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School	  of	  
Science

	  2007	  
	  Dean	  of	  	  
	  Science	  	  
	  Marc	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  Kastner	  

Birgeneau	  
Dean	  
leaves	  

Women	  Faculty	  in	  the	  MIT	  School	  of	  Science	  
1963-‐1995	  

Nothing	  Happening!	  
	  



1994:	  	  Senior	  Women	  Faculty	  Rallied	  

 Compared	  notes	  

 Met	  several	  %mes	  

 Suspected	  unequal	  treatment,	  but	  no	  data	  

 Went	  to	  Dean	  who	  became	  an	  ally	  

 Formed	  Commi\ee	  to	  gather	  data	  



The TEAM 
1994 



	  	  The	  	  16	  WOMEN	  	   The	  162	  MALE	  FULL	  
PROFESSORS	  

US	  NaJonal	  Medal	  of	  
Science	  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  	  	  (25%)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  	  	  	  	  (4%)	  

NaJonal	  Academy	  of	  
Science/Engineering	  

	  	  	  	  	  11	  	  	  (69%)	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  51	  	  (31%)	  

The	  women	  were	  highly	  accomplished	  
rela%ve	  to	  male	  counterparts	  	  



1995-‐1999:	  	  The	  hard	  work	  of	  gathering	  
data	  and	  raising	  awareness	  

 Commi\ee	  formed	  –	  included	  men	  



1995-‐1999:	  	  The	  hard	  work	  of	  gathering	  data	  and	  
raising	  awareness	  

 Much	  discussion	  about	  a	  plan	  	  

 Worked	  with	  administra%on	  to	  collect	  data	  
on	  space,	  salaries,	  hiring	  

 Hopkins	  placed	  on	  MIT	  Academic	  council	  –	  
(the	  seat	  of	  power)	  	  

 Educated	  people,	  recruited	  allies	  

Fearless leadership of Nancy Hopkins was crucial! �



$	  1	  million	  Grant	  Secured	  from	  the	  
Ford	  Founda%on	  

  IMPORTANT:	  Compensate	  women	  for	  working	  on	  
the	  problem	  

  Workshops	  with	  major	  Universi%es	  to	  join	  forces	  	  

  Support	  commi\ees	  in	  all	  schools	  at	  MIT	  	  

  Salaries	  adjusted	  	  
  Pensions	  were	  adjusted	  
 Marginaliza:on	  recognized	  	  
  Equity	  commi@ees	  formed	  
  Programs	  to	  hire	  and	  maintain	  more	  women	  	  
	  

OUTCOME	  



 Front	  Page	  of	  the	  New	  York	  Times	  

 Hopkins	  Invited	  to	  the	  White	  House	  

“I	  have	  always	  believed	  that	  
contemporary	  gender	  discrimina%on	  
within	  universi%es	  is	  part	  reality	  and	  
part	  percep%on.	  	  
	  
True,	  but	  I	  now	  understand	  that	  
reality	  is	  by	  far	  the	  greater	  part	  of	  
the	  balance.”	  

Chuck	  Vest	  
MIT	  President	  	  
	  



	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  WOMEN 	  	  	  	  MEN	  	  	  	  	  

Change	  in	  #	  of	  Female	  and	  Male	  Faculty	  in	  
Science	  and	  Engineering	  at	  MIT	  

1995	  
	  

	  Engineering	  
	  Science	  

	  

	  Total	  	  
	  

2011	  
	  Engineering	  
	  Science	  

	  

	  Total	  
	  
	  
	  

	  	  24	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  321	  
	  	  22	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  252	  
	  

	  	  46 	   	   	  	  	  573	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8%	  
	  
	  
	  

	  	  60 	   	   	  	  310	  
	  	  52 	   	   	  	  224	  
	  

	  	  112 	   	   	  	  534	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  21%	  
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School	  of	  
Science

Nothing	  happens	  without	  effort	  	  
There	  are	  too	  many	  uninten%onal	  biases	  	  

School	  of	  Science	  Data	  Only	  



	  

  Searched	  more	  broadly	  	  

  Women	  placed	  on	  search	  commi\ees	  

  Called	  colleagues	  for	  names	  

  A\ended	  talks	  by	  women	  at	  mee%ngs	  	  

  Dean	  reviewed	  all	  searches.	  	  

  Department	  Heads	  got	  the	  message	  -‐	  They	  would	  be	  judged	  by	  their	  
numbers.	  	  

  Commitment	  to	  equity	  a	  criterion	  for	  Administra%ve	  appointment	  	  

	  

How	  was	  this	  accomplished?	  

Leadership	  from	  the	  TOP	  ADMINISTRATION	  	  was	  crucial!	  



Gathering	  of	  University	  Presidents	  



Comments	  from	  President	  Vest	  upon	  
Nancy	  Hopkin’s	  Re%rement	  

	  	  
	  
	  
“Nancy	  led	  us	  all	  on	  a	  remarkable	  journey….	  	  What	  she	  learned	  and	  
communicated	  spoke	  to	  women,	  and	  to	  men,	  everywhere	  –	  in	  other	  schools,	  
in	  other	  universi=es,	  in	  other	  countries,	  in	  research	  laboratories,	  in	  industry,	  
and	  in	  the	  White	  House.	  	  Nancy’s	  work	  …	  built	  momentum	  to	  change	  our	  
ajtudes,	  correct	  our	  lack	  of	  understanding,	  engage	  our	  sense	  of	  fairness,	  
strengthen	  our	  communi%es,	  and	  enhance	  our	  scien=fic	  and	  technical	  
capability”.	  
	  
	  

Chuck	  Vest,	  	  
Former	  President	  of	  MIT	  
	  

“It	  made	  you	  appreciate	  that	  a	  truly	  good	  person	  can	  use	  a	  posi%on	  
of	  power	  to	  fix	  a	  problem,	  and	  that	  is	  what	  great	  ins=tu=ons	  are	  all	  
about.”	  



2010:	  	  New	  commi\ees	  to	  revisit	  the	  issues	  

Successes…	  
	  
  Increase	  in	  women	  faculty	  and	  

women	  in	  leadership	  

  Improved	  family	  policies	  

	  
Concerns…	  
	  
  Arguments	  of	  affirma%ve	  ac%on	  

  Erode	  confidence	  of	  women	  and	  
students	  

  Dispropor%onate	  level	  of	  ‘service’	  	  

  Stereotypes	  prevail	  

	  

Women	  must	  navigate	  a	  narrow	  acceptable	  
personality	  range	  that	  is	  neither	  too	  
aggressive	  nor	  too	  soo.	  	  	  
	  
	  “I	  am	  not	  pa:ent	  and	  understanding.	  
I’m	  busy	  and	  ambi:ous!”	  	  



A	  few	  topics	  for	  
discussion	  

 	  Affirma%ve	  Ac%on	  
 Imposter	  Syndrome	  
 Stereotype	  threat	  

 	  Family	  	  

 	  Unconscious	  gender	  bias	  



The	  issue	  of	  children	  



Fer%lity	  and	  Age	  
There	  is	  a	  fundamental	  gender	  difference	  



Men	  with	  or	  without	  children	  

Women	  without	  children	  

Women	  with	  children	  



Post-‐docs	  who	  abandoned	  professorship	  goals	  

Children	  exert	  a	  greater	  influence	  on	  women’s	  
career	  choices	  



Very	  Interes%ng!	  



Possible	  solu%ons?	  

Family	  
leave	  

Wait	  10	  
years???	  

University	  child	  
care	  

Extended	  
tenure-‐track	  job	  

Partner	  
assumes	  
household	  
duJes	  

Re-‐entry	  
assistance	  



The	  David	  H
.	  Koch	  Child

care	  Center
	  

Day	  care	  situa%on	  at	  MIT	  is	  vastly	  improved!	  
But….	  



Can	  women	  
really	  have	  it	  

all?	  

h\p://www.businessinsider.com/pepsico-‐ceo-‐women-‐cant-‐have-‐it-‐all-‐2014-‐7?IR=T	  



Inadvertent	  gender	  bias	  s%ll	  a	  huge	  
issue	  	  	  

Women	  have	  to	  work	  harder	  to	  achieve	  the	  
same	  goals	  

	  



Many	  double	  blind	  studies	  reveal	  
intrinsic	  bias	  	  
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SEE	  ALSO:	  UNIVERSITY	  OF	  MICHIGAN	  ADVANCE	  PROGRAM:	  	  	  
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Important!	  

We	  are	  all	  biased!	  	  	  
	  
Men	  and	  women	  alike	  judge	  women	  to	  be	  
less	  talented/accomplished	  
	  
These	  are	  unconscious	  biases	  –	  culturally	  
ingrained	  	  



An	  Important	  Consequence	  
June	  5,	  2014	  

June	  5,	  2014	  

  Male	  faculty	  employ	  fewer	  females	  

  Elite	  males	  train	  even	  fewer	  

  New	  assistant	  professors	  dispropor%onately	  from	  these	  elite	  
laboratories	  

  Leaky	  pipeline	  caused	  by	  exclusion	  of	  women	  from	  high-‐
achieving	  laboratories?	  

	   Discrimina:on	  or	  self-‐selec:on?	  
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