCW to review the university’s policy on consensual sexual 
relationships between faculty or staff and students.  An individual seeking advice from TWP led 
to the recognition of a need to review the university’s policy on consensual sexual relations.  
TWP first established a work group to investigate whether the policy should be reviewed.  TWP 
then recommended to the PCW that it recommend that the president and provost establish a task 
force to examine the policy and recommend possible changes.  The PCW accepted this 
recommendation and the president and provost accepted it. 

 
The task force, chaired by Professor Martha Chamallas of the Moritz College of Law, 

completed its work in the summer of 2005 with a recommendation that the policy be changed 
from one that strongly discourages such relationships to one that prohibits them for faculty and 
staff who have or could be likely to have supervisory responsibilities for the student, and 
strongly discouraging such relationships with all other students.  The recommendation has been 
supported by the president and provost and has been sent to the Office of Human Resources for 
further action.  The final task force report can be found in Appendix G. 
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NSF ADVANCE Proposal Work Group 
 
 The National Science Foundation provides Institutional Transformation Awards to 
support academic institutional transformation with the goal of promoting the increased 
participation and advancement of women scientists and engineers in academia.  During the 
2004-05 academic year, a President’s Council work group chaired by Dean Joan Herbers of the 
College of Biological Sciences prepared and submitted a proposal for an ADVANCE grant. The 
awards should be announced during the autumn of 2005.   
 
Recommendation to Diversity Council re Faculty Hiring Analysis 
 

Without national pool data for available faculty members, it is difficult to determine if 
women and people from underrepresented groups are being hired in appropriate numbers.  Thus, 
the President’s Council recommended to the Diversity Council that it consider requiring 
academic departments to provide national pool data for faculty hiring.  The Diversity Council is 
still considering this request.  See Appendix H for the recommendation. 
 
Relational Practices Update 
 

The staff cohort work group from 2003-04 which included Carol Bowman (convener), 
Terri Stankiewicz, Margie Bogenschutz, Mary Rhoads, Ann Kelly, Connie Goodman (USAC 
member, ex officio), Gail Gunderson (Office of Human Resources, ex officio) developed new 
relational practice language for the standard performance review based on research done by 
Joyce K. Fletcher.  Fletcher defines relational practice as a way of achieving goals and getting 
the job done using skills such as listening, mutuality, reciprocity, and sensitivity to the 
emotional context.  The work group identified specific training programs at OSU where 
relational practice can be included.  Based on this work, the group recommended that the 
council be an active participant when OHR begins to revise the performance management 
system for OSU particularly in applying the knowledge of relational practice and recognizing 
the real though often unappreciated contributions of staff.  Also recommended to OHR were 
proposed changes in the performance review document as an effective practice for measuring 
relational practice and that it be offered as an option for use until the entire performance 
management system be changed. The work  group also recommended that OHR add training of 
relational practice to specific workshops and that professional and leadership development 
opportunities be systematically created and that the President’s Council play a strategic role in 
the development of the system.   
 
 The Office of Human Resources is currently considering how to incorporate relational 
practices into their programs, workshops, and university policies.  Tuesday Ryan-Hart of The 
Women’s Place is a member of this committee. 
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Report from The Women’s Place, 2004-05 
 
Vision, Mission, and Guiding Principles 
 
Vision 
The vision of The Women’s Place is a university that supports all women to thrive, advance, 
and make their full contributions within an environment characterized by equity, freedom, and 
dignity for all people. 
 
Mission 
The Women’s Place serves as a catalyst for institutional change to expand opportunities for 
women’s growth, leadership and power in an inclusive, supportive, and safe university 
environment. 
 
The Women’s Place 

• Advocates policy changes that address institutional barriers for women 
• Provides a critical gender analysis of policies and practices that impact the progress of 

women at OSU  
• Collaborates with other groups to craft/refine policies and practices related to our 

Mission 
• Creates/supports initiatives with a direct link to institutional change for university 

women 
• Strives to be a visible, available, and inclusive resource 

 
Guiding Principles 

• TWP is committed to an equitable environment for all people 
• TWP recognizes that gender powerfully affects experience and opportunity 
• TWP recognizes that sexism intersects with and is amplified by other oppressions 
• TWP recognizes that men as well as women need to be freed from the constraints of 

their stereotypes 
• TWP emphasizes the necessity to create constructive, system-wide change, not just to 

enable individual women to cope with issues that they currently face 
• TWP works in partnership with units across the campus.  It does not solve problems for 

units, but rather works with them to identify and remove barriers to the recruitment, 
retention and advancement of women 

• TWP uses current research and data to identify issues and recommend intervention when 
needed 

• TWP uses collaborative approaches to decision making that serve as a model to other 
units on campus; these approaches emphasize open, democratic and respectful ways of 
working together that foster true dialogue and mutual understanding 

• TWP is a safe haven for individuals and units to seek resources for identifying problems 
and finding constructive solutions 

• TWP is focused on the future, as informed by the past 
• Critical Difference for Women is an integral part of TWP and the working relationship 

between these two units enhances their ability to carry out their separate missions 
regarding the progress of women at the university 
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Progress Report on Strategic Goals for 2004-2006 
 
 In 2004, The Women’s Place with advice and consultation from the President’s Council 
on Women, established nine strategic goals for the three year period 2004-06.  The following is 
a summary of the activities that have occurred within the context of each goal. 
 

1.  Continue to act as a voice and a champion for the advancement of women at Ohio State 
 

o Annual report 
o Annual reception 
o See everything listed below 
 

2. Enhance understanding of the way in which male and female stereotypes diminish the 
ability of the university to provide an equitable environment for all people 

 
a. Established a workgroup on men’s issues 
b. Will host a speaker on men’s issues in Nov. 2005 as part of the Diversity Lecture 

series 
 

3. Continue systematic and ongoing data collection to inform efforts related to the progress 
of women 

 
a. Continued past data collection 
b. New data being or to be collected: 

i. Data re women faculty hires compared to available national pool and 
retention by selected departments 

ii. Data re women staff in senior leadership positions (by positions and 
salary levels) 

iii. Data re impact on tenure of tolling tenure clock 
iv. Data re status of clinical faculty 
 

4. Become more proactive in identifying barriers to recruitment, retention, and 
advancement of women, and instigate and lead efforts to make change 

 
a. Faculty Cohort project continues (see earlier discussion) 

i. TWP organizes workshops and other events for the cohort group 
b. Consensual sexual relations policy task force (see earlier discussion) 

i. TWP initiated this project 
c. Part-time faculty workgroup (see earlier discussion) 

      i. TWP initiated this project 
d. Lumina Foundation project  

i. TWP provided the administrative home and support for this project which 
focuses on meeting the needs of non-traditional students 

e. Dependent care work group  (see earlier discussion) 
i. TWP initiated this project 

f. Workshop for chairs re invisible barriers for women—held on Sept. 7, 2005  
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g. Focus group—women of color faculty  
i. One event held—“Power lunch” 

ii. TWP will sponsor quarterly events beginning autumn 2005 
h. Focus group—women of color staff   

i. A welcome reception and networking event for fall in planning stages 
i. Focus group—classified civil servants  

i. Will sponsor 5 lunchtime workshops on getting a degree 
ii. Will sponsor lunchtime workshops on moving ahead in career at Ohio 

State 
 

5. Enhance The Women’s Place’s capacity to provide high-quality consultation and 
innovative strategies for individuals and units on campus that are seeking to create 
constructive change 

 
a. Workshop series for women faculty, researchers, and grad students in the 

sciences re skills for managing labs—will begin fall 2005  
b. Workshop series planned for assistant professors  
c.  In response to request of two junior faculty members, held two lunch workshops 

re establishing authority in the classroom 
d. Individual consultations (6-8 per month) 
e. Domestic violence in the workplace task force 

i. Will work on policy and planning of training 
 

6. Identify and invite experts on gender issues to campus and facilitate application of their 
expertise to issues women face at Ohio State  

 
a. Hosted Debra Rolison, Chemist, Naval Research Laboratory in Nov. 2004 
b. Will continue fall speaker/reception 

i. Oct. 6 Prof. Robert Drago—will be listed as part of Diversity Lecture 
series 

c. Diversity lecture series 
i. Sponsor for Prof. Joan Williams, winter 2006—will be part of Diversity 

Lecture series 
ii. Speaker on men’s issues planned for autumn ’05—will be listed as part of 

Diversity Lecture series 
 

7. Secure permanent facilities for The Women’s Place that are reflective of its mission and 
goals 

a. Goal met with Jan. 2005 move to Stillman Hall 
 

8. Develop and implement approaches to expand women’s leadership development 
a. President’s & Provost’s faculty Leadership Institute approved and began June 

2005  (see Attachment I) 
b. Staff leadership series 

i. piloted this year with She’s A Buckeye (see earlier discussion) 
ii. TWP will offer Staff Leadership Institute beginning Autumn 2005 (see 

earlier discussion) 
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c. Student leadership program 
i. Have begun planning in partnership with Women’s Student Services/The 

Multicultural Center and Undergraduate Student Government 
 

      9.  Enhance The Women’s Place’s visibility and purpose to the Ohio State community 
 

a. TWP Director is member of Diversity Council and Diversity Heads Coordinating 
Committee 

b.  Continue working with Univ. Communications to profile TWP activities in 
campus communications 

c. Periodic communications via letter to deans, department chairs/school directors, 
 and women faculty 

d.   Periodic communication via AFPW e-mail listserve and OSU Today with women
    staff 

e.   member of & provide web support for ACE Ohio Women’s network 
 
 
 
Additional Strategy Goals added at March 2005 PCW retreat: 
 

10.  faculty recruitment issues and pool data 
a. memo to Diversity Council  (see earlier discussion) 
b. meeting with Diversity Council 
 

11. staff bill of rights 
a. workgroup established and report submitted for 5-19 meeting (see earlier 

discussion) 
 

12. child care  
a. workgroup continued and report submitted for 5-19 meeting (see earlier 

discussion) 
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Update on Recommendations from 2003-2004 
 
In its 2003-04 report, the Council recommended implementation of the following intervention 
strategies identified to make a significant difference in the quality of life and work for women 
and all staff, faculty and students at The Ohio State University.  Implementation of these 
strategies will be coordinated by The Women’s Place.    
 

• recommend OAA track and analyze the use of OSU’s new parental leave policy over 
time to determine if women practice bias avoidance behavior in the use of this policy 

o update—still too soon to track 
• recommend OAA continue the faculty cohort project for two additional years to follow 

the cohort member through tenure decision  
o update—recommendation accepted and is in process 

• recommend OAA develop and implement workshops for chairs and deans on often 
“invisible” barriers and issues related to women’s promotion and well-being on campus 
and other lessons learned from the Faculty Cohort Project 

o update—workshop was held in September 2005 
• recommend OHR implement proposed changes in performance review document as an 

effective practice for measuring relational practice should be implemented until entire 
performance management system is changed  

o update—still being reviewed by OHR 
• recommend OHR incorporate training of relational practice to existing workshops 

o update—still being reviewed by OHR  
• recommend OAA create professional and leadership development opportunities  

o update—The Women’s Place has created and is managing leadership institutes 
for faculty and women staff, and is planning one for women students 

• recommend OAA and OHR support the replication of the retention analysis model based 
on shared interest in other departments in Engineering, as well as in the Colleges of 
MAPS and Biological Sciences 

o update—such an analysis will be part of the ADVANCE project 
• recommend that OAA & OHR support the ADVANCE Grant workshop in its effort to 

secure an NSF ADVANCE grant  
o update—proposal submitted to NSF in July 2005 and awaiting response from 

NSF 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Abstract  
Previous research on retention and women in academe demonstrates that a myriad of factors can 
impact the retention of female faculty. Many of these factors reflect organizational cultural and 
climate factors that produce an environment that either supports women in their pursuit of 
success, or detracts from that pursuit.  
 
In 2001, University administrators developed an initiative, called the Cohort Project, for the 
purpose of facilitating a group of female assistant professors as they sought to achieve 
professional success throughout their first few years at The Ohio State University (OSU). The 
Cohort Project was a pilot incubator for exploring the extent to which the University can be 
proactive in facilitating the journey of assistant professors through the tenure and promotion 
(T&P) process. This research presents a retrospective evaluation of the Cohort Project and in 
doing so, serves as an evaluation of those factors that relate to retention and turnover within the 
female assistant professor population here at OSU. 
 
To conduct the evaluation, multiple data collection approaches were used to gather exploratory 
data on cohort members’ experiences during their first three years at OSU. Structured interviews 
and a survey gathered feedback from those members still with OSU. A telephone interview was 
used to connect with cohort members who have left OSU. The information gathered provided 
insight not only into the work-life environment that these women experienced, but also the role 
of the cohort program in shaping that environment. The outcome of this information is the 
identification of a series of important themes regarding methods for enhancing the retention and 
success of women in academe. Those themes, and the general feedback received, are 
documented in this report. To help highlight key outcomes, the information gathered has been 
framed within a series of Focal Questions designed to target those areas of interest to University 
administrators. Each focal question is briefly outlined below.  
 
What proportion of the Cohort attended the events? 
 
Attendance at Project events peaked at 30%, with most events registering lower percentages. 
Most survey respondents reported attending between three and six events. The most common 
reason reported for not attending an event was the presence of other job commitments. The data 
suggest that members were more likely to attend those events that were more structured, 
administrative, and dealt directly with T&P issues as compared to events that were designed to 
serve as informal opportunities for socializing. 


 
Did the Cohort Project fulfill its general goals and objectives? 
 
Ratings of the extent to which the Project met its goals and objectives suggested that in general, 
members were satisfied that the Project was fulfilling their expectations. Specifically, members 
believed that the Project facilitators created a supportive, non-threatening environment; that the 
experiences helped them to prepare for the fourth-year review; and that their interactions with 
other faculty, both junior and senior, served to inform and develop them in a valuable manner. 
Though the Cohort Project was intended to supplement current sources of socialization support, 







Faculty Cohort Project Report, Page 5 


member responses suggested that often, the Project served as a substitute source of support when 
such resources were not readily available. Essentially, those members who were actively 
engaged in the Cohort and responded positively about the Cohort were often those who found 
little support within their own department or college. 


 
What feedback can the members offer about the various Cohort events? 
 
In general, all of the events were well-received by those in attendance. Participants identified a 
preference for the events that represented more targeted, professional development workshops 
rather than those that emphasized networking. Many of the members singled out the Getting 
Tenure—A Second Conversation and Fourth-Year Review workshops as especially helpful. In 
many cases, those finding the events to be valuable also reported being in departments or 
colleges where little, if any, guidance was provided on how to prepare for the T&P process. 
Other members found the reiteration of this critical information useful as departmental and 
university expectations were clarified and reinforced. 
 
How successful have the members been in their first three years at OSU? 
 
In general, members have a positive view of their performance at OSU to date. Most members 
expect to receive a favorable fourth-year review; intend to continue their appointment at OSU; 
understand tenure requirements; and feel confident in their ability to gain tenure at OSU. 
Moreover, the vast majority of members have some publications in peer-reviewed journals and 
have participated in various academic conferences. Consistent with the trajectory that often 
characterizes scholarly activities over the course of one’s academic career, most members have 
yet to write a book, receive a teaching award, or serve on an editorial board. 
 
Did involvement in the Cohort Project impact the members’ self-evaluation of success and 
their beliefs concerning their future at OSU? 
 
Involvement in the Cohort Project appeared to have a slight positive impact on members’ self-
evaluation of their performance at OSU. Those who attended more events were more optimistic 
that they would receive a favorable fourth-year review; more confident in their ability to gain 
tenure at OSU; more likely to anticipate remaining at OSU; and more knowledgeable about the 
expectations for gaining tenure. However, all members, regardless of their involvement, 
provided a positive self-evaluation of performance In other words, it does not appear that 
attendance at the Cohort events meant the difference between having a negative evaluation of 
one’s potential for success versus a positive evaluation of one’s potential for success.  
 
What factors were identified by the members as integral in their decision to remain at 
OSU? 
 
Members provided both personal and career-related reasons for their decision to remain at OSU. 
The majority of motivations were personal and centered on the presence of family, significant 
others, and friends in the Columbus area or general ties to the Columbus community. Other 
motivations included the prestige associated with working at a tier-one, research school and 
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positive relationships with colleagues. Finally, a few members noted that it would be difficult for 
them to find a job in their field at another institution due to their specialty areas. 
 
What issues did the members identify as sources that made it difficult for them to adjust to 
their new role as an assistant professor at OSU? 
 
With regard to the initial settling in period, members identified a lack of assistance in facilitating 
their settlement into the Columbus community; a lack of spousal relocation support; and 
frustration with their department chairs or their departments as a whole as issues that made it 
difficult for them to adjust to the University. Further, some of the participants reported 
perceptions that they were treated inequitably relative to their male peers in their department. 
 
When asked what might cause them to leave OSU, some members indicated that workloads were 
currently so high that leaving seemed more and more like a plausible option. A few indicated 
that inadequate lab space and a lack of technicians were causing them to consider leaving. Some 
participants said that any diminution of resources would be a reason to leave. 
 
For those members who have left OSU, what prompted their decision to leave? 
 
For the three members who could be located for interviews, their respective decision to leave 
OSU evolved in various ways. Two participants identified excessive workloads, difficulty with 
finding time to complete their own research, lack of support from senior faculty or the 
department chair, and a lack of technological resources as problematic factors influential in their 
decision. Interestingly, the sources of frustration evident in these responses mirror those 
highlighted by the members who are still with OSU. 
 
Given the problems identified by current and former Cohort members, how might OSU 
create a more supportive work-life environment to enhance retention? 
 
Interview data revealed a number of recommendations as to the ways in which OSU 
administrators can improve the work-life environment experienced by assistant professors, 
including the establishment of a formal spousal accommodation policy; the enhancement of 
University childcare services; an evaluation of the current process for selecting and managing 
department chairs; and the establishment of explicit workload limits. Department chairs appear 
to play a particularly important role in creating either a supportive culture for junior faculty or a 
culture that is viewed as isolating and uncooperative.  
 
How do the issues and recommendations raised by the members compare to those raised by 
female tenure-track assistant professors at another peer institution? 
 
The issues raised by Cohort Project members are strikingly similar to those raised by female 
tenure-track assistant professors at the University of Michigan (UM) (Waltman, 2001). Female 
faculty at both institutions appeared to be divided into two groups: those who felt connected to 
their department, sufficiently mentored, and well-informed with regard to tenure and promotion 
procedures and standards, and those who felt isolated in their department, detached from senior 
faculty, and disenfranchised by performance expectations. Both groups raised issues related to 
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spousal accommodation, childcare, and high workloads; and both groups noted the central role 
played by department chairs and college administrators. 
 
How do the themes raised in this descriptive evaluation compare to those identified in the 
Faculty Work-Life Survey conducted in 2003 at OSU? 
 
The issues highlighted by Cohort Project members reflect those raised by the Faculty Work-Life 
Survey (FWLS). In the FWLS, female assistant professors had particularly high scores on stress 
and burnout measures. Symptoms of stress and burnout echoed throughout the responses 
gathered during this evaluation. Further, the FWLS highlighted the pivotal role that department 
chairs play in enhancing the work-experience. Specifically, female assistant professors were 
appreciative of (a) guidance from department chairs regarding which accomplishments are 
valued in the T&P process (and therefore, where to invest time), and (b) support for balancing 
work-life demands, both topics that were clearly evident in this feedback as well.  
 
Did the Cohort Project have any unintended effects on its members? 
 
Participation in the Project appeared to produce at least one unintended effect on some members, 
namely, increased anxiety about the tenure process. For members for whom the Cohort Project 
substituted for (rather than supplemented) departmental information, the Cohort Project provided 
a lifeline regarding how to navigate the T&P process. However, these individuals reported 
feeling stressed and dismayed after attending those Cohort events where they learned critical 
information for the first time.  
 
How might the Cohort Project be improved? 
 
Interview data revealed a number of suggestions for improvement of the Cohort Project. 
Specifically, members stated that the Project could be improved by (a) scheduling each event 
more than once; (b) providing events targeted toward specific areas such as the arts or social 
sciences; (c) recognizing that the issues addressed by the Project are relevant for all assistant 
professors, not just female assistant professors; (d) reducing (but not eliminating) the emphasis 
on social connections; and (e) offering an event that teaches assistant professors when and how 
to say “no.” Participants from the regional campuses also suggested that the Project include a 
separate program for regional campus faculty, stating that they faced specific issues that the 
current Project did not address. 
 
What are the strengths and limitations of this descriptive evaluation? 
 
This approach to evaluating the retention of female tenure-track assistant professors at OSU 
provides a rich, detailed description of the issues and challenges faced by certain faculty and 
facilitates the communication of such issues to University administrators in a timely and relevant 
manner. On the other hand, the lack of participation in the Cohort events and the resulting small 
sample sizes limited the conduct of more sophisticated data analyses. Care should be taken to 
refrain from generalizing these results to all female assistant professors across the University.  
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 FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS IN ACADEMIC RETENTION 
 
The retention and success of female faculty has become a key focus at many academic 
institutions. In fact, the topic of women representation in university faculty positions was 
recently highlighted in a Chronicle of Higher Education: Special Report (Wilson, 2004). 
Academic discourse on women in academe is prevalent and diverse. A body of research has 
evolved that documents the status and experiences of female faculty as they enter into and 
progress through the ranks of professorship in universities and colleges across the nation. Much 
of this research finds that women have made notable inroads in the world of academics. In the 
past 20 years, women representation on university and college faculties has increased 
dramatically (Wilson, 2004). This increase has been supported by proportionate gains relative to 
males in the number of female doctorate students in Ph.D. programs. According to the National 
Science Foundation’s Survey of Earned Doctorates, across disciplines, the proportion of 
doctorate degrees awarded to women has grown from paltry numbers in the 1960s and 1970s to a 
rate that is now at parity with men (NSF, 1996a). 
 
However, while the overall numbers appear positive and are clearly worth acknowledging, 
research evaluating female faculty representation by discipline and by institution raises clear 
concerns. For example, the majority of women earning doctorate degrees are doing so 
predominately in the fields of social sciences, education, and humanities. Thus, their 
representation in the fields of life sciences, physical sciences, and engineering is still relatively 
low (NSF, 1996b; Trower & Bleak, 2004). Further, women tend to be overrepresented in lower-
tier institutions (e.g., two-year colleges, baccalaureate institutions), while men make up the 
majority of faculty at research institutions holding 70% to 80% of the tenured or tenure-track 
positions (Perna, 2001a; Valian, 1999). The potential for women to realize equal representation 
in male-dominated fields is further reduced by demographic inertia (Hargens & Long, 2002). 
Given that tenure-track positions are generally limited such that the size of departments and 
colleges remains constant or grows only slowly over time, increasing numbers of women among 
newly-graduated doctorate students can only slightly affect the gender composition of current 
faculty. Essentially, any change in the number of women represented in departments, colleges, 
and universities is restricted by the retirement rates of senior male faculty.  
 
These data are informative and shed light on the demographic changes taking place in the 
academic labor market. However, this information tells very little about the experiences that 
women have as faculty members. Thus, to understand the issues associated with retaining 
women in the academic ranks, we must understand how women experience academe. 
 
In the many disciplines of academia, researchers have found that women experience academe 
differently than men. Female faculty are slower to advance in a field relative to their male 
counterparts. In many universities and colleges, women are overrepresented in the lower rank of 
assistant professor and low status or nontenure-track positions and underrepresented in the 
highest rank of full professor (e.g., Perna, 2001a; Valian, 1999; Winkler, 2000). Further, women 
earn tenure at a lower and slower rate than men (Bain & Cummings, 2000; Bentley & Blackburn, 
1992; Mason & Goulden, 2004). Whether gender differences in tenure rates are reflective of 
subtle gender bias or substantive differences in productivity is under debate. Though Perna 
(2001a) presents results suggesting that such differences disappear when one takes into account 







Faculty Cohort Project Report, Page 9 


differences in the characteristics related to tenure success such as number of publications and 
one’s academic field, other research suggests that gender differences remain even after women 
and men are matched by discipline, quality of doctoral institution, and number of years since 
obtaining their doctorate degrees (NSF, 1996b). 
 
Regardless, one must consider the extent to which gender-based factors may limit the degree to 
which women are facilitated or hindered in their journey to meet tenure and fulfill performance 
expectations in the first place. Winkler (2000) found that the sluggish rates of promotion for 
women generally reflect the greater number of hurdles that women encounter in their careers. 
Women are often given more intense teaching loads and service commitments, while facing the 
same stringent research requirements. For teaching specifically, the detrimental impact of 
significant proportions of time spent engaged in instruction on the receipt of tenure and 
promotion has been well-documented (e.g., Perna, 2001a). Women also commonly face gender-
based stereotypes that can alter how their research and teaching performance is perceived 
(Valian, 1999; Winkler, 2000). Many women lack good information about the tenure and 
promotion process leading to little clarity with regard to procedures, performance requirements, 
and timeframe (Tierney & Bensimon, 1996; Trower, 2002).  
 
This situation worsens when one considers that women often do not have senior faculty or 
administration mentors to facilitate their socialization and development (Johnsrud, 1993; Trower 
& Bleak, 2004; Winkler, 2000). When women lack personal sponsorship, their ability to seek 
and receive a number of career rewards may be inhibited. Research on the predictors of academic 
career success has explored two models in an attempt to tease out how productivity versus 
connectivity relate to subsequent success. The universalistic model theorizes that success is a 
function of professional accomplishments. Those with higher levels of productivity will be 
recognized as better contributors by those who make important decisions about career rewards. 
Thus, demonstrating quality work is a key factor in receiving better resources that can ultimately 
enhance productivity further. In contrast, the particularistic model posits that decision makers 
who allocate resources will favor individuals with influential sponsors, deducing an implied 
competence from these associations. In other words, having strong network connections becomes 
the tool by which individuals achieve high-status in the academic community. Research 
conducted to determine which model characterizes accomplishment in academe generally finds 
that, not surprisingly, elements of both models are relevant in determining a faculty member’s 
career success (e.g., Judge, Kammeyer-Mueller, & Bretz, 2004; Williamson & Cable, 2003). 
This suggests that when women become disconnected and isolated from those individuals in 
their department or college who allocate resources and rewards, such as chairs and senior faculty, 
their research productivity is likely to be lower regardless of how hard they work relative to 
others who are more connected. Considering these issues in total provides perspective for the 
fact that a larger number of women as compared to men drop out of academe throughout each 
career stage (e.g., Trower & Bleak, 2004).  
 
For those with child care responsibilities, female faculty are more likely than men to report being 
overwhelmed in their attempt to balance care responsibilities with employment demands. In an 
environment where research productivity is generally measured by the number of referred 
publications, the difficulty of balancing a successful research career and a family is commonly 
acknowledged (e.g., Perna, 2001b; Wilson, 2004). Research evidence suggests that women are 
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more likely to experience conflicts between work activities, household responsibilities, and child 
care, and that women view these conflicts as a greater source of stress than men (Dey, 1994; 
Trower, 2002; Trower & Bleak, 2004). Another disappointment to female faculty is the issue of 
salary earnings. On average and in every category of US academic institutions, females earn less 
than their male colleagues (Trower & Bleak, 2004; Winkler, 2000). Salary discrepancies are 
found at every rank, but the greatest differences are found at the rank of full professor. Valian 
(1999) has suggested that both men and women begin their careers on an equal salary footing, 
but as time progresses, inequalities develop as early as three years post Ph.D. and then persist 
from that point forward. Given these challenges, it is clear that there are many ways in which the 
work-life experience of female faculty could be improved.  
 
The Importance of Job Satisfaction and Job Embeddedness 
As August and Waltman (2004, p. 178) stated, “It is not enough merely to recruit and hire more 
women; once hired, female faculty must be retained by fostering a satisfying work environment 
in which they can perform well and prosper.” Satisfaction is a significant factor in the retention 
of both men and women regardless of who they are or what job they hold. People who are 
satisfied in their careers are more likely to stay in those careers. Correspondingly, a low level of 
career satisfaction is a key determinant of a faculty members’ intent to leave an academic 
organization (e.g., Smart, 1990). Many turnover scholars point to the relationship between job 
dissatisfaction, employee turnover and decreased organizational commitment (e.g., Griffeth, 
Hom, & Gaertner, 2000). The stronger the feeling of discontent in one’s job, the more likely one 
is to search for an alternative job. A detailed study on the predictors of career satisfaction for 
female faculty identified the following elements as influential in determining their attitudes about 
work: (a) the extent of their research, teaching, service commitments, (b) the extent to which 
they perceived that they were compensated in an equitable manner, (c) the extent to which they 
perceived that they were supported by their peers, (d) the quality of their relationship with their 
department chair, (e) whether or not they had a mentor, (f) the extent to which they developed 
quality student relationships, (g) the extent to which they felt they had influence in departmental 
decisions, and (h) the extent to which they felt well-informed about departmental norms (August 
& Waltman, 2004).  
 
In addition to satisfaction, job embeddedness has proven to be a determining variable that is also 
negatively related to turnover. Job embeddedness reflects the degree to which individuals have 
established connections to their job and community (Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 
2001). Such connections are theorized to result from three different sources: links, fit, and 
sacrifice. Links represents those formal and informal connections that emerge between people 
and with institutions. People become linked with the individuals and organizations that surround 
them both on and off the job. Such links may originate in groups, organizations, or teams and 
may be established for social, psychological or financial purposes. For example, if an individual 
has developed a network of close friends while holding a job for an organization in a given 
location, that network should make it more difficult for that individual to choose to pursue 
employment in another community since doing so could have a detrimental impact on the 
established friendships. Fit represents an individual’s perceived compatibility or comfort with his 
or her organization and surrounding community. To fit with an organization, one’s personal 
values, goals, and future plans must match the organization’s goals and plans for the individual. 
To fit with a community, one’s preferences, values, and lifestyle must match the community’s 
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activities, structure, and culture. For example, individuals who find the political or religious 
climate of a given community to be incompatible with their own views are more likely to pursue 
employment elsewhere. Sacrifice recognizes that most decisions to leave are costly in that 
resignation often involves forfeiting material and/or psychological benefits associated with 
continued employment. A decision to leave an organization may mean that the individual must 
give up the opportunity to work on an interesting project, for example. Links, fit, and sacrifice all 
strengthen the connections that an individual has to a given job, organization, and community, 
embedding individuals into their jobs. Individuals who are more embedded in their jobs are less 
likely to leave.  
 
In summary, previous research on retention and women in academe demonstrates that a myriad 
of factors can impact the retention of female faculty. Many of these factors reflect organizational 
cultural and climate factors that produce an environment that either supports women in their 
pursuit of success, or detracts from that pursuit. To capture the complexity and subtlety of these 
forces, it is clear that any consideration of retention must recognize the presence of an intricate 
web of environmental, personal, and organizational aspects.  
 


THE COHORT PROJECT 
 
Background 
The Women’s Place (TWP) is a support network designed to provide services for the purpose of 
facilitating the retention and advancement of women within and beyond OSU. Within that 
charge, TWP serves as a clearinghouse for information and opinions, provides counseling 
services, facilitates developmental opportunities, and regularly collects data regarding the 
progress of women on campus. In 2001, TWP sought support from the President’s Council on 
Women’s Issues (PCWI) to pursue a new initiative, called the Cohort Project, which would 
follow the progress of a group of female assistant professors throughout the first few years of 
their career. Institutional data collected across previous years suggested that while women were 
increasingly represented within the ranks of OSU faculty, those increases were less among 
tenured faculty and generally far less than desired (President's Commission on Women, 1992). 
Conversations and discussions among the members of various advocacy groups suggested that 
the probationary years (i.e., years 1 – 4) leading up to and including the first mandatory 
performance review were likely the most critical. Correspondingly, institutional data suggested 
that women were leaving OSU during those first four years at a faster rate than men (Council on 
Academic Excellence for Women, 1998). The guiding purpose of the Cohort Project was as 
follows: 
 


 Provide an opportunity for female tenure-track assistant professors to experience a 
supportive intervention geared toward facilitating their development and connecting them 
to other women professors in the OSU community. 


 
 Gather data about why female tenure-track assistant professors stay at OSU and why they 


leave OSU. 
 


The PCWI approved the initiative and TWP was charged with executing the project. 
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Project Initiation 
In November of 2001, all female tenure-track assistant professors hired by OSU to assume 
positions at either the main campus or any of the branch campuses from November 1, 2000 
through October 31, 2001 were invited to take part in the Cohort Project. There were 50 women 
who received a letter of invitation from Jacqueline Royer, Chair of the PCWI, Cynthia Dillard, 
Associate Professor in the School of Teaching and Learning, and Judith Fountain, former 
Director of TWP, to participate in the initiative. The substantive text of the letter was as follows: 
 


“We hope that Fall Quarter has been off to a good start and that you have been able to establish 
a good pace for yourself and your work. As a new assistant professor, your professional success 
and personal satisfaction are important to The Ohio State University (OSU). 


The letter serves as your invitation to become an active participant in an important new effort at 
OSU. A new faculty women cohort project has been developed to focus on the retention of 
incoming female faculty who are on the tenure track. You are part of this group… 


OSU is very committed to the retention of female faculty. This cohort project is focused on 
identifying and understanding retention related issues as they emerge. The cohort group is 
designed to provide you with a personal network outside of your department, opportunities to 
meet with other new faculty women, and opportunities to help the University identify issues that 
could affect your progress at the University, as well as develop appropriate strategies to respond 
to those issues. 


The President’s Council on Women’s Issues and staff from The Women’s Place will be 
collaborators in the effort to design this project based on your advice and council, as you share 
with us your experiences, needs, and interests. The formats for interactions among cohort 
members will include face-to-face meetings, email exchanges, and on-line bulletin board 
discussions.” 


 
The women were then invited to attend the first group meeting to learn more about the effort and 
to provide input that would shape the form and face of the effort. From that point on, the Cohort 
Project evolved as a series of events which took place over the course of the next three years.  
 
Cohort Project Members 
The 50 Cohort members represent a diversity of backgrounds, interests, and goals. The Cohort is 
racial and ethnically diverse, cuts across multiple age groups, and includes female faculty from 
16 colleges across the University and the four branch campuses. Table 1 below presents the 
demographic breakdown of the Cohort. 
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TABLE 1: MEMBER DEMOGRAPHICS1 
Members by race/ethnicity 


 
Members by years of age group 


White 76% 25 – 29  15% 
Black 8% 30 – 34  33% 


Hispanic 6% 35 – 40 27% 
Asian 8% 41 – 44  15% 


Undisclosed 2% 45 – 50  4% 
  51 – 54  4% 
  55 – 60  2% 


 
Members by college 


 
Members by campus 


Social and Behavioral Sciences 16% Main 86% 
Humanities 14% Mansfield 6% 


Medicine and Public Health 14% Wooster 2% 
Food, Agriculture and Environmental Sciences 10% Lima 4% 


Education 8% Marion 2% 
Nursing 6%   


Biological Sciences 4%   
Mathematical and Physical Sciences 4%   


Human Ecology 4%   
Arts 4%   


Social Work 4%   
Libraries 4%   
Business 2%   


Engineering 2%   
Veterinary Medicine 2%   


Pharmacy 2%   
 
Cohort Project Events 
Events were developed to facilitate the goals of the Project and in keeping with member thoughts 
and opinions. Thus, the Cohort members themselves often had a “hand” in determining the types 
of events that took place. The events took many forms ranging from social gatherings to 
intensive development seminars. In most cases, events were led by a TWP representative, a 
member of the PCWI, or a female full professor interested in serving as a mentor for the Cohort 
members. Participation in the events was voluntary. All Cohort members were informed of the 
events, and those who wished could choose to attend. 
 
 January 2002: Reception with President Kirwan and His Wife 


 Members joined President Kirwan at the University estate for dinner and 
conversation. Participants received welcome comments, discussed their 
backgrounds, and heard discussions about the future of the University. 


 


                                                 
1 As reported by TWP in August 2002 and documented in notes provided by Judy Fountain, former Director of 
TWP. 
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Spring 2002: Informal Brown Bag Lunches 


 Members gathered for casual lunches to discuss both work and life topics. 
Participants would often share notes and experiences, exchanging information 
and support. 


 
June 2002: Getting Tenure - A First Conversation 


 Members participated in small and large group activities where they received 
both university-level and unit-level information about the T&P process. 
Participants had the opportunity to ask questions about the process, to review 
Office of Academic Affairs T&P documentation, to gain information about 
critical factors for success in the process, and to plan a path through the process 
based on guidance from full women professors and other knowledgeable 
individuals. 


   
September 2002: Welcome Reception 


 Members were invited to a reception hosted by TWP to welcome them back to 
the University. The reception focused on communicating the important role that 
high-potential junior faculty play in the achievement of OSU’s mission and 
providing an opportunity for members to socialize with each other. 


 
December 2002: Resources in the Office of Research 


 Members took part in a presentation and discussion of University resources 
available for research including both internal and external funding opportunities 
and contact information for identifying additional research resources. 
Representatives from the Office of Funding and Research Development led the 
program.  


 
February 2003: Resources to Improve Your Teaching 


 Members received information about how to craft a teaching philosophy and how 
to build a teaching portfolio. Representatives from University Faculty and Staff 
Development provided discussion on techniques and skill building. 


 
April 2003: Getting Tenure - A Second Conversation 


 Members continued the discussion of the T&P process with more guidance 
provided by other female full professors and Provost Barbara Snyder. Topics 
included identifying specific elements of the annual review process and steps for 
preparing for the mandatory fourth-year and sixth-year reviews. 


 
Throughout 2002 – 2003: Informal Brown Bag Lunches 


 Members continued to gather for casual lunches to discuss both work and life 
topics. Participants would often share notes and experiences, exchanging 
information and support. 
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Spring 2004: Fourth-Year Review Workshop 
 Members were provided with a forum for working through the specific steps of 


the fourth-year review process. Efforts were made to help participants gather and 
prepare their documents in accordance with University policies and expectations. 


 
Spring 2004: Meeting with President Holbrook 


 With a new OSU president, it was important for the Cohort to have the 
opportunity to connect with her. The course of the discussion was on their 
experiences thus far and on brainstorming those aspects on which the University 
could improve the work-life environment for female faculty. 


 
Current Status of the Project 
The Cohort Project is in its fourth year. As of Autumn 2004, 42 of the original 50 members 
continue to be employed as tenure-track assistant professors at OSU. The remaining members 
were invited to attend a “Welcome Back” gathering held in October 2004. The event offered the 
opportunity for informal socializing and was designed to help the members reconnect after the 
summer months. Each remaining member is also currently completing the mandatory fourth-year 
review. It is anticipated that the reviews will be completed for all of the members by Spring of 
2005. In Spring of 2004, TWP received approval from the Provost and OAA to continue the 
Cohort Project through year six. Thus, following the fourth-year review, TWP will be 
constructing additional events for the purpose of supporting these women through the full tenure 
process. Future events on the calendar include panel discussions on responding to the fourth-year 
review, planning for the sixth-year review, and highlighting accomplishments in a way that 
others may have an enhanced appreciation of one’s contributions.  
 


A DESCRIPTIVE EVALUATION OF THE COHORT PROJECT  
 
Data Collection 
A number of different data collection methods were used to gather information from 41 of the 42 
remaining Cohort members2 about the Cohort experience, about their thoughts and experiences 
with regard to the work-life environment at OSU, and about the success that they have had in 
their first few years at OSU. One method involved the conduct of structured small-group 
interviews. Members were invited to participate in the interviews and share their feedback. The 
interview was designed to serve as a forum for gaining qualitative information about retention 
issues at OSU and to gather general feedback about the experience of being in the Cohort 
Project. Questions were quite varied in content ranging from queries regarding those aspects of 
work that members felt were the most satisfying to questions assessing the accessibility of 
information. A second method involved the conduct of a survey. Members were invited to 
complete a series of questions designed to obtain specific feedback about the Project events. This 
information was gathered to provide guidance with regard to future Cohort Projects and events. 
Further, respondents were asked to provide a self-evaluation of their tenure prospects. This 
information helped us better understand whether involvement in the Cohort likely impacted 


                                                 
2 One of the cohort members was an assistant professor in the same TIU as the investigators. Because, as an 
associate professor, one of the investigators would ultimately serve on the departmental committee that would 
conduct the T&P evaluation of this member, we felt that it would be a conflict of interest to include her in the data 
collection process. Thus, this member was excluded from the evaluation.  
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individual performance. A third method involved the collection of current vitae from the Cohort 
members. As a supplement to the self-evaluation information, member vitae were used to 
construct a more independent measure of individual performance. 
 
In addition, it was our understanding that the University currently does not conduct exit 
interviews with faculty who have resigned. In the absence of this information, we attempted to 
contact the eight Cohort members who have left the University during the past three years. Phone 
interviews were conducted with those individuals who could be located to ascertain information 
about their overall experience at OSU and the circumstances surrounding their choice to leave. 
Each of these four methodologies is described in more detail below. 
 


Structured Interviews 
In June of 2004, the members received an email inviting them to take part in a structured 
small-group interview. A copy of this email is available as Appendix A. In the email, we 
introduced ourselves to the members, explained our connection to the Cohort Project, and 
described the purpose of our research and the broader interests of the University. We also 
highlighted the role that we hoped they would play in supporting future decision-making 
with respect to the Cohort and future inquiries into the issue of retention. The members were 
assured that their involvement and discussion would be completely confidential. 
 
The structured interviews took place during Summer of 2004. We provided the members 
with a variety of dates and times, allowing them to choose when it would be most convenient 
for them to meet with us. Of the 41 members invited to take part, 15 volunteered to share 
their thoughts and experiences. The members were interviewed in small groups, ranging from 
three to five members. Interviews were conducted in a Fisher Hall conference room, occurred 
during the regular workday, and lasted for 1 ½ hours. Members were provided with light 
refreshments during the interview. 
 
The structured interview questions were derived from the original goals of the Cohort Project 
as well as previous research findings on the issues associated with the retention of female 
faculty. A copy of the complete interview guide is available as Appendix B. Dr. Arnon 
Reichers facilitated the interviews by asking the questions and probing the participants to 
gain additional information or clarification of their responses. Great care was taken to create 
an accepting atmosphere that would encourage free expression. Norms of confidentiality 
were explained so that participants could speak openly. After securing permission from the 
participants, each interview session was audio taped, and those tapes were transcribed to 
produce an accessible record of the interviews for data evaluation and archival purposes.  


 
Survey 
In September of 2004, the members received an email inviting them to take part in a survey. 
A copy of this email is available as Appendix C. In the email, the members were informed 
that the survey would assist in gathering specific feedback about the various Cohort events. 
The members were also told that the new Director for TWP (set to assume the position in 
January 2005) would be charged with determining whether a second Cohort Project 
involving a new group of women should be started. They were asked to provide feedback on 
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their experiences so that this information could be considered in discussions regarding a 
potential future cohort project 


 
Further, the members were informed that the survey would ask them to report on their 
attendance at the various events. This section was included because we were interested in not 
only gathering information about general participation rates, but also in learning why the 
members chose NOT to attend any given event. Since active participation in the events is 
instrumental to the health of the Cohort Project, we felt that information about the choice to 
not attend an event would be equally illustrative. Participants were assured that their 
responses would remain confidential and that the attendance questions were not meant to 
serve as a method for tracking their behavior. 


 
Over the course of a two week period, 22 members completed the survey. The survey was 
delivered in three parts. A full copy of the survey is available as Appendix D. 


 
 Part 1 asked the members to consider the extent to which the Cohort Project met a 


series of general goals and objectives. At the beginning of the Project, the members 
were asked to identify what they thought the focal point of the Project should be. As a 
group, they identified a number of desired outcomes. Survey participants were asked 
to evaluate the extent to which they believe that the Project has accomplished these 
stated objectives. Responses were provided on a 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 
agree scale. If a member did not feel that she had participated enough to render an 
opinion, she was given the option to move on to the second part of the survey. 


 
 Part 2 asked the members to answer a series of specific questions about each event. 


First, they were asked to indicate whether or not they attended each event. If they did 
attend, they were asked to indicate their satisfaction with a variety of aspects of the 
event. Responses were provided on a 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied scale. 
If they did not attend, they were asked to indicate why they chose not to attend and 
were then forwarded onto the next event. This enhanced the efficiency of the survey 
allowing members to target only those events that they attended. Throughout this 
section, if a respondent chose an answer option indicating any degree of 
dissatisfaction, they were asked to discuss how that aspect of that event could have 
been improved. 


 
 Part 3 asked the members to provide a self-evaluation of their performance at OSU to 


date. This part allowed us to gather general information about the relative success that 
the members have had in their first three years as assistant professors at OSU. 
Members were asked to indicate their agreement with four statements designed to 
measure their progress. Responses were provided on a 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree scale.  


 
Vita Collection 
Members who attended a structured interview were asked to bring a current copy of their vita 
for use as a measure of their success to date. For those members who did not attend, 
resources on the Internet including University or departmental websites and personal pages, 
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were searched to locate member vitae posted on-line. Vitae were located for 27 of the 41 
members. 
 
Professional accomplishments as listed on the vitae were content coded to form a rough 
measure of scholarly productivity.3 For each member, we recorded the following 
information: 
 


• Number of journal publications (both in print and in press) 
• Number of book chapters (both in print and in press) 
• Number of books (both edited and authored, and both in print and in press) 
• Number of presentations at scholarly conferences 
• Number of invited presentations 
• Number of grants received 
• Number of teaching awards received 
• Number of committee memberships (college, university, and national levels) 
• Number of memberships on editorial boards 


 
 Structured Phone Interviews 


Using information gathered from OSU Human Resources, Columbus-area telephone 
directories, and national internet directories, we located six of the eight members who have 
left the University. In Autumn of 2004, these individuals were contacted by phone and email 
and invited to complete a 15–20 minute interview about their experiences at OSU, the factors 
that surrounded their choice to leave OSU, and their perceptions about the Cohort Project. 
Three of the six members responded to our inquiries and agreed to participate. Because we 
felt it was important to potentially draw comparisons between the perceptions of those 
individuals who have left the University and those who have stayed, we amended the 
interview guide used in the face-to-face interviews for use in these interviews. Changes 
included the addition of specific questions focused on their decision to leave, the rephrasing 
of certain questions so they would be appropriately tailored to individuals who have departed 
the University, and the elimination of less essential questions to shorten the duration of the 
interview. A copy of the complete interview guide is available as Appendix E. Doctoral 
student Kyra Sutton conducted the phone interviews and captured individuals’ responses.  
  


HOW THE DATA COLLECTED SHED LIGHT ON A SERIES OF FOCAL QUESTIONS 
 


 What proportion of the Cohort attended the events? 
 


Table 2 below presents attendance numbers for each of the events. Table 2 also presents the 
number of members indicating that they did NOT attend an event for a given reason. Cohort 


                                                 
3 The tradeoff between quality of performance and quantity of performance and the issues associated with measuring 
faculty achievements are well-documented (e.g., Erez , 1990; Spector, 2000; Viswesvaran, 2002; Winkler, 2000). 
Thus, it is important to recognize that any quantitative count will be a rudimentary measure of performance. Further, 
member comments provided during the interviews suggested that the extent to which “quantity” was valued within a 
given TIU varied. Nonetheless, the count does serve to characterize the activity level of these members and their 
involvement with scholarly endeavors. 
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member attendance across the events was quite varied.4 Most respondents reported attending 
between three and six events. The Getting Tenure – A First Conversation was the most 
highly attended event; other events that garnered good attendance included the Reception 
with President Kirwan, the Fourth Year Review Workshop, and the Meeting with President 
Holbrook. These figures suggest that the members were more likely to attend those events 
that were more structured, administrative, and dealt directly with T&P issues as compared to 
the events that were designed to serve as informal opportunities for socializing. 
 
It is also interesting to note that attendance rates peaked at 30%, with most events registering 
lower percentages. Given that a notable percentage of members did not attend certain events, 
it is important to consider what often led to that choice. The most common reason reported 
for NOT attending an event was the presence of other job commitments. In fact, if those 
members who chose not to attend because of a job commitment had instead decided to 
attend, attendance numbers for any given event would have more than doubled. Thus, a 
notable portion of the members appear to be giving lower priority to Cohort Project events 
relative to other work-related activities, even though such events may offer information 
integral to their future success. 
 
We also evaluated whether members who repeatedly chose not to attend events, did so for the 
same reason each time. A mapping of the pattern of explanations given for not attending by 
respondent indicated that the explanations for nonattendance generally varied for each 
member. At times, they may not have attended because of a job commitment, at other times 
they may not have attended due to the location or because they were unclear as to how the 
event would benefit them.  


 
TABLE 2: EVENT ATTENDANCE AND NUMBER OF MEMBERS WHO DID 


NOT ATTEND FOR THE IDENTIFIED REASONS PRESENTED BY ACADEMIC YEAR 
Academic Year 2001 – 2002 


Events 
 
 
 
Attendance Responses 


President’s 
Reception 


Brown Bag 
Lunches 


Getting 
Tenure I 


Number attended 11 5 15 
Number who did not attend …    


…because I wasn’t clear how it would 
benefit me 


0 2 1 


…due to the meeting location or other travel 
issues 


1 4 1 


…due to a lack of advanced notice 0 0 0 
…due to other job commitments 8 9 3 
…due to family or other outside 


commitments 
1 0 0 


Table 2 continues on the next page. 
 
 
                                                 
4 It is important to note that the attendance data reported here is a conservative measure that may underestimate 
actual attendance figures for any given event. This is due to the fact that a member may have attended an event, but 
chose not to complete the survey. Those individuals would not be counted in these numbers. 
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Academic Year 2002 – 2003 
Events 


 
 
 
Attendance Responses 


Welcome 
Reception


Resources 
for Research 


Improving 
Teaching 


Getting 
Tenure II 


Brown Bag
Lunches 


Number attended 8 7 3 8 6 
Number who did not attend …      


…because I wasn’t clear how 
it would benefit me 


0 4 4 2 0 


…due to the meeting location 
or other travel issues 


1 2 0 1 4 


…due to a lack of advanced 
notice 


0 0 0 0 0 


 …due to other job 
commitments 


7 6 8 5 8 


…due to family or other 
outside commitments 


1 0 0 2 0 


 
Academic Year 2003 – 2004 


Events 
 
 
 
Attendance Responses 


Review 
Workshop 


President’s 
Meeting 


Brown Bag 
Lunches 


Number attended 13 11 3 
Number who did not attend …    


…because I wasn’t clear how it would 
benefit me 


2 0 2 


…due to the meeting location or other travel 
issues 


0 2 3 


…due to a lack of advanced notice 0 0 0 
…due to other job commitments 3 8 9 
…due to family or other outside 


commitments 
1 1 1 


 
Though it can certainly be argued that it is important to develop and support faculty 
regardless of the number in attendance, responses gathered during the structured interviews 
suggest that the sporadic attendance rates may have decreased the extent to which the Cohort 
was successful in building meaningful professional and social relationships among the 
members. The lack of consistency in attendance meant that the members did not have the 
opportunity to get to know each other and develop the natural familiarity that comes from 
meeting with the same individuals repeatedly.  
 


 Did the Cohort Project fulfill its general goals and objectives? 
 


Table 3 below presents ratings from Part 1 of the survey. Out of the 22 survey respondents, 
20 members answered the questions which addressed the extent to which the Cohort Project 
met the objectives and goals laid out at its beginning. The goals listed in the table are 
presented in descending order based on the score received. All of the goals evaluated 
received an aggregate rating that was above the midpoint of the scale suggesting that in 
general, the members were satisfied that the Cohort Project was fulfilling their expectations. 
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More specifically, it appears that the members believe that the Project facilitators created an 
environment that was supportive, comfortable, and non-threatening, that the experiences 
helped them to plan and prepare for the fourth-year review and that their interactions with 
other faculty, both junior and senior, served to inform and develop them in a valuable 
manner.  


 
TABLE 3: MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) FOR MEMBER RATINGS 


OF THE DEGREE TO WHICH THE COHORT PROJECT MET OBJECTIVES (N=22) 
Cohort Project Goals 


 
Mean (SD) 


The Cohort Project events …  
…provided a safe outlet for sharing my work-life concerns with 


other female faculty. 
5.85 (1.3) 


…helped me negotiate the fourth-year review process. 5.68 (1.2) 
…provided career guidance and valuable job knowledge. 5.60 (1.5) 
…made me feel proactive toward addressing the needs of 


female faculty. 
5.58 (1.4) 


…provided information about campus resources. 5.50 (1.4) 
…helped me socialize with other faculty. 5.45 (1.2) 
…gave me a voice for sharing my work-life concerns with 


administration. 
5.42 (1.1) 


…helped me network with other female faculty members. 5.15 (1.5) 
…gave me a feeling of empowerment. 4.90 (1.3) 
…helped me make meaningful connections with senior female 


faculty. 
4.15 (1.5) 


 Note. Responses were provided on a 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree scale. 
 


During the structured interviews, some participants singled out the networking aspects of the 
program as being beneficial. This included networking with each other across disciplines, 
within disciplines, with more senior female faculty across disciplines and with senior 
university administrators. Many of the participants indicated that they appreciated the 
University’s interest in them as evidenced by the existence of the Cohort Project, even if they 
hadn’t attended many or any of the events. Further, many of the participants reported that 
they benefited from gaining information about the processes, expectations, and resources 
available in other colleges or departments. This provided a much-needed perspective about 
how good (or bad) things could be relative to their own department, information that gave 
these participants an enhanced perspective of their own situation and ultimately made them 
feel more informed.  
 
Interestingly, responses gathered during the structured interviews and through the open-
ended questions on the survey suggested that the Cohort Project served as a substitute source 
of support for the members as opposed to a supplemental source of support. Participants who 
were actively engaged in the Cohort and responded positively about the Cohort were often 
those that found little support within their own department or college. In that context, they 
saw the Cohort Project as a much-needed lifeline between them and the University. These 
individuals often lacked information about University policies and resources, felt isolated in 
their TIU, and readily sought opportunities to connect with other faculty in a meaningful and 
developmental manner. In contrast, most individuals who felt well-informed about the 
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resources available within their college or department were privy to a structured mechanism 
for educating them and preparing them for the T&P process. Those individuals felt mentored 
and guided by their fellow faculty and often did not see any benefit to being involved in the 
Cohort Project. 


 
 What feedback can the members offer about the various Cohort events? 


 
Table 4 below presents ratings from Part 2 of the survey indicating how each of the events 
was received by those members in attendance. For each event, the members were asked to 
evaluate their satisfaction with a series of aspects that characterize that event.5 These ratings 
were then aggregated across the characteristics to also form an overall rating for each event.  
In addition, those members who participated in the structured interviews were asked to 
provide feedback with regard to the events. 
 
In general, all of the events were well-received by those in attendance. In fact, at no point—
for any event and across all of the characteristics—did the respondents’ evaluation fall below 
the midpoint of the scale.  
 
The Getting Tenure—A Second Conversation event received the highest overall evaluation 
and responses gathered during the interviews identified the Fourth-Year Review Workshop as 
especially helpful. Often, those members who valued these two events also reported being in 
a department or college where little, if any, guidance was provided on how to prepare for the 
T&P process. Other members noted that the reiteration of critical information related to the 
T&P process was useful as departmental and university expectations were clarified and 
reinforced. In terms of the more informal events, the Brown Bag Lunches were also evaluated 
highly; however those ratings reflect the opinions of only the few members that were in 
attendance. The event that received the lowest overall rating (a rating which was still well 
above the scale midpoint) was the President’s Reception. This was the first event following 
the initiation of the Project. Consequently, while attending this event it is likely that many of 
the members were still orientating themselves to the purpose of the Project and their role 
within the Project. Any lack of clarity regarding member expectations for the event during 
this transitional period would explain the lower ratings. 
 


TABLE 4: MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) FOR MEMBER RATINGS 
OF EACH EVENT PRESENTED BY ACADEMIC YEAR 


Academic Year 2001 – 2002 
Events 


 
 
 
Event Characteristics 


President’s 
Reception 


Brown Bag 
Lunches 


Getting 
Tenure I 


Location of this event. 
 


5.27 (1.6) 
 


5.60 (2.1) 4.57 (2.0) 


Time of day when this event was held. 
 


5.55 (1.4) 5.80 (2.2) 4.71 (1.8) 


                                                 
5 The bottom row indicates the number of members who provided data for each event. In some cases, this number is 
lower than the number of members who reported attending an event. This is due to some respondents indicating that 
they attended an event but choosing not to respond to the specific questions posed with respect to that event.  
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Content of the discussion during this event. 
 


5.00 (1.1) 
 


6.40 (0.9) 5.43 (1.7) 


Usefulness of the information provided during 
this event. 


4.64 (0.9) 
 


6.20 (1.1) 5.57 (1.7) 


Extent to which you have been able to apply the 
knowledge gained during this event. 


4.00 (0.8) 
 


6.00 (1.2) 5.43 (1.6) 


Information provided about the event before it 
was held. 


5.09 (1.5) 
 


5.80 (1.6) 5.14 (1.6) 


Facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the 
event. 


4.82 (1.2) 
 


6.60 (0.9) 5.71 (1.4) 


Overall rating 4.90 (0.9) 6.06 (1.3) 4.97 (1.6) 
Number of members responding 11 5 7 


Note. Responses were provided on a 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied scale. 
 


Academic Year 2002 – 2003 
Events 


 
 
 
Event Characteristics 


Welcome 
Reception


Resources for 
Research 


Improving 
Teaching 


Getting 
Tenure II 


Brown Bag
Lunches 


Location of this event. 
 


5.25 (2.1) 4.14 (0.4) 5.00 (1.7) 5.25 (2.1) 6.17 (1.0) 


Time of day when this event was 
held. 


5.25 (1.8) 5.28 (1.0) 5.00 (1.7) 6.50 (0.8) 6.33 (1.0) 


Content of the discussion during 
this event. 


5.12 (1.6) 5.00 (1.0) 5.33 (1.5) 6.88 (0.4) 6.00 (1.6) 


Usefulness of the information 
provided during this event. 


5.25 (1.4) 5.57 (1.0) 5.33 (1.5) 6.75 (0.5) 5.83 (1.6) 


Extent to which you have been 
able to apply the knowledge 
gained during this event. 


5.25 (1.4) 5.57 (0.8) 5.00 (1.0) 6.75 (0.5) 6.00 (1.6) 


Information provided about the 
event before it was held. 


5.75 (1.3) 5.42 (0.8) 5.33 (1.5) 5.88 (1.6) 5.83 (1.5) 


Facilitator skills of the 
individual(s) leading the 
event. 


5.50 (1.4) 
 


5.14 (0.9) 5.33 (1.5) 6.50 (0.8) 6.17 (1.2) 


Overall rating 5.31 (1.5) 5.16 (0.7) 5.19 (1.5) 6.38 (0.7) 6.04 (1.2) 
Number of members responding 8 7 3 8 6 


Note. Responses were provided on a 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied scale. 
 


Academic Year 2003 – 2004 
Events 


 
 
 
Event Characteristics 


Review 
Workshop 


President’s 
Meeting 


Brown Bag 
Lunches 


Location of this event. 
 


4.92 (1.9) 6.18 (1.4) 6.33 (1.2) 


Time of day when this event was held. 
 


5.77 (1.2) 6.00 (1.3) 6.33 (1.2) 


Content of the discussion during this event. 
 


6.00 (1.5) 5.73 (1.6) 7.00 (0.0) 


Usefulness of the information provided during 6.31 (0.9) 5.27 (0.9) 7.00 (0.0) 
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this event. 
Extent to which you have been able to apply the 


knowledge gained during this event. 
6.23 (0.9) 5.00 (1.0) 6.67 (0.6) 


Information provided about the event before it 
was held. 


5.77 (1.1) 5.00 (1.3) 5.67 (1.5) 


Facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the 
event. 


6.15 (1.0) 5.64 (1.0) 6.67 (0.6) 


Overall rating 5.89 (.9) 5.56 (1.0) 6.52 (0.5) 
Number of members responding 13 11 3 


Note. Responses were provided on a 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied scale. 
 


 How successful have the members been in their first three years at OSU? 
 


An important method for evaluating the impact of the Cohort Project is to consider the extent 
to which members have experienced professional success at OSU. Table 5 below presents 
ratings from Part 3 of the survey wherein the respondents offered a self-evaluation of their 
performance by indicating their agreement with each of four statements. For each positive 
statement evaluated, the largest proportion of the respondents was in strong agreement 
suggesting that in general, the members have a positive view of their performance to date and 
their future at OSU. 
 


TABLE 5: PERCENTAGE OF MEMBERS IN AGREEMENT WITH 
THE SELF-EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE STATEMENTS  (N=22) 


 Self-Evaluation of Performance 
 


 …am optimistic 
that I will receive 


a favorable 
fourth-year 


review. 


…intend to 
continue my 


appointment at 
OSU for the 
foreseeable 


future. 


…understand 
what is expected 


of me to gain 
tenure at OSU. 


…feel relatively 
confident in my 
ability to gain 
tenure at OSU. 


Strongly agree 49% 41% 63% 45% 
Somewhat agree 18% 27% 22% 18% 
Slightly agree 5% 0% 5% 9% 
Neutral 18% 18% 5% 14% 
Slightly disagree 5% 5% 0% 0% 
Somewhat disagree 5% 9% 5% 14% 
Strongly disagree 0% 0% 0% 0% 


 
We were also curious if the respondents answered consistently to each of the four self-
evaluation statements. A mapping of responses across statements and by respondent 
indicated that most individuals were consistently in agreement with the four statements. In 
other words, if they were optimistic in their expectation of receiving a positive fourth-year 
review, they were also often well-informed about tenure expectations, and had intentions to 
remain at OSU, a result that seems relatively intuitive. Occasionally, however, a respondent 
did vary. For example, two respondents indicated that they fully understood what was 
expected to gain tenure but were not at all optimistic that they would receive a positive 
fourth-year review or that they would remain with the University in the future. This reflects a 
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certain degree of candor in these respondents’ evaluations and suggests that they had 
questions regarding their ability to meet the standard of performance required to obtain 
tenure and that these questions were contributing to a concern regarding whether or not they 
should remain at OSU. 
 
As a supplement to the self-evaluation data, it is informative to evaluate the degree of 
scholarly activity that members have engaged in as documented on their respective vitae. 
Table 6 below provides a description of the range of involvement in research, teaching, and 
service activities that commonly constitute expectations for tenure-track, assistant professor 
performance. Given that publishing in peer-reviewed journals and presenting at professional 
conferences often play a central role in establishing a faculty member’s tenure case, it was 
reassuring to see that the vast majority of the members have some publications in peer-
reviewed journals and have participated in academic conferences. However, it was also 
concerning that this was not descriptive of all members; two members had no publications in 
peer-reviewed journals and six members have never presented at an academic conference. 
Consistent with the trajectory that often characterizes scholarly activities over the course of 
one’s academic career, most members have yet to write a book, receive a teaching award, or 
serve on an editorial board. This is not surprising in that a demonstrated impact on the field is 
often a precursor for involvement in these types of activities—an expectation that most junior 
faculty have not yet had the chance to fulfill. A few more members have been invited to 
present on their work or have applied for and obtained a grant.  
 


TABLE 6: FREQUENCY COUNT OF SCHOLARLY ACTIVITY 
RECORDED ON MEMBER VITAE (N=27) 


 Distribution of Scholarly Activity 
 


 Median None 1-9 10-19 20-29 
Publications 9 2 14 6 5 
Book chapters 1 11 14 2 0 
Books 0 22 5 0 0 
Conference presentations 9 6 8 9 4 
Invited presentations 0 15 9 3 0 
Grants received 0 16 11 0 0 
Teaching awards 0 25 2 0 0 
Committee memberships 3 11 9 3 4 
Editorial board memberships 0 25 2 0 0 


 
 Did involvement in the Cohort Project impact the members’ self-evaluation of success 


and their beliefs concerning their future at OSU? 
 


Figure 1 below presents four graphs which characterize the relationship between 
participation in Cohort Project events and members’ responses to the four self-evaluation 
statements. We were curious whether those members who participated in more events also 
reported more confidence in their performance and more optimism in their future at OSU. 
Survey respondents were separated into three groups (those who attended 0–2 events, those 
who attended 3–6 events, those who attended 7–10 events). Involvement in the Cohort 
Project did appear to have a slight positive impact on the members’ self-evaluation of their 
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success. Those who attended more events were more optimistic and confident, more likely to 
anticipate remaining at OSU, and more knowledgeable about the expectations for gaining 
tenure. However, it is important to note that all of the survey respondents, regardless of their 
involvement, reported self-evaluations of performance that were above the mean. In other 
words, it does not appear that attendance at the Cohort events meant the difference between 
having a negative evaluation of one’s potential for success versus a positive evaluation of 
one’s potential for success.  


 
FIGURE 1: MEAN RATINGS FOR THE SELF-EVALUATION 


STATEMENTS PLOTTED BY EVENT ATTENDANCE 


I  am optimistic that I will receive a favorable fourth-year review.
(Mean Ratings: 1-Strongly Disagree to 7-Strongly Agree)
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I  understand what is expected of me to gain tenure at Ohio State.
(Mean Ratings: 1-Strongly Disagree to 7-Strongly Agree)
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I  intend to continue my appointment  at OSU  for the foreseeable future. 
(Mean Ratings: 1-Strongly Disagree to 7-Strongly Agree)
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I feel relatively confident in my ability to gain tenure at Ohio State.
(Mean Ratings: 1-Strongly Disagree to 7-Strongly Agree)
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 What factors were identified by the members as integral in their decision to remain at 


OSU? 
 
During the structured interviews, many participants indicated that they had personal reasons 
for wanting to stay at OSU. These included family who were also employed by OSU or other 
organizations in Columbus, as well as ties to the community itself through civic 
memberships, friendships, or not wanting to relocate school-aged children. For example, one 
participant stated, 


“What keeps me here has nothing to do with OSU. My family, the person I live with, is what 
keeps me here.” 


 
Other reasons for wanting to stay at OSU were more directly related to their work lives. For 
example, several participants cited the prestige associated with working at a tier-one, 
research school. Several cited liking their colleagues and having developed good, working 
relationships with others in their department. Some mentioned the presence of excellent 
facilities or the difficulty of finding a job in their field anywhere else. 
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 What issues did the members identify as sources that made it difficult for them to 
adjust to their new role as an assistant professor at OSU?  


  
In the structured interviews, some of the participants identified a lack of assistance on the 
part of OSU in facilitating their settlement into the Columbus community. They indicated a 
wish to have been provided with community materials and resources. Also, some of the 
participants noted a lack of spousal relocation support. 


 
During the interviews, participants also identified the need to transition their personal 
definition of success in order to be consistent with T&P standards. The essence of their 
comments suggests dissatisfaction with the need to alter their perspective and the philosophy 
behind such changes. For example, three participant comments made were: 


“I used to think that my department was more concerned about the content of my work – what 
I actually do – but I’ve learned that the focus is on the quantity. As long as there are enough 
papers in the right journals…” 


“[I’m] getting used to the fact that the number of publications is the main focus, regardless of 
whether the paper is a five-page paper or a forty-page intensive effort. There’s no 
recognition that it might take longer to write some kinds of research.”  


“I’ve been surprised at the importance of grants – how important it is to bring money in.” 
 
A number of participants identified a sense of frustration with their department chairs. Those 
individuals described their department chairs as non-directive and unhelpful, and spoke of 
their chairs as failing to display developmental leadership and failing to provide adequate 
guidance or explanation regarding T&P. Often, the unsupportive nature of the department 
chair appeared to be reflective of a broader department culture. In other words, when 
members spoke of encountering problems with their chair, they also often noted that they 
found their department or relevant work group to be unsupportive as well.  
 
Somewhat more concerning, some of the participants reported perceptions that they were 
treated inequitably relative to their male peers in their department. For example, a lack of 
adequate laboratory space, relative to that allocated to other male assistant professors, was 
one concrete concern raised by some of the members. Other examples noted included 
perceived inequalities with regard to the availability of computer equipment, the type of 
office space, graduate student support, and teaching loads. These differences were salient to 
some of the members and they often assumed that such issues were equally salient to their 
department chairs and senior faculty. Thus, as the differences subsisted the women were left 
feeling that the University was not concerned about their success.  


When asked what might cause them to leave OSU, participants who were ambivalent 
about staying stated that any diminution of resources would cause them to decide to leave.  
Other members indicated that excessive workloads and a lack of support (e.g., lab space, 
office space, technician and graduate assistant support) made leaving seemed more and more 
like a plausible option. For those participants who regularly perceived inequities, the 
presence of such perceptions appeared to trigger thoughts about leaving OSU on a frequent 
basis. 
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 For those members who have left OSU, what prompted their decision to leave? 


We were able to locate and interview three of the members who have left OSU. Structured 
phone interviews revealed three very different personal situations that culminated into their 
respective decisions to leave OSU. Two of the members identified excessive workloads, 
difficulty with finding time to complete their own research, lack of support from senior 
faculty or the department chair, and a lack of technological and staff resources as problematic 
factors influencing their decision. To communicate the issues that can play a role in an 
individual’s decision to leave, we felt it most illustrative to consider each woman’s story6 
separately. Therefore, overview snapshots of the three stories follow.  
 


Story 1 
Before coming to OSU, Jane and her husband were looking for two tenure-track positions 
in the same department. OSU was one of the first universities to make an offer to both her 
and her husband. Her husband was offered a visiting position with the understanding that 
he would be eligible to interview for a regular position within 1–2 years. Jane was excited 
about the opportunity to be a part of OSU and her new department, especially given the 
department’s excellent research reputation. She was excited to work with such esteemed 
colleagues and perceived the department to be a good fit. Jane did not participate in any 
of the Cohort Project events. Jane felt that she had a lot of support from her colleagues 
and given that time is limited, did not feel a strong need or desire to participate.  
 
There were two primary factors that led Jane to leave the University. First, after a period 
of time, two positions became open in Jane’s department. Both Jane and her husband felt 
that her husband had met and exceeded performance expectations for his current position. 
Thus, in keeping with the understanding reached earlier, Jane expected that her husband 
would be invited to interview for the two positions. However, this did not occur and no 
explanation was offered as to why not. Second, Jane felt that the workload within her 
department was too high. Departmental expectations regarding teaching, undergraduate 
curriculum work, and service on doctoral student dissertation committees over the 
summer made it difficult for her to complete her own research. Further, she was not 
provided with any additional compensation for her summer work responsibilities. These 
two factors frustrated Jane and her husband, causing them to decide to leave OSU.  


  
 Story 2 


Mary’s husband accepted a job as a new assistant professor at OSU. Her husband was 
excited to begin his employment, noting that his new department had an excellent 
reputation for supporting junior faculty. While Mary was currently employed at another 
university, she made the decision to follow her husband here and also took a junior 
faculty position, but in a different department. Mary participated in the Cohort Project 
and found the experience and the members to be very supportive. 
 
There were a number of factors that contributed to Mary’s decision to leave. Mary did not 
feel that she received much support from her department or its senior faculty members in 
terms of mentoring and technological resources. She found this to be particularly stressful 


                                                 
6 Each woman’s name has been changed to protect her anonymity. 
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in the context of the expectation that she submit a RO1 research grant to be in keeping 
with standards of performance. Second, when Mary came to OSU she was responsible for 
the care of a very young child. Her childcare responsibilities often required her to leave 
meetings early, something that Mary felt was not perceived well by the other faculty in 
her department. Third, while Mary received excellent SEI scores from her graduate 
students, the SEI scores from her undergraduate students were only average. It was 
Mary’s perception that in her department, undergraduate SEI scores were viewed as more 
important than graduate SEI scores. Mary shared that the faculty in her college voted to 
not have her return. 
 
Story 3 
Sara was offered an assistant professor position at an OSU regional campus. She was 
excited about the opportunity; she felt the atmosphere was positive and supportive, and 
was pleased to be able to work with what she felt was a good group of colleagues. Sara 
did not participate in the Cohort Project events because they were often scheduled during 
times when she was not able to make the commute to the main campus. She regretted this 
because she did wish to participate. 
 
Sara’s decision to leave was fostered by her perception that the regional campus offered a 
poor working environment. Sara felt that faculty morale was low. Many of the faculty 
members complained regularly, raising issues with the high teaching load (3, 2, 2) which 
made it difficult to work on research, the perceived lack of good-quality administrators, 
and the difficulty of understaffed departments. These complaints were compounded by 
high turnover within her department. Sara also found workload expectations to be 
unreasonable, and noted how difficult it was for her to find time to work on her research. 
Sara also felt that there were no approachable individuals in administration who she 
could contact about her experiences. She found her department chair difficult to get along 
with, and generally had the sense that administration was unwilling to cooperate with 
faculty in finding a solution to common concerns. Finally, Sara found the labs to be ill-
equipped, lacking material and technician assistance. In the end, Sara thought it was best 
to leave OSU. 


 
In summary, the three stories described here involve three unique personal situations. Yet, 
while the details of their situations vary, a perceived lack of organizational support and deep 
concerns regarding workload clearly influenced each individual’s perception of their work 
experience at OSU.  


 
 Given the problems identified by current and former Cohort members, how might OSU 


create a more supportive work-life environment to enhance retention? 
 


The structured interviews with the Cohort members, both those who remain and those who 
have left, revealed a number of recommendations for how administrators at OSU can 
improve the work-life environment experienced by assistant professors. It is important to 
recognize that these recommendations come directly from the members themselves in 
response to our queries about how the University could better meet their needs. According to 
the three former members, if such recommendations would have been in place during their 
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employment at OSU, this likely would have either changed their decision to leave or 
prevented them from considering that option in the first place. Given their insights, the 
following recommendations would likely enhance the retention of female assistant professors 
at OSU. 
 
 Establish a formal spousal/partner accommodation policy 


• OSU should consider creating a mechanism where the spouse of a current faculty 
member is given first priority to interview for available and appropriate positions 
within the University. The dual career issue (needing to find employment for 
one’s spouse/partner either within the University community or external to the 
University community) is common. Given the prevalence of this issue, OSU may 
want to consider embedding a spousal/partner accommodation policy and 
programs that would establish support services for trailing spouses/partners who 
are in need of assistance in their search for acceptable employment. 


  
Enhance University childcare services 


• Displeasure with the daycare services provided by OSU was another common 
theme. In general, it is believed that OSU does not meet the childcare needs of 
faculty members. Recommendations for changing this include establishing a 
daycare referral service, subsidizing the cost of daycare for all faculty not just as a 
function of income, solving the waitlist issue which delays access to the current 
facility often for many months, and facilitating a culture wherein all faculty 
members recognize the challenges associated in balancing parenthood with work 
requirements and are willing to support those faced with such challenges. 


 
Evaluate the current process for selecting and managing department chairs 


• Department chairs appear to play an important role in creating either a supportive 
culture for junior faculty or a culture that is viewed as isolating and 
uncooperative. Department chairs are integral in shaping the experiences of 
assistant professors, giving them confidence through the probationary years, and 
reducing feelings of uncertainty. Many of the members spoke of viewing their 
chair as a primary source for information about the profession, the college, and 
the University. The chair also often establishes the workplace culture, serving as a 
role model for how other senior faculty should behave with respect to their junior 
colleagues. Essentially, if a member’s association with her department chair was 
positive, than that member had a positive view of OSU. However, if a member’s 
association with her department chair was negative, that lack of support appeared 
to cast a negative light on virtually all other aspects of that member’s work 
experience. Given the pivotal role that department chairs play in faculty retention, 
it may be worthwhile to evaluate the current process for selecting and managing 
department chairs.  


 
Establish explicit workload limits 


• The University should consider establishing a standard for the maximum number 
of classes that a tenure-track assistant professor can teach in one academic year 
and a standard for the maximum number of committees on which one can serve in 
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one academic year. This would help clarify workload expectations, especially 
with regard to service, in terms of the amount that is appropriate and expected. 


 
 How do the issues and recommendations raised by the members compare to those 


raised by female tenure-track assistant professors at another peer institution?  
 


Waltman (2001) conducted a series of focus groups at the University of Michigan (UM) for 
the purpose of investigating issues affecting tenure-track female faculty. The results from 
those interviews are strikingly similar to the results presented in this report. For example, as 
was the case for the Cohort members, female faculty at UM broke into two groups: those 
who felt connected to their department, sufficiently mentored, and well-informed with regard 
to tenure and promotion procedures and standards, and those who felt isolated in their 
department, detached from senior faculty, and disenfranchised by performance expectations 
that are mysterious and variable. Female faculty at UM raised the issues of spousal 
accommodation and childcare, and discussed the need to place clear limits on demands for 
teaching and service activities. Further, many of the women noted the central role played by 
department chairs and college administrators. Commonly, these individuals were viewed as 
responsible for integrating the women into their departments, clarifying standards of 
performance, allocating service commitments fairly, and establishing an environment 
intolerant of subtle (or overt) forms of harassment or discrimination. Finally, many UM 
women also took great care to note that they considered these issues to be gender-neutral, 
reflecting departmental and institutional problems as opposed to issues that only women may 
encounter. 


 
 How do the themes raised in this descriptive evaluation compare to those identified in 


the Faculty Work-Life Survey conducted in 2003 at OSU? 
 


The issues highlighted by Cohort Project members reflect those raised by the Faculty Work-
Life Survey (FWLS). In the FWLS, female assistant professors had particularly high scores 
on stress and burnout measures. Symptoms of stress and burnout echoed throughout the 
responses gathered during this evaluation. Further, the FWLS highlighted the pivotal role that 
department chairs play in enhancing the work-experience. Specifically, female assistant 
professors were appreciative of (a) guidance from department chairs regarding which 
accomplishments are valued in the T&P process (and therefore, where to invest time), and (b) 
support for balancing work-life demands, both topics that were clearly evident in this 
feedback as well.  
 
The provision of programs and policies to address commonly experienced dependent care 
and life-cycle issues as well as resources, technology and flexibility to manage workload 
(e.g., working from home) were highlighted both here and in the FWLS. Of special interest 
to female assistant professors were paid maternity/parental leave, assistance with 
spouse/partner employment, and a formal program of teaching relief for family care. The 
FWLS, noted that female junior faculty are less likely than other groups to see themselves 
staying at OSU, posing a potential threat to diversity representation. Though the Cohort 
Project did not study groups other than female junior faculty, the ambivalence experienced 
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by some members about staying at OSU was clearly communicated in the structured 
interviews. 
 


 Did the Cohort Project have any unintended effects on its members? 
 


Though certainly undertaken with the best intentions, the Cohort Project does appear to have 
produced at least one unintended effect. For some members, participation in the events 
geared toward informing them about the T&P process often heightened (versus reduced) their 
anxiety about tenure. These members found the information provided during these events to 
be alarming, such that they felt more helpless with regard to their future rather than less. As 
two participants stated, 


“I left the event feeling stressed out – the reality of the pressures inherent in the tenure 
process became highly evident – I certainly did not come away feeling empowered. Maybe I 
needed more encouraging words and a little less emphasis on stark honest truths.” 


“[I] went away feeling like we were exposed to a lot of horror stories; [this] increased the 
anxiety rather than assuaged it.” 


Essentially, event participation removed the veil of ignorance that can shield tenure-track 
assistant professors from the grueling road ahead. For some, this loss of ignorance was met 
with frustration and dismay.  


 
 How might the Cohort Project be improved? 


 
Responses provided in the structured interviews highlighted a number of ways in which the 
Cohort Project could be improved. 


 
Create a separate and unique program for faculty at the regional campuses 


• Participants from the regional campuses felt that they were different in ways that 
the Cohort Project did not address. Their teaching loads, their lack of resources, 
their dual reporting relationships, their position as often the only faculty member 
in their area and their physical distance from the main campus created a set of 
unique issues specific to regional campus faculty. For example, some of the 
Cohort events were relatively brief, lasting an hour or two. Since most of the 
regional campuses are located in excess of 30 miles away, participants indicated 
that it was often unrealistic for them to make the trip to the main campus, even if 
they found the content of the event to be potentially worthwhile. Thus, the 
majority of the regional campus participants did not feel that their needs were 
sufficiently met. As a suggestion, the regional campus participants suggested that 
a tailored program could involve the rotation of events among the regional 
campuses, something that would likely enhance their attendance at the events. 
 


Adopt a focus that is more targeted within disciplines 
• Many of the participants believed that members from the social sciences, medical 


sciences, hard sciences and the arts would benefit from the establishment of 
cohorts within those broad fields as opposed to across all fields. The following 
quotes from two participants characterize this issue: 
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“…the process for getting tenure is different for those in academic medicine, so the 
information provided was not useful to me.” 


“The issue is that departments have such different requirements and expectations, it 
was difficult (and I understand this) for [the] facilitators to make it applicable to 
everyone while tailoring it to individuals.” 


As another example, one challenge noted by certain members was the variation in 
college or departmental standards regarding whether or not assistant professors 
were expected to obtain grants. Identifying and securing external funding requires 
a unique set of competencies and resources. When a given TIU emphasized 
grants, those members faced unique challenges in meeting T&P standards and 
often those members felt that these issues were not addressed. Building cohort 
groups among similar disciplines would also facilitate opportunities for 
networking with those who face similar issues. The development of connections 
by discipline may represent a network that can be more readily maintained and 
fostered outside of a cohort and over the long term. Also, smaller groups might 
make it easier to choose meeting times that mesh with faculty member schedules, 
thereby enhancing attendance rates.  


 
Offer every event twice to facilitate attendance 


• A number of members noted the advantage of offering each event more than once 
when possible. Since involvement with other job commitments was the most 
common reason for not attending an event, having alternative dates from which to 
choose may facilitate balancing involvement in other work activities with 
attendance at events.   


 
Recognize and acknowledge that the Project addresses issues important for all 
assistant professors, not just women assistant professors 


• Many participants provided comments suggesting that the issues associated with 
settling in and becoming successful are not necessarily seen as “women’s” issues, 
but issues associated with being a new assistant professor. For example, as one 
participant stated, 


“…things were presented as gender issues…but a lot of things weren’t gender 
issues. They were assistant professor issues – we were naïve and we didn’t know 
exactly how things were supposed to work at the University. Some of the topics, 
for example, family issues, are women’s issues, but some of the topics could have 
been framed as faculty issues.” 


  Some members appear to have felt uncomfortable with the gender-based 
overtones that surrounded the Project, even though they recognized that female 
faculty often face greater challenges as they pursue success.  


  


 Don’t eliminate opportunities for socializing, but give this less emphasis  
• Interview responses identified a general preference for the events that represented 


more targeted, professional development workshops. To provide opportunities for 
socializing and networking among those who want that, the participants suggested 
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that there be a standing, monthly dinner or lunch that everyone could put on their 
calendars well in advance. 


 
Offer an event that teaches assistant professors how to say “no” 


• Knowing when and how to decline an offer or request is difficult for new faculty 
members. There is an overarching concern that declining any opportunity might 
have an impact on how that individual is evaluated later for T&P purposes.  


 
 What are the strengths and limitations of this descriptive evaluation? 


 
This approach to evaluating retention is but one lens through which these issues can be 
viewed. The advantage of this approach is the ability to provide rich, detailed descriptions of 
the issues and challenges that some female faculty face as tenure-track assistant professors at 
OSU. By talking directly with the individuals who are experiencing this environment, at the 
point when they are experiencing it, we are able to establish a direct line of communication 
between faculty and administration. This allows us to relay thoughts and ideas that are timely 
and relevant. That being said, it is important to recognize that there was a lot of variation in 
the interview responses. While we were able to deduce a series of themes from member 
comments, rarely was it the case that all members felt the same way about a given issue. We 
were also challenged by the lack of participation in the Cohort events. This resulted in small 
sample sizes, something which greatly limited our ability to conduct any statistical analyses 
of a more sophisticated nature. Thus, it is important to emphasize that care should be taken to 
refrain from generalizing these results to all female assistant professors across the University.  
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APPENDIX A 
 


Text of Email Sent to Cohort Members Inviting Them to Take Part in a Structured Interview 
 
From: Ellingson, Jill 
Sent: Monday, June 14, 2004 2:04 PM 
To: Cohort Project Members 
Cc: Sutton, Kyra; Molloy, Janice; Reichers, Arnon; 'Fountain, Judy' 
Subject: A Request and Invitation 
 
Dear Members of the Faculty Cohort Project, 
Let me introduce myself, my name is Jill Ellingson. I am on faculty here at OSU in the Department of 
Management and Human Resources in the College of Business. My colleague, Arnon Reichers who is 
also on faculty in this department, and I were approached by Judy Fountain and Deb Ballam about 
conducting research on the retention of assistant professors at OSU. I had the pleasure of speaking to 
some of you the other day following your meeting with President Holbrook. For those of you, who did 
not attend that meeting, let me take a moment to explain why I am contacting you today. 
The University has recently embarked on a number of efforts focused on achieving the interests of the 
Diversity Academic Plan. Our goal is to help shed light on a number of issues including what variables 
cause an individual to stay and or leave this University, on which variables are there consistent 
differences by gender, and what mechanisms exist to support assistant professors in achieving success. 
We anticipate that the results of the project will aid the University in cultural change and intervention. 
After being made aware of the cohort project that was in progress, we knew it would be important to 
speak with members of the cohort so that our work can build on the unique knowledge that each of you 
can provide about your experiences. Thus, I am coming to you today with a request and invitation to 
participate in a small-group structured interview. The interview would last about 1 ½ hours. During that 
time we will ask you to share your thoughts, opinions, and experiences about the working climate at 
OSU, the cohort project, and other issues related to retention. 
Some of you may not have actively participated in the cohort events. We hope that you will agree to 
participate in an interview regardless. Each individual’s thoughts and experiences will be helpful to us. 
Those who have participated less often may have some unique information to share. Finally, let me assure 
all of you that our interview discussions will be completely confidential. Only Arnon and I (and two 
doctoral student RAs) will be privy to the information gathered at the individual level.  
To begin the scheduling process, we selected a series of dates and times for the structured interviews. If 
you would, please select a date/time that would work best for you. The interviews will be conducted in 
the College of Business, Fisher Hall, Room 800, and refreshments will be provided.  
Tuesday, June 22, 2004 (1:30-3pm) 
Wednesday, June 23, 2004 (1:30-3pm)  
Thursday, June 24, 2004 (10-11:30am)  
Friday, June 25, 2004 (10-11:30am) 
Pleas email your selected date/time to my RA Kyra Sutton (Sutton.162@osu.edu). For those of you, who 
are not available during any of these dates/times, please email Kyra with alternative dates and times 
that you will be available throughout the next few weeks. Thanks so much for your help in this effort. 
Your insights and opinions are very valuable to us and the University.  
Sincerely, 
Jill Ellingson 
Arnon Reichers 
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APPENDIX B 
 


Structured Interview Guide 
 
Introduction: Welcome participants and introduce us and our roles. Thank them for their attendance. 


 State purposes of the interview:  
1. To evaluate the cohort project 
2. To provide insight into relevant issues that should be investigated in an upcoming 


longitudinal study of men and women assistant professors at OSU. We expect that 
decision makers will be guided by the results of this evaluation and the upcoming study 
with regard to policies and practices that enhance retention. 


 State expectations regarding when the meeting will end. 
 State role as facilitator and time keeper, job will be to get through all the questions, if possible. 
 Tell them that there will be follow up questions conducted over email and ask for their agreement 


to participate. 
 
Confidentiality: Assure participants that what is said during interviews will never be attributed to a 
particular participant. Grouped responses and un-attributed quotations will be part of a summary report 
that will be shared with the President’s Council and other interested university officials. 
 
Ask participants to adhere to a confidentiality norm regarding what gets repeated outside of the meeting. 
The norm should be that nothing said in the meeting is identified with a particular speaker or TIU. 
 
Begin by having each participant introduce themselves and their TIU. 
 
Questions: 
 


Cohort Project 
1. What has the cohort project done for you that has been the most helpful? (Be sure to probe about 


why whatever it is has been helpful.) 
2. If you were in charge of designing new cohort interventions, what would you do more of and less 


of for future groups? (May not need to ask this question if get enough from the previous 
question.) 
 


Staying versus Leaving 
3. When you think about your future at OSU, what kinds of things are most important in keeping 


you here? (Alternatively: What are the aspects of your work that are the most satisfying to you?) 
4. Have those aspects been consistent over the past three years? 
5. What aspects of your work are the most dissatisfying to you? 
6. Is there anything that has occurred or developed in your life (both personal and work) that has 


either reaffirmed for you that OSU is an appropriate place for you to be or caused you to 
contemplate finding employment elsewhere? 


7. If you could change only one thing about the way in which your first three years have gone, what 
would that be? (Try to get at both sides of the issue here: What could they have done differently, 
AND what could their unit have done differently or the University itself?) 


8. Based on what you know now, what advice would you give the next new woman assistant 
professor to be hired in your unit? Would you give the same advice to a man? Why or why not? 


9. For those of you who have women colleagues at other universities, what are your general 
perceptions of their work life? (This question tries to get at the “grass is always greener” 
viewpoint to assess perceived opportunities elsewhere.) 
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 Criterion 


10. What is your personal definition of success? (Try to get beyond the simple teaching, research and 
service aspects of the typical definition of academic success.) 


11. When thinking back over your first three years here, what kinds of things do you recall that 
indicated to you that you were meeting that definition of success? (This is a criterion question: 
probe as needed.) 


12. What activities have you engaged in to further your own success? (This question gets at enabling 
behaviors that one might engage in to help facilitate their own success.) 


13. Has your definition of success changed over the last three years? 
14. Do you think your personal definition of success differs from the definitions that others in your 


unit have or will apply to you? 
15. Describe how you participate in your TIU. Given that our work is often solitary, how do you 


connect with others both formally and informally in your TIU? College? University? 
 


Knowledge Management 
16. During the past three years, who or what has taught you about important aspects of your work 


life? In other words, from what resources have you sought information (e.g., readily available 
OSU policies, department chair, mentor, colleagues, resources outside of OSU)? Which of those 
resources have been the most helpful? Least helpful? Why? 


17. Describe the information that has been valuable for you to learn about in supporting your work 
life. (This question gets at the content of what is being learned from information sources.)  


18. Have you ever experienced roadblocks that have prevented you from obtaining information that 
you needed or difficulty accessing the information that you needed? 


19. Do you have a senior mentor/scholar that you go to regularly for support and guidance? How was 
the relationship established? What has that individual done to support your development? What 
characteristics does that individual possess that have supported your development? (This 
question, or portions of it, may not be necessary if this content has already come out in 
discussion.) 


 
Accommodation 
20. Have you ever received an exemption from typical policies or procedures or a unique opportunity 


that wasn’t typically available to others in your unit that helped you in any way? For example, a 
teaching schedule arranged to accommodate the birth of a baby, first choice from the RA pool, 
extra TA support, first choice on course preferences (time, content), lighter than normal service 
assignments or any other kind of specialized arrangement? (If yes, how did this come about? Who 
initiated it? What were your perceptions following the receipt of that benefit?) (Key with this 
question is to make sure that they talk about benefits that go beyond the standard benefits offered 
by the University as a matter of HR policy.) 


21. Were you ever aware of NOT receiving a benefit, opportunity, or exemption of any kind that you 
believe others have received at some point? (If yes, what was it? How did you become aware?) 


22.  What work-family issues are you currently challenged by? What do you think the university 
could do to help alleviate some of those challenges?  


 
Wrap-up 
23. What else would you like us (the researchers) to know about any aspects of your experience here 


that has helped or hurt your chances of being successful at 4th year review and beyond? 
 
Closing: Thank them again for their time. Remind them that we will be following up with an email in 
a few weeks. 
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APPENDIX C 
 


Text of Email Sent to Cohort Members Inviting Them to Take Part in a Survey 
 
From: Ellingson, Jill 
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2004 11:35 AM 
To: Cohort Project Members 
Cc: Reichers, Arnon; Molloy, Janice; Sutton, Kyra 
Subject: Final Evaluation of the Women's Place Cohort Program 
 
Dear Faculty Cohort Members,  
 
We are pleased to have had the opportunity to interview fifteen of you about your work life experiences 
here at OSU. Thanks to all of you who participated this summer! The themes and issues raised in the 
interviews will provide great content for our report on the Cohort Program for The Women’s Place and 
the President’s Council on Women’s Issues. 
 
Follow-up Survey: With summer drawing to a close we, like you, are busy finalizing our research before 
classes start up once again. As we mentioned during the June meeting with President Holbrook, and to 
many of you throughout the summer months, we would like for you to fill out a brief follow-up survey 
that will allow us to include specific feedback in our report about the various cohort program events. The 
new Director of the Women’s Place will be charged with deciding whether a second cohort program 
should be started with a new group of incoming women assistant professors and if begun, what form the 
program should take. This decision process would be aided by the provision of specific feedback about 
each of the cohort events including comments about what was done well and what could be improved on. 
 
About the Survey: The survey should take 20 minutes to complete. We would greatly appreciate your 
feedback regardless of whether you participated in the interviews and regardless of your involvement in 
the various program events. Each individual’s thoughts and experiences are important to us. In addition to 
feedback about the events, we are especially interested in attendance information, and more specifically, 
information about common constraints to participation. Thus, for those of you who did not attend certain 
events, we are interested in learning about what led to this decision so that these constraints can be 
considered when planning future cohort events. 
 
Confidentiality: You will never be identified or linked to the data you provide. All responses will be 
grouped into means, frequencies, or other statistics for the purpose of presenting the results. We, and our 
two doctoral assistants, are the only people who will know how each participant responded. Please be 
assured that your feedback will be held in the strictest of confidence. 
 
Completing the Survey: To complete the survey, please click on the link below and enter the password:  


 
Link:    https://www.psychdata.com/surveys.asp?SID=7438 
Password:  ohiostate  


 
We would appreciate receiving your feedback by September 22, 2004. If you have any questions 
about this project, please feel free to contact Dr. Jill Ellingson at 292-4585 or ellingson@cob.osu.edu. 
 
Thank you for your help! 
 
Jill Ellingson 
Arnon Reichers 
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APPENDIX D 
 


Text of On-line Survey 
 
Instructions 
Thank you for your participation! Your feedback about your experiences is important in making decisions 
about potential future Faculty Cohort Programs. This survey will take ten to fifteen minutes to complete 
and has three sections.  
 


1. The first section will ask you a few questions about the cohort program in general. If you do not 
feel that you participated in enough events to render a general opinion, you will be given an 
option to pass this section.  
 


2. The second section focuses on specific cohort program events. Each of you differs in the extent to 
which you participated in various cohort events—some of you participated in many events, others 
in a few events, and a few of you participated in none of the events.  
 
To make the survey efficient and easy to navigate, we have tailored it in such a manner that you 
will be asked to provide your reactions to only those events that you attended. To accomplish this, 
we introduce each event by asking you to indicate whether you attended the event or not. We do 
so not because we are concerned with tracking your attendance, but because our purpose is to 
understand which events were the most appealing to you. If you chose not attend, we believe that 
is important information as well and we want to gather data on what led to that choice.  
 


3. The final section will ask you to provide a personal evaluation of your experience at Ohio State 
and your success to date. There is also a forum to provide open-ended feedback about your 
experiences at Ohio State if you would like. Note that each of you can respond to the questions in 
this section regardless of your participation in the cohort. 


 
Again, you will never be identified or linked to the data you provide. All responses will be grouped into 
means, frequencies, or other statistics for the purpose of presenting the results. Please be assured that 
your feedback will be held in the strictest of confidence. For each question, please click one button to 
select the answer which best represents your perspective. When you reach the end of a page, click the 
Continue button. At the end of the survey, click on the Submit button to formally submit your responses 
and end your survey. 
 
SECTION 1 
 
At the beginning of the Faculty Cohort Program, you were asked to identify what you thought the focal 
point of the cohort program should be. As a group, you identified a number of desired outcomes. We 
would like to obtain your feedback with regard to whether you believe the Faculty Cohort Program 
accomplished these stated objectives. 
 
Some of you participated in many events, while others participated in only a few events or none at all. If 
you do not feel that you participated in enough events to render an opinion, please skip the questions and 
click on the continue button at the bottom of the page. You will be forwarded on to the next section of the 
survey. 
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Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  
 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Neutral Slightly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Strongly 
Agree 


 
 


a. The cohort program events helped me network with other female faculty members. 
b. The cohort program events helped me make meaningful connections with senior female 


faculty. 
c. The cohort program events served as a source of social and emotional support. 
d. The cohort program events helped me socialize with other faculty. 
e. The cohort program events helped me negotiate the fourth-year review process. 
f. The cohort program events provided career guidance and valuable job knowledge. 
g. The cohort program events provided information about campus resources. 
h. The cohort program events provided a safe outlet for sharing my work-life concerns with 


other female faculty. 
i. The cohort program events gave me a voice for sharing my work-life concerns with 


administration. 
j. The cohort program events gave me a feeling of empowerment. 
k. The cohort program events made me proactive toward addressing the needs of female faculty. 


 
Please explain how the Cohort Program could be more effective in accomplishing this objective. 


 
SECTION 2 
 
When you first arrived on campus during the 2001-2002 academic year, the Faculty Cohort Program 
offered four events. Please answer the following questions to indicate your extent of participation in these 
events and your satisfaction with the events attended. 
 
2.1.0 January 2002: Cohort Introductory Meeting 


a.)  Attended 
b.)  Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
c.)  Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
d.)  Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
e.)  Did not attend due to other job commitments 
f.)  Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
g.)  Did not attend, don’t remember why 
h.)  Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.1.1. Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Cohort 
Introductory Meeting.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
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d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 
 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Cohort Introductory Meeting could be 
improved. 


 
2.2.0 January 2002: Reception with President Kirwan 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.2.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Reception 
with President Kirwan.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Reception with President Kirwan could 
be improved. 


 
2.3.0  Spring 2002: Informal Brown Bag Lunches 
  Attended one, some, or all 


 Did not attend any because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend any due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend any due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend any due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend any due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend any, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend any for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.3.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Informal 
Brown Bag Lunches.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of these events. 
b. The time of day when these events were held. 
c. The content of the discussion during these events. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during these events. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during these events. 
f. The information provided about these events before they were held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading these events. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Informal Brown Bag Lunches could be 
improved. 


 
2.4.0  June 2002: Getting Tenure - A First Conversation  


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.4.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of Getting Tenure – 
A First Conversation.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of Getting Tenure – A First Conversation 
could be improved. 


 
During the 2002-2003 academic year, seven events were offered by the Faculty Cohort Program. Please 
answer the following questions to indicate your extent of participation in these events and your 
satisfaction with the events attended.  
 
2.5.0 September 2002: Welcome Reception 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
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 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.5.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Welcome 
Reception.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Welcome Reception could be 
improved. 


  
2.6.0 December 2002: Resources in the Office of Research 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.6.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of Resources in the 
Office of Research.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 
 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of Resources in the Office of Research could 
be improved. 
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2.7.0 February 2003: Resources to Improve Your Teaching 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.7.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of Resources to 
Improve Your Teaching.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of Resources to Improve Your Teaching 
could be improved. 


 
2.8.0 April 2003: Getting Tenure – A Second Conversation 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.8.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of Getting Tenure – 
A Second Conversation.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
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e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of Getting Tenure – A Second Conversation 
could be improved. 
 


2.9.0 Throughout 2002-2003: Informal Brown Bag Lunches 
 Attended one, some, or all 
 Did not attend any because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend any due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend any due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend any due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend any due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend any, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend any for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.9.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Informal 
Brown Bag Lunches.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of these events. 
b. The time of day when these events were held. 
c. The content of the discussion during these events. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during these events. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during these events. 
f. The information provided about these events before they were held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading these events. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Informal Brown Bag Lunches could be 
improved. 


  
During the 2003-2004 academic year, three events were offered by the Faculty Cohort Program. Please 
answer the following questions to indicate your extent of participation in these events and your 
satisfaction with the events attended.  
 
2.10.0 Spring 2004: Workshop on Fourth Year Review 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.10.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Workshop 
on Fourth Year Review.  
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Workshop on Fourth Year Review 
could be improved. 


 
2.11.0 Spring 2004: Meeting with President Holbrook 


 Attended 
 Did not attend because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend due to other job commitments 
 Did not attend due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.11.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Meeting 
with President Holbrook.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of this event. 
b. The time of day when this event was held. 
c. The content of the discussion during this event. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during this event. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during this event. 
f. The information provided about the event before it was held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading the event. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Meeting with President Holbrook could 
be improved. 


 
2.12.0 Throughout 2003-2004: Informal Brown Bag Lunches 


 Attended one, some, or all 
 Did not attend any because I wasn’t clear about how it would benefit me 
 Did not attend any due to the meeting location or other travel issues 
 Did not attend any due to lack of advanced notice 
 Did not attend any due to other job commitments 
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 Did not attend any due to family and/or other outside commitments 
 Did not attend any, don’t remember why 
 Did not attend any for another reason, please specify: ___________________ 


 
2.12.1 Please rate the extent to which you were satisfied with the following aspects of the Informal 
Brown Bag Lunches.  


 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Very 
Dissatisfied 


Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 


Slightly 
Dissatisfied 


Neutral Slightly 
Satisfied 


Somewhat 
Satisfied 


Very 
Satisfied 


 
a. The location of these events. 
b. The time of day when these events were held. 
c. The content of the discussion during these events. 
d. The usefulness of the information provided during these events. 
e. The extent to which you have been able to apply the knowledge gained during these events. 
f. The information provided about these events before they were held. 
g. The facilitator skills of the individual(s) leading these events. 


 
If respond 1-3, then: Please explain how this aspect of the Informal Brown Bag Lunches could be 
improved. 


 
SECTION 3 
 
We are interested in gathering specific information about the extent to which each of you believes that 
you have been able to realize a successful career here at OSU. The following statements ask you to 
provide a self-evaluation of your performance throughout the last three years and to indicate your 
intentions to continue your employment at OSU. 
 
Please rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  
 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Strongly 
Disagree 


Somewhat 
Disagree 


Slightly 
Disagree 


Neutral Slightly 
Agree 


Somewhat 
Agree 


Strongly 
Agree 


 
 


a. I am optimistic that I will receive a favorable fourth year review. 
b. I intend to continue my appointment at Ohio State for the foreseeable future. 
c. I understand what is expected of me to gain tenure at Ohio State. 
d. I feel relatively confident in my ability to gain tenure at Ohio State. 


  
 
Thank you for your participation. When you click on the submit button below, the survey is completed and 
you will be redirected to Ohio State’s homepage.  
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APPENDIX E 
 


Structured Phone Interview Guide 
 
Introduction: Send an initial e-mail to previous gender cohort members, if a current e-mail address is 
available. Alternatively, make an initial call to previous cohort members to set-up an interview time.  


 Introduce myself as a graduate student conducting research and set-up a time to contact members 
(alternatively, leave an initial phone message to set-up interview time):  


 During initial phone message or e-mail, provide previous members with an overview of 
project and my role.  


 Overview of project  
 State my role as a graduate student interviewer.  
 State expectations regarding the length of the interview 
 Schedule time (via initial phone conversation or e-mail) for interview to be conducted.  


 
Confidentiality: State that we are not associated with University HR or University administration. Assure 
participants that what is said during interviews will never be attributed to a particular participant. 
Responses and un-attributed quotations will be part of a summary report that will be shared with the 
President’s Council and other interested university officials. Tell participants that a copy of the report will 
be sent to them, upon their request.  
 
Questions: 
 
Overall experience at OSU University  


1. What factors lead you to come to OSU University?  
2. Did you have a chance to participate in the OSU cohort project?  
3. If you did participate, what were your overall impressions of the cohort project (e.g. what did you 


like best and what did you like least?)  
 
Leaving OSU 


4. Thinking about your decision to leave, what factors lead to your decision to leave OSU?  
5. If the above reasons given were related to spousal concerns (e.g. spouse/partner had a difficult 


time finding a job), was the university helpful in providing placement services for your 
spouse/partner? 


6. Did the University, college, your chair, take any steps to help you stay? 
7. What could the university, college, your chair have done to help you stay?  


 
Closing 
Reiterate purpose of interview. Ask: Is there anything else we should know to help enhance the success of 
future female assistant professors who join OSU. Thank them profusely. 
 
 








Work Group Report 
Flexible Work Loads for Tenure-Track Faculty 


President’s Council on Women’s Issues 
May 19, 2005 


 
BACKGROUND: The President’s Council On Women’s Issues in January 2005 released 
“Increase in Women faculty – a Call for Re-visioning of Our Effort”. This white paper was 
developed in response to the very disappointing data on the presence of women faculty at Ohio 
State, as outlined in the Status Report on Women 2004: as an institution we have not met our 
goals of increasing the numbers of women faculty. Indeed, some of our numbers look worse now 
than 10 years ago; Appendix I shows that our current policy of extending the tenure clock has 
not produced a desired result in terms of retention. Clearly, the strategies we have used to date 
are insufficient to recruit and retain women tenure-track faculty. 
 
Our work is placed into the context of a national conversation ongoing about the need to make 
faculty positions more flexible; numerous reports have identified specific strategies for academe, 
notably the American Council on Education1 report “An Agenda for Excellence: creating 
flexibility in tenure-track faculty careers”. Similarly, some of the private-sector professions with 
intensive early career expectations have developed mechanisms for flexible employment that can 
inform the academy about costs and benefits.  
 
Ohio State University has a provision for part-time tenure-track faculty members (Rule3335-6-
03 (F)) that specifies how the tenure clock is to be altered. A recent work-life study here shows 
that 1/3 of female Assistant Professors and 20% of male Assistant Professors at OSU expressed 
interest in reducing their effort in order to have more time for family and personal needs. The 
mismatch between our policies and our behavior, which may hamper retention of talented 
faculty, deserves exploration and correction. 
 
Our charge: 
a) Examine the feasibility of the short-term actions: supporting faculty for part-time 


appointments and providing re-entry postdocs for people who have left the academic 
environment in order to be care givers 


b) Make a recommendation on whether a task force should be established to examine and make 
recommendations on: lengthening the probationary period for all faculty; expanding the 
criteria for tolling the tenure clock; and looking at all aspects of our tenure policies to 
recommend how they could be made less rigid, more welcoming to women and men 


 
The Work Group developed five principal goals, addressed in detail below 


1) Identify barriers to implementing current policies 
2) Suggest changes to existing policies 
3) Propose strategies to enhance faculty recruitment and retention via flexible work policies 
4) Compare our strategies within academia to those used in the private sector with similar 


high expectations for job performance (e.g. the law, accounting) 
5) Define a mechanism for taking our work forward 


                                                 
1 President Karen Holbrook is co-author of this important report, available at www.acenet.edu  
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SECTION I: PART-TIME TENURE-TRACK FACULTY APPOINTMENTS 
 
1) The primary barriers to implementing current policies are internal. The first is widespread 
ignorance of our Rule 3335-6-03 (F)). Although some chairs have used the provision for 
retention, none had considered using it as a recruitment tool. Similarly, faculty deeply involved 
in governance did not know of the provision. Clearly, communication about the rule and its 
implications for recruitment and retention of faculty needs to be improved; we outline a series of 
recommendations below that address this problem. 
 
The second set of barriers involves cultural norms, which produce considerable resistance to 
alternative descriptions of tenure-track positions. This barrier is encapsulated by Harvard 
President Lawrence Summers’ unfortunate remark that perhaps women are “unwilling” to work 
the 80-hour work weeks expected to succeed in academia. While 80 hours may be an 
exaggeration, it is no exaggeration to assert that most tenure-track faculty feel 40 hours is 
insufficient to establish a successful career. Research suggests strongly that this expectation, real 
or imaginary, impedes the full participation of women in tenure-track positions. 
 
A third set of barriers involves external regulations. The Immigration and Naturalization Service, 
for example, might require full-time employment for foreign nationals on certain visas, and may 
be reluctant to grant permanent resident status to individuals employed part-time. Accreditation 
bodies may impose restrictions on the numbers of part-time faculty allowed for accreditation. 
STRS policies may discourage ramping down percentage efforts in the later years of a career. 
More information on external constraints is badly needed. 
 
At Ohio State, flexible career paths might prove especially attractive for certain groups: 


• Senior faculty might take advantage of part-time positions, either as a transition to full 
retirement or as a way of exploring enriched outside interests (e.g. performing artists, 
consulting, starting companies spawned in part by University research). This option is 
attractive to administrators. Indeed, of the 23 tenured/tenure-track faculty currently 
enjoying true part-time positions at Ohio State (Appendix II), many negotiated reduced 
effort in order to pursue other professional interests.  


• Reduced-time positions can accommodate dual-career couples for units under budgetary 
constraints.  


• Some units have explicit expectations for sharing responsibilities across funding streams; 
for example, many faculty positions in FAES are partially supported on the General 
Fund, OARDC, and Extension. Recruiting into positions with multiple funding streams 
(and thus multiple expectations) has sometimes proved difficult; we suggest that in those 
cases part-time faculty might prove especially attractive to address multiplicity of needs.  


 
In most units, though, deliberately seeking individuals who might wish for part-time work, rather 
than allowing part-time job descriptions when they are specifically negotiated, is far outside the 
norm. This last cultural barrier is the most difficult, especially for entry-level positions. 
However, once Chairs and Deans see the advantages of part-time employment for some of their 
faculty (e.g. senior), then the door to flexible employment for junior faculty has been cracked 
open. 
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Universities lag behind the private sector in recognizing the importance of flexible employment 
options. Few would argue with the proposition that large law firms and Big-4 accounting firms 
are as demanding as the professoriate; yet these firms not only have flexible employment 
programs (c.f. Ernst and Young), but their clients hold them accountable for using those policies 
to attract and retain preferred talent. We will describe below what we can learn from the private 
sector.  
 
2) Suggest changes to existing policies. In general, Ohio State Rules already provide 
mechanisms for flexible employment. Our policies are not the problem. 
 
Even so, we suggest that our policies could be made more explicit by the following: 


a) The policies do not have clear language about shifts to and from full/part - time. We 
suggest that any faculty member who negotiates a part-time position be given clear 
guidelines about a possible transition to full-time. In most cases such a transition should 
be the expectation rather than the exception, and a timeline should be negotiated, as the 
following examples illustrate. 


a. Dr. A is hired as an Assistant Professor and has a child in year 3; she asks to 
change to 75% effort until her child is five years old, and to resume full-time 
status thereafter. 


b. Dr. B is a tenured Professor who wishes to engage in more consulting activity. 
She negotiates a 75% position for five years with the expectation that she can 
revert to full-time if the business becomes self-sustaining or if it under-performs. 


c. Drs. C and D are a couple and together negotiate 1.4 FTE positions from a single 
search. In this case the department may not wish to promise them 2.0 FTE within 
a specified time frame, but it is almost always in the department’s best interest to 
do so, as a retention strategy. A timecourse of transition to full time over several 
years is reasonable. 


d. Dr. E is nearing retirement and wishes to ramp down over a period of years. He 
negotiates a 50% position for a fixed term, with the clear expectation of full 
retirement at the end of that term. 


b) Grant an automatic extension of the tenure clock to both men and women faculty for 
every birth/adoption event. Our current policies require that a faculty member request an 
extension after a child joins the family, and a substantial amount of literature shows that 
many females practice “bias avoidance”2. By not asking for the extension, female faculty 
avoid the stigma (perceived or real) associated with parenthood. The University should 
consider automatically granting tenure extensions according to existing policies, rather 
than requiring faculty members to request them. Such a shift would not require that each 
faculty member having a child in his/her pre-tenure years take that extra year (or two), 
but it would provide the opportunity equally among all Assistant Professors who become 
parents. 


c) Grant an automatic extension of the tenure clock to faculty with reduced-time 
appointments. While the University Rule is silent, OAA guidelines make it clear that 


                                                 
2 Drago, R and Colbeck, C. (2003). The Mapping Project: Exploring the Terrain of U.S. Colleges 
and Universities for Faculty and Families. Final Report for the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation. 
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faculty must request such an extension (see Appendix III). We strongly suggest that this 
be automatic, in line with our recommendation above (b). 


d) Require job descriptions and advertisements for faculty searches to add language to the 
required “Ohio State is an EEO/AA employer” that states “Ohio State is an EEO/AA 
employer with flexible employment policies in place” 


e) Require Appointment, Promotion, and Tenure documents to have explicit language about 
expectations concerning part-time faculty. These expectations will vary considerably 
among units, depending on local culture. For example, some units may choose to have all 
aspects of job performance pro-rated, whereas other units may choose to maintain the 
same expectations for scholarship but pro-rate teaching and service. 


f) Consider mechanisms to allow faculty between 50% and 75% effort to retain full-time 
benefits. The need for health coverage may drive many faculty interested in part-time 
employment to retain full-time status. In particular, we suggest that part-time tenure-track 
faculty be given full-time benefits for a limited time, perhaps three years. Short-term 
coverage might prove a very attractive option for faculty who wish to reduce their FTE 
for a limited period, and may not seriously disadvantage staff. Clearly, any such a policy 
change will require careful study, and we can learn from our colleagues at other 
institutions that have instituted such changes. 


 
 
3) Propose strategies for enhanced faculty recruitment and retention via flexible work policies 
 
Most chairs and deans have faculty with partial appointments in departments; we have part-time 
Assistant and Associate Deans, Associate Vice Presidents, and the like. Many faculty buy out 
part of their salary from external grants, and others take leaves of absence to pursue temporary 
opportunities elsewhere. Thus chairs are quite familiar with administrative faculty having less 
than 100% appointments in the TIU. Yet the same chairs are reluctant to consider such 
appointments at the entry level. Thus the focus of leadership training should be to clearly 
illustrate the hiring process and to give examples of strategies that lead to a 100% appointment 
over time. The provision of a template and information on “success” stories3 might increase the 
widespread acceptance and use of this option.  
 
We suggest the following strategies for changing the work culture at Ohio State: 


a) Identify Training Opportunities for Chairs and Deans 


Currently the Offices of Academic Affairs and Human Resources collaborate on orientation for 
new academic leaders, including deans, associate and assistant deans, department chairs and 
school/center directors. We therefore recommend that existing training venues a) weave the issue 
of flexible employment into existing seminars (e.g., leader roles and expectations, promotion and 
tenure) and b) develop a new seminar that focuses on recruitment and retention and addresses the 
importance of flexible career paths in academia.  


                                                 
3 For example, two of the current Deans at Ohio State were part-time faculty early in their 
careers. 
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Other programs that should explicitly include flexible workload policies for tenure-track faculty 
include Emerging Academic Leaders, Senior Human Resource Professional Development, and 
the new President’s and Provost Leadership Institute. 


b) Develop materials and resources 


We recommend that OAA and HR collaborate to produce a set of materials that lays out 
important issues for units to consider: What does part-time mean? Are we just talking about 
teaching? What does part-time look like for research and service? For incoming faculty 
negotiating part-time appointments, what are expectations for lab space, startup accounts, access 
to graduate students, and the like? Do part-time faculty take advantage of Special Research 
Assignments and Faculty Professional Leaves? 


We also recommend that OAA and HR collaborate to produce a one-page information sheet to 
assist units and search committees in faculty recruitment. This resource should include 
information on current policies regarding the tenure clock, part-time employment, and benefits, 
with particular emphasis on child care, parental leave, elder care and other issues that are often 
important to women faculty. 


c) Identify external speakers 


Over the last three years the President’s and Provost’s Diversity Series has hosted Nancy 
Hopkins, Virginia Valian, and Debra Rolison. These three dynamic women truly engaged the 
campus concerning issues of gender equity in academia; the momentum built by this lineup 
should not be lost! We have already secured the assent of Dr. Robert Drago of Penn State, who 
works on bias avoidance, to speak during fall 2005, and we urge the President’s Council to 
continue bringing speakers to campus for this important set of issues. 


d) Help Deans and Chairs to understand the rewards of implementing flexible work policies. 


We encourage all Deans to examine their history of faculty recruitment and retention, 
specifically with regard to losses incurred when faculty leave the institution. Faculty leave for 
“pull” reasons4 such as offers at more prestigious universities, a wish to be closer to family, and 
opportunities for spouses. We should be especially concerned about faculty who leave for “push” 
reasons, because they perceive their departments, colleges, or institutional policies to be 
nonsupportive of their needs.  Every faculty member who leaves for a “push” reason represents 
institutional failure. Thus we strongly recommend that each Dean conduct exit interviews to 
identify the real reasons why faculty choose to leave Ohio State; Deans should keep in mind that 
sometimes more is learned if such interviews are conducted by a colleague perceived to be 
nonjudgmental. 


 


                                                 
4 Hewlett, S.A. and C. B. Luce. 2005. Off-ramps and on-ramps: Keeping talented women on the 
road to success. Harvard Business Review March 2005, pp. 43:54 
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We speculate that an honest analysis of faculty recruitment and retention will show each Dean 
how flexible work policies might have averted the programmatic, fiscal, and other losses 
incurred by retention failures. Once Deans have done such an analysis, they can identify 
strategies for ameliorating the push factors that impede faculty retention. Some of those factors 
derive from our university policies, some may be college-wide, and others may vary among 
departments.  


4) Compare our strategies within academia to those used in the private sector with similar high 
expectations for job performance. 
 
The demands of women professionals in the private sector, and in particular, in law and 
accounting firms, mirror those of women in academia. The struggle to balance work and life 
continues in most major law firms that demand billable hours of a minimum of 2000 per year 
and also expect additional service hours. 
 
Most major law firms, and especially those in the National Law Journal 250, provide for flexible 
employment options. These employment arrangements are usually negotiated department by 
department. In most cases, women chose to work at reduced hours for a reduced level of 
compensation after the birth of their children. For some, it is for a short period (2-3 years) and 
for others it can proceed through partnership. In most cases, the choice for a reduced schedule 
lengthens the time period by which one is considered for partnership, and in some cases, one is 
removed from the partnership track while on a reduced load schedule. Many law firms also have 
partners who work at reduced hours, and reduced-time appointments are common for those 
nearing retirement.  
 
The same is true in major accounting firms. Ernst & Young, for example, has an extensive array 
of formal flexible work arrangements (“FWAs”), most of which involve some level of part-time 
schedules. In some cases, the result is reduced work loads; in others, employees become 
“boomerangs”—those who leave the firm with the birth of a child but are recruited back to the 
firm at a reduced schedule. Ernst & Young has developed a FWA Database and Road Map to 
facilitate its professionals’ use of flexible arrangements. Ernst & Young incorporates, and indeed 
promotes, the availability of flexible arrangements in its marketing and recruiting materials.  
 
That law firms and accounting firms are committed to such flexible arrangements is not 
surprising. Not only is it the right thing to do, but also many businesses, such as DuPont and Sara 
Lee, now look at the numbers of women and diverse employees at professional services firms as 
one of the criteria used in making a decision to hire a firm in the first instance. The retention and 
promotion of women thus also makes good business sense. 
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SECTION II: Part-time Postdoctoral Training 
 
Most women emerge from graduate programs with their PhDs in their late 20s and early 30s, 
right at the peak of their child bearing years. Many postpone starting a family during their 
graduate study to meet the demands of classes, research and writing. 
 
Some, like many women on the task group, have worked to raise a family while pursuing full-
time faculty positions. Yet this path is often unattractive, and so many instead pursue other 
career options, limiting the number of women available for faculty positions. 
 
Post-doctoral appointments are intended to bridge the gap between graduate school and a faculty 
position. Through these appointments scholars continue to conduct research and publish, gaining 
experience working at a different institution and/or under a different faculty member. As 
maturing scholars, post docs are more independent than graduate students and free of coursework 
requirements, allowing them to focus on research. Post docs also often work closely with 
graduate students and can serve as important role models. 
 
Post-doc positions, taken on a part-time basis, present an excellent opportunity for young women 
to both continue their professional development toward faculty positions while also taking time 
to start a family. An institution, like Ohio State, could benefit greatly by tapping this scholar 
pool. Part-time postdoctoral positions 
 • Increase diversity in work group 
 • Reduce costs of hiring specialized scholars 


• Can stretch a 2 year post-doc position into a 4 year part time position, allowing the 
research effort to maintain continuity 
• Increase the pool of women eligible for faculty positions 


 
Twenty OSU departments were surveyed to determine the extent of part-time post doc positions 
within the university. Thirteen of the 20 departments offered post-doc positions, but none 
employ part-time post docs. 
 
As an experiment, Food, Agricultural & Biological Engineering is offering a part-time post doc 
position to a woman with a young child. Her skills as a PhD Analytical Chemist are needed to 
enrich the laboratory research program. She is able to work every morning while her child is in 
school and is serving as a tremendous role model to the graduate students, half of them women.  
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SECTION III: Recommendations going forward 
 
The policy and cultural issues we have raised above will require more study and discussion 
among campus leaders. Fortunately, Ohio State is positioned well in the sense that our current 
policies provide latitude for substantial flexibility in work options. Our primary barrier to 
implementing flexible work paths for tenure-track faculty and postdoctoral appointments is 
cultural — exactly the culture that so many recent reports have called into question. 
 
The most important group to involve is the Council of Deans. Deans provide the crucial 
leadership to set agendas in their colleges, and deans appoint department chairs and heads. Deans 
control resources needed for faculty recruitment and retention, and deans can provide incentives 
for their units to pursue flexible workload assignments.  
 
We therefore recommend that our preliminary report first be shared with the Council of Deans. 
Implementation of recommendations above will require further study and broad discussion 
among OAA, the deans, faculty leadership, department chairs, and Human Resources.   
 
Honest discussions of our expectations for performance must be counterbalanced by strategic 
analysis of our poor record of recruiting and retaining women faculty. As a group of faculty and 
staff, we firmly believe that flexible work paths in no way conflict with our Academic Plan, our 
Diversity Action Plan, or the President’s Leadership Agenda; indeed, Ohio State has an 
opportunity to become a national leader in the effort to reshape expectations for tenure-track 
faculty and postdocs and thereby truly become the employer of choice among academicians.
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Appendix I. History of Faculty Hires 1986 – 2004, with information on tenure clock extensions5. 
 
HIRES Total Did not take 


Extension 
Took Extension 


Men 1476 1341 135 (9.1%) 
Women 913 739 174 (19.1%) 
Total 2389 2080 309 (12.9%) 
 
Faculty Still at OSU 
 Tenured/ Still on Tenure 


Track 
Did not take 
Extension 


Took Extension 


Men 1206 (81.7% of hires) 1128 78 (6.5%) 
Women 671 (73.4% of hires) 581 90 (13.4%) 
Total 1877 (78.6% of hires) 1709 168 (8.9%) 
 
Faculty no longer at OSU6


  Did not take 
Extension 


Took Extension 


Men 270 213 57 (10.2%) 
Women 242 158 84 (28.4%) 
Total 512 371 141 (27.5%) 
 
Impact of Clock Extension: proportion of faculty taking extension  
 Tenured/ Still on 


Tenure Track 
No longer here 


Men 57.8% 42.2% 
Women 51.7% 48.3% 
Total 54.4% 45.6% 
 
 
 
 


                                                 
5 Extensions were granted for parental leave, medical/family difficulties, professional 
interruptions out of the faculty member’s control et al. 
6 Faculty leave the University for a variety of reasons. Some resign to take positions elsewhere, 
others move to industry or other opportunities, and some are denied tenure. We present these 
data simply to illustrate the magnitude of our retention problem, and to show that our current 
policies on extension of the tenure clock do not seem to be helping with retention. 
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Appendix II. Part-time tenured and tenure-track faculty at the Ohio State University* 
 
College Department Gender Rank FTE 
Art History of Art M Professor .50 
Humanities Comp Studies M Professor .50 
 English M Prof .75 
 English F Assoc Prof .75 
 German M Assoc .75 
MAPS Astronomy F Prof .75 
 Mathematics M Prof .50 
 Physics M Prof .75 
SBS Economics M Prof .50 
FAES Agric. Tech. M Asst Prof 


(tenured) 
.75 


Agrc Env Deve 
Econ 


F Asst Prof 
(probationary) 


.50 


Extension F Asst Prof 
(probationary) 


.90 


Extension F Asst Prof 
(tenured) 


.50 


 


Extension F Asst Prof 
(tenured) 


.90 


Education Edu Policy F Assoc Prof .85 
Clinical Sciences M Prof .90 
Clinical Sciences F Assoc Prof .75 
Clinical Sciences F Assoc Prof .85 


Veterinary Medicine 


Clinical Sciences M Assoc Prof .75 
Law M Prof .90 


F Asst Prof 
(tenured) 


.80 


F Assoc Prof .75 


Libraries 


F Asst Prof 
(tenured) 


.75 


 
We have not yet been able to ascertain validity of data for faculty in Medicine 
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Appendix III. OAA Policy concerning probationary periods for part-time faculty (taken from the 
web site oaa.osu.edu/handbook/ii_reducefte.html on May 6, 2005). 
 
II. FACULTY APPOINTMENTS 
 Reduction in FTE 
Updated 3/25/05 
 
REGULAR TENURE TRACK FACULTY 
 
If a part-time appointment was not included in the terms of hire as stated in 
the letter of offer, regular tenure track faculty who desire a reduced 
appointment (less than full-time but not less than 50%*), whether temporary 
or permanent, must consult with the TIU head. 
 
*Tenure track faculty are defined in Faculty Rule 3335-5-19 (Section A) as 
holding an appointment of 50% FTE or greater.  Persons with a regular faculty 
title on an appointment of 49% FTE or less are auxiliary (non-regular) 
faculty.  (See Compensated Auxiliary Appointments.)  
•  Temporary reduction: has a specified end date with a guarantee of return to 


the previous FTE. 
•  Permanent reduction: one without a specified end date.  In this situation 


the faculty member must understand that no right to a future change of FTE 
is assumed. 


 
Upon the faculty member's request, the TIU head, with the approval of the 
college dean, has the authority to grant a reduction in FTE.  In colleges 
without departments, the dean has final authority.  The letter directed to 
the dean should state all relevant information, e.g. the amount of the 
reduction, when it will take effect, and whether it is permanent or 
temporary.   
 
Also see: Shared Position. 
 
PROBATIONARY TENURE TRACK FACULTY 
 
A reduction in FTE does not involve an automatic extension of the 
probationary period, even though the projected revised dates may be mentioned 
in the letter approving the reduction, as is often the case.  Probationary 
tenure track faculty whose appointment is less than full-time but not less 
than 50% may request an extension of the probationary period in accordance 
with Faculty Rule 3335-6-03 (Section F): 
 
The extension shall be for an integral number of years based on the principle 
that the usual probationary period represents full-time service. The maximum 
permissible extension of a probationary period under this paragraph is one 
year for a probationary instructor, three years for a probationary assistant 
professor (including time spent at the rank of instructor) and one year for a 
probationary associate professor or professor. 
 
The Office of Academic Affairs policy does not approve extensions in 
advance.  Rather, during the second year of a faculty member's reduced 
appointment, OAA will approve an extension of one year, for example, in 
recognition of two years of service at 50% FTE.  At the appropriate time a 
letter requesting approval of the extension is forwarded by the TIU head to 
the dean and then the Office of Academic Affairs. 
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For probationary faculty, the letter directed to the final level of approval 
should state—in addition to the amount of the reduction, when it will take 
effect, and whether it is permanent or temporary—a projected revision of the 
review schedule and the projected year in which the adjusted "fourth year" 
review would fall (if the fourth year review has not already occurred). 
 
REGULAR CLINICAL AND RESEARCH TRACK FACULTY 
 
Regular clinical and research track faculty who wish to renegotiate their FTE 
during a contract period must consult with the TIU head.  The agreement of 
the parties who initially approved the appointment is required to approve a 
change in FTE. 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix IV. Work Group Committee Membership 
 
Mimi Dane 
Squires, Saunders, and Dempsey 
 
Joan Herbers 
College of Biological Sciences 
 
Mary Juhas  
College of Engineering 
 
Karen Mancl 
College of Food, Agricultural, and Environmental Sciences 
 
Shari Mickey-Boggs 
Human Resources 
 
Phyllis Newman 
Colleges of the Arts and Sciences 
 
Alayne Parson 
College of Mathematics and Physical Sciences 
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		President’s Council on Women’s Issues 
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Report from Dependent Care Work Group to The President’s Council on Women 
May 19, 2005 


 
Participants: Ed Adelson, Deb Ballam, Jeff Caswell, Jean Dodson, Sharon Dunn, Leslie 


Flesch, Bonnie Kantor, Shari Mickey-Boggs, Tuesday Ryan Hart, Kim 
Shumate, Dennis Sykes, Chris Zacher 


 
Summary of Discussions: 


The group, with additional members invited to join after the first two meetings 
were held, has met five times since January.  Based on the growing body of evidence that 
shows family care issues inhibit women professionals’ full participation in the work 
place, and that men are increasingly more concerned with dependent care issues, the 
group reached the consensus that providing for high-quality and adequate child care can 
no longer be viewed as a nice perk that is available to a few.  Rather, the university must 
begin viewing child care as a necessity for reaching the university’s goal of building a 
world-class faculty, just as much as it is a necessity to provide computers for faculty and 
start up laboratory costs for new science faculty hires.  In addition, issues related to care 
for older family members are a source of increasing stress on the current professional 
Ohio State workforce.   


The focus of the discussions was on how the university can increase the child care 
capacity as well as the capacity to address the expected future dependent care needs for 
older adults. We also discussed needs for school age child care during the summer as well 
as when school is cancelled or the child is too sick to attend school.   


We discussed the following actions as ways to address the additional need for 
increased dependent care capacity: 


1. increasing the child care center capacity, including school age summer programs, 
at the university or contracting with a leading child care provider, such as Bright 
Horizons 


2. adding dependent care needs for older adults or finding specific community 
partnerships or options 


3. addressing both 1 and 2 by adding an intergenerational day care center 
4. partnering with Action for Children by providing monetary resources that high 


quality centers can use to maintain their quality and in exchange give priority 
placement for OSU faculty, staff, and students 


5. partnering with Action for Children to provide in-depth assistance and counseling 
to OSU employees and students in finding high-quality child care and with a 
comparable agency for elder care referrals 


6. exploring the need for child care on school holidays or snow days 
7. exploring a program to provide for in-home care for ill children 


 
Recommendation: 


1. The President and Provost, in conjunction with Human Resources and Business & 
Finance, should appoint a task force to explore the feasibility of pursuing the 
actions outlined above, plus any others than can address the increasing needs for 
dependent care for children and services for older adults.  The work of the task 
force should be informed by the underlying principles that adequate child care and 
elder care services are a necessity and not a luxury, and are critical to achieving 
the goals set forth in the Academic Plan. 








Report from the Staff “Bill of Rights” Work Group 
to The President’s Council on Women 


May 19, 2005 
 
 


Participants:   
President’s Council: Margie Bogenschutz, Jeri Kozobarich, Mary Rhoads, Terri 


Stankiewicz, Deb Ballam, Tuesday Ryan Hart 
USAC: Connie Goodman, Lori Martensen 


 
Summary of discussions: 
 The first discussion focused on the attached document presented by Lori 
Martensen, co-chair USAC Staff Compensation and Benefits Committee (SCBC). It 
summarizes recommendations and concerns from USAC annual reports.  We concluded 
at the end of this discussion that staff already had all of these rights, if their supervisor 
was skilled and effective.  This then led to a discussion of the impact that a good—or 
bad—supervisor can have on a staff member.  We discussed training for supervisors—
what is available and what is required, both for faculty and staff in supervisory roles.  To 
help us better understand what is currently available to assist supervisors, we invited 
Anne Massaro, coordinator of the STEP program (Supervisor Training to Enhance 
Performance), to meet with us. 
 
 Anne indicated that many of the issues listed on the summary from the USAC 
reports are covered in the STEP workshops.  However, supervisor training is not 
mandatory, unless the supervisor’s supervisor requires it.  There are approximately 300 
people currently are enrolled in the STEP program.  To complete the STEP program and 
“graduate”, enrollees must finish all 12 workshops in the series. To Anne’s knowledge, 
only one department chair and one faculty member are among those who have completed 
or are currently taking the STEP program.  All others are staff.  It should be noted that 
many staff in academic units report to faculty, chairs or deans, so it would be beneficial 
for more members of academic units to actively participate in the STEP training.  Based 
on discussions Anne has had with those who have completed the program, they believe it 
has made them better supervisors.  
 
Recommendation: 
 
 The work group recommends that the President’s Council encourage the president 
and provost to select one academic unit and one non-academic unit, chosen in 
consultation with Human Resources, to undertake on-site HR training programs custom 
designed for the supervisors, both faculty and staff, in those units, with all supervisors 
participating in the program.  HR is willing to conduct a pre-training as well as a post-
training assessment of both supervisors and supervisees to determine the effectiveness of 
the program.  It is the belief of this workgroup that training of supervisors will result in a 
better workplace and ultimately in a more productive environment.  The results from 
these pilot programs could be used to determine if all units should undergo such training. 








She’s A Buckeye: A Leadership Series for Women at Ohio State 
Report to The President’s Advisory Council on Women 


May 19, 2005 
Prepared by Margie Bogenschutz 


 
Introduction 
In the summer of 2004, I was asked by Deb Ballam to chair a staff work group for The 
President’s Council that would develop some kind of leadership initiative for staff 
women at Ohio State – in response to the priority placed on leadership development by 
President Holbrook. I gathered a group of women to discuss ideas and it was decided  to 
design a series of workshops that: 


• Introduced leadership and provided an opportunity for leadership skill assessment 
• Showcased successful women who have advanced their careers in a number of 


ways at Ohio State 
• Addressed the importance of managing politics and networking 
• Would be designed to be flexible and involve minimal time commitment for 


participants 
 
The committee consisted of: 
Alex Cofield, Barb Ludwig, Cybele Smith, Gail Gunderson, Jamie Mathews-Mead, 
Sharon Feinblatt, Ann Kelly, Joyce Steffan, Kathleen Dreisbach and Rebecca Nelson. 
There were two members of the President’s Council and nine non-members; most were 
women who had contacted Deb and expressed an interest in getting involved and some 
were strategically asked to participate because of their role/position in the Office of 
Human Resource Development and the Association of Faculty and Professional Women 
(AFPW.)  
 
It was agreed that the leadership series would be sponsored by The President’s Council, 
The Women’s Place and AFPW.  The AFPW was considering hosting a day long 
conference as a new initiative this year; we encouraged them to try for a spring 
conference on leadership and we timed the sessions of this series to be scheduled prior to 
the conference – thinking the conference could be the culmination of the leadership 
initiative. 
 
The Series 
Four workshops were planned and offered winter and spring quarters 2005: 
 
Session 1: Understanding and Enhancing Your Leadership Capabilities 
Session 2: Voices From OSU: Conversations with Successful CCS Women Leaders 
Session 3: Voices From OSU: Conversations with Successful A&P Women Leaders 
Session 4: This place is HUGE! Navigating, Politicking and Networking 
 
The Office of Human Resource Development provided registration for all of the 
workshops. The series was enthusiastically received – all sessions were full and most had 
a wait list (see Appendix One) In addition, the evaluations of each of the sessions were 
overwhelmingly positive (see Appendix Two.) 







Recommendations 
 
1. There is a need and leadership programming should be continued 
 
The response to these sessions shows an overwhelming need to continue to provide 
leadership development programs for women. The fact that there were over 200 women 
on the waiting list for the first session is a strong indicator that we have a lot of women 
staff on campus who want to get involved in leadership development. 
 
2. This initiative needs an administrative home 
 
The committee that pulled together the program this year was very committed to 
designing a model that could be used as an assessment of interest in leadership 
development. In order to continue and expand this effort, there needs to be an 
administrative home for staff women leadership development initiatives. It is our 
recommendation that this effort become a part of The Women’s Place and The 
President’s Council. We further recommend that TWP/The President’s Council work in 
partnership with the Office of Human Resource Development (OHRD), the Faculty/Staff 
Assistance Program and AFPW for program design and delivery. 
 
3. Design programs for skill development 
 
This year, the focus of the leadership series was on broad topics of leadership. It seems 
that a logical next step would be to design programs around actual skill development. 
Many women had an opportunity this year, through the first leadership session of this 
series and through the AFPW conference, to assess their leadership skills. It would be 
helpful to initiate programs that help them develop skills in areas where they need 
improvement. OHRD already offers many such workshops – and they can be “packaged” 
and promoted to women staff as part of a larger effort focusing on leadership 
development for women. The AFPW conference, if it is to be an annual event, would also 
provide another opportunity for sessions on skill development. 
 
4. Develop a mentoring program 
 
We also recommend the development of a mentoring program for staff women. 
 
 
I would like to thank Kathleen Dreisbach, Career Consultant in Fisher Career Services, 
for compiling the data for this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
APPENDIX ONE 


 
She’s A Buckeye Attendance Data 


 
SHE'S a Buckeye:  Understanding and Enhancing Your Leadership Capabilities 
January 28, 2005 
 
Registered:    24 
Attended:      27 
Wait list:       205 
Evaluations:  24 
 
 
SHE'S a Buckeye:  CCS Leaders 
February 18, 2005 
 
Registered:   30 
Attended:     25 
Wait list:      16 
Evaluations:  22 
 
 
SHE'S a Buckeye:  Conversations with Successful A&P Women 
March 3, 2005 
 
Registered:   42 
Attended:     44 
Wait list:        0 
Evaluations:  28 
 
 
SHE'S a Buckeye:  This Place is Huge! 
March 30, 2005 
 
Registered:   44 
Attended:     36 
Wait list:      28 
Evaluations:  31 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 







 
APPENDIX TWO 


 
EVALUATION SUMMARIES 


SHE’S a Buckeye: A Leadership Series for Women at Ohio State, 2005 
 


Overall Degrees of Effectiveness from Quantitative Feedback 
 


Overall Degrees of Effectiveness: 
(1: Not Effective to 5: Very Effective) 


 
 


Session 1: Understanding and Enhancing Your Leadership Capabilities 
Session 2: Voices from OSU:  Conversations with Successful Women Leaders (CCS) 
Session 3: Voices from OSU:  Conversations with Successful Women Leaders (A&P) 
Session 4: This place is HUGE!  Navigating, Politicking, and Networking 


 
 


Overall Themes from Qualitative Feedback 
 
Liked: 


• Personal applications 
• Hearing positive stories of successes at OSU 
• The idea of being creative and self promoting – to direct your own career 
• Sharing experiences, personal stories 
• Networking 


 
Improvements: 


• More time for personal applications 
• In depth work on self improvement 
• Have lunch available when over the lunch hour 
• Many requests for a mentoring program for women at OSU 







 







 Session #1 Evaluations 
 


Overall Degrees of Effectiveness: 
(1: Not Effective to 5: Very Effective) 


 
Quantitative Evaluation Questions (n=24): 
#1. Campbell Leadership Descriptor 
#2. Interpretation of assessment 
#3. Presenter’s knowledge 
#4. Presenter’s style 
#5. Presenter’s attitude 
 
 
Qualitative Evaluation Questions: 
How did this session exceed or fail to meet your expectations? 


• Met as is, but expectations would have been exceeded if more time was spent 
defining plans of personal action 


• It was a pleasure to be part of the presentation 
• I truly did not know what to expect—fantastic! 
• The descriptor and materials to take home—I enjoy information provided that 


can be tailored to my experience 
• It exceeded expectations in terms of conversations and hearing from women 


across the university 
• Not as detailed, too general 
• Pleasantly surprised to have hands on opportunity to use the CLD 
• It more than met my expectations—and I tend to be a cynic! 
• Very valuable info and session 
• Helped me understand all aspects of leadership, showed me my own areas of 


improvement 
• Good info on leadership—applicable to self in limited fashion 
• This session send me back thinking but also practically enabled; the workbook 


looks really good for follow up 







 
What was the most valuable aspect of this session? 


• Self evaluation 
• Suggestions for overcoming limits 
• Meeting others and knowing they want this too! 
• Realizing my strengths and weaknesses 
• Booklet and Dr. Reichers thoughts/perspectives 
• Questions from the group 
• Presenter’s knowledge and sharing with other attendees 
• Assessment tool 
• Discussion 
• Knowing others on campus are in similar positions and have similar concerns 
• Learning to assess my skills and how to improve 
• The presenter was outstanding! Very knowledgeable and responded well on her 


feet. It was obvious she knew what she was talking about! 
• Looking at self evaluation was very helpful 
• The options to improve offered by the workbook 
• Thinking about leadership as a concept and reality 
• Affirmation of some concepts already known but not comfortable to me; 


reaction of women colleagues to main concepts presented 
• Well structures—esp. for time allotted 


 
 
How could this session be improved? 


• Brief intro of participants 
• More time to learn/benefit from other participants’ experiences 
• Available to more people 
• Longer 
• Do introductions at beginning 
• Discuss assessment in pairs rather than groups—could have gone more in depth 
• Need more resources—provide bibliography or URL for other resources 
• More on negotiation (salaries especially) 
• Have repeated sessions with small focus groups for networking 
• Formal mentoring program for staff women at OSU 
• Needed more time for interpretation of the assessment 
• Open to a larger group (need and interest) 
• Make into two sessions—more time 
• More in depth work on self improvement (perhaps break into groups based on 


biggest area for improvement so each group can really get into the why and 
how to change various aspects) 


• Session that has interesting info but assumes that we have the power to make 
changes—not always valid 


• Needed one or two males per session—open to diversity and new thought 
 
What topics would you like addressed in the future? 


• Want to know more about others in A&P around campus 







• Institution of formal mentoring program for women 
• Mentoring for women (multiple suggestions) 
• Social programs 
• Balance of family and work 
• Negotiating salary 
• Career pathing 
• Communication skills 
• Examples of success—how it was attained, sacrifices made, rewards gained 
• Networking opportunities 
• Opportunities for advancement 







 Session #2 Evaluations 
 


(No Quantitative Data Collected) 
 


Qualitative Evaluation Questions: 
How did this session exceed or fail to meet your expectations? 


• A little slow, make it 1.5 hr. not 2 
• I had no idea what to expect – I appreciate the willingness of these women to 


share their “stories” about their career paths – thank you. 
• It met my expectation in the sharing of personal stories and their associated 


challenges along the way. 
• Met my expectations. It was good to hear what people from various 


backgrounds have done in their careers and how they got there. 
• It met my expectations. Great information on how to move up, learn, volunteer 


to meet your goals in a professional manner. 
• Good selection of women on the panel. 
• Exceeded my expectations - learned some things I plan on using in the near 


future. 
• Good choice of panelists. 
• Informative. Very engaging panelists w/real stories and accomplishments. 
• The session met expectations of mine by one-on-one dialogue with the panel 


members. The women were very generous with their advice and stories. 
• Exceeded – enjoyed the sharing and accomplishments of others. Got some 


great ideas for mentoring and expectations of a mentor. 
• Exceeded expectation – to hear from people who have succeeded in CCS and 


transitions. 
• This was a wonderful program. I wasn’t expecting to connect as well as I did. 


The panel was great. 
• I was hoping to get some insights into moving ahead in my position and some 


ideas about expending my horizons and this session actively exceeded my 
expectations. 


• Wonderful experiences these women have had at OSU – all positive. 
• It was great, but should have some info on cont. ed, classes, etc. More support 


areas, groups for women. 
• This session confirmed that what I am doing in my current position trying to 


sell myself within the department is the best way to get noticed and get 
promoted… 


• I really didn’t have specific expectations. I hoped there would be helpful 
information provided. 


• Good choice of 4 women’s experiences. 
  
What was the most valuable aspect of the session? 


• Good speakers. 
• It reinforced that each of us are our own best advocate. Giving women a safe 


place to share their thoughts, their strengths and their stories. 
• Hearing specific examples of pursuits of goals – successful pursuits. 







• The advice and tips the panel provided on how to advance and make their 
career more interesting and challenging for them (take classes, volunteer, have 
a positive attitude). 


• Everything! 
• Learned a perspective about the CCS side of OSU 
• The one-on-one format – the honest stories, the genuineness of the presenters 
• Appreciated that it was organized and well facilitated. 
• Common threads/attitudes 
• Free to staff. 
• Honest sharing. No complaining or whining about my situations or bad 


decisions. 
• Hear lifestyle stories/changes that also show change/choices can be made. 
• I gave up too soon on my goals and I should revisit them. 
• Knowing you can move up and grow. 
• The session was very well structured-The initial sharing was excellent as well 


as the questions and answer part. 
• Hearing other women’s experience that are similar to mine. I’ve been here for 2 


years and want to move on but wasn’t sure how to until today. 
• Conversations. 
• Very good tips on positive approach, attitudes, nice to find encouragement. 
• That a majority of the panels went through similar case services and still was 


able to overcome changes in their work environment. 
• Be creative, self-promoting. 
• Hearing different approaches taken to move through the system. 
• “Jump start” me to get involved in programs in the university. 


 
How could this session be improved? 


• Make it 1-1/2 hr. 
• Ask the speakers to stand when they speak. Typically, women speak softly and 


do not draw attention to themselves. Standing make the speaker visible and in a 
“leadership” position.  Include some minorities on the panel-are their stories 
the same? Different? 


• Similar workshops for A&P ant other career paths at OSU.  
• Offer lunch/brownbag for purchase. 
• Add ethnic panel members. I’m sure there are women leaders on campus of 


other races. 
• Like the format-that each person showed what they chose to share. 
• A summary by each person of skills/ideas that guided them – a quick reference 


guide to what worked for them. 
• Handouts for note taking and listing program leaders. Establish a mentoring 


program at Women’s Place or somewhere. 
• Possibly have a moderator to keep the discussion moving. 
• Agenda needs to be distributed in case I would like to talk to the panel 


members at a later date. 
• List web addresses for AFPW, USAC, Step classes. Create email list. 







• Speakers standing when doing presentations. Provide information related to 
suggestions by panel members, i.e. training, class offerings. 


• Handout with panel name and contact info. 
   
 
What topics would you like addressed in the future? 


• Civil service rules. 
• Women’s voice. How do we make our voice, our voice heard? 
• What’s going on in the University – university structures and organizations. 


Management classes, leadership. Customer service and how to work w/others. 
• Any. 
• Format and topics were great – no changes. 
• Being politically astute. How to work successfully in a male dominated world. 
• CCS vs. A&P. 
• More of the same 
• Diff backgrounds. 
• Diff positions. 
• Diff struggles. 
• The move from CCS to the A&P level. How to find a mentor/UPW group 


introduction. 
• Benefits of going from CCS to A&P. 
• How attending classes at OSU have led to their current position? “I attended 


classes and got a degree and reached the position I am in now!”  
• Flex time, job sharing. 
• Short classes, any college counselor’s to speak to group – but not from Cont Ed 


because I think they are too vague. 
• Blending career growth with continued education. 
• Politics, Understanding the University structure, University initiatives 
• Medical Center Women vs OSU women panel for growth  


 
How did you find out about this session? 


• HR site on web 
• OSU Today (multiple mentions) and AFPW website link (I think) 
• OHRD website 
• Through the web (OSU Today) 
• My supervisor, through our one-on-one meetings on self improvement. 


Allowing me to attend sessions that interest me. 
• Human resources office/email 
• HR internet site and OSU Today 
• Helpful; articulate; wide ranging group experiences made the session positive, 


affirming that positions can be altered. 
• Email and OSU Today 
• My HR person – email and OSU Today 
• Online through OHRD 
• Supervisor sent me an email about his session 
• Outreach at MedCtr. Website and email 







 Session #3 Evaluations 
 


Overall Degrees of Effectiveness: 
(1: Not Effective to 5: Very Effective) 


 
Quantitative Evaluation Questions (n=28): 
#1. Panel presentation format 
#2. Panel presentation of knowledge, experiences, and areas of expertise 
#3. Level of panel interaction with the audience 
#4. General topics addressed at panel discussion 
 
Qualitative Evaluation Questions: 
How did this session exceed or fail to meet your expectations? 


• Great honesty and warmth from panelists 
• Met expectations 
• Great to see how similarly we feel about men/work, work/home, relationships 
• Really liked the moderator (Deans of ASC) 
• Exceeded! 
• Liked emphasis on women’s strengths and differences and how to work with 


these; made me realize I need to focus on what I want and learn from women 
who are already doing it 


• Excellent program! Wonderful and appropriate topic to discuss on campus! 
• Good flow of conversation 
• Insightful! 
• Covered the topics I expected—was not surprised by answers, but good to hear 
• I expected a subdued lecture and got a stimulating and involved discussion! 
• Very great! I needed to hear about the life balance 
• Thought it was on professional skills, but ended up being on personal skills—


seemed like a women’s support group, not what I was looking for in a 
professional group—less on “women”, more on “professional” 


 
What was the most valuable aspect of this session? 







• Personal stories; recommendations on how to make contacts 
• Sharing of experiences; great conversational tone 
• Questions that were solicited at beginning—helped focus discussion 
• I now plan to take a break with the other women in my office 
• The diversity of the panel—faculty, professional, generational 
• Openness of panel members 
• Optimism of panelists, allowances for difference approaches  
• That we all share the struggle to be successful in our own right 
• Reception of questions from the audience; convenient location 
• Informality 
• Be where you want to be, be true to yourself 
• Interaction with audience; varied panelists 
• Find out what’s important to you; the panelists’ honesty 
• The open format made me feel comfortable in a room where I knew no one 
• To realize not to be so hard on yourself 
• Potential to network 


 
How could this session be improved? 


• Hold in larger room to accommodate more people 
• Varied backgrounds in the job 
• Maybe more interaction between attendees (small groups to formulate 


questions) 
• I suppose more of the ladies here are professors—would be nice to bring staff 


people into the conversation 
• Maybe an hour and a half instead of two hours 
• Apply to specific conditions at OSU 
• Have a representative who was/is CCS and has advanced 
• Add single parent woman to have that perspective 
• Introduce audience quickly, name/dept 
• More structure 
• Break into small groups that could continue as mentoring units after the session 
• Include panelists who are at earlier stages in their careers 
• Provide drinks (water, coffee, tea) for audience 
• More diverse panelists—background and interests 
• Pass out a list of panelists 


 
What topics would you like addressed in the future? 


• Four successful men! 
• Structure of the university 
• Professional development for women in a male dominated field 
• How to ask for direction/career advice when it is not being offered in the job 
• How to help women support each other more? 
• How to celebrate diversity more? 
• More like this—I would so come again! 
• Mentoring; Have opportunity for attendees to connect with a mentor 
• How can women connect across campus? Are there opportunities to shadow? 







 Session #4 Evaluations 
 


Overall Degrees of Effectiveness: 
(1: Not Effective to 5: Very Effective) 


 
Quantitative Evaluation Questions (n=31): 
#1. Leadership activity is valuable 
#2. Office culture/networking activity is valuable 
#3. Presenters’ knowledge 
#4. Presenters’ style 
#5. Did this session meet your expectations? 
 
Qualitative Evaluation Questions: 
Most valuable aspect of session: 


• Hearing other stories from around the university 
• Impact of influence 
• Meeting other participants—name badges would help 
• Leadership and empowerment 
• Leadership as relationship 
• Influence piece 
• Networking advice, leadership/attitude 
• Looking at my behaviors and how they impact my acting like/being viewed in 


a leadership role—my choice! 
• Appreciate the contact sheet; liked the resources 
• Discussion re: politicking 
• Elevator speech; networking tips; leadership power point presentation 
• The Networking! 
• Discussion 
• The handouts 
• Meeting and hearing from others 
• Being an influence rather than being after all the glory 
• Presenters, interactive elements of the workshop, handouts 







• Meeting the women at my table 
• Ann is even tempered in her approach 


 
Session improvements: 


• Shorter; hard for shy people to participate 
• More interaction; where to find high level “leaders” (they are in need of a 


session like  this since most are faculty who manage rather than lead because 
they don’t have leadership skills) 


• Clarify to eat before coming  
• Didn’t like bragging about dodging voicemail; wish Maddy would have been 


here 
• Length; more detail; more time to meet attendees 
• Break into small groups 
• Wouldn’t have selected a male to speak about women’s leadership 
• Office climate: how to be a leader or have a leadership attitude in a climate that 


does not nourish this attitude; how to be positive and still be honest 
• Success stories of women who did move up—specific in a good way 
• Give everyone nametags! 
• More time to actually network 
• Allow for more interaction—interesting to hear how others deal with office 


politics 
• Lunch! 
• Make more specific references to OSU situations, organizations 
• Overview of university structure, org chart 
• Page numbers on handouts 


 
Topics for future: 


• How to succeed when supervisors are not good or worthy of respect 
• More tactical ideas on how to approach politics 
• How to succeed/lead in a negative office climate 
• Getting involved in professional organizations on campus 
• Mentoring program for OSU women 
• More focus on the culture at OSU and its impact on politics and leadership 
• Energy and network 


 
Found out through: 


• A friend 
• Email (majority) 
• OHRD Website 
• President’s Council 
• On Campus 
• AFPW 
• HR Announcement/Administrator 
• OSU Today 


 
 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 








The Women’s Place Staff Leadership Series 
Program Overview 


 
The Women’s Place (TWP) is committed to expanding opportunities for women’s growth, 
leadership and power at the university.  With this goal informing our efforts, TWP will 
sponsor a leadership initiative specifically for staff women at the university.  This year-
long project will focus on providing both skill building and leadership development 
activities for university staff members who would like to develop and enhance their 
leadership abilities.  Participants will meet monthly for group discussions, learning from 
guest facilitators, and self-reflection.  They will also have the opportunity for informal 
group lunches with senior staff women at the university. 
 
Program Goals: 


1. To enhance the leadership abilities of university staff women 
2. To foster a supportive, collegial network of staff women 
3. To create a pool of potential staff leaders from groups that have been traditionally 


underrepresented in key leadership roles.  For most units, this will be women and 
underrepresented minorities.  However, majority men are welcomed and 
encouraged to apply.  


 
Target Population: 
The Staff Leadership Series will be open to 24 participants who show leadership promise 
and interest in their respective units.    
   
Selected participants will: 
• Demonstrate formal or informal leadership abilities, but will not be required to have 


supervisory experience  
• Be in their early to mid-careers, with a minimum 2 years work experience at OSU 
• Exhibit a strong desire to build their leadership abilities through skill building 


exercises and self-reflection 
• Represent the diversity of the university community, including regional campus 


representation 
 
Participant Commitments: 
TWP anticipates that participants’ monthly time commitments will typically vary between 
2-6 hours, and participants will be expected to commit to the following events in the Staff 
Leadership Series. 
• A full day orientation to the program on October 21, 2005 
• Monthly lunch meetings from November through May (12p-2pm) 
• A half day mid-year retreat in February 
• A graduation/celebration reception in June 
• Monthly informal group lunches with senior staff women at the university will be 


held, participants will be required to attend 2-3 lunches of their choice over the 
course of the academic year 


 







Department Commitments: 
• Departments are responsible for providing a registration fee of $200 for each 


participant. 
• Departments will support the applicant’s full participation in the program, including 


allowing the participant to attend all sessions of the series. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 







The Women’s Place Staff Leadership Series 
Calendar 2005-2006 


 
 Month Activity 
 


 
October 21 


 
Kick-off for Program (full day retreat, including Camp Mary 
Orton) 
 


 
 
 
 


 
November 18 


 
Session 1 - Self-Assessment and Leadership Skills  
 


 
 
 


 
December 9 


 
Session 2 - Professional and Personal Goal Setting 
 


 
 
 


 
January  


 
Session 3 - Communication in the Workplace 
 


 
 
 


 
February 


 
Mid-Year Retreat (1/2 Day) 
 


 
 
 


 
March 


 
Session 4 - Conflict Management and Negotiation Skills 
 


 
 
 


 
April  


 
Session 5 – Advancing and Thriving in the University 
Environment 
 


 
 
 
 


 
May 


  
Session 6 - Performance Management and Leadership 
 


 
June 


 
 


  
Graduation/Celebration Reception 
 


 
 


 
 
 
Session 1.  Self-Assessment and Leadership Skills – Participants will engage in a self-
assessment developed by the Center for Creative Leadership that will reveal their 
leadership style on numerous dimensions that are important for leadership success.  
Particular attention will be paid to potential strengths and weaknesses of gender-based 
leadership styles.   
 
Session 2.  Personal and Professional Goal Setting – Participants will discuss and 
develop a plan for achieving both personal and professional goals.  Conversation will 







include how these two goals sets can be integrated and complimentary to each other.  A 
Career Mapping Exercise will be included in this session.  
 
Session 3.  Communication in the Workplace – Participants will learn general 
communication tools to use to meet their professional objectives.  Interpersonal 
communication skills will be addressed, and participants will learn how to make their 
accomplishments more visible and represent their healthy self-interest.   
 
Session 4.  Conflict Management and Negotiation Skills –The workshop will review 
key principles of negotiation and conflict management for the academic environment.  
Special attention will be paid to the challenges that women often experience in 
negotiating and managing conflict effectively.  
 
Session 5.  Advancing and Thriving in the University Environment – This workshop 
will have a dual focus for participants.  The first focus aims to assist participants in 
understanding the university climate and how to advance. The second focus involves 
using the influence that participants have achieved to make positive change in their 
respective units. 
 
Session 6.  Performance Management and Leadership – Participants will examine 
how the university’s focus on performance management can support them in creating a 
work environment characterized by excellence, accountability, and mutual respect.   
This workshop will benefit participants whether or not they are currently in supervisory 
positions.  
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Task Force Examining the Policy on Consensual Relationships 


Report and Recommendations 


July 11, 2005 


 


 


 The Task Force examining The Ohio State University’s policy on Consensual 


Relationships (“Task Force”) was established in March 2005 in response to a January 11, 2005 


work group report of the President’s Council on Women. In that January report, the work group 


urged the Council to recommend to President Holbrook that a committee be appointed to re-


examine the University’s current consensual relationship policy and to determine whether the 


policy should be revised in any respect. The Council adopted the work group’s recommendation 


and forwarded its recommendation to President Holbrook and Provost Snyder on February 1, 


2005. A list of the members of the Task Force is attached.   


 


Current Policy 


 


 The current OSU policy on Consensual Relationships is found in Sexual Harassment 


Policy 1.15, III (A) and provides that “[n]o person involved in a consensual relationship will have 


direct responsibility for evaluating the employment or academic performance or for making 


decisions regarding the promotion, tenure, or compensation of the other party to the relationship. 


Consensual romantic and sexual relationships between supervisor and employee or between 


faculty and student are strongly discouraged.” 
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Task Force Process and Fact Gathering 


 Before making its recommendation, the Council work group engaged in a thorough review 


of consensual relationship policies from other universities and from the AAUP, examined policies 


of other professions, and canvassed the academic literature on the topic.  It advised the Task 


Force first to consider whether the current policy which “strongly discourages” consensual 


relationships should be retained or whether the policy should be changed either (a) to prohibit 


such relationships when the faculty member has some professional responsibility for the student 


or (b) to prohibit such relationships with all students, either at the undergraduate or at all levels.  


It further advised the Task Force to consider several important subsidiary issues as part of our 


work, including the institution of a reporting mechanism and whether the scope of the consensual 


relationship policy should extend to staff members who supervise students. Because of the high 


quality and comprehensiveness of the work group report, the Task Force has used it as a 


foundation for our deliberations. The report of the work group is attached.  


 The Task Force met in the spring and summer of 2005.  We devoted our six meetings to 


gathering additional information about the actual operation of the current consensual relationship 


policy at OSU, analyzing the work group report, and debating the merits of changes to the current 


policy.  We particularly benefited from the expertise of six individuals, including four Task Force 


members, who reported to our Task Force on their professional experience dealing with OSU 


students. They were: (1) Deborah Schipper and (2) Rebecca Gurney from the Rape Education & 


Prevention Program (3) Karen Kyle from the Student Advocacy Office (4) Eunice Hornsby from 


Human Resources (5) Karen Taylor from Counseling and Consultation Service and (6) Bob 


Rodgers from the College of Education.  
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 Those persons who supplied information to the Task Force indicated that serious problems 


relating to faculty/student consensual relationships had come to their attention in the last few 


years. The number of reported cases clearly seems to have risen, with one respondent indicating 


that her office received 7 such complaints in one year, involving 7 different departments on 


campus. Although there is no reliable way to determine the precise incidence of such 


relationships –  now or in the past –  we heard reports that consensual sexual relationships were 


regarded as  “not an unusual event.” The oral reports we received indicated that the majority of 


complaints came from graduate students, some of whom had engaged in sexual relationships with 


their dissertation advisors. A few egregious cases involved international students who reported 


that they felt extremely vulnerable as a result of deteriorating relationships with a primary contact 


person in this country. There were also complaints from undergraduates who wished to take 


action so that other students could be saved from similar experiences. All the cases described 


involved male faculty and female students. For that reason, this report uses the masculine pronoun 


when referring to faculty or staff and the feminine pronoun when referring to students. 


 The Task Force was apprised of the variety of harms caused by sexual relationships 


between faculty and students.  Apparently, a familiar pattern involves a faculty member who 


initiates a sexual relationship with a student, often a student in the same department with whom 


the faculty member frequently interacts. Initially, the student may be flattered by the attention and 


may give little thought to the power dynamics in the relationship. When the relationship ends or 


turns sour, however, the effect on the student changes sharply: the student then experiences hurt, 


guilt, shame and a lack of connection with her peers as a result of the relationship and worries 


about the effect of the relationship on her career, particularly if she feels that the faculty member 
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is in a position to influence her future. The Task Force heard reports of faculty members who 


were known to have had multiple relationships with students, suggesting a propensity to misuse 


their power as professors. 


 The Task Force also discussed the third-party and reputational effects of faculty/student 


consensual relationships. We were told of a notorious case in which the fallout from a sexual 


relationship in the department caused the student in the relationship and other graduate students in 


the department to seek counseling and to consider transferring to other universities to complete 


their degrees.  Persons in the department expressed their belief that the reputation of the 


department suffered as a result. 


 We learned from Task Force member Bob Rodgers that professionals who work with 


undergraduates frequently identify the decision to engage in a consensual sexual relationship – 


including a relationship between a student holding a staff position and another student – as a 


recurring moral dilemma. Professor Rodgers’s own research reveals that undergraduates, 


particularly those in their first year of college, are highly influenced by social norms and may lack 


the capacity to act with full autonomy when entering into a relationship with a faculty member. 


 Finally, those supplying information to the Task Force discussed the possible negative 


effects of enacting a stricter rule governing consensual relationships and the limitations of any 


rule enacted.  Respondents acknowledged that not all consensual relationships caused harm to the 


parties or to others in the department and that some resulted in marriage or long-term 


relationships. Concerns were expressed that any absolute or comprehensive ban on consensual 


relationship might be unenforceable or might send the message that the University regarded adult 


students, particularly women students, as incapable of giving their consent. Finally, we 
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considered whether an overbroad prohibition could interfere with legally recognized rights of 


intimate association.  


 The Task Force was educated about the way the current rule on consensual relationships 


actually works at OSU. We were told that when Human Resources receives a call from a student 


describing a relationship that “went bad,” there is an investigation in which both the faculty 


member and the reporter are interviewed. Human Resources then determines whether there has 


been a violation of the current policy (i.e., whether the faculty member has “direct responsibility” 


for evaluating the student) and makes a recommendation to the Dean or Chair of the department 


as to how they should manage the conflict. Problems arise when the involved faculty member is 


the only person who can play a designated role for the student and the only option is to move the 


student to another location. The Dean and/or Chair of the department then determines the 


consequence, if any, for the faculty member who violates the consensual relationship policy. 


Sanctions have ranged from reprimand, to removal of resources, to loss of salary (i.e., no salary 


increase). In many instances, the student may not know what particular sanction was imposed. In 


2000, the process for investigating complaints was de-centralized to permit the individual 


Colleges to do their own investigations. In 2004, however, the process was recentralized, with 


responsibility for investigations again placed in Human Resources. 


 New faculty members and teaching assistants receive brochures that contain OSU’s  


sexual harassment policy, but there is apparently little training or discussion relating specifically 


to the consensual relationship policy.  There is a widespread view that the “culture” varies widely 


among departments and colleges. In some departments, there is a perception that nothing can or 


will be done to faculty with tenure or that an administrator will refuse to hold a faculty member 
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accountable if he brings in sizeable resources to the University.  


 


Task Force Deliberations and Chief Concerns 


 


 Over the course of its deliberations, the Task Force became convinced that a problem 


exists at OSU and that consensual faculty/student sexual relationships have caused considerable 


harm to individual students and, to the some degree, have damaged the University community and 


the reputation of the University. The Task Force concluded that the current policy which merely 


“strongly discourages” consensual relationships –  even though it effectively bans such 


relationships where the faculty exercises a “direct” evaluative role  – is inadequate and needs to 


be revised.  Task Force members emphasized that sexual relationships between faculty and 


students, while purportedly consensual, may often be a product of “exploited” consent, when the 


student later realizes that the faculty member’s position gave him unequal power and leverage in 


the relationship.  For some members of the committee, the chief concern relates to the academic 


integrity of the University, insofar as consensual sexual relationships call into question the 


fairness of a professor’s judgment or threaten to diminish the credibility of the academic mission, 


especially when the relationship is known to those outside. Task Force members expressed a 


particular desire to enact a policy and process that would permit University officials to take stern 


action against professors who engage in multiple relationships with students and thereby 


demonstrate that they are not deterred by the University’s expression of “strong discouragement.” 


 The Task Force concluded that any new policy should  “prohibit” rather than merely 


“strongly discourage” consensual sexual relationships between a faculty member and a student, 







  
 


 


7


when the faculty member exercises any responsibility over a student.  The Task Force members 


were of the view that the ban should cover not only faculty who are in a “direct” evaluative role, 


but should be broadened to include any faculty with supervisory, teaching, evaluation, advisory, 


coaching or counseling responsibilities for the student, or any faculty who would otherwise likely 


be asked in the future to take on such a role for the student. The desire of the Task Force was to 


expand the notion of  “conflict of interest” and “unethical conduct” to include less formal roles 


played by faculty that nevertheless give rise to the potential for exploitation of students and 


impairment of the academic process.  The proposal closely resembles similar policies adopted by 


other public universities, particularly the University of Michigan, and is consistent with the 


AAUP Statement of Professional Ethics which urges professors to “avoid any exploitation, 


harassment or other discriminatory treatment of students” and “to make every reasonable effort to 


foster honest academic conduct and ensure that their evaluations of students reflect each student’s 


true merit.” 


 With respect to the scope of the rule, Task Force members determined that the prohibition 


should apply to staff members, teaching assistants, coaches, residence hall professional staff and 


other University employees who have responsibilities for students.  The Task Force, however, did 


not discuss whether a similar ban ought to be imposed with respect to employee/employee 


relationships. We limited our deliberations to relationships involving students.  


 The most difficult issue for the Task Force concerned whether a prohibition on 


faculty/student consensual relationships ought to extend beyond instances where the faculty 


member has some responsibility over the student, for example, a case where a faculty member 


from a graduate professional school enters into sexual relationship with an undergraduate.  Ohio 
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law currently criminalizes sexual conduct with persons under 16 years of age. Ohio Rev’d Code § 


2907.04.  Particularly where undergraduates are concerned, moreover, there is an increased 


danger that the student lacks the emotional and developmental maturity to appreciate the risks of 


entering into such a relationship. However, in part because the serious cases reported to 


committee involved graduate students, the majority of the Task Force concluded that we would 


not recommend such a blanket prohibition on sexual relationships with undergraduates. Currently, 


only one other institution – the College of William & Mary – prohibits all sexual relationships 


between faculty members and undergraduates.  It was noted, however, that students under 16 


years of age do in fact attend Ohio State and that faculty and staff should be apprised of the 


criminal penalties for engaging in sexual relationships with such minors. Additionally, the 


University should retain its policy of “strongly discouraging” sexual relationships between faculty 


and students in all contexts. 


 Regardless of the scope of any new rule, Task Force members were strongly of the view 


that little would change if the new policy did not have “teeth” or if persons were unaware of the 


restrictions. To be effective, there must be a duty placed on the faculty member to disclose the 


existence of any sexual relationship with a student – current or in the past – and to cooperate in 


making alternative arrangements for the supervision, teaching, grading, advising, counseling or 


other responsibility relating to the student. Additionally, any supervisor notified of such a 


relationship or who becomes aware of such a relationship should have a duty to take immediate 


action to provide an acceptable alternative arrangement.  The Task Force was mindful of the 


potential hazards with requiring disclosure, particularly in cases of same-sex relationships or 


other socially disapproved relationships. For this reason, the supervisor should take all feasible 
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steps to maintain the confidentiality of such information. Finally, to insure against 


multiple offenders escaping notice, any action taken in response to a report of a consensual sexual 


relationship or alternative arrangements made as a result should be reported to Human Resources. 


The Task Force agreed that policy and procedure for regulating consensual sexual relationships 


should remain as part of the University’s policy against sexual harassment. 


 Perhaps most importantly, the Task Force believed that there should be measurable 


sanctions imposed on persons who violate the policy on sexual relationships.  There should be a 


clear statement that disciplinary action will be taken against faculty or staff who enter into such 


relationships, persist in engaging in such relationships or who fail to disclose such relationships or 


cooperate in efforts to provide alternative arrangements.  


 


Task Force Principal Recommendations 


In summary, the Task Force recommends: 


(1) That the OSU policy be revised to prohibit consensual sexual relationships between faculty 


and students or between university employees and students, whenever the faculty member or 


employee has supervisory, teaching, evaluation, advisory, coaching or counseling responsibilities 


for the student or would otherwise be likely to be asked to take on such a role in the future. 


  (a) That OSU implement the consensual relationship policy to impose a duty on 


faculty and staff to report and disclose any sexual relationship with a student encompassed within 


(1) above, either to their supervisor or to Human Resources and to cooperate in making 


acceptable alternative arrangements. The policy should also impose a duty on supervisors to 


notify Human Resources of any such relationships reported to them or that come to their 
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knowledge and to take   immediate steps to provide acceptable alternative arrangements.  


  (b) That the OSU consensual relationship policy contain a clear statement that 


disciplinary action will be taken against faculty or staff who violate the policy, either by entering 


into or engaging in a sexual relationship with a student encompassed with (1) above, or by failing 


to report such relationship or cooperate in making alternative arrangements.  


 


(2) That the OSU policy reaffirm that it “strongly discourages” consensual sexual relationships 


between faculty and students in other contexts. 
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Report To The President’s Council On Women 
From The Work Group Examining The University’s Policy On  


Consensual Sexual Relations Between Faculty And Students 
 


 
Introduction 
 


This workgroup of the President’s Council on Women’s Issues has been charged by the Council to explore 
whether the Council should recommend to the President that the university re-examine its policy on consensual 
sexual relationships between faculty and students.  In carrying out this charge, the work group has considered the 
following:  Ohio State’s current policy, the AAUP’s current policy recommendation, the policies of CIC and 
benchmark universities, the rationale supporting the policies that strongly discourage but do not prohibit consensual 
sexual relations between faculty and students, policies of other professions, the climate goals enunciated in both the 
Academic Plan and the Diversity Action Plan, considerations supporting strict policies on consensual sexual 
relationships between faculty and students, the human costs for students of such relationships, and the costs for the 
university, particularly in terms of fulfilling the goals as stated in the Academic Plan.   
 


This workgroup concludes that it is time for the university to re-examine its current policy on consensual 
sexual relations between faculty and students and recommends that a committee be charged to undertake this task. 
 
 
Ohio State’s Current Policy (Appendix 1) 
 


The Ohio State University’s sexual harassment policy currently strongly discourages consensual and 
romantic relationships between supervisor and employee or between faculty and student, but does not prohibit such 
relationships.  The policy prohibits anyone involved in such a relationship from having direct responsibility for 
evaluating the employment or academic performance or for making decisions regarding the promotion, tenure, or 
compensation of the other party to the relationship.  The policy does note that “these relationships may be subject to 
concerns about the validity of consent, conflicts of interest, and unfair treatment of other students or employees.”  
The current policy does not explicitly require the reporting of consensual relationships. 
 
 
AAUP’s Policy Recommendation (Appendix 2) 
 


The American Association of University Professors’ suggested policy is similar to Ohio State’s current 
policy—it discourages, but does not prohibit consensual sexual relationships between professors and students.  Like 
Ohio State’s policy, the AAUP suggested policy recognizes that consensual relationships between faculty and 
students “are fraught with the potential for exploitation.  The respect and trust accorded a professor by a student, as 
well as the power exercised by the professor in an academic or evaluative role, make voluntary consent by the 
student suspect.” 
 
 
Policies Of CIC And Benchmark Institutions (Appendix 3) 
 


The 15 CIC and benchmark institutions take a variety of approaches to the issue of consensual sexual 
relations between faculty and students: 
 


• Three prohibit such relationships between faculty and students over whom the faculty has some professional 
responsibility and discourage such relationships with other students (Iowa, Indiana, and Arizona).   
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• Five have policies similar to the OSU and AAUP policies—they strongly discourage but do not prohibit 
sexual relationships with students (Penn State, Michigan, Wisconsin-Madison, Minnesota, and Texas-
Austin).  However, all five of these institutions, unlike Ohio State, do require that such relationships be 
reported. 


• Three neither discourage nor prohibit such relationships, but do require that they be reported if the faculty 
member has evaluative authority over the student so that that authority can be reassigned (Northwestern, 
Michigan State, and Illinois).   


• Two caution in their policies that such relationships can be problematic but neither discourage nor prohibit 
them (Illinois-Chicago and Purdue). 


• Two do not address such relationships in any way in their policies (UCLA and Washington). 
 
 
Rational Supporting Policies That Discourage But Do Not Prohibit  
 


The issue of regulating consensual sexual relations between faculty and students has been controversial 
throughout the country.  Most colleges and universities have policies similar to that suggested by the AAUP and 
Ohio State’s policy—such relationships are strongly discouraged but are not prohibited. 
 


The arguments against stricter prohibitions center on (1) the right of the student as an autonomous adult to 
engage in a relationship that is not prohibited by law; (2) preserving freedom of association for both sides of the 
relationship; and (3) implementation problems—how does an institution enforce such a policy?  A number of articles 
summarize the arguments against strict prohibitions on such relationships.  For more information see Appendix 4.   
 
 
 
 
 
Climate Goals Enunciated In The Academic Plan And The Diversity Action Plan 
Support A Re-Examination Of OSU’s Consensual Relations Policy 
 


The last revision of Ohio State’s sexual harassment policy occurred prior to the adoption of the Academic 
Plan and the Diversity Action Plan.  Thus, the policy has not been considered within the context of the goals outlined 
in those plans.  Such consideration is now appropriate. 
 


The overarching premise of the Academic Plan is that “The Ohio State University aspires to become one of 
the world’s great public research and teaching universities.”  The Academic Plan acknowledges that the environment 
in which we teach, learn, and research is critical to achieving our goal: 
 


Academic excellence will be enriched by an environment that mirrors the diverse world in which 
we live.  Within this environment, we will come to value the differences in one another along with 
the similarities, and to appreciate that the human condition is best served through understanding, 
acceptance, and mutual respect. 


 
The Diversity Action Plan (June 2000) also acknowledged the importance of the university environment 


when it listed as one of its six objectives creating “a supportive environment that is welcoming for all individuals” 
both in and outside of the classroom. 
 


In considering how to achieve the climate goals specified in these plans, one must be mindful that 
inequalities of power exist among the individuals who comprise our university community.  Unequal power creates 
vulnerability to abuse of power that can interfere with creating a climate characterized by understanding, acceptance, 
and mutual respect which is supportive and welcoming for all individuals.  This inequality of power inherent with 
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“consensual” sexual relations between faculty, staff, and students jeopardizes the development of our ideal 
environment.  
 
 
Considerations supporting strict policies on consensual sexual relationships 
 


One of the key considerations in determining whether The Ohio State University should adopt a stricter 
policy on consensual sexual relations between faculty and students is the issue of whether such a relationship can 
truly be consensual.  For consent to exist, there must be the ability, the option, to say “no.”  If a student feels 
overwhelmed by the rank, prestige, or powerful position of the faculty member, then true consent may not exist.  
 


True consent also may not exist in situations where the student is so influenced by the power, status, or 
prestige of the faculty or staff member that the student consents to the relationship only because of the power, status 
or prestige, and absent those would not consent. 
 


For example, Professor David Archard (2001) examines the notion of “exploited consent”.  Archard (2001) 
defines exploited consent as that which is “given because of the unequal nature of the relationship between two 
people”.  The less powerful person consents to the relationship willingly and voluntarily, but only because of the 
position the more powerful person holds.  If the more powerful person did not hold that position, the less powerful 
would not likely have consented.  Archard (2001) describes the concept within the context of professional 
relationships: 


 
I would suggest three characteristics of professional relationships that are relevant.  The first is an 
ethos of intimacy, closeness, trust, openness, and confidence.  The second is the relative 
dependence and vulnerability of the client.  The third is the esteem, respect, and admiration that the 
client has for the professional.  All of these dispose the client to be more open and receptive to the 
proposals of the professional.   


 
If, Archard (2001)asks, the less powerful person would not have consented to the relationship absent the position 
held by the more powerful person, can this be true consent? 
 


Professors and students, particularly graduate and professional students, share the same three characteristics 
that Archard (2001) attributes to professional relationships.  Thus, one can question whether students truly can 
consent to a sexual relationship with a faculty or staff member. 
 


An imbalance of power is inherent in the teacher-student relationship, as well as the relationship between a 
student and a staff member.  The student may defer to the teacher or staff person as an expert, a respected figure 
whose authority is unassailable.  This power imbalance can be further exacerbated by the existence of other factors 
such as race, gender, sexual orientation, international student/scholar status, command of the English language, and 
previous sexual victimization.   
 


The age difference that might be encountered in a faculty/staff and student relationship might also indicate a 
vast imbalance of power based on the cognitive and psychosocial development level of the student.  A number of 
models of development of students during the college years raise questions about developmental issues that might 
interface with a traditional undergraduate student’s decision to engage in, and the experience of, a consensual 
relationship with a faculty member (Chickering & Reisser ; Sanford; Perry).  
 


In Perry’s model, for example, most first- and second-year college students are found to be in the Dualism 
stage.  The hallmark of this stage is a deferral to “authorities,” who are assumed to know the answers to all questions.  
It is the role of the authority to teach the student the answers and the role of the student to soak up all the information 
held by these authorities.  The “classic” authority at the university is the professor, who is seen as older, wiser, and 
the possessor of all knowledge in the field (at least all knowledge that is currently known).  
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For a student who is a Dualist, and who is invited into a consensual relationship with a faculty member, a 


normal and natural conclusion might be to assume that the faculty member knows best and, thus, that the relationship 
is desirable and good for the student.  Additionally, the Dualistic thinker might believe that such an informed and 
esteemed professor must see something “special” in the student such that the professor would even initiate such a 
relationship.  A normal and natural Dualistic response would be to defer to the greater wisdom and knowledge of the 
authority figure.  This view of the position of the professor and the role of the student necessarily compromises the 
student’s ability to analyze the situation at the same level as the professor.  At this stage, the student is cognitively 
unable to process information at a higher level, which would allow for the questioning of the authority’s position and 
the testing of various perspectives (Hornsby, 2004).  
 


In addition to relative cognitive development, we must not lose sight of other aspects of the “uneven playing 
field.”  We would be naïve to think that characteristics of race/ethnicity, class, gender and sexual orientation do not 
affect the relative power that individuals bring to any interaction.  Many authors and educators have extensively 
examined how these characteristics affect an individual’s ability to influence and be influenced, to exploit and to be 
exploited (Kivel, 1996; McIntosh, 1988; hooks, 1994).  
 


Power, and hence the ability to give uncoerced consent, is also affected by the international status of the 
parties involved.  It seems obvious that a student, coming to the United States from another country, with family and 
friends perhaps thousands of miles away, might feel less powerful than a United States citizen.  Furthermore, student 
visas are often dependent on academic status and enrollment in specific programs of higher education, creating a 
strong motivation on the part of the student to try to please those who have the power to permit or deny such 
academic status.  In addition, the ability to communicate clearly and to understand the English language, as well as 
American cultural customs, can also impact a student’s ability to recognize manipulative behavior and respond 
effectively. 


 
Finally, if the student has a history of previous sexual victimization, this can influence the student’s ability 


to recognize and react effectively against sexual exploitation. Lowered self-esteem, feelings of disempowerment and 
the adoption of faulty coping skills are some of the negative psychological and behavioral outcomes associated with 
sexual victimization.  These outcomes, paired with increases in high risk behaviors are often seen in college students 
who have survived sexual abuse, and can negatively impact the student’s ability to deal with the manipulative 
behavior of an authority figure (Miller, Moeller, Kaufman, DiVasto, Pathak, Christy, 1978; Finkelhor, 1984). 
 
 
Personal Cost to Students and Impact on Educational Experience 
 


In addition to the issue of exploited consent, a strong argument supporting a stricter policy is the cost to 
students who are involved in such relationships.  Archard notes in his article that “what studies there have been 
suggest that the vast majority of students who enter into affairs with their lecturers suffer as a consequence.  They do 
not subsequently report that they were glad to have had the experience.  Quite the contrary” (Archard, 2001). 
 


While many faculty and staff know of cases where a faculty/staff/student sexual relationship ended 
amicably, many of us also know of cases where the relationship ended in disaster with long-lasting negative 
consequences for the student, department, or institution.  In addition, the offices to which students turn for support 
are aware of some instances where particular faculty have engaged in a pattern of short-term sexual relationships 
over the years with a number of students, many of which have ended in disaster for the students.  In some of these 
cases, the relationship did not appear to be the result of spontaneous attraction, but rather the outcome of the 
premeditated targeting, seduction and exploitation of a vulnerable student.  At the end of such relationships, these 
students often experience severe emotional and psychological consequences, depression, and even suicidal behavior.  
Students may come to question their own academic accomplishments, wondering if their grades are the result of hard 
work and talent, or merely the “reward” for their sexual relationship with their professor.  They may change majors 
or drop out of school altogether, sacrificing years of investment in their education and career. 
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Moreover, it is not just the student in the relationship who is affected.  Other students frequently feel 


negatively impacted by “consensual” sexual relationships between faculty and students: 
 


Whether or not there is favoritism in awarding of grades, financial assistance, or special 
opportunities, there may be the perception or suspicion of favoritism when a consensual 
relationship is present.  This perception or suspicion can impact the extent to which other students 
in a class or program choose to apply for such opportunities or the level at which they engage in 
their program or the class (Hornsby, 2004). 


 
Thus, for both the student in the relationship and for other students in the class or program, the quality of the 


educational experience is negatively impacted by such relationships.  In addition, in cases where the relationship ends 
badly, the faculty and staff, and even the reputation of entire programs and departments, can be negatively impacted.  
This can affect the ability of the institution to recruit and retain both students and faculty, as well as the ability of the 
institution to raise funding, both public and private, that is essential for continuing success. 
 


Finally, existing research on the prevalence and consequences of consensual sexual relationships supports 
the assessment, discussed above, of the damage students can suffer as a result.  Existing research primarily 
investigates relationships involving a graduate student and a faculty member, including instructors, advisors, clinical 
supervisors, and research advisors.  There does not appear to be any empirical research regarding consensual 
relationships between undergraduate students and university faculty or staff, excluding relationships between 
collegiate athletes and coaches.  Almost all existing research focuses on consensual sexual relationships between 
female students and male faculty or staff members. 
 


Studies by Pope, Levenson, and Schover (1979) and Glaser and Thorpe (1986) had similar findings, 
indicating that 17% of females with graduate psychology degrees had sexual contact with at least one faculty member 
during their graduate training.  In the study conducted by Pope et al. (1979), one in four women who received a 
Ph.D. within six years prior to the study had sexual contact with an educator.  Glaser and Thorpe found that two-
thirds of these sexual contacts occurred before or during an ongoing working relationship between the faculty 
member and student.  In a survey sampling female graduate students across academic disciplines, male faculty 
members asked 22% of graduate women on dates, and 60% of these women dated the faculty member.  In this 
sample, 13% of the entire sample dated a faculty member at least once during graduate school (Schneider, 1987).  
Fitzgerald, Weitzman, Gold & Ormerod (1988) found that 26% of male faculty members across academic 
departments reported sexual involvement with female students. 
 


OSU staff that counsel students who have been involved in such relationships report many disastrous 
outcomes for the students.  This assessment is supported by research that indicates numerous negative consequences 
for students who have consensual relationships with university faculty or staff members.  Negative consequences 
include feeling coerced or exploited (Irvine, 1997; Plaut, 1993; Schneider, 1987), feeling that there was a “conflict of 
interest” or ethical problem with the relationship (Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Jacobs, 1991; Tabachnick, Keith-Spiegel, 
& Pope, 1991), emotional and psychological consequences (Plaut, 1993), a compromised ability to get the most out 
of the learning experience (Conroe & Schank, 1989; Plaut, 1993), negative repercussions for one’s academic career 
after the relationship ended (Irvine, 1997) and in some cases, dropping out of the graduate program or transferring to 
another program or university, due to the negative impact of the relationship (Schneider, 1987).  Other negative 
impacts on students were dealing with perceptions of favoritism from classmates, having difficulty establishing 
professional independence, and having disrupted the “ability to acquire those skills that are necessary to become an 
autonomous professional” (Conroe & Schank, 1989).  Women who said “no” to social invitations from professors 
experienced negative consequences as well, such as receiving fewer opportunities for academic advancement 
(Conroe & Schank, 1989; Glaser & Thorpe, 1986; Irvine, 1997).  Schneider (1987) found that 46% of women who 
were asked or pressured to date a faculty member “were fearful of jeopardizing their academic futures.”  Glaser and 
Thorpe (1986) asked women to evaluate their feelings about the relationship at the time that it happened, and at the 
time that they were surveyed.  While only 28% felt coerced at the time of contact, 51% agreed with this statement 
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later.  Likewise, 36% saw an ethical conflict with the relationship at the time, but 55% agreed with this statement 
later.  Ultimately, 30% of women who had intimate relationships with professors felt somewhat or very coerced, and 
33% believed that the sexual relationship “greatly hindered” the working relationship. 
 


It is important to note that several important gaps exist in the research.  Existing studies sample women with 
graduate degrees, or women currently enrolled in graduate programs. It is impossible to determine how many women 
discontinue graduate studies after such a relationship ends.  A few articles and chapters give anecdotal or case 
examples, but few use quantitative research, and those that do rarely look at impact.  For example, no study asked 
women who were in consensual relationships if they received a lower grade, had slower academic progress on thesis 
or dissertation activities, or had other specific consequences.   
 


In spite of the gaps in the research, however, both the experiences of our Ohio State professionals who 
counsel students as well as scholarly research that does exist show the costs to students of being involved in sexual 
relationships with faculty members. 
 
 
Policies of Other Professions (Appendix 5) 
 


Most licensed professionals in Ohio have stricter standards with respect to consensual sexual relations than 
we have for our faculty.  Most professionals are governed by codes of conduct or ethics that prohibit consensual 
sexual relationships with clients.1  Some also prohibit sexual contact or relationships with former clients/patients, 
with key third parties associated with the client/patient, and some prohibit sexual contact even after the client/patient 
relationship has ended. 
 
Counselors, Social Workers, Therapists 
 


The most restrictive codes are for counselors.  Counselors, social workers, and marriage and family 
therapists are prohibited from the following: 
 


a. engaging in sexual activities or sexual contact with current clients, even consensual relationships, 
b. engaging in sexual activities or sexual contact with former clients within two years after terminating the 


therapeutic relationship, 
c. counseling persons with whom they have had a sexual relationship, and 
d. engaging in sexual activities or sexual contact with a client’s relatives or other individuals with whom 


clients maintain a close personal relationship when there is risk of exploitation or potential harm to the 
client. 


 
Pastoral counselors are prohibited from engaging in sexual behavior with current clients, even when the 


client invites or consents to such behavior; the prohibition extends to such behavior with former clients with no time 
limitation on the prohibition.  
 
Attorneys 
 


The American Bar Association Model Rules of Professional Conduct prohibits attorneys from having a 
sexual relationship with a client unless a consensual relationship existed before the client-lawyer relationship 
commenced.  An Ohio task force is currently considering a draft of a conflict of interest policy that would adopt the 
ABA Model Code.  


                                                           
1 Dentists and accountants have no policies prohibiting consensual sexual relations with clients, although it 


is recommended that dentists avoid relationships that could impair their professional judgment or risk the possibility 
of exploiting the confidence placed in them by their patients. 
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Medical Providers 
 


The American Medical Association’s Code of Ethics prohibits sexual contact, including consensual contact, 
with current patients.  It also prohibits sexual contact with former patients if the physician uses or exploits trust, 
knowledge, emotions, or influence derived from the previous professional relationship.  Physicians further are 
prohibited from engaging in sexual or romantic relationships with “key third parties.” 
 


Osteopaths are prohibited from having sexual contact with any current patient as well as with any patient 
upon whom a medical or surgical procedure has been performed.  
 


For podiatrists, sexual intimacy with patients, students, residents, or employees is inappropriate unless the 
personal relationship precedes the professional one. 
 


Physicians’ assistants are prohibited from becoming sexually involved with patients and it may be 
considered unethical to become sexually involved with former patients or key third parties. 
 


For chiropractors, sexual intimacies with patients are considered unprofessional and unethical.   
 


Massage therapists are prohibited from engaging in any sexual conduct or sexual activities with their clients. 
 
Coaches:  From UNITED STATES OLYMPIC COMMITTEE COACHING ETHICS 
CODE 
 


Exploitative Relationships (a) Coaches do not exploit athletes or other participants over whom they have 
supervisory, evaluative, or other authority.  (b) Coaches do not engage in sexual/romantic relationships with athletes 
or other participants over whom the coach has evaluative, direct, or indirect authority, because such relationships are 
likely to impair judgment or be exploitative. 
 
 
Philosophy Prohibiting Sexual Relationships 
 


Thus, Olympic coaches, counselors, including pastoral counselors, therapists, social workers, attorneys, 
doctors, osteopaths, podiatrists, physicians assistants, chiropractors, and massage therapists are held to a higher 
standard than are professors at The Ohio State University, if one views students as analogous to patients/clients.   
 


The philosophy supporting all of these prohibitions is the recognition that the power in the relationship is 
almost always unequal, with the client/patient frequently being in a vulnerable position and hence subject to unfair 
exploitation, even in situations where the client/patient consents to the relationship. 
 


The professional relationships described above are primarily one-on-one relationships, rather than with 
groups such as classes of students.  However, many would argue that students stand in much the same relationship to 
their professors as do clients/patients to their lawyers, doctors, and therapists.  Graduate and professional students, in 
particular, frequently work one-on-one with their professors, and undergraduate students have ample opportunities 
for one-on-one relationships.  More importantly, students are in the same vulnerable position with their professors 
and staff as are clients and patients with other professionals, and hence students are equally subject to unfair 
exploitation.2


                                                           
2 We note, however, that the need for regulation does exist even in group settings such as classes.  Sexual 


relationships between the faculty member and a student in the class can potentially poison the group learning 
dynamics for the other students in the class.   
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A reasonable person could question why we have lower standards for our faculty regulating sexual relations 


with our students than the standards governing virtually all licensed professionals in Ohio. 
 
 
Costs for the University 
 


The costs to the university are clear.  Permitting consensual sexual relations between faculty and students 
threatens our ability to create and sustain the climate that both the Academic Plan and the Diversity Action Plan view 
as essential if Ohio State is to attain status as one of the great public research and teaching universities.   
 
 
Recommendations 
 


1. The President should appoint a committee with the charge of examining the current consensual sexual 
relation policy to determine if the policy should be revised. 


 
2. In addition to any issues the committee determines need to be examined, the following issues should be 


considered: 
a. What should be the standard governing consensual sexual relations between faculty and students? 


i. Retain the current strongly discourage standard. 
ii. Prohibit such relationships when the faculty member has some professional responsibility for the 


student and strongly discourage such relationships with other students (following Iowa, Indiana, 
and Arizona). 


iii. Prohibit such relationships with all students even when the faculty member has no professional 
responsibility. 
a. Undergraduate only. 
b. Undergraduate, graduate, and professional. 


b. Prohibitions regarding minors—clarify that this is illegal 
c. Regardless of the standard that is adopted, should faculty be required to report to their supervisors or 


other university officials (and should it be reported in writing) consensual sexual relationships with 
students? 
i. Privacy concerns, particularly with respect to same-sex relationships. 


d. Should the same rule be applied to staff who supervise students? 
e. Should the consensual sexual relationship policy be separate from the sexual harassment policy? 
f. What are the sanctions for violating whatever policy is adopted? 
g. Should students involved in these relationships be subject to sanctions? 
 


3. The make up of the committee should include the following: 
a. Appointees from the following University Senate committees:  Steering, Council on Academic Freedom 


& Responsibility, Council on Student Affairs, Diversity Committee,  
b. At least one faculty member with expertise on student development,  
c. Representatives from the AAUP, the President’s Council on Women, Office of Human Resources, Rape 


Education and Prevention Program, Counseling and Consultation Service, the Student Advocacy 
Center, and 


d. Three students – graduate, professional, and undergraduate. 
 


4. The committee should conclude its work by submitting its written recommendations to the president by 
June, 2005. 
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MEMO 
 
 
 


TO:  Valerie Lee, Chair, Diversity Council 
FROM: Kate Haller, Chair, President’s Council on Women 
RE:  recommendation from The President’s Council on Women 
DATE:  3-15-05 
 
At the March 14, 2005 meeting of The President’s Council on Women, the Council voted 
to recommend the following to the Diversity Council.  The President’s Council wants to 
support the work of the Diversity Council and not overlap with it and thus we thought it 
made sense to have this recommendation incorporated into the annual reports for each 
academic unit that the Diversity Council prepares. However, if the Diversity Council 
prefers not to do this, then the President’s Council can independently make the 
recommendation to the president and provost. 
 
Our recommendation arose out of the discussion of the slow progress over the last decade 
in increasing the numbers of women faculty overall, but the decline at the assistant level 
and in particular among African American women at the assistant level. 
 
The recommendation is as follows: 
 


1. Before the hiring process begins for this fall, each department should provide 
profile data on the national pool for its discipline, with the pool consisting of 
potential faculty from institutions from which that department hires, unless it 
prefers to use national data as a whole.  The pool data should be broken down by 
the gender and race/ethnicity categories that Ohio State uses to report diversity 
data. 


 
2. Beginning with this hiring season, each department should provide for each 


faculty position for which it is hiring: 
a. profile data on the pool of applicants  
b. Profile data on those applicants interviewed 
c. Profile data on those applicants to whom job offers were extended 
d. Responses to the offers 


 
 








The President’s and Provost’s Leadership Institute 
…facilitative leadership training for emerging academic leaders… 


February 10, 2005 
 
 
Background 
 
The Ohio State University created The Women’s Place (TWP) “to make OSU a cutting edge 
institution which supports and develops women’s opportunities for achievement.” The Women’s 
Place was “designed to be a mechanism to influence critical institutional policies that impact 
women and the environment for women.”1   
 
As part of its mission to create a climate conducive to women’s opportunities for achievement, 
The Women’s Place, under the auspices of the Office of Academic Affairs, and in collaboration 
with the Office of Human Resources, will offer a leadership training program—The President’s 
and Provost’s Leadership Institute-- that focuses on long-term faculty leadership development.   
 
The Institute participants will be tenured faculty who do not currently hold significant leadership 
positions, but who may be in a position to do so within two to five years.  Up to 24 faculty can 
participate in the Institute.  Each college, regional campus, and the libraries will be guaranteed 
one participant.  The deans and director of the libraries will choose who participates from their 
units.  The primary goal of the Institute is to create a pool of potential leaders from groups that 
traditionally have been underrepresented in key leadership roles, and in particular in the role of 
department chairs and school directors.  For most units this will be women and underrepresented 
minorities.  However, majority men are welcome to be participants.      
 
 
The Program 
 
Successful academic leaders create a productive place for everyone to work.  Academic leaders 
must be able to motivate people to work well together.  In addition, academic leaders rarely 
exercise their full authority, relying instead on the leadership skills of persuasion, coaching, and 
achieving consensus. 
 
The goal of the President’s and Provost’s Leadership Institute is to help leaders to develop 
themselves and their leadership skills so that they become highly effective in the academic 
environment.  Leaders must have the skills to manage departments and units, and to lead faculty, 
staff, and students in creating a climate consistent with the goals of academia as stated in our 
Academic Plan:  one that values “the differences in one another along with the similarities,” one 
that appreciates that “the human condition is served through understanding, acceptance and 
mutual respect,” and one that permits faculty and staff “to find the highest levels of fulfillment 
and satisfaction as they collaborate to educate and support our student body.”  Achieving these 
goals requires that we examine the ways in which gender influences leadership styles. 
 


                                                 
1 The President’s Council on Women’s Issues 2002 Report, Appendix I. 
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The Leadership Institute will focus primarily on the nature of effective leadership rather than 
primarily on various leadership tasks.  The program will not duplicate any of Ohio State’s 
existing leadership training programs and in fact can be complementary to them.  For example, 
ACE fellows could participate in the program.  Moreover, any participants who do become 
academic leaders would still be benefited by participating in the Academic Leaders series which 
focuses on a different set of leadership topics. 
 
To facilitate the involvement of faculty with care-giving responsibilities, no overnight events or 
events requiring out of town travel will be held.  If any evening or weekend events are 
scheduled, child care will be provided as needed and referrals will be made for elder care. 
 
 
Specifics of The Program 
 
The President’s and Provost’s Leadership Institute is a two-year program.  It is designed to allow 
participants to engage in both performance appraisal and professional development.  The 
participants will be chosen during spring quarter 2005.  We encourage deans and department 
chairs to recognize in some way the time commitment required to participate in this program 
(e.g., it could be counted as part of the faculty member’s service commitment for the duration of 
the program).  Department chairs will be expected to accommodate participants’ involvement 
with compatible teaching schedules.  Participants are expected to attend all workshops and other 
program activities. 
 
The cost of the program for each participant, to be borne by the participant’s dean, will be 
$1,371.   
 
June, 2005 
 
A day-long orientation program at the end of spring quarter will include the following: 


1. Welcome by the president and provost, 
2. Orientation to the program and to all parts of the university, and 
3. A team simulation activity that will involve them quickly in leadership roles. 


 
Summer 2005 
 
Participants will interview three university leaders during the summer about their approach to, 
and philosophy of, leadership.  Guidelines for the interviews and the scheduling process will be 
discussed at the June orientation. 
 
Fall Quarter 2005 through Spring Quarter 2007 
 
I. Workshops (see below for the schedule) 


• Two 4-hour workshops per quarter. 
• Each workshop will combine the delivery of content with experiential and training 


activities. 
• Every workshop leader will assemble and distribute a notebook of background materials 


with at least one background reading to be completed in advance of the workshop.   
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II. Lunches with university leaders  


• Two to three lunches per quarter will be open to all interested participants and will 
include a talk by a university leader on a specific topic followed by discussion.  
Participants will choose the lunch(es) they wish to attend.  Each participant will be 
expected to attend one per quarter.  All vice presidents, deans, vice provosts, select 
department chairs and school and center directors will be invited to participate, ensuring 
as diverse (scholarship, gender, race, sexual orientation, etc.) a group as possible. 


• Four to eight lunches per quarter will be offered with a university leader and no more 
than 6 participants in order to facilitate dialogue about leadership.  No formal 
presentation will be given.  Participants will choose the lunches they wish to attend.  
Each participant will be expected to attend one per quarter. 


 
III. Project focused mentoring relationship with a university leader 


• During fall quarter 2005 each participant will develop a project proposal he or she will 
work on with a university leader who agrees to serve as the mentor on the project. 


• The project/mentoring relationship will begin winter quarter 2006 and will conclude by 
the end of autumn quarter 2006. 


• Participants will be grouped in teams of 4-5 that will meet on their own schedule to 
discuss and share ideas on the progress of their projects. 


• Lessons from the mentoring relationship will be “processed” during winter and spring 
quarters 2007. 


 
Workshops 


Introduction 
 


1. Self-Assessment and Leadership Skills (Dr. Arnon Reichers, Fisher College of Business) 
 


Participants will engage in a self assessment developed by the Center for Creative 
Leadership that will reveal their leadership style on numerous dimensions that are 
important for leadership success.  Particular attention will be paid to the potential 
strengths and weaknesses of gender-based leadership styles.  Comparisons to national 
norms and the distinction between leadership and management will also be discussed. 


 
Understanding People 


 
2. Understanding Personality Types:  Myers Briggs Type Indicator (Dr. Arnon Reichers, 


Fisher College of Business) 
 
The MBTI is the most widely used personality assessment instrument in the world.  
Participants will gain insight into their personal style and preferences regarding decision 
making and interactions in teams.  Typical male/female patterns and their inherent 
problems will be discussed.  Participants will learn some common weaknesses associated 
with the overuse of particular dimensions of their type and how to overcome them.  They 
will also learn how the MBTI can be used for team building. 
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3. Understanding Diversity And Leading Multicultural Organizations (Dr. Eunice Hornsby, 


Office of Human Resources) 
 
One of the most challenging facets of leadership in higher education is creating an 
inclusive and welcoming environment for individuals who do not occupy the majority 
position with the group.  This session will help participants consider their personal and 
professional roles in facilitating an inclusive environment.  Participants will also identify 
specific techniques to use to create and maintain environments that embrace diversity as a 
necessary ingredient for excellence. 
 


4. EQ: Tapping Into Your Greater Leadership Potential (Dr. Garee W. Earnest, OSU 
Extension) 


 
Emotional intelligence addresses the emotional, personal, social, and survival dimensions 
of intelligence, which are often more important for daily functioning than the more 
traditional IQ.  Emotional intelligence (EQ) is concerned with understanding oneself and 
others, relating to people, and adapting to and coping with the immediate surroundings to 
be more successful in dealing with environmental demands.  EQ helps to predict success 
because it reflects how a person applies knowledge to the immediate situation.  In a way, 
EQ measures one’s “common sense” and the ability to get along in the world.  
Participants will be able to: (1) understand what emotional intelligence is and why it is so 
important for personal and professional success; (2) recognize and understand the five 
competencies which build on each other to raise an individual’s EQ; and (3) develop 
strategies to improve and enhance their EQ. 


 
Communicating Effectively 
 


5. Difficult Conversations/Dealing With Difficult People (Dean Nancy Rogers, Moritz 
College of Law) 


 
This workshop will focus on using skills that derive from mediation to hold those 
conversations that are likely to be highly emotional.  The workshop will involve practice 
in role-played situations that are the hardy perennials in academic administration. 


 
6. Conflict Management And Negotiation Skills (Dr. Roy Lewicki, Fisher College of 


Business) 
 
The university environment is packed with conflict.  People have different preferences 
for what they want, how they want things done, and how problems should be handled and 
resolved.  In the middle of these different views and diverse cross-pressures, academic 
leaders have to move their agendas forward and resolve their differences with others. 
 
This workshop will highlight and practice effective negotiation skills and conflict 
management for academic administrators.  The workshop will review key principles of 
negotiation and conflict management for the academic environment and provide helpful 
tutorials in implementing these tools.  Special attention will be paid to the challenges that 
women often experience in negotiating and managing conflict effectively. 
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Leading 


 
7. Transformational Leadership: Leading Change (Dr. Phyllis Schlesinger, Fisher College 


of Business) 
 


Universities are a paradox.  On the one hand, they are bastions of tradition.  On the other, 
they are the forefronts of new ideas.  Leaders of the future must learn to understand and 
embrace this paradox while at the same time enabling the university to adapt to new 
contexts and circumstances.  This workshop will highlight the skills required to be a 
transformational leader, one who can inspire others, generate a shared vision of the 
future, engage committed colleagues, to transform the organization.  This effort requires 
understanding the dynamics of personal leadership as well as the dynamics of 
organizational behavior.  Using readings and a case study of a college transformation, 
participants will understand the dynamics of organizational culture, the requirements of 
leadership in situations of increased change, and the relationship between change, culture, 
and leadership. 


 
8. Developing and Managing Talent (Dr. Ray Noe, Fisher College of Business) 


 
This workshop will address how talent management practices relate to retention, 
turnover, satisfaction, productivity, and the quality of service provided to an individual’s 
or department’s “customers.”  Successfully identifying, selecting, and developing faculty 
and staff, as well as effectively recognizing faculty and staff contributions, can have an 
enormous positive effect on the department. 


 
9. Difficult Conversations Revisited (Dr. Gail Gunderson, Office of Human Resources) 


 
This workshop will follow up the concepts presented in earlier workshops and help 
participants reflect on and integrate their learning and experience related to conflict thus 
far. 
We’ve all been there:  we know we must confront a colleague about something important 
and we know the encounter will likely be uncomfortable.  We spend time mulling over 
our approach and then finally stumble through the confrontation.  There are ways to 
handle difficult conversations with confidence and skill.  Participants will explore ways 
to lessen defensiveness, say what is important and regain balance in the face of attacks 
and accusations.  Participants will elevate their communication skills and boosting their 
confidence when unavoidable difficult conversations occur. 


 
Other Skills 
 


10. Technology  (Professor Susan Metros, Office of the Chief Information Officer) 
 


Technology is woven into the daily fabric of the academic experience, whether it is the 
continual, never ending onslaught of email or the constant need to upgrade, expand, and 
secure a unit's technology infrastructure.  A growing technology-literate student body that 
demands the conveniences and efficiencies that technology affords in learning, research 
and social contexts compounds this need for leaders to be on top of technology matters.  
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This workshop will provide academic leaders an understanding of the new student 
demographic along with responding technology trends and a virtual, guided tour of the 
university’s technology support services and resources with tips on how to quickly get 
questions answered and problems solved. 


 
11. Using Budget And Finance As A Strategic Tool (Mr. Kevin King, Office of Academic 


Affairs) 
 


Highly effective academic leaders are also successful resource managers.  They 
understand how to leverage limited resources to achieve the greatest impact.  Workshop 
participants will gain an understanding of higher education finance including reviewing a 
portfolio of funds commonly available in an academic unit.  Participants will review key 
budgeting principles and discover that budgeting is much more than a math exercise.  
Several financial planning tools for future use will be provided. 


 
Wrap-Up 
 


12. Final Self-Assessment and Wrap-Up (to be planned in collaboration with participants) 
 


13. Dinner Celebration (President Karen Holbrook, Provost Barbara Snyder, and deans) 
 
Assessment 
 
The program will be assessed in three ways: 
 


1. Participants will assess each workshop as well as the program as a whole.  
2. We will ask mentors to provide assessments of their experience with their mentee. 
3. Research will be conducted by Anne Massaro, an Organizational Development 


Consultant with Human Resources and a Ph.D. student in Workforce Development & 
Education, College of Education.  The research will determine the relationship between 
the Presidents and Provosts Leadership Institute and participant’s leadership self-efficacy.  
Self-efficacy is a personal assessment of one’s own capability to act in a specific 
situation.  Leadership self-efficacy is a person’s judgment that he or she can successfully 
exert leadership by setting direction for the work group, building relationships with 
followers, and working with them to overcome obstacles to change.  


 
Budget per participant 
 
Workshop fees and materials    $440 
Books (12 at $25)     $300 
Photocopy costs (50 pages per workshop)  $  25 
Orientation      $100 
Lunches (18 at $15) (assumes 3 per quarter)  $270 
Snacks for workshops (12 at $3)   $  36 
Final dinner      $100 
Miscellaneous      $100 
 
Total Cost per participant    $1371 
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