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Project Participants

Senior Personnel

Name: O'Neil, Pamela

Worked for more than 160 Hours: Yes

Contribution to Project: 
Pamela O'Neil is an Associate Provost at Brown, the PI of the grant, and the impetus behind the ADVANCE Program at Brown. 
She oversees the implementation of all of the proposed initiatives and supervises the managing director.  She also provides
valuable institutional linkages with the university administration and knowledge of the university structure and climate.

Name: Fennell, Mary

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Mary Fennell is Professor and Chair of the Department of Sociology at Brown.  She serves as a member of the Advance Steering
Committee and also served as a member of the Career Development Awards Review Committee. She receives no financial support
from the ADVANCE grant.

Name: Schmitt, Johanna

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Johanna Schmitt is a Professor of Biology at Brown and serves as a member of the Advance Steering Committee. She was on
sabbatical during the 2006-2007 academic year. She receives no financial support from the ADVANCE grant.

Name: Palmore, G. Tayhas

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Tayhas Palmore is an Associate Professor of Engineering at Brown and serves as a member of the Advance Steering Committee.
She receives no financial support from the ADVANCE grant.

Name: Chang, Mariko

Worked for more than 160 Hours: Yes

Contribution to Project: 
Mariko Chang is the Managing Director of Brown's Advance Program.  She is responsible for the implementation of all proposed
initiatives, compiling institutional data and conducting data analysis, writing interim and annual reports to NSF, meeting with
Brown faculty and administrators to further the goals of the program, and creating program-related publications such as those for
PI meetings and for dissemination.  100% of her time is allocated to the Brown Advance Program.

Name: Fischer, Karen

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Karen Fischer is a Professor of Geological Sciences at Brown and serves as a member of the Advance Steering Committee.  She
receives no financial support from the ADVANCE grant.

Name: Briant, Clyde

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Clyde Bryant is the Vice President for Research at Brown and serves as a member of the Advance Steering Committee.  He also
served as a member of the Career Development Awards Review Committee and is working closely with the PI and Managing
Director to hire the Research Opportunities Coordinator. He receives no financial suppot from the ADVANCE grant.
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Post-doc

Graduate Student

Undergraduate Student

Technician, Programmer

Name: Love, Elizabeth

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Elizabeth Love is the Database and Website Manager in the Office of the Provost.  She developed and maintains the ADVANCE
website, helped prepare powerpoint presentations for outreach events and the poster for the PI meeting, and addresses computer
hardware and software needs. She receives no financial support from the ADVANCE grant.

Other Participant

Name: Wildman, Ana Karina

Worked for more than 160 Hours: No

Contribution to Project: 
Ana Karina Wildman is the staff assistant to Pam O'Neil.  Her contributions to the grant include the following tasks: scheduling
Steering Committee Meetings and other meetings among key personnel, photocopying of materials, and phone calls and emails
pertaining to general office matters related to the ADVANCE program. She receives no financial support from the ADVANCE
grant.

Research Experience for Undergraduates

Organizational Partners

Other Collaborators or Contacts
 

Activities and Findings

Research and Education Activities: (See PDF version submitted by PI at the end of the report)
The attached file contains the following:



Activities and Findings

Appendix 1: Year 1 Financial Report and Year 2 Funding Request

Findings: (See PDF version submitted by PI at the end of the report)
The attached file contains Appendix 2: Executive Summary of the COACHE Survey.

Training and Development:

Outreach Activities:
Outreach activities are discussed in Activities and Findings

Journal Publications
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Books or Other One-time Publications

Web/Internet Site

URL(s):
www.brown.edu/Administration/Provost/Advance/
Description:
Brown's ADVANCE Program website was launched in February, 2007, and can be found at:
http://www.brown.edu/Administration/Provost/Advance/.  The website will continue to be a conduit for dissemination about Brown's Advance
Program, our accomplishments, and also a resource for other people and institutions interested in the goals of the NSF ADVANCE Program.



Thus far, our website contains the following information:



 -  overview of Brown's ADVANCE Program (our mission, project staff and administrative partners)



 - news and press releases about the program



 - detailed information about our initiatives, including links to the RFP for the Career Development Awards.  The winners of the 2007 awards
will also be featured on the website.



 - events, currently highlighting the luncheon in which President Simmons presented findings from the National Academy of Science report:
"Beyond Bias and Barriers: Fulfilling the Potential of Women in Academic Science and Engineering" (this event is described above in the
Outreach section of the report )



 - resources (categorized as those pertaining to Brown faculty, National Reports and Data on Women in Science and Engineering, and
ADVANCE resources)



In Year 2, we will continue to add content to the site (for example, the RFPs for the remaining leadership development awards, resources for
institutions seeking organizational transformation to recruit and develop women faculty in the sciences and engineering, and dissemination
materials such as newsletters).  In addition, we intend to create a new web page devoted to sponsored projects with information provided by our
Coordinator of Research Opportunities and in conjunction with the Office of the Vice President for Research that will facilitate enhanced
communication about opportunities for funding and collaborative research.

Other Specific Products

Contributions

Contributions within Discipline: 
 
Contributions to Other Disciplines: 
 
Contributions to Human Resource Development: 
 
Contributions to Resources for Research and Education: 
 
Contributions Beyond Science and Engineering: 
 

Special Requirements

Special reporting requirements: None

Change in Objectives or Scope: None

Unobligated funds: $ 0.00
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Animal, Human Subjects, Biohazards: None

Categories for which nothing is reported: 
Organizational Partners

Activities and Findings: Any Training and Development

Any Journal

Any Book

Any Product

Contributions: To Any within Discipline

Contributions: To Any Other Disciplines

Contributions: To Any Human Resource Development

Contributions: To Any Resources for Research and Education

Contributions: To Any Beyond Science and Engineering



II.  Activities and Findings 
 
1.  Project Activities and Findings 
 
The overarching goal of the ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Award at Brown 
University is to increase the level of opportunity for faculty and implement mechanisms 
to protect and nurture faculty success.  The program aims to develop transparent formal 
programs to provide the ingredients for success often available informally, to guarantee 
access for women faculty.  The ultimate goal is not simply to recruit more female faculty, 
or to increase the rate at which they receive tenure, but it is to ensure that once recruited 
they have a working environment that will allow them to achieve their full potential and 
ultimately assume positions of power in their discipline or in academic administration. 
 
The initiatives for Brown’s ADVANCE Program are centered around the following three 
areas: (1) Leadership Initiatives, (2) Faculty Development, and (3) Transforming 
Academic Departments.  In addition, a Visiting Scholar Program brings in outside experts 
to assist with the preceding initiatives. A brief summary of the initiatives within these 
categories is provided here: 
 
(1)  Leadership Initiatives: Four leadership initiatives were proposed to provide 
mechanisms for women faculty interested in administrative or scientific leadership 
positions. 

A. Career Development Awards: These annual awards provide funding to faculty 
to forge key networks of senior scholars at other institutions who can serve as 
collaborators, role models, and sponsors.  The awards are particularly relevant 
for Assistant Professors who are beginning to build their research program 
and for mid-career faculty moving in a more collaborative direction or trying 
to make contacts in a different research area.   

B. Awards to Develop Scientific Leadership: These awards support teaching 
release time for women who would like to take on an additional responsibility 
of a significant leadership role in their own scientific community (for 
example, president of a scientific society or editor of a journal). 

C. Administrator Shadowing Program: This program provides teaching release 
time to allow faculty to gain exposure to high level administrative positions by 
working with a high-level university administrator on a special project or by 
shadowing an administrator. 

D. Leadership Support Fund: This fund provides faculty with the means to attend 
administrator training programs that are provided by other institutions.  It also 
sponsors Leadership Workshops at Brown that develop various dimensions of 
leadership skills. 

 
(2)  Faculty Development Programs: Our program also includes two faculty development 
initiatives that seek to provide fair and transparent access to the types of resources that 
support career success at Brown University, but also in the wider scientific community. 

A.  Mentoring Program: The mentoring program will provide a formal mechanism 
for faculty to connect with mentors outside of their department with whom 
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they can speak candidly about their experiences and learn to negotiate the 
academic environment at Brown. 

B. Coordinator of Research Opportunities: Brown will hire a Coordinator of 
Research Opportunities (CRO)1 to be proactive in identifying and brokering 
opportunities for collaboration, for obtaining research support, and for 
negotiating the funding process. 

 
(3) Transforming Academic Departments: A third aspect of transforming the institutional 
climate at Brown is to develop an innovative program for department chair leadership 
training that focuses on providing opportunities for faculty success with best practices for 
retaining women and minority faculty, managing departmental climate, recruitment, 
within-department mentoring, advertising faculty successes, and preventing mid-career 
burnout. 
 
 
Activities in Year 1: 
 
The activities of the first year began with hiring the Managing Director and securing 
appropriate office space for the program. The program activities then shifted to 
implementing the initiatives, beginning with the Career Development Awards, the 
Coordinator of Research Opportunities, the department chair workshops, and the 
mentoring program.  Our progress on these activities is described below. 
 
Managing Director 
Pam O’Neil (the PI) and the ADVANCE Steering Committee identified and hired Mariko 
Chang as the ADVANCE Managing Director.  Dr. Chang has a PhD in Sociology from 
Stanford University and was an Associate Professor of Sociology at Harvard University 
where her research addressed gender stratification and occupational sex segregation.  She 
assumed her position as Managing Director on January 22, 2007. 
 
 
ADVANCE Office 
The Advance space is in a science building (Metcalf Chem) in a central location on 
campus near the science and engineering departments and a short walk from University 
Hall where the PI’s office is located. Brown University contributed $50,000 to renovate 
the space, which consists of a private office for the Managing Director and a large room 
with work stations for up to four staff members and meeting space with a conference 
table and 6 chairs.  The Managing Director’s office can accommodate 2-3 guests so that 
she can have private meetings without using the meeting area next door.  We think the 
new space will be an inviting area where people will feel free to stop by.  
 
 
Career Development Awards (CDA)   
In March we released the request for proposals for Advance Career Development 
Awards.  Career Development Awards are intended to help faculty increase their 
                                                 
1 In earlier documents, this position was called the “Research Opportunities Coordinator.” 
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exposure to senior colleagues at other institutions who can serve as collaborators, role 
models and sponsors.  We hope these awards will be particularly useful for Assistant 
Professors who are beginning to build their research program or for mid-career faculty 
moving in a more collaborative direction or trying to make contacts in a different 
research area.   

The value of making connections with colleagues has long been recognized as extremely 
important to success in academics.  In recent years research has become increasingly 
collaborative and interdisciplinary, particularly in the sciences.  With an increased 
emphasis on interdisciplinary science, social networks become even more important.  
Funding agencies are now investing a larger proportion of their portfolio in programs 
that facilitate multi-investigator, interdisciplinary, large budget projects.  Because 
competition for these awards is intense, proposals that demonstrate an integrated 
collaboration from a team of PIs with a history of working together are generally much 
more competitive.    Creating opportunities for faculty to meet senior colleagues with a 
high degree of social capital could significantly affect their ability to participate in new 
collaborations or provide them with sponsorship.  Such senior colleagues, whether they 
are potential collaborators or individuals who can provide informal mentoring, are 
generally not going to be present at the same institutions. Providing funding for 
individual faculty to develop peer networks, nationally or internationally, could greatly 
enhance their social capital and increase their access to opportunity.   

We asked that proposals for Career Development Awards provide a clear plan for how 
the funding would be used to increase exposure to senior colleagues or collaborators.  
Our intention was to have a flexible program to encourage faculty to tailor their plan to 
their own research goals.  Some examples of possible scenarios that we mentioned in the 
rfp include: 

• Bringing in a series of different seminar speakers on a specific topic related to 
your research.  Informal mentoring or discussions of collaborations can be 
planned as part of the visits. 

• Organizing a working group of collaborators from different institutions to visit 
Brown concurrently to discuss a potential collaborative research project.   

• Using funds to establish an ongoing relationship with a mentor within your 
academic discipline from another institution.  Funds could be used to travel to the 
mentor’s home institution, bring the mentor to Brown, or some combination of 
the above.  

• Using funds to visit a series of potential collaborators to find out more about 
research occurring in their labs.   

 
All tenure track faculty members at any rank are eligible to apply to this program.  
Because a goal of the ADVANCE program at NSF is to fund initiatives that will help 
women scientists be successful all applicants were asked to describe how their proposed 
plan will influence the careers of women scientists (either invitees or Brown faculty).   
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We were able to introduce the CDAs at the luncheon hosted by President Simmons (as 
will be described in the Outreach section below) and followed up the luncheon with an 
email with the request for proposals that went to all faculty.  In March, 2007, we also sent 
an additional email to STEM Department Chairs and individually to female assistant and 
associate professors in the STEM departments inviting them to apply for a CDA.  The 
managing director, Mariko Chang, met with department chairs and some junior faculty 
(as part of her overall plan to meet with STEM departments) and informed them of the 
upcoming deadline for proposals.  By the deadline of April 16th, we received a total of 9 
proposals (2 of which were joint proposals).  A review committee of seven faculty 
members and administrators met and decided to fund six proposals.  A brief summary of 
the funded proposals is provided below. 
 
Carthene Bazemore-Walker, Assistant Professor of Chemistry, $15,000 
 
Funds will be used to support a year-long seminar series on glycomics and 
glycoproteomics to facilitate relationships with senior colleagues and potential 
collaborators and also to help her refine her research interests in this field.  In addition to 
seminar talks, the visits include informal gatherings and a special conversation with her 
research group. In the second year, funds will be provided to arrange additional meetings 
with one of the speakers from the first year to develop a more long-term collaborative 
relationship. 
 
 
Jennifer Dworak and Iris Bahar, Asst. and Assoc. Professors of Engineering, $8,685 
 
This is a joint proposal from current collaborators who wish to expand their collaborative 
work to include an internationally renowned professor at the University of Bologna.  The 
funds will be used for travel so that the three can establish a successful collaboration that 
develops reliable circuits and systems that can provide high performance while 
simultaneously identifying, correcting, and avoiding errors.  
 
 
Vesna Mitrovic, Assistant Professor of Physics, $8,800 
 
She requested funds for travel to two key international conferences: the 6th International 
Conference on Fine Particle Magnetism—New Trends in Nanoparticle Magnetism, and 
the International Conference on Fine Particle Magnetism.  These conferences will 
increase her visibility in her current area of expertise and will provide the opportunity to 
delve into a related field that bridges her current research with problems that are 
biological in nature. 
 
 
Rebecca Page, Asst. Professor of Molecular Biology, Cell Biology & Biochemistry, $12,739 
 
She seeks funds for three inter-related purposes: (1) to solidify an ongoing relationship 
with a mentor at another institution, (2) to attend the Frontiers of Structural Biology 2008 
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Keynote Symposia to network with key people in the field and gain exposure, and (3) to 
host a half-day symposium on phosphatase structure and activity which will include four 
leaders in the field and will be open to students, post-docs, and faculty at Brown. 
 
 
Sharon Schwartz, Assoc. Professor of Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, $14,968 
 
She proposed to expand her current research on vertebrate skeletons to insect 
exoskeletons by bringing in a series of six distinguished scientists in this field for week-
long visits to develop collaborative interests and foster mentoring relationships.  The 
week-long visits include presentations open to the Brown community, extended informal 
discussions, and an event run in partnership with WISE (Women in Science and 
Engineering at Brown). 
 
 
Zhijin (Jean) Wu, Asst. Professor of Community Health, $8,200 
 
She proposed to strengthen existing collaborations and establish new ones with different 
researchers at four institutions: the Statistical Engineering Division of Information 
Technology Laboratory at the National Institute of Standards and Technology, Johns 
Hopkins University, the University of California at Berkeley, and the National Institute 
of Health’s Chemical Genomics Center.  Her plans include visits to the institutions to 
give presentations and meet with potential senior colleagues/collaborators and invitations 
for key personnel from these institutions to give lectures at Brown. 
 
 
In Year 2, the Career Development Awards application deadline will occur in the Fall of 
2007 in order to correspond with other University funding applications.  The decision to 
move the deadline from the spring to the fall was guided by the desire to make this 
deadline consistent with other internal funding deadlines for the purposes of (1) 
piggybacking on the institution’s outreach efforts to encourage faculty applications, (2) 
helping faculty combine the goals of the Career Development Awards with other grant 
opportunities, thus increasing the impact of the awards, and (3) increasing the likelihood 
that the awards will eventually become associated with other internal funding 
opportunities and become institutionalized as an important mechanism of increasing 
faculty opportunities for external funding and career success more broadly.  
 
 
Coordinator of Research Opportunities 
The second priority of the first year was to hire a Coordinator of Research Opportunities 
(CRO) who will broker new collaborations among faculty, notify faculty of opportunities 
for sponsored project support, and help faculty negotiate the funding process.  The CRO 
will work closely with the Pam O’Neil (PI), Mariko Chang (Managing Director), and 
Clyde Briant (Vice President for Research).  The underlying goal of this initiative is to 
increase external research funding for faculty, thus promoting their success at Brown as 
well as within their own scientific discipline.  In March, 2007, we created a position 
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description and began to advertise the position on the Brown University Employment 
website and also at three major regional newspapers: the Boston Globe, the Providence 
Journal, and the Washington Post.  We have received 40 applications and interviewed 4 
candidates.  
 
 
 
Mentoring Program and Department Chair Workshops 
Work related to these two initiatives was also started in Year 1.  As described above, 
Brown’s proposal includes a Visiting Scholars component that allows us to bring in 
experts to help us design programs when appropriate.  We conducted a thorough search 
of experts in the areas of mentoring and of department chair workshops and the Steering 
Committee made two recommendations.  First, the committee recommended that we 
invite Lisa Frehill to come to Brown as its first Visiting Scholar to help us design and 
implement our mentoring program and department chair workshops.  Dr. Frehill has a 
wide range of expertise in this area.  She was the PI of the ADVANCE grant at New 
Mexico State University, director of the ADVANCE program at the University of 
California at Irvine for a year, and is currently the Executive Director at the CPST 
(Commission on Professionals in Science and Technology).  Dr. Frehill will come to 
Brown in August, 2007.  
 
In addition to inviting Dr. Frehill to be our first Visiting Scholar, the Steering Committee 
also advised that we draw on the expertise of the ADVANCE team at the University of 
Washington to help develop the department chair workshops.  The Steering Committee 
felt that the approach to department chair workshops developed by the ADVANCE team 
at the University of Washington was likely to be successful at Brown.  In particular, the 
Steering Committee liked the idea that the workshops were led in part by current 
department chairs and drew on local knowledge and experiences that are likely to be 
particular to Brown’s institutional structure and climate.  To achieve this goal, Joyce Yen, 
the Program Director of the ADVANCE Program at the University of Washington 
suggested that we (1) draw upon their published guidelines for developing department 
chair leadership workshops,2 and (2) attend their national LEAD (Leadership Excellence 
for Academic Diversity) Workshop for department chairs, deans and academic leaders in 
July, 2007 (funded by an ADVANCE-PAID grant) to see first-hand what their program is 
like.  We agreed that this was the best course of action and Mariko Chang, the Managing 
Director, will “Visit the Scholar” to attend the LEAD program in July rather than hosting 
them as “Visiting Scholars.”  
 
The goal of the department chair workshops will be to provide chairs with information 
and skills that will have a positive effect on faculty development and departmental 
climate, facilitate communication between chairs to share experiences and best practices, 
and to integrate the broader goals of the ADVANCE Program by weaving in information 

                                                 
2 Joyce W. Yen, Sheila Edwards Lange, Denice D. Denton, and Eve A. Riskin.  2004.  “Leadership 
Development Workshops for Department Chairs”  WEPAN 2004 Conference Proceedings, June 6-9, 2004.  
Available online at: 
http://www.engr.washington.edu/advance/workshops/WEPAN_paper_UW_Leadership_Workshop.pdf 
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and discussion about issues of diversity and gender to improve the recruitment, retention, 
and promotion of women faculty.  Our preliminary list of department chair workshop 
topics (feedback on topics will occur during the summer, as described in the timeline in 
the section) includes--but will not be limited to--the following: 
  Nominating Faculty for Awards and Recognition 
  Facilitating the Promotion from Associate to Full Professor 
  Successful Hiring: from the Search to the Job Offer 
  Increasing Inter-departmental Research and Collaboration 
  Providing Feedback and Delivering Bad News 
  Mentoring for Faculty Success 
  Negotiation 
  Dealing with Difficult People 
  Effects of Increasing Expectations for Tenure and Promotion 
 
 
Gender and Diversity Issues that can be woven throughout workshop topics: 
  Unconsious biases in evaluation and perception that affect careers at all stages 
  Cross-sex and cross-race challenges with respect to mentoring and networking 
  Effects of tokenism 
  Differences in propensity to negotiate and the long-range impact of differences 
  Differential experiences of climate (department, university, and discipline) 
  Stereotype threat 
 
Both the Mentoring Program and the Department Chair Workshops require the 
participation and support of Clyde Briant, the Vice President for Research, and also Rajiv 
Vohra, Dean of the Faculty, Carolyn Dean, Associate Dean of the Faculty, and Elizabeth 
Doherty, Associate Dean of the Faculty. We are in a continuing dialog with these offices 
and they will participate in the development and implementation of these initiatives.  We 
anticipate launching the mentoring program and department chair workshops in the Fall 
of 2007.   
 
Our timeline for meetings and progress towards this goal is provided below: 
 
July 2007:  

  Meet to discuss goals for August visit by Visiting Scholar, Lisa Frehill 
   Create a plan for her visit, including a detailed agenda of meetings and desired 

 outcomes from each meeting 
 
  Work with Clyde Briant to plan meetings that will be held with Department Chairs 
to get feedback about their needs and opinions relating to mentoring and challenges 
facing department chairs (to help shape the content and tone of the department chair 
workshops)  

 
  Establish working groups to discuss the development and implementation of the 
Mentoring Program and Department Chair Workshops 
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  Discuss the information that Mariko Chang has gathered from attending the LEAD 
Workshop. 

  
  Identify department chairs who are likely to share their experiences or input (by 
presenting informal case studies, for example) on key issues covered in the 
department chair workshops 

  
August:  

  Finalize preparations for visit by Lisa Frehill 
 
  Summarize findings from working groups formed in July 

 
  Continue to dialog with department chairs 

 
  Lisa Frehill works with ADVANCE Program and key administrative partners to 
develop and implement the Mentoring Program and Department Chair Workshops 
so that they can be in place by Fall, 2007. 

 
 
Early progress towards institutionalizing the goals of the ADVANCE Program 
 
We have made significant progress towards institutionalizing the goals of the 
ADVANCE Program.  We have been working with the Dean of Faculty’s Office, the 
Office of the Vice President for Research, and the Office of Institutional Diversity to 
identify current needs of the Brown faculty and how they can be addressed via the 
department chair workshop and mentoring initiatives set forth by the Advance proposal.  
 
First, as mentioned above, we are working with Rajiv Vohra, Carolyn Dean, and 
Elizabeth Doherty in the Dean of the Faculty’s Office to design and implement the 
mentoring program and the department chair workshops.  Some of these programs may 
eventually be run out of their office and become an integral component of their faculty 
development goals. 
 
Second, the Vice President for Research, Clyde Briant, is also actively involved with the 
ADVANCE Program.  He has been an active member of the Advance Steering 
Committee, served on the Career Development Awards Review Committee, and has 
agreed to begin speaking with department chairs to achieve buy-in and ownership of the 
mentoring and department chair workshop initiatives.  He recognizes that these 
ADVANCE initiatives have a critical impact on the research productivity of Brown 
faculty (and hence his office) and wishes to do all he can to facilitate communication 
between the Advance program and his office.  He is also involved in the selection and 
training of the Coordinator of Research Opportunities position (in process), who will 
work closely with his office.  This position will further solidify common interests 
between the Office of the Vice President for Research and the Advance Program at 
Brown.  In addition, we have discussed mechanisms for demonstrating the success of the 
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ADVANCE initiatives (the Career Development Awards and the Coordinator of 
Research Opportunities position) and plans for eventual institutionalization. 
 
Brenda Allen, Associate Provost and Director of the Office of Institutional Diversity, 
continues to work with the ADVANCE Program to assist with implementation of 
initiatives.  In addition, she is heading a committee to evaluate the availability of 
childcare for the Brown community. Mariko Chang, the ADVANCE Managing Director 
is participating as a member of the committee and representing the goals of Brown’s 
ADVANCE program. 
 
The participation by the Dean of the Faculty’s Office, the Office of the Vice President for 
Research, and the Office of Institutional Diversity is serving to institutionalize the 
mentoring and the department chair workshops within the existing university structure 
and facilitating buy-in from key administrative personnel and offices.   
 
 
External Advisory Board: 
 
Our External Advisory Board has been formed.  When selecting members to serve on the 
board, our goal was to obtain a group with combined strengths in the following areas: 
  

▪  Academic researchers in the fields of gender, institutional change, and science 
  
▪  Scientists or academic administrators drawn from the range of science and 

engineering disciplines targeted by the NSF ADVANCE Program 
  
▪  Brown alumni who are successful scientists or researchers and who are not 

employed at Brown (individuals with knowledge of Brown’s culture and who are 
interested in Brown’s success and the sustainability of the ADVANCE goals) 

  
▪  Representation from “sister” institutions that have similar institutional 

characteristics (such as similar criteria for tenure and promotion) 
 

The six members of our External Advisory Board include: 
 

Elizabeth Bradley is a Professor at the University of Colorado at Boulder in the 
 department of Computer Science and the department of Electrical and Computer 
 Engineering. Her research interests include nonlinear dynamics and chaos, control 
 theory, artificial intelligence, and fluid dynamics. 

 
 Frank Dobbin is a Professor Sociology at Harvard University and has expertise in 
 research pertaining to the career advancement of women and minorities.  He has 
 published several articles in this field. 
 
 Barbara Grosz is the Higgins Professor of the Natural Sciences at Harvard 
 University and a member of the National Academy of Science Committee that 
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 produced the report, “Beyond Bias and Barriers: Fulfilling the Potential of 
 Women in Academic Science and Engineering.”  
 

Britt Holmen is an Associate Professor of Engineering at the University of 
 Vermont where she conducts research in the following areas: environmental 
 particle interface chemistry, on-road vehicle emissions, and nonpoint source 
 particle generation and transport.
 
 Cathy Trower is the director of COACHE (Collaborative on Academic Careers in 
 Higher Education) at the Harvard University School of Education and an expert in 
 studying faculty development and institutional climate. 
  
 Maria Zuber is the E.A. Griswold Professor of Geophysics and Head of the 
 Geophysics Department at MIT.  She was a member of the National Academy of 
 Science Committee that produced the report, “Beyond Bias and Barriers: 
 Fulfilling the Potential of Women in Academic Science and Engineering.  She 
 received her PhD from Brown University. 
 
  
The first External Advisory Board meeting will be held in November 2007. 
 
 
 
External Evaluator: 
 
We have identified potential external evaluators and are in the process of deciding which 
one best suits our needs.  We will have an evaluator in place by the end of July, 2007. 
 
 
Quantitative Indicators 
 
One of the primary goals of the first year of the program is to establish baseline 
measurements that will comprise one of the key dimensions by which the progress of the 
initiatives described previously will be evaluated.  Our baseline is the 2005-2006 
academic year, the year just prior to the receipt of the Advance award.  When possible, 
we also include data from years prior to the baseline.    
 
Pursuant to the guidelines established by the joint NSF-ADVANCE Grantee Working 
Group on Institutional Transformation Indicators presented in the “Toolkit for Reporting 
Progress Towards NSF Advance Institutional Transformation Goals,” our annual report 
for Year 1 will include the following indicators: 
 
Research Question Data Indicators 
(1) What is the distribution of 
science and engineering faculty 
by gender, rank, and 

1.  Number of men and women tenured and tenure-
track faculty by department, rank, and gender 
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department? 2.  Number of non-tenured men and women faculty 
(e.g., Instructional, Research, Clinical, Postdoctoral) 
 
3.  Number of faculty who submit tenure packets and 
number awarded tenure by gender and department 
 
4.  Number of faculty who apply for promotion, and 
number promoted/denied by gender, department, and 
promotion transition 
 
5.  Number of tenured associate professors by 
department and gender with years-in-rank, reported 
separately for those hired as Assistant Professors and 
those hired as Associate Professors 
 
6.  Number of faculty who leave their departments 
(excluding died or retired), by rank, gender, and 
department 
 

(2)  What are the outcomes of 
institutional processes of 
recruitment and advancement 
for men and women? 

7.  Number of faculty hired by rank, gender, and 
department. 
 

(3) What is the gender 
distribution of science and 
engineering faculty in leadership 
positions at the institution? 
 

8.  Number of men and women scientists/engineers in 
leadership positions.  

(4) What is the allocation of 
resources for science and 
engineering faculty by gender 
at the institution? 

9.  Study of salaries of men and women faculty (with 
additional controls such as department, rank, years in 
rank) 

 
 
In addition to the required baseline data above, we include data that addresses aspects of 
institutional climate that is drawn from Brown’s participation in the COACHE 
(Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education) Survey during the 2005-2006 
academic year.   
 
 
Research Question #1: What is the distribution of science and engineering faculty by 
gender, rank, and department at Brown? 
 
Indicator 1: Number of men and women tenured and tenure-track faculty by 
department, rank, and gender. 
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The gender composition of the tenure and tenure-track faculty by rank in STEM and SBS 
departments3 is presented in Table 1.  (All Tables and Figures are located at the end of 
the section.) In STEM departments, 28% of assistant professors are women, 16% of 
associate professors are women, and 13% of full professors are women.  Of course, there 
is much variation across STEM departments in the representation of women.  For 
example, in two STEM departments (Molecular Microbiology & Immunology and 
Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology & Biotechnology) women comprise at least half of 
all assistant professors (although the number of assistant professors in these departments 
is quite small). The lack of women faculty in STEM departments is particularly acute at 
the full professor level, where there are several departments with zero or only one female 
full professor.  Of those, Applied Mathematics, Chemistry, Computer Science, 
Engineering, and Physics stand out as those with the largest gender gaps at the top rank. 
 
The representation of women faculty in SBS is higher than in the STEM departments.  In 
SBS, 48% of assistant professors in SBS are women, 37% of associate professors are 
women, and 20% of full professors are women.  Economics stands out amongst its peers 
with no tenured women faculty at all. 
 
In both the STEM and SBS fields, the percentage of women declines with rank.  But the 
imbalance in gender representation in the rank of full professor is especially noticeable in 
the STEM fields, as shown in Figure 1.  The demographics suggest that the gender 
imbalance at the full professor rank in STEM departments is likely to take many, many 
years to change simply because there are so many men already in that top rank.   
 
 
Indicator 2: Number of Non-Tenured Men and Women Faculty. 
 
Table 2 presents the gender faculty composition for STEM and SBS departments, 
separating non-tenure track faculty from tenured/tenure track faculty.  In general the 
percentage of women in non-tenure track positions is higher than the percentage of men 
in non-tenure track positions, particularly in STEM departments.  These data suggest that 
many women with PhDs in STEM disciplines are not occupying tenure-track positions.   
 
Once again, there is much variation across departments with respect to (1) the reliance on 
non-tenure track faculty and (2) differences in the gender composition of its non-tenure 
track faculty in comparison to its tenured/tenure track faculty.  For instance, 
Neuroscience has a very high percentage of both female and male faculty in non-tenure 
track positions (83% and 60%, respectively), whereas the Geological Sciences has a low 

                                                 
3 STEM departments include: Applied Mathematics, the Division of Biology (Ecology and Evolutionary 
Biology; Molecular Biology, Cell Biology, and Biochemistry; Molecular Microbiology and Immunology; 
Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology, and Biotechnology; Neuroscience), Chemistry, Cognitive and 
Linguistic Sciences, Computer Science, Engineering, Geological Sciences, Mathematics, and Physics.  SBS 
Departments and Centers include: Africana Studies, American Civilization, Anthropology, Economics, 
Environmental Studies Center, History, Latin American Studies Center, Pembroke Center for Research on 
Women and Gender, Political Science, Population Studies and Training Center, Psychology, Taubman 
Center for Public Policy, Race and Ethnicity Center, Sociology, Urban Studies Program, and the Watson 
Institute for International Studies. 
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percentage of female and male faculty in non-tenure track positions (33% and 25%, 
respectively) and Mathematics has no faculty in non-tenure track positions. 
 
When examining gender differences in the non-tenure track faculty as a percentage of 
faculty (last 2 columns in Table 2), other findings also stand out.  For example, in 
Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology, and Biotechnology 62% of all female faculty are 
in non-tenure track positions whereas only 31% of all male faculty are in non-tenure track 
positions.  Women are over-represented in non-tenure track positions in the SBS 
departments as well, although generally to a lesser degree than the STEM departments. 
 
To summarize the findings for the first research question that addresses the distribution of 
science and engineering faculty by gender, rank, and department at Brown, the data 
indicate that women are under-represented in science and engineering, particularly STEM 
departments. Women are least likely to hold the rank of full professor and women are 
disproportionately found in non-tenure track positions in STEM departments.   
 
 
Research Question #2: What are the outcomes of institutional processes of recruitment 
and advancement for men and women at Brown? 
 
 
Indicator 3: Tenure Review Outcomes in Science and Engineering by Gender 
 
Achieving tenure is a milestone in a faculty’s career.  At Brown, the tenure review 
typically occurs in the 6th year of an assistant professor’s appointment.  During the 2002-
2006 academic years (2002-03, 2003-04, 2004-05, and 2005-06), 92% of faculty who 
were reviewed for tenure and promotion to associate professor were promoted.  Table 3 
demonstrates that there overall, women are slightly more likely to be granted tenure than 
men (95% vs. 91%, respectively).   In the STEM disciplines, seven women were 
reviewed for tenure and all were promoted.  In contrast, 22 of the 24 men reviewed for 
promotion to associate professor with tenure in STEM disciplines were granted tenure.  
During the 2002-2006 timeline, only one woman was denied tenure and she was in a SBS 
department.  However, women comprised less than half of all tenure reviews, which may 
indicate that there are simply less women in the assistant professor ranks and/or that 
women are more likely to leave the university voluntarily prior to coming up for review.  
(Voluntary, non-retirement attrition is addressed in Table 6.)   
 
 
Indicator 4.  Promotion Review Outcomes in Science and Engineering by Gender: 
Associate to Full Professor 
 
Table 4 presents information on the next opportunity for career advancement: the 
promotion from associate to full professor.  Most faculty who were reviewed for 
promotion to full professor during the 2002-2006 period were indeed promoted.  Overall, 
92% of women and 94% of men were approved for promotion at this level.  In the STEM 
departments all five women who were reviewed were promoted and 22 out of 23 men 
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who were reviewed were promoted.  Only one woman (in SBS) was denied promotion to 
full professor during this time period.   
 
Collectively, Tables 3 and 4 reveal that almost all faculty who are reviewed for 
promotion are promoted.  During the 2002-2006 period, 6 men (out of 79) were denied 
promotion and only 2 women (out of 32) were denied promotion.  Interestingly, the two 
women denied promotion were both in SBS departments.   
 
 
Indicator 5: Number of tenured associate professors by department and gender with 
years-in-rank 
 
While promotion to associate professor with tenure is indeed extremely important, it is 
also important to understand the transition from associate to full professor.  At Brown, 
there is no fixed point at which one must be promoted; rather, it is up to departments to 
make a case for promotion to full professor to the Tenure and Promotion Committee.   
 
Some faculty experience burn-out upon being granted tenure and others devote increased 
time to starting a family once they receive tenure.  As a result, the time in rank at 
associate professor varies greatly.  To examine whether there are gender differences in 
years in rank at the associate professor level, we present two tables of years in rank at the 
associate professor level.  Table 5a includes faculty who were hired as assistant 
professors.  Table 5b includes faculty who were hired as associate professors and one 
must bear in mind that the data therefore do not include any years in rank as an associate 
professor that may have occurred at another institution. 
 
[Tables 5a and 5b About Here] 
 
An initial comparison of Tables 5a and 5b reveal that most of Brown’s current associate 
professors in STEM and SBS departments were promoted from within.  In fact only 5 out 
of 50 associate professors in the STEM departments were hired as associate professors—
and interestingly, all of these 5 are men.   
 
More than half of associate professors (both men and women) in STEM departments 
have been in rank less than three years.  There are 6 STEM faculty who have been at the 
associate professor rank for 15 or more years, but they are the minority.  In terms of 
gender differences, women’s average years in rank is slightly lower than men’s (5.2 vs. 
5.9, respectively). 
 
In the SBS departments, average years in rank are higher than in STEM departments.  For 
those who were hired as assistant professors, women have been at the associate professor 
rank for an average of 7.1 years and men for an average of 9.3 years.    
 
 
Indicator 6: Number of faculty who leave by gender, rank, and department 
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Voluntary, non-retirement attrition can be a significant source of gender imbalance in 
science and engineering departments if women are more likely to “opt out” of academia 
or to leave for other institutions.  To investigate whether there are gender differences in 
non-retirement attrition by gender, we have aggregated departures for tenure and tenure-
track faculty for two academic years: 2004-05 and 2005-06 (the baseline year) and 
presented the results in Table 6. 
 
The numbers of voluntary departures are quite small overall, perhaps indicating that 
faculty are generally pleased with the working environment at Brown (which will be 
discussed further in the report on institutional climate).  Because of the small numbers of 
departures, it is difficult to generalize. However the departure of the two female assistant 
professors from Ecology and Evolutionary Biology is especially troubling since there 
were no other women assistant professors in the department during the 2005-06 baseline 
year (as revealed in Table 1).  We will continue to collect and report data on voluntary, 
non-retirement attrition by department and gender as an indicator of climate and of 
women’s opportunities at Brown.  
 
 
 
Indicator 7: New hires in STEM and SBS by department and gender 
 
Because our data on new faculty arrivals4 pertain to one academic year, the results should 
be interpreted accordingly. However, during the 2005-2006 academic year (our baseline 
year), a large percentage of the total new faculty occurred in STEM departments.  At the 
Assistant Professor rank, 5 women joined the faculty in STEM departments, representing 
31% of new assistant professors in STEM.  However, of the STEM departments only in 
Applied Mathematics did the number of women hired as assistant professors exceed the 
number of men.  Yet, hiring data can fluctuate dramatically from year to year and 
therefore we will need more data in order to investigate any gender differences in the 
processes of recruitment at Brown.  But we now have a baseline from which to measure 
progress during the years of the ADVANCE grant.  
 
 
 
Research Question #3: What is the gender distribution of science and engineering faculty 
in leadership positions at Brown? 
 
 
Indicator 8: Number of men and women scientists and engineers in leadership 
positions 
 
The goals of the ADVANCE program include not only retaining and promoting women 
faculty in the sciences and engineering, but ensuring that they rise to leadership positions.  

                                                 
4 These data refer to new faculty as opposed to new hires.  (Some new hires may not have arrived yet if 
they have delayed their start date.) 
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We have assembled data on women science and engineering faculty in key leadership 
positions and presented it in Table 8.   
 
One of the key positions of faculty leadership at a university is that of Department Chair.  
Of the 13 STEM departments, only two (Mathematics and Molecular Microbiology & 
Immunology) had a female department chair in 2005-06.  However, in terms of 
percentages, 15% of STEM departments had a female chair, which is consistent with the 
percentage of women in full professor ranks (from which department chairs are likely to 
be drawn). With respect to the percentage of female department chairs, SBS departments 
collectively fare worse than STEM departments.  Although 20% of full professors are 
women in the SBS disciplines, only 1 woman served as department chair during the 
2005-06 academic year.   
 
Serving on the Tenure and Promotion Committee (TPAC) is also an important leadership 
position.  Whereas at Brown both Associate and Full Professors are eligible to serve on 
this committee, positions are usually held by Full Professors.  During the first semester of 
the 2005-06 academic year 2 women from STEM departments and 2 women from SBS 
departments served on this committee, giving women in these areas equal representation 
(50% women).  But during the second semester, women were no longer equally 
represented, as only 1 woman from SBS served on the committee and no women from 
STEM departments served on the committee.  
 
Because Deans are not always faculty, we did not divide them according to discipline.  
Yet, women do make up at least half of all Deans and Associate Deans at Brown, 
suggesting that women are participating in this area of university leadership.  Likewise, 
the very top position at the university—university president—is held by a woman 
(President Ruth Simmons). 
 
The data in Table 8 suggest that women science and engineering faculty comprise a small 
percentage of department chairs, but in the STEM departments the scarcity of women is 
representative of the percentage of women in the ranks from which these positions are 
filled. Two initiatives that seek to increase women’s opportunities for leadership (the 
Leadership Support Fund and Administrative Shadowing Program) will be implemented 
in Year 2. 
 
 
 
Research Question #4: What is the allocation of resources for science and engineering 
faculty by gender at Brown? 
 
 
Indicator #9: Study of salaries of men and women faculty 
 
Resources are critical to faculty success and are an essential component of our evaluation 
of the current situation for women faculty at Brown as well as the impact of the 
ADVANCE program.  As outlined in the Toolkit for Reporting Progress Toward NSF 
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ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Goals, our first annual report includes a salary 
analysis of the baseline 2005-06 academic year, which is the year prior to the receipt of 
the ADVANCE award.   
 
Salary data were obtained from Brown’s Office of Institutional Research and pertain to 
all 557 regular full-time tenure-track and tenured faculty.5  In order to preserve the 
confidentiality of the faculty, data has been aggregated to the following NSF-derived 
categories: STEM departments, SBS departments,6 and Non-STEM/SBS departments. 
And because STEM departments are comprised of two administrative units within the 
university, STEM departments are further disaggregated to those in the Physical Sciences 
and those in the Life & Medical Sciences.7  Table 9 presents basic descriptive salary data 
for each category by rank and sex and Table 10 presents the average female salary as a 
percentage of the average male salary.  Figure 2 also provides additional detail on the 
salaries for STEM and SBS departments by rank and gender, revealing that the variation 
in salary is greatest at the full professor rank. 
 
Tables 9 and 10 reveal that at the assistant professor rank, women have a higher average 
salary than men in the STEM and the SBS departments.  Women’s salary advantage 
carriers over in to the Associate Professor rank for women in the physical sciences, but 
the average salary for women lags behind the average salary for men in the remaining 
associate professor disciplines.  At the full professor rank, women in the life sciences 
have higher average salaries than their male counterparts.   
 
The overall picture that emerges is a complex one.  Women assistant professors do have 
higher average salaries in the STEM and SBS disciplines, which will hopefully translate 
favorably for women as they progress up the ranks.  The female salary advantage 
disappears for associate and full professors in the SBS fields.  However, women associate 
professors in the physical sciences and full professors in the life and medical sciences do 
retain their salary advantage over their male counterparts.  Comparatively speaking, 
women faculty in STEM do better overall than women in SBS and the non-STEM/SBS 
category. Women in STEM not only have higher average salaries than their similarly 
ranked female peers in other areas, but the ratio of male to female salary within ranks is 
also generally higher for women in STEM.  Yet, it would be premature to conclude that 
there is no gender salary gap in STEM departments at Brown.  In particular, the average 
salary for women full professors in STEM is 92% of their male peers.  Furthermore, our 
understanding of potential sex differences in salary must be informed by analyses that 

                                                 
5 Non-tenure track faculty and faculty without any instructional responsibility at the University (for 
example research-only faculty or those teaching only medical students) are excluded.   
6 In the salary data from the Office of Institutional Research, the Education faculty are included in the SBS 
category.  
7 Physical Science departments include Applied Mathematics, Chemistry, Computer Science, Engineering, 
Geological Sciences, Mathematics, and Physics.  The Life and Medical Sciences within the NSF-
designated category of STEM disciplines include regular faculty (not clinical faculty) in Cognitive and 
Linguistic Sciences and in the 5 departments that comprise the Division of Biology: (1) Ecology and 
Evolutionary Biology, (2) Molecular Biology, Cell Biology and Biochemistry, (3) Molecular Microbiology 
and Immunology, (4) Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology, and Biotechnology, and (5) Neuroscience. 
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can control for other factors, such as years since PhD. 8  I will now turn to the results of 
the regression analysis. 
 
Two regression analyses were conducted.  The first regression contains data for all 557 
regular full-time tenure and tenure-track faculty.  For ease of interpretation, I present the 
results of models using the annual salary in dollars as the dependent variable.  However, 
all analyses were also carried out using the log of salary as the dependent variable and 
results were consistent. The first analysis included the following independent variables: 
years since highest degree, years at brown,9 a dichotomous variable for whether one was 
hired with tenure (yes=1), two dummy variables for rank (assistant professor and 
associate professor, with full professor as the reference category), a dichotomous variable 
for whether one is a minority10 (yes=1), a dichotomous variable for whether the faculty 
member is in bio-med11 (1=yes), two dummy variables for area (STEM and SBS, with 
non-STEM/SBS as the reference category), and a dichotomous variable for female 
(1=yes).  Descriptive information on the variables in the analysis is included in Table 11.   
 
Because our data is population data (all Brown faculty) rather than sample data, tests of 
statistical significance are not appropriate.  Hence, we report regression coefficients only.  
In our first analysis (see Table 12), we conducted a regression analysis predicting annual 
salary for all Brown faculty.  The analysis includes all of the dependent variables listed 
above (indicators of experience, rank, area, minority status, female, and whether one was 
hired with tenure).  Even when controlling for these factors, women’s predicted salary is 
$2,398 less than men’s.   
 
Men are often promoted more quickly than women.  As a result, it is possible that rank is 
confounded with gender, which can suppress the effect of gender on salary.  To explore 
this issue, other ADVANCE institutions have estimated regression models that exclude 
rank and time in rank from the analysis as a means of helping to unmask any confounding 
effects of gender and promotion.  We adopt the same approach here for tenured (associate 
and full) professors.  Since women often sit in the associate professor rank longer than 
men, excluding rank from the analysis of tenured professors will help to explore this 
issue.  Results for tenured faculty only that exclude rank are provided in Table 13.  The 
same general conclusions are found in the analysis that is restricted to tenured faculty.  
Once again, women receive a large salary penalty (-$6,529) that remains despite controls 
for experience (years since degree and years at Brown), disciplinary area, being a 
minority, and being hired with tenure.  However, only 25% of the variance in salary for 
tenured faculty is explained in the model, suggesting that other factors are likely to be 
important. 

                                                 
8 It would be ideal to have additional information on factors that may also affect salary, such as a measure 
of productivity, number of children, and marital status, but this data was not available.  
9 Years since highest degree and years at Brown have a correlation coefficient of .721.  The only other 
independent variables with correlation coefficients above .5 was years since highest degree and the dummy 
variable for being an assistant professor (-.610)  
10 Groups categorized as minorities include: Asians, Hispanics, Blacks, and American Indians 
11 This variable was included because there is incomplete information on which faculty had both a PhD and 
a MD, but the Dean of Faculty’s office advised that most of the biomed faculty hold both a MD and a PhD, 
which is likely to have a positive effect on salary.  
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The salary regression analyses conducted here found that across the university, women’s 
predicted salary is $2,398 lower when one controls for indicators of experience, 
disciplinary area, being a minority and being hired with tenure.  Similar analysis that is 
restricted to tenured faculty and do not include rank (to help eliminate potential 
confounding effects of gender and differential time in rank), indicate that women’s 
predicted salary is $6,529 lower than their male peers.  However, like most other studies 
of salary, ours cannot control for all relevant factors that may affect salary—particularly 
productivity and other key variables such as whether one has held an administrative 
position (which often increases salary).    
 
 
 
University Climate for Junior Faculty 
 
In addition to the indicators required by NSF (reported above), we present baseline data 
on climate for full-time tenure-track assistant professors.  In the 2005-06 academic year, 
Brown participated in the COACHE (Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher 
Education) Survey conducted by the Harvard Graduate School of Education.  This survey 
of junior faculty focused on the following themes: 

   tenure (perception of the clarity and fairness of the process) 
   nature of work (workload, research and teaching environment, quality of students) 
   effectiveness of key policies and practices (e.g., mentoring, childcare, and leaves) 
   climate, culture, and collegiality  
   global satisfaction 

 
The COACHE Survey revealed that junior faculty at Brown are among the most satisfied 
overall among those universities surveyed, earning Brown one of the top four highest 
mean scores in global satisfaction of the 31 research/doctoral universities in the survey.  
Brown also ranked in the top four in the categories of tenure, nature of work, and 
collegiality.12

 
In general, men and women at Brown are equally satisfied with the different aspects of 
work covered by the survey.  In fact, out of the 76 questions in the survey, statistically 
significant gender differences were found for only 8 questions.  Overall, these results 
suggest that male and female junior faculty report fairly similar experiences and attitudes.  
The executive summary is presented in Appendix 2, but a summary of the statistically 
significant gender differences are summarized below. 
 
 
Tenure: 
Of the 19 questions about tenure, statistically significant gender differences were found 
for only 2 questions (below), revealing that female faculty experience less clarity with 
respect to the tenure process:  
                                                 
12 Ashburn, Elise.  February 2, 2007.  “Survey Identifies Colleges That Know How to Keep Junior Faculty 
Members Happy.”  Chronicle of Higher Education, Volume 53, Issue 22, Page A6. 
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 (1) I feel that my own prospects for earning tenure are…Very clear (5); Fairly 
 clear (4); Neither clear or unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1) 
 

  
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Males 3.780 .914 .141 
Females 3.194 .950 .238 

 
 
 
 (2) Is what’s expected in order to earn tenure clear to you regarding your 
 performance as a scholar? Very clear (5); Fairly clear (4); Neither clear or 
 unclear (3); Fairly unclear (2); Very unclear (1) 
 

  
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Males 4.334 .843 .126 
Females 3.792 1.077 .241 

 
 
Nature of Work: 
Of the 18 questions about the nature of work, statistically significant gender differences 
were identified for the following 2 survey questions, revealing that women are more 
satisfied than men with their discretion over the content of their courses and the quality of 
graduate students: 
 
 (1) Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following: The discretion 
 you have over the content of your courses.  Very satisfied (5); Somewhat satisfied 
 (4); Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3); Somewhat dissatisfied (2); Very 
 dissatisfied (1).   
 

  
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Males 4.724 .538 .081 
Females 4.947 .223 .051 

 
 
 (2) Please indicate your level of satisfaction with the following: The quality of 
 graduate students with whom you interact.  Very satisfied (5); Somewhat satisfied 
 (4); Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (3); Somewhat dissatisfied (2); Very 
 dissatisfied (1).   
 

  
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Males 3.468 1.215 .183 
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Females 4.169 1.213 .286 
 
 
Effectiveness of Key Policies and Practices: 
In the survey, respondents are provided a list of 16 common policies and practices and an 
“effectiveness gap” is created that measures the disjuncture between those policies that 
are rated as important for junior faculty success but ineffective at their institution.  
(Further information is provided in the Executive Summary in Appendix 2.)    
 
The top five items with the greatest effectiveness gap for male and female faculty are: 
 
Males Females 
1.  Financial assistance with housing 1. Childcare 
2. Spousal/partner hiring program 2.  Spousal/partner hiring program 
3.  Professional assistance in obtaining 
externally funded grants 

3.  Financial assistance with housing 

4.  Formal mentoring program for junior 
faculty 

4.  Professional assistance in obtaining 
externally funded grants 

5.  Peer reviews of teaching and research 5.  Formal mentoring program for junior 
faculty 

 
Childcare tops the list for women faculty as the policy/practice in which there is the 
greatest effectiveness gap.  Conversely, childcare did not even make it to the list of the 
top five for male faculty.   
 
Other than childcare, junior faculty male and females report similar effectiveness gaps, 
desiring more effective programs for spousal/partner hiring, financial assistance with 
housing, a formal mentoring program, and professional assistance in obtaining externally 
funded grants.   
 
Climate, Culture, and Collegiality: 
Twelve survey questions addressed issues of climate, culture, and collegiality and no 
statistically significant gender differences were found. 
 
Global Satisfaction: 
Five questions addressed overall satisfaction and a statistically significant gender 
difference was found for the following question: 
 
 (1) The person who serves as the chief academic officer at my institution seems to 
 care about the quality of life for junior faculty.  Strongly agree (5); Somewhat 
 agree 4); Neither agree nor disagree (3); Somewhat disagree (2); Strongly 
 disagree (1). 
 

  
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation 

Standard 
Error 

Males 2.730 .968 .198 
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Females 2.000 .966 .249 
 
 
In conclusion, the COACHE report indicates that junior faculty at Brown are very 
satisfied overall and Brown ranks in the top four in the areas of global satisfaction, 
tenure, nature of work, and collegiality.  Male and female junior faculty report extremely 
similar experiences, given that statistically significant gender differences were found for 
only 8 out of 76 survey questions.  Nevertheless, the gender differences that were found 
suggest female junior faculty seek greater clarity with respect to their own prospects for 
tenure and scholarly expectations for obtaining tenure.  Responses from female junior 
faculty also indicate that childcare is an area that needs to be addressed further if they are 
to fulfill their academic potential.   
 
Several aspects of Brown’s ADVANCE Program will address these needs.  First, the 
Mentoring Program and Department Chair Workshops can be conduits for helping inform 
senior faculty and chairs of the desire for further clarity regarding tenure (and these 
initiatives will help them develop strategies for providing more clarity).  The ADVANCE 
team is also working with a committee to evaluate the availability of childcare for the 
Brown community.  Furthermore, the Coordinator of Research Opportunities will also 
help broker increased opportunities for and assistance with obtaining federally funded 
research grants (which was identified by both male and female faculty as important to 
their career development).   
 
 
 
2.  Project Training/Development 
 
 None (Not applicable) 
 
 
3.  Outreach Activities 
 
The PI, Pamela O’Neil, and Managing Director, Mariko Chang, have engaged in a 
variety of outreach activities geared to provide information about the ADVANCE 
program and build supportive relationships with the Brown community.   
 
December 2006: 
Breakfast with Junior Faculty and the Dean of the Faculty’s Office to discuss the results 
of the COACHE (Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education) Survey that 
measured junior faculty satisfaction and experiences in the following thematic areas: (1) 
tenure, (2) nature of the work, (3) policies and practices, (4) climate, culture, and 
collegiality, and (5) global satisfaction.  (The results of this survey were discussed 
above.)   After Rajiv Vohra (Dean of the Faculty) summarized the findings of the survey 
at the brakfast, Pam O’Neil gave an overview of the ADVANCE Program, its initiatives, 
and ways that the program will assist with the career development of junior faculty. 
 

 22



February, 2007: 
Planned faculty luncheon in conjunction with the Office of the President, in which 
President Simmons presented the main findings from the National Academy of Science 
report, “Beyond Bias and Barriers: Fulfilling the Potential of Women in Academic 
Science and Engineering.” Pam O’Neil also gave a presentation of Brown’s ADVANCE 
Program and the ways that it speaks to the issues addressed in the NAS report.  The 
luncheon was very well attended by more than 100 faculty and administrators (including 
senior male faculty), as shown below: 
 

Percentage of Attendees by Division
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March, 2007: 
Pam O’Neil and Mariko Chang attended a luncheon with Jr. Faculty at the Sherridan 
Center for Teaching and Learning.  Pam O’Neil was the invited speaker and gave a 
presentation on Brown’s ADVANCE Program and how it assists junior faculty in their 
career development.  She also distributed the RFP for the Career Development Awards 
and encouraged junior faculty to apply. 
 
 
Informal Meetings 
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Relationships with the Brown community must also be nurtured on a more informal and 
one-on-one basis.  To accomplish this goal, the Managing Director has actively sought 
meetings with STEM department chairs and faculty as well as other institutional partners 
such as the Sherridan Center for Teaching and Learning, the Sarah Doyle Women’s 
Center, the Office of the Vice President for Research, the Office of the Dean of Faculty, 
the Leadership Alliance, the WISE (Women in Science and Engineering) Program, 
Women in Medicine, and the Office of Institutional Diversity. 
 
 
Year 2 Activities: 
 
A timeline of the activities in Year 2 is provided in Figure 3 and presents the following 
categories of key activities: Initiatives, Evaluation/Advisory Requirements, and 
Reporting Requirements. 
 
Initiatives: 
 
Our Timeline for the development of the Mentoring Program and Department Chair 
Workshops is described in the text above.  Hence, we will be ready to launch these 
programs in the Fall of 2007.  We anticipate holding a total of three department chair 
workshops in the 2007-08 academic year (the topics of these workshops will be 
developed by August as outlined above).  We will work with Clyde Briant (Vice 
President for Research) and Rajiv Vohra (Dean of the Faculty) to cultivate buy-in from 
department chairs and to incorporate chairs as workshop presenters. 
 
The launching of the mentoring program will include matching faculty with mentors, 
providing mentor training, and sponsoring informal events. 
 
The Leadership Initiatives will also be fully implemented in the Fall of 2007.  We will 
write the RFP for the Leadership Support Fund, Awards to Develop Scientific 
Leadership, and the Administrator Shadowing Program.  We will also hold the second 
round of Career Development Awards.  For each of these initiatives, we will aggressively 
advertise the opportunities to faculty by email, on the website, and through department 
chairs.   
 
Evaluation and Advisory Functions: 
 
As described above, our external evaluator and our external advisory board will be in 
place by August 2007.  We will begin working with the external evaluator immediately 
and intend to present initial findings from the first external evaluation at the External 
Advisory Board meeting in November 2007.  During the second year we will work with 
them to ensure our program’s success and evaluate our effectiveness at meeting our 
goals. 
 
Reporting Requirements: 
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Pursuant to the suggestions for periodic reporting of resources outlined in the “Toolkit for 
Reporting Progress Toward NSF ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Goals,” we 
will conduct in-depth studies of space and start-up packages in year 2 (which will be 
submitted as separate research reports, as outlined in the “Toolkit”).  The study of space 
will occur during the November 2007-January 2008 months and the study of start-up 
packages will follow thereafter between February and April, 2008.  The PI, Pam O’Neil, 
is chairing the Provost’s Space Committee at Brown and hence can access information 
regarding the allocation of space at Brown.  We also have the cooperation from the Dean 
of the Faculty’s Office to help us acquire data on start-up packages.   
 



Table 1. Number and Percent of Women Tenured and Tenure Track Faculty in Science and Engineering by Rank and Department, 
2005-2006 Academic Year. 
 Assistant Professors Associate Professors Full Professors 
 Women Men % W Women Men %W Women Men %W 
STEM          
Applied Mathematics 2 3 40% 0 2 0 0 17 0 
Biology:          
   Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 0 1 0 1 4 20% 3 4 43% 
   Molecular Bio, Cell Bio & Biochem 2 9 18% 1 0 100% 3 11 21% 
   Molecular Microbio & Immunology   2 2 50% 0 2 0 1 1 50% 
   Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology    
         & Biotechnology 

2 1 67% 0 1 0 3 7 30% 

   Neroscience 1 2 33% 0 3 0 1 6 14% 
Chemistry 1 3 25% 1 5 17% 0 11 0 
Cognitive and Linguistic Sciences 0 1 0 1 1 50% 4 7 36% 
Computer Science 2 5 29% 0 3 0 1 14 7% 
Engineering 1 4 20% 3 6 33% 0 24 0 
Geological Sciences 1 3 25% 0 3 0 3 9 25% 
Mathematics 1 5 17% 0 2 0 2 14 13% 
Physics 2 4 33% 0 6 0 0 13 0 
STEM TOTAL: 17 43 28% 7 38 16% 21 138 13% 
          
SBS          
Africana Studies 1 1 50% 0 3 0 1 4 20% 
American Civilization 
Anthropology 
Economics 
Environmental Studies,  Center for 

 
0 
3 
1 

 
1 
7 
0 

 
0 
30% 
100% 

2 
1 
0 

5 
2 
1 

29% 
33% 
0 

1 
4 
0 

1 
7 
16 

50% 
36% 
0 

History 3 3 50% 4 6 40% 3 9 25% 
Political Science 3 3 50% 3 4 43% 1 7 13% 
Psychology 0 1 0 2 1 67% 2 4 33% 
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Sociology 4 0 100% 3 4 43% 1 5 17% 
SBS TOTAL: 15 16 48% 15 26 37% 13 53 20% 
          
Data provided by the Office of Institutional Research 
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Table 2. STEM and SBS Departmental Faculty Gender Composition, 2005-2006. 
 
 Tenured & Tenure Track Non-Tenure Track13 Non-Tenure 

Track as % 
of all Men 

 Women Men % W Women Men %W 

Non-Tenure 
Track as % 

of all 
Women  

STEM          
Applied Mathematics 2 22 8% 0 12 0% 0  35% 
Division of Biology:          
   Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 4 9 31% 7 11 39% 64%  55% 
   Molecular Bio, Cell Bio & Biochem 6 20 23% 11 18 38% 65%  47% 
   Molecular Microbio & Immunology   3 5 38% 4 8 33% 57%  62% 
   Molecular Pharmacology, Physiology    
         & Biotechnology 

5 9 36% 8 4 67% 62%  31% 

   Neroscience 2 11 15% 10 15 40% 83%  60% 
Chemistry 2 19 10% 3 9 25% 60%  32% 
Cognitive and Linguistic Sciences 5 9 36% 5 5 50% 50%  36% 
Computer Science 3 22 12% 2 10 17% 40%  31% 
Engineering 4 34 11% 5 32 14% 56%  49% 
Geological Sciences 4 15 21% 2 5 29% 33%  25% 
Mathematics 3 21 13% 0 0  0  0 
Physics 2 23 8% 2 6 25% 50%  21% 
STEM TOTAL: 45 219 17% 58 132 31% 56%  38% 
          
SBS          
Africana Studies 2 8 20% 2 2 50% 50%  20% 
American Civilization 3 6 33% 3 2 60% 50%  25% 
Anthropology 5 10 33% 2 1 37% 29%  9% 
Economics 3 24 11% 2 7 22% 40%  23% 
                                                 
13 Non-Tenure Track includes titles such as Adjuncts, Research Professors, Investigators, Lecturers, Postdocs, Fellows, and Visiting Professors 
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Environmental Studies Center* 1 0 100% 2 2 50% 67%  100% 
History 10 18 36% 0 3 0% 0  14% 
Latin American Studies Center*    0 1 0%   100% 
Pembroke Center for Research on  
      Women and Gender* 

   4 0 100% 100%  0 

Political Science 7 14 33% 0 6 0% 0  30% 
Population Studies & Training Center*    1 1 50% 100%  100% 
Psychology 4 6 40% 1 4 20% 20%  40% 
Taubman Center for Public Policy*    5 7 42% 100%  100% 
Race and Ethnicity Center*    0 0 N/A    
Sociology 8 9 47% 2 1 67% 20%  10% 
Urban Studies Program*    0 1 0%   100% 
Watson Institute for International 
Studies* 

   3 11 21% 100%  100% 

SBS TOTAL: 43 95 31% 27 49 36% 39%  34% 
          
Data provided by the Office of Institutional Research 
* Data refer to Centers, as opposed to departments.
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Table 3. Tenure Review Outcomes in Science and Engineering by Gender, 2002-2006 
 
 # of Reviews # Approved # Denied % Approved 
 Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 
STEM 7 24 7 22 0 2 100% 92% 
SBS 5 10 4 9 1 1 80% 90% 
Non-STEM/SBS 7 12 7 11 0 1 100% 92% 
TOTAL 19 46 18 42 1 4 95% 91% 
Data provided by the Dean of Faculty’s Office 
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Table 4.  Promotion Review Outcomes in Science and Engineering by Gender: Associate to Full Professor, 2002-2006 
 
 # of Reviews # Approved # Denied % Approved 
 Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 
STEM 5 23 5 22  1 100% 96% 
SBS 3 6 2 6 1  67% 100% 
Non-STEM/SBS 5 4 5 3  1 100% 75% 
TOTAL 13 33 12 31 1 2 92% 94% 
Data provided by the Dean of Faculty’s Office 
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Table 5a.  Years in Rank at the Associate Professor Level for STEM and SBS Faculty Hired as Assistant Professors  
 
 STEM Departments SBS Departments 
Years in Rank # Women % Women # Men % Men # Women % Women # Men % Men 
0-2 years 7 58% 17 52% 3 21% 2 10% 
3-5 years 3 25% 5 15% 3 21% 6 29% 
6-8 years 0  5 15% 3 21% 4 19% 
9-11 years 0  2 6% 1 7% 2 10% 
12-14 years 0  0  3 21% 2 10% 
15 or more years 2 17% 4 12% 1 7% 5 24% 
          Mean 22   25.5   16  20  
          Median 22  22.5   16  17  
          Range 14   17   0  12  
          Standard Dev. 9.9   7.8  0  5.2  
MEAN OVERALL 5.2  5.9  7.1  9.3  
MEDIAN OVERALL 1  2.5  7  8  
Data provided by the Office for Institutional Research and refer to the 2005-06 Academic Year.  
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Table 5b.  Years in Rank at the Associate Professor Level for STEM and SBS Faculty Hired as Associate Professors  
 
 STEM Departments SBS Departments 
Years in Rank # Women % Women # Men % Men # Women % Women # Men % Men 
0-2 years 0  4 80% 2 100% 2 29% 
3-5 years 0  0  0  3 43% 
6-8 years 0  1 20% 0  1 14% 
9-11 years 0  0  0  0  
12-14 years 0  0  0  1 14% 
15 or more years 0  0      
          Mean         
          Median         
          Range         
          Standard Dev.         
MEAN OVERALL   2.5  2  4.4  
MEDIAN OVERALL   1.5  2  3  
Data provided by the Office for Institutional Research and refer to the 2005-06 Academic Year 
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Table 6.  Voluntary Non-Retirement Attrition by Rank and Gender in Science and Engineering Departments (2004-05 and 
2005-06 academic years combined) 
 Assistant Associate Full Professor 
Department Women Men Women Men Women Men 
STEM       
Applied Mathematics    1   
Cognitive and Linguistic Science  2     
Computer Science    1   
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology 2      
Engineering  1     
Mathematics      1 
Molecular Biology, Cell Biology & Biochemistry   1    

TOTAL STEM 2 3 1 2 0 1 
       
SBS       
Economics 1 1    1 
Sociology    1   

TOTAL SBS 1 1 0 1 0 1 
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Table 7.  New Faculty Arrivals in STEM and SBS, by Department and Gender, 2005-2006. 
 
 Assistant Professors Associate14 & Full Professors 
 Women Men % Women Women Men % Women 
STEM       
   Applied Math 2 1  0 1  
   Chemistry 1 1     
   Computer Science 0 1     
   Engineering 0 2     
   Geological Sciences 1 1     
   Mathematics 0 2  1 0  
   Molecular Bio, Cell Bio & Biochem 0 1  0 1  
   Physics 1 2     
STEM TOTAL: 5 11 31% 1 2 33% 
       
SBS       
   Africana Studies 1 1  1   
   History 0 1     
   Political Science    1   
   Sociology 2 0     
SBS TOTAL: 3 2 60%   100% 
       
Data provided by the Office of Institutional Research 
 
 

                                                 
14 The only person hired at the Associate Professor rank in 2005-2006 was one woman in Political Science. 
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Table 8.  Science and Engineering Faculty in Leadership Positions at Brown, 2005-2006 Academic Year. 
 
 Total 

 
Men Women % Women 

STEM     
Tenured Faculty (Assoc & Full Professors) 204 176 28 14% 
Tenured Full Professors 159 138 21 13% 
Department Heads 13 11 2 15% 
Faculty on Tenure & Promotion Committee    (Semester I)* 4 2 2 50% 
Faculty on Tenure & Promotion Committee (Semester II)* 5 5 0 0 
     
SBS     
Tenured Faculty (Assoc & Full Professors) 107 79 28 26% 
Tenured Full Professors 66 53 13 20% 
Department Heads 8 7 1 13% 
Faculty on Tenure & Promotion Committee  (Semester I)* 4 2 2 50% 
Faculty on Tenure & Promotion Committee (Semester II)* 3 2 1 33% 
     

    
Deans15 6 3 3 50% 
Associate Deans9 24 10 14 58% 
* Associate and Full Professors can serve on this committee.  Only regular faculty serving on the committee are counted (for example, 
deans serving on the tenure and promotion committee are not included here). 
Source: Office of the Dean of the Faculty 
 

                                                 
15 Data for Deans and Associate Deans refer to the 2006-2007 Academic Year. 

 36



Table 9.  Mean Salary by Science Category, Rank, and Sex, 2005-2006 Academic Year 
 
 Assistant Prof. Associate Prof. Full Prof. TOTAL 
 Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 
STEM $74,977 $71,102 $84,848 $86,285 $127,005 $125,066 $101,291 $108,250 
   Physical Sciences $74,812 $73,308 $87,038 $86,091 $114,355 $124,906 $92,428 $110,583 
   Life & Med Sciences $75,069 $68,405 $83,754 $86,659 $130,727 $125,489 $104,941 $103,282 
SBS $74,116 $73,495 $75,946 $81,417 $135,831 $151,374 $95,438 $119,643 
Non-STEM/SBS $63,276 $66,480 $73,234 $76,612 $115,546 $122,099 $93,301 $102,503 
TOTAL $72,058 $70,665 $76,683 $82,451 $123,245 $132,666 $96,393 $111,292 
Data provided by the Office of Institutional Research 
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Table 10.  Average Female Salary as a Percentage of Average Male Salary by Division and Rank, 2005-2006 Academic Year 
 
 Assistant Prof. Associate Prof. Full Prof. TOTAL 
STEM 101% 98% 102% 94% 
   Physical Sciences 102% 101% 92% 84% 
   Life & Med Sciences 110% 97% 104% 102% 
SBS 101% 93% 90% 80% 
Non-STEM/SBS 95% 96% 95% 91% 
TOTAL 102% 93% 93% 87% 
Data provided by the Office of Institutional Research 
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Table 11.  Descriptive Statistics for Variables in Regression Analysis (N=557). 
 
Variable Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Minimum Maximum 

Annual Salary $106,183 $39,518 $48,000 $310,000 
Female (1=yes; 0=no) .27 .45 0 1 
Years since final degree 22.21 12.01 1 55 
Years at Brown 9.27 9.73 .8 46 
Hired with tenure (1=yes; 0=no) .19 .39 0 1 
Assistant Professor  (1=yes; 0=no) .18 .38 0 1 
Associate Professor (1=yes; 0=no) .25 .43 0 1 
Minority (1=yes; 0=no) .12 .32 0 1 
STEM department (1=yes; 0=no) .47 .50 0 1 
SBS department (1=yes; 0=no) .25 .43 0 1 
Bio-Med (1=yes; 0=no) .16 .36 0 1 
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Table 12.  OLS Regression Results Predicting Annual Salary of Brown Faculty, 2005-06 Academic Year. 
  
 
Variable 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Female (1=yes; 0=no) -2,398 
Years since degree 130 
Years at Brown 28 
Hired with tenure (1=yes; 0=no) 21,993 
Assistant Professor  (1=yes; 0=no) -49,769 
Associate Professor (1=yes; 0=no) -43,704 
Minority (1=yes; 0=no) 907 
STEM department (1=yes; 0=no) 5,941 
SBS department (1=yes; 0=no) 14,616 
Bio-Med (1=yes; 0=no) 4,499 
Constant (y-intercept) 112,683 
  
Total Number of Faculty 557 
R2  .511 
  

 40



Table 13.  OLS Regression Results Predicting Annual Salary of Brown Tenured Faculty, 2005-06 Academic Year. 
 
 
Variable 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Female (1=yes; 0=no) -6539 
Years since degree 1543 
Years at Brown -666 
Hired with tenure (1=yes; 0=no) 28,858 
Minority (1=yes; 0=no) -2,772 
STEM department (1=yes; 0=no) 10,860 
SBS department (1=yes; 0=no) 13,597 
Bio-Med (1=yes; 0=no) -2,393 
Constant (y-intercept) 69,026 
  
Total Number of Faculty 453 
R2  .249 
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Figure 1.  Gender Distribution of Faculty by Rank, 2005-06 Academic Year
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Figure 2.  Boxplots of STEM and SBS Faculty Salary by Rank and Gender, 2005-06 Academic Year.16

 
 

 

                                                 
16 If the colors for the female and male boxplots cannot be distinguished, the reader should note that within each category the boxplot for females is on the left. 
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Figure 3.  Timeline of Implementation Goals and Key Tasks for Year 2 (August 1, 2007-July 31, 2008) 
 
 
Task 

Quarter 1: 
Aug -Oct ‘07 

Quarter 2 
Nov ‘07-Jan ‘08

Quarter 3 
Feb-Apr ‘08 

Quarter 4 
May-July ‘08 

Initatives:     
     Mentoring Program      
     Department Chair Workshops      
     Leadership Support Fund        
     Awards to Develop Scientific Leadership      
     Administrator Shadowing Program      
     2nd Round of Career Development Awards      
     Coordinator of Research Opportunities     
     
Evaluation and Advisory Requirements:     
    External Advisory Committee Meeting      
    Work with External Evaluator     
     
Reporting Requirements:     
     Quarterly and Annual Reports     
     In-depth study of space     
     In-depth study of start-up packages     
     
 
Key:   
      Planning/development  
      In place  
 
 
 

 



 
Appendix 1.  Year 1 Financial Report and Year 2 Funding Request 
 
 
Year 1 Financial Report 
 
Table A1 provides the financial report for the first year of the grant.  It lists the approved 
amounts in each category, the actual expenses incurred from Aug. 1, 2006 (the award 
date) to May 31, 2007, the estimated expenses for the final two months of the first award 
year (June and July 2007), and the amount remaining.  We did not spend as much as 
anticipated during the first three quarters of the first year (primarily because it took us 
longer than expected to hire staff), but a large portion of the residual funds from the first 
year will be spent early in the second year on visiting scholars, external evaluation, and 
the Leadership Initiatives (Career Development Grants, Leadership Support Fund, 
Awards to Develop Scientific Leadership, and Administrator Shadowing Program). 
 
An explanation of funds spent for each category is provided below. 
 
B2.  Other Professional Personnel: 
 
Mariko Chang (Managing Director) began her position on January 22, 2007 and we 
estimate that our Coordinator of Research Opportunities will begin his or her position in 
July.  Because neither position was filled immediately from the grant’s award date, we 
have a surplus in this category that we intend to carry over to either hire additional 
support staff or use at the end of the award in the event that a no-cost extension is needed.  
 
D.  Equipment: 
 
We purchased 2 desktop computers and 1 laptop computer (and components) for program 
staff. 
 
E.  Travel: 
 
We anticipate spending $2000 for the PI (Pamela O’Neil) and Managing Director 
(Mariko Chang) to attend the Annual ADVANCE PI Meeting from June 18-20, 2007.  
An additional $2000 will be used for the Managing Director to attend the LEAD 
(Leadership Excellence for Academic Diversity)Workshop in Seattle from July 8-10, 
2007, to learn about department chair workshops from the ADVANCE team at the 
University of Washington. 
 
F.  Participant Support 
 
Our budget for Year 1 included $68,000 to bring in 4 Visiting Scholars to help plan and 
implement the initiatives (in particular the Mentoring Program and Department Chair 
Workshops).  Lisa Frehill will be coming in August for this purpose (as described above 
in the report’s Activities and Findings) and the Managing Director will be traveling to 
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meet with the ADVANCE team at the University of Washington to learn about their 
department chair workshops (see “Travel” above).  We intend to carry over this surplus 
of amounts budgeted to participant support costs into Year 2 in order to bring in 
additional visiting scholars for the same purpose as originally stated. 
 
G.1  Materials and Supplies 
 
General office supplies were supplied by the Office of the Provost at the beginning of the 
award period, but other supplies necessary for implementing the initiatives were also 
ordered. 
 
G. 3 Consultant Services 
 
Our budget for Year 1 included $40,000 for program evaluation.  We are currently 
searching for our external evaluator and hope to have one working with us by August, 
2007.  In addition our external advisory committee will meet in November 2007.  
 
G. 6  Other 
 
Funds in this category were spent on the search for the Coordinator of Research 
Opportunities, an event to discuss the results of the COACHE survey and opportunities 
associated with the ADVANCE Program at Brown with Junior Faculty, and the Career 
Development Awards, which provide funds for faculty to establish relationships with 
potential collaborators or mentors at other institutions.  In Year 2, we intend to continue 
to fund Career Development Awards and will also initiate the funding of the remaining 
Leadership Initiatives.  
 
Residual Funds 
 
$428,779 remains unexpended in Year 1.  Most of the residual funds are a result of the 
following factors (1) it took some time to fill the Managing Director and Coordinator of 
Research Opportunities positions, (2) we are still in the initial stages of bringing in 
Visiting Scholars to assist with program implementation and External Evaluators to plan 
and conduct program evaluation, and (3) our Leadership Initiatives (other than the Career 
Development Awards) will be fully implemented in the beginning of Year 2. We request 
that our remaining unexpended funds be carried over to Year 2 to be used for the same 
purposes as originally planned in Year 1. 
 
 
 
Year 2 Funding Request 
 
Our funding request for Year 2 is identical to that which was submitted in our proposal, 
except that we request that our remaining unexpended funds from Year 1 be carried over 
to Year 2.  These unexpended funds will be used for the same purposes as originally 
planned and to fund an additional half-time staff member to support the activities of the 
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ADVANCE office.  Table A2 provides the financial report for the second year of the 
grant.  An explanation of each category is provided below. 
 
B2.  Other Professional Personnel: 
 
We request $145,950 to cover the combined salaries and fringe benefits of two project 
personnel: Mariko Chang (Managing Director) and a Coordinator of Research 
Opportunities (to be hired before August 1, 2007).  
 
D.  Equipment: 
 
We request funds of $3,000 to cover any additional computer equipment needed in Year 
2. 
 
E.  Travel: 
 
We request $6,000 in Year 2 to allow the Managing Director, PI and one co-PI to travel 
to the annual PI meeting in Washington DC.  
 
F.  Participant Support 
 
In our proposal, the budget for Year 2 included $34,000 to bring in 2 Visiting Scholars to 
help plan and implement the initiatives (in particular the Mentoring Program and 
Department Chair Workshops).  Because we anticipate having $68,000 unexpended funds 
from Year 1 for these purposes, we are requesting to carry over this amount, for a total of 
$102,000 for bringing in Visiting Scholars in Year 2.  With these funds, we can bring in 
experts as guest speakers for the mentoring program and department chair workshops.  
With an average of $15,000 in stipends/travel for each visiting scholar, we can therefore 
bring in approximately 6 visiting scholars (rather than 2 as stated in the original proposal) 
during Year 2. 
 
 
G.1  Materials and Supplies 
 
We are requesting $5,000 for materials and supplies as necessary for the implementation 
of the initiatives and program goals. 
 
G. 2 Publication Costs/Documentation/Dissemination 
 
Our budget for Year 2 also includes publication and dissemination costs (the costs of 
producing and mailing a newsletter, documentation to be distributed at workshops, etc.) 
 
G. 3 Consultant Services 
 
We request $40,000 for program evaluation.   
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G. 6  Other 
 
In our proposal, we requested $150,000 to fund our Leadership Initiatives (Career 
Development Awards, Leadership Support Fund, Administrator Shadowing Program, and 
Awards to Develop Scientific Leadership).  With this amount, we anticipated being able 
to fund 7-8 career development awards (average of $15,000 each) and 4-5 additional 
awards (a combination of the Leadership Support Fund, Administrator Shadowing 
Program and the Awards to Develop Scientific Leadership, with the average size of 
$10,000 per award.)  If we are able to carry over the $66,760 in unexpended funds from 
Year 1, we will be able to increase the number of awards made in these categories, 
thereby benefiting a larger number of faculty.   
 
 



 
Table A1.  Year 1 Budget Analysis (August 1, 2006-July 31, 2007) 
 

  Year 1 Approved 
Aug. 1, 2006-May 
31, 2007 

June 1-July 31, 
2007 (estimated) Year 1 Spent 

Difference: 
Approved - 
Spent 

A.  Senior Personnel  $                    -     $                    -     $                  -     $                 -     $               -    
B.  Other Personnel       
    B.2  Other professionals       
           Managing Director  $             88,000   $             31,884   $           14,667   $           46,551   $         41,449  
           Coordinator of Research Opportunities  $             51,000   $                    -     $             2,000   $            2,000   $         49,000  
    Total salaries + wages  $            139,000  $             31,884   $           16,667   $           48,551   $         90,449  
C.  Fringe benefits  $             45,870   $             10,522   $             5,500   $           16,022   $         29,848  
     Total salaries, wages & fringe  $            184,870  $             42,406   $           22,167   $           64,573   $       120,297  
D.  Equipment  $               4,000   $               5,515   $                  -     $            5,515   $         (1,515) 
E.  Travel (domestic)  $               4,000   $                   29   $             4,000   $            4,029   $              (29) 
F.  Participant Support  $             68,000   $                    -     $                 $         68,000  
G.  Other Direct Costs      $               -    
     G.1  Materials and Supplies  $               5,000   $                    -     $             2,000   $            2,000   $          3,000  
     G.3 Consultant Services  $             40,000   $                    -      $                 -     $         40,000  
     G.6  Other  $            140,000  $               4,848  $  68392  $           73,240   $         66,760  
H. Total Direct Costs (A Through G)  $            445,870  $             52,798   $          96,559   $         149,357   $       296,513  
I.  Indirect Costs (F & A)          
 (Rate: 57.5%; Base: $373,870)  $            214,975  $             27,188   $           55,521   $           82,709   $       132,266  
J. Total direct + indirect   $            660,845  $             79,985   $          152,081   $         232,066   $       428,779  
        

        
Residual 
Funds  $       428,779  
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Table A2. Proposed Budget for Year 2 (August 1, 2007-July 31, 2008) 
 

  Year 2 Requested 
Unobligated Funds 

from Year 1* Year 2 Budget 
A.  Senior Personnel  $                     -      $              -    
B.2  Other professionals  $             145,950    $           145,950 
 (Managing Director & Coordinator of Research Opportunities)   
    Total salaries + wages  $             145,950    $           145,950  
C.  Fringe benefits  $               48,164    $            48,164  
     Total salaries, wages & fringe  $             194,114    $           194,114  
D.  Equipment  $                3,000    $              3,000  
E.  Travel (domestic)  $                6,000    $              6,000  
F.  Participant Support  $               34,000  $            68,000  $            102,000  
G.  Other Direct Costs    
     G.1  Materials and Supplies  $                5,000    $              5,000  
     G.2 Publication Costs/Documentation/Dissemination  $                1,200    $              1,200  
     G.3 Consultant Services  $               40,000    $            40,000  
     G.6  Other  $             150,000  $            66,760  $           216,760  
H. Total Direct Costs (A Through G)  $             433,314  $          134,760  $           568,074  
I.  Indirect Costs: Base  $             396,314    $           463,074  
   F & A:  Base*Rate (Rate: 59%)  $             227,880  $            45,333  $           273,213  
J. Total direct + indirect   $             661,194  $          180,093  $           81,287  
      
        

* We request to carry the unexpended funds from Year 1 to Year 2. 
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 ii

than a standard deviation above or below the mean.  For example, “F+” indicates that the 
female faculty at your institution had a mean score more than one standard deviation above the 
mean score of the females at peer institutions. 
 
The next two columns highlight for each question any disparities within your institution based 
on gender (Column 5) or race (Column 6).  Because each of these columns compares means 
between two distinct groups on your campus (i.e., men and women; whites and faculty of 
color), we used a test of statistical significance.  The letter designations (e.g., F, M, W, C) in a 
given cell indicate responses where the difference between the two means is large enough that it 
is very unlikely (less than 5% chance) to have occurred by chance alone.  The letter 
designations signify the group with the higher score. 
 
Effectiveness Gaps.  This section excerpts the results of questions 34a and 34b, which identify 
the three policies or practices, from among sixteen listed in the survey, that junior faculty rated 
most important to them and least effective on your campus.   The “top three” are displayed for 
all faculty, for females and males, and for white faculty and faculty of color.  Perhaps most 
significantly, the table in this section highlights any notable gaps between ratings of importance 
and ratings of effectiveness for all faculty and by gender and race.  By targeting for 
improvement policies and practices with the largest gaps (noting that these may differ by 
gender and race), you should be able to make greater and faster strides toward increased levels 
of satisfaction levels among junior faculty. 
 
The Best and Worst.  The survey asked respondents to select, from a list of 28 items, the two 
best and two worst aspects of working at your institution.  This section summarizes the 
responses.  We list, in rank order, the four best and the four worst according to your junior 
faculty.  These rankings are compared to your peers and to all universities (or colleges).  In 
addition, the answers are grouped by gender and race.  Taken together with the “Effectiveness 
Gap” responses, you now know what works well and what does not from the perspective of 
tenure-track faculty.  You know what to celebrate and where to concentrate your efforts. 

 
 The Executive Summary, we would reiterate, is but a thumbnail sketch.  It is a place to begin, 
not a place to end.  The Executive Summary gives you an overall sense of the work life of your junior 
faculty as they see it.  The data presented here offer you a springboard for further analysis, discussion, 
and ultimately, action. 



The survey was organized around five themes: 
  

I.   Tenure;  
II.  Nature of the Work;  
III.  Policies and Practices;  
IV.  Climate, Culture, and Collegiality; and  
V.  Global Satisfaction. 

 
This chart summarizes your faculty scores for each cluster taken as a whole.  The bar graph indicates 
what percentage of the survey items within each cluster were above, below, or within one standard 
deviation of the peer mean.   

 
 

Institutional Profile, by Thematic Cluster
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The following five tables detail the dimensions on which your institution received favorable, unfavorable, 
and mixed ratings within each thematic cluster. 
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      1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

      
Peer Comparison 

Differences at 
Your  

Institution 

Section I. Tenure 

Mean 

Overall Gender Race Gender Race 

Q25a reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a scholar. 4.25 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q25b reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a teacher. 4.23 + M+ C+     
Q24a clarity of the expectations for performance as a scholar. 4.15 + M+ C+ M > F C > W 

Q25d reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a department colleague. 4.08 + M+F+ C+     
Q25c reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a student advisor. 4.04   M+ C+     
Q27a perception that tenure decisions are based primarily on performance. 3.99 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q19 clarity of the tenure process. 3.94 + F+ W+C+     
Q25e reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen. 3.89 + M+ C+     
Q20 clarity of the criteria for tenure. 3.88 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q22 clarity of the body of evidence that will be considered in making decisions about their own tenure. 3.86 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q25f the reasonableness of the expectations for performance as a community member. 3.69     C+     
Q24b clarity of the expectations for performance as a teacher. 3.62           
Q23 clarity of their own prospects for earning tenure. 3.60   M+ C+ M > F   
Q21 clarity of the standards for tenure. 3.52 + M+ W+C+     
Q24d clarity of the expectations for performance as a department colleague. 3.47 + M+ W+C+     
Q24c clarity of the expectations for performance as a student advisor. 3.36           
Q26 not receiving mixed messages from senior colleagues about the requirements of tenure. 3.10   F+ W+     
Q24e clarity of the expectations for performance as a campus citizen. 3.05           
Q24f clarity of the expectations for performance as a community member. 2.89           
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      1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

      
Peer Comparison 

Differences at 
Your  

Institution 

Section II. Nature of Work 

Mean 

Overall Gender Race Gender Race 

Q29d satisfaction with the discretion they have over the content of the courses they teach. 4.80 + F+ W+C+ F > M   
Q30d satisfaction with the influence they have over the focus of their research. 4.78 + M+ W+C+     
Q29a satisfaction with the level of the courses they teach. 4.56 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q29c satisfaction with the influence they have over which courses they teach. 4.52 + F+ W+C+     
Q29f satisfaction with the quality of undergraduate students with whom they interact. 4.51   F+ W+     
Q29b satisfaction with the number of courses they teach. 4.31   M+       
Q29e satisfaction with the number of students they teach. 4.29 + F+ C+     
Q30a satisfaction with what's expected of them as researchers. 4.11 + F+ C+   C > W 

Q33c satisfaction with the quality of teaching services. 4.06   F+ C+     
Q28 satisfaction with the way they spend their time as faculty members. 4.03 + F+ C+     
Q33a satisfaction with the quality of clerical/administrative services. 3.92 + F+ C+     
Q29g satisfaction with the quality of graduate students with whom they interact. 3.69 - M-F+ W- F > M   
Q33d satisfaction with the quality of computing services. 3.56     W-     
Q32 satisfaction with the amount of access they have to Teaching Fellows, Graduate Assistants, et al. 3.45           
Q31 satisfaction with the quality of facilities. 3.42           
Q30b satisfaction with the amount of time they have to conduct research. 3.39   F+ C+     
Q33b satisfaction with the quality of research services. 3.36         C > W 

Q30c satisfaction with the amount of research funding they are expected to find. 3.17     C+     
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      1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

      
Peer Comparison 

Differences at 
Your  

Institution 

Section III. Policies and Practices 

Mean 

Overall Gender Race Gender Race 

Q34b-11 effectiveness of an upper limit on teaching obligations. 4.09   F+ C+ F > M   
Q34b-02 effectiveness of informal mentoring. 3.85   F+       
Q34b-08 effectiveness of paid or unpaid research leave during the probationary period. 3.75           
Q34b-07 effectiveness of travel funds to present papers or conduct research. 3.63   M-       
Q34b-03 effectiveness of periodic, formal performance reviews. 3.57 + F+ W+C+     
Q34b-04 effectiveness of written summary of periodic performance reviews. 3.56 + M+F+ W+C+     
Q34b-06 effectiveness of professional assistance for improving teaching. 3.52   F+ C+ F > M   

Q36 satisfaction with compensation. 3.47           
Q34b-10 effectiveness of an upper limit on committee assignments. 3.29 - M- W-     
Q34b-12 effectiveness of peer reviews of teaching and research. 3.21 + F+       

Q35c departmental colleagues do what they can to make having children and the tenure-track compatible. 3.18           
Q34b-09 effectiveness of paid or unpaid personal leave during the probationary period. 3.12   M+F-       

Q35d departmental colleagues do what they can to make raising children and the tenure-track compatible. 3.09     W-     
Q34b-15 effectiveness of stop-the-tenure-clock for parental or other family reasons. 2.97 -   W-     

Q37 satisfaction with the balance they are able to strike between professional time and personal or family 
time. 2.68   F- W-C+   C > W 

Q35a institution does what it can to make having children and the tenure-track compatible. 2.66 -   W-     
Q34b-05 effectiveness of professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants. 2.62     C-     
Q34b-01 effectiveness of formal mentoring program. 2.56     W-     
Q34b-16 effectiveness of spousal/partner hiring program. 2.43           
Q34b-13 effectiveness of childcare. 2.34       M > F   

Q35b institution does what it can to make raising children and the tenure-track compatible. 2.30 - M- W-C-     
Q34b-14 effectiveness of financial assistance with housing. 1.86 - M-F- W-     
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      1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

      
Peer Comparison 

Differences at 
Your  

Institution 

Section IV. Climate, Culture, and Collegiality 

Mean 

Overall Gender Race Gender Race 

Q43 sense that their department treats junior faculty fairly compared to one another. 4.27 + F+ W+C+     
Q39d satisfaction with the amount of personal interaction they have with junior colleagues in their dept. 4.00           
Q38a satisfaction with the fairness of their immediate supervisor's evaluation of their work. 3.94     C+     
Q40 satisfaction with how well they "fit" in their department. 3.91 +   C+     
Q41 satisfaction with the intellectual vitality of the senior colleagues in their department. 3.88   F+       
Q39b satisfaction with the amount of personal interaction they have with senior colleagues in their dept. 3.85 + F+ W+C+     
Q38b satisfaction with the interest senior faculty take in their professional development. 3.70     C+     
Q39c satisfaction with the amount of professional interaction they have with junior colleagues in their dept. 3.65 - F- W-     
Q39a satisfaction with the amount of professional interaction they have with senior colleagues in their dept. 3.44           
Q42a sense of unity and cohesion among the faculty in their department. 3.44     C+     
Q38c satisfaction with their opportunities to collaborate with senior faculty. 3.35   M- W-C+     
Q42b sense of unity and cohesion among the faculty in their School. 2.96     C+     
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      1 2 3 4 5 6 
      

      
Peer Comparison 

Differences at 
Your  

Institution 

Section V. Global Satisfaction 

Mean 

Overall Gender Race Gender Race 

Q48 sense that if they had to do it over again, they would accept their current position. 4.33     C+     
Q45a satisfaction with their departments as places to work. 4.21 +   C+     
Q50 rating their institution as a place for junior faculty to work. 4.11 + F+ C+     
Q45b satisfaction with their institution as a place to work. 3.96     C+     
Q46b satisfaction that the CAO at their institution seems to care about the quality of life for junior faculty. 2.43 - M-F- W-C- M > F   
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Question 34a. Regardless of whether the following policies and practices currently apply to your institution,
    please rate how important you think each would be to your success. 
 
Question 34b. How effective for you have been the following at your institution? 
 
From a list of 16 common policies and practices, below are those items which respondents identified as “Very important” or 
“Somewhat important” in Question 34a, then as “Very ineffective” or “Somewhat ineffective” in Question 34b.  This “gap 
analysis” highlights those policies and practices for which a large gap exists between importance rating and effectiveness rating.  
We call this the “effectiveness gap.”  
 
The following items were most frequently rated as IMPORTANT to junior faculty success, but INEFFECTIVE at your 
institution: 

At your institution overall 

Males 

White faculty 

Females 

Faculty of color 

Financial assistance with housing 1. 
Spousal/partner hiring program 2. 
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants3. 

Financial assistance with housing 1. 
Spousal/partner hiring program 2. 
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants3. 

Childcare1.
Spousal/partner hiring program 2.
Financial assistance with housing 2.

1. Financial assistance with housing 
2. Spousal/partner hiring program 
3. Formal mentoring program for junior faculty 

Financial assistance with housing 1.
Spousal/partner hiring program 2.
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants3.

The following table provides “effectiveness gap” results in greater detail.  A high percentage of faculty indicating an 
effectiveness gap indicates a potential problem with that policy or provision on your campus.  Note especially the differences 
between groups on those policies and provisions that do not necessarily rank high overall. 
 
 Table 34:  Percentage of junior faculty indicating an “effectiveness gap” for common policies and provisions. 

Policy or practice for junior faculty Overall Males Females 
White 
faculty 

Note: The values in parenthesis indicate the vertical rank of that response. A '*' indicates a tie.

At Your Institution 

Financial assistance with housing 50% 51% 50%* 50% 52% (1) (1) (2) (1) (1) 
Spousal/partner hiring program 48% 48% 50%* 47% 51% (2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 
Professional assistance in obtaining externally funded grants 39% 38% 43% 36% 50% (3) (4) (4) (3) (3) 
Childcare 35%* 23%* 72% 34% 36% (4) (5) (1) (7) (4) 
Formal mentoring program for junior faculty 35%* 34% 39% 37% 32% (5) (3) (5) (4) (4) 
Peer reviews of teaching and research 25% 24%* 25%* 31% 8% (13) (6) (7) (5) (6) 
An upper limit on committee assignments for tenure-track faculty 24% 22% 28% 23% 24% (6) (7) (6) (9) (7) 
Paid or unpaid research leave during the probationary period 19% 24%* 8% 22% 9%* (11) (8) (10) (5) (8) 
Periodic, formal performance reviews for junior faculty 17% 23%* 6%* 16%* 20%* (7) (9) (13) (7) (9) 
Stop-the-tenure-clock for parental or other family reasons 14%* 10%* 25%* 15% 12%* (9) (11) (7) (13) (10) 
Travel funds to present papers or conduct research 14%* 16% 7%* 16%* 7%* (14) (9) (11) (11) (10) 
Written summary of periodic performance reviews for junior faculty 14%* 18% 6%* 12% 20%* (7) (12) (13) (10) (10) 
An upper limit on teaching obligations 10%* 11% 7%* 10% 9%* (11) (14) (11) (12) (13) 
Paid or unpaid personal leave during the probationary period 10%* 9% 14% 9% 12%* (9) (15) (9) (15) (13) 
Informal mentoring 9% 10%* 6%* 11% 0% (-) (13) (13) (13) (15) 
Professional assistance for improving teaching 4% 5% 0% 3% 7%* (14) (16) (-) (16) (16) 
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Question 44a. Please check the two best aspects about working at your institution, as opposed to a comparable institution.
Question 44b. Please check the two worst aspects about working at your institution, as opposed to a comparable institution. 

Brown University

These items were most frequently rated as the 
best aspects about working at your institution. YOUR

PEERS 
(n = 5) 

ALL
UNIV. 
(n = 37) 

These items were most frequently rated as the 
worst aspects about working at your institution. YOUR

PEERS 
(n = 5) 

ALL
UNIV. 
(n = 37) 

# of institutions where item 
ranked among the top four 

responses 

# of institutions where item 
ranked among the top four 

responses 

1.  6 3Quality of undergraduate students 
2.  29 5Quality of colleagues 
3.  30 2My sense of "fit" here 
4.  25 0Support of colleagues 

 4 2Spousal/partner hiring program (or lack thereof)1.
 11 2Tenure criteria clarity2.
 27 2Lack of support for research3.
 10 1Quality of facilities3.

Lack of support for research  261.  2
Spousal/partner hiring program (or lack thereof)  42.  2
Quality of facilities  73.  0
Quality of graduate students  114.  1

Quality of undergraduate students  61.  4
Quality of colleagues  272.  5
My sense of "fit" here  303.  1
Support of colleagues  264.  1

Quality of undergraduate students  41.  2
Quality of colleagues  312.  5
My sense of "fit" here  323.  2
Geographic location  224.  3

Lack of support for research  221.  2
Quality of graduate students  162.  1
Quality of facilities  93.  0
Spousal/partner hiring program (or lack thereof)  54.  2
Absence of others like me  64.  2

 7 2Spousal/partner hiring program (or lack thereof)1.
 5 0Tenure criteria clarity1.
 1 0Lack of assistance for grant proposals3.
 3 0Childcare policies/practices (or lack thereof)4.

Quality of undergraduate students  51.  3
Quality of colleagues  252.  4
Support of colleagues  282.  2
My sense of "fit" here  294.  2

Lack of support for research  141.  1
Quality of graduate students  112.  0
Teaching load  83.  0
Lack of assistance for grant proposals  64.  1

Quality of colleagues  191.  4
My sense of "fit" here  202.  1
Quality of undergraduate students  33.  2
Teaching load  154.  2
Opportunities to collaborate with colleagues  114.  1


