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FOREWORD TO OUR READERS

In this issue we start a new policy of rotating editorship of the
newsletter. Dr. Irene Engle continues to be a managing editor.
However, primary responsibility will be taken by an editorial board.
Editor for this issue is Dr. Julia Thompson, Physics Department,
University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, PA 15260.

The theme of this issue is a summary of and reaction to the issues
raised in the study: The Tenure Process for Female and Male Physi-
cists, carried out by Irene Frieze, Julia Thompson, and Elizabeth
Baranger of the University of Pittsburgh under the auspices of the
CSWP (full report available from authors on request). A number of
other items of interest have been postponed until a later issue be-
cause of space considerations.

SUMMARY OF THE TENURE COMMITTEE SURVEY

Introduction

Women who are interested in science face many barriers to estab-
lishing a successful career as a scientist. They may not even take
necessary mathematics and science courses in high school and col-
lege. Attitudes of other students and faculty further discourage
those women who do enroll in such classes. Those who overcome
these barriers may then face further difficulty in graduate school
and in finding jobs after receiving their doctorates.

Recently there has been an increase of women who pursue doctoral
degrees in the sciences, but equal early preparation and qualifica-
tion still does not seem to guarantee equal later advancement. A
conference dedicated to this question (Science 221, 4618) concluded
that salary, promotion, and tenure still lag for women and postulat-
ed that more limited opportunities to form mentorships and engage
in collaborative work may account for some part of the apparent
difference in productivity. In a 1981 survey of 1970—74 doctoral
recipients, 68% of the men but only 47% of the women had
reached tenured positions, while only 17% of the men but 32% of
the women were still assistant professors.

The preceding remarks apply across all fields of science, but some
comparable figures are known for women in physics. From a
description by Roman and Czuiko on American Physical Society
members in Physics Today, February 1983, and various American
Institute of Physics statistical compilations, we note that only 1.5%
of senior physics faculty are women. The salary differential be-
tween men and women at the full professor level is $1000, or 3% of
the average salary. The median age of full professors is four years
older for women than for men.

Because the “tenure gap” or increased time to tenure for women
seems to reappear often, even for scientists of comparable scientific
productivity and visibility late in their careers, this investigation
has focused on career patterns of a matched sample of men and
women: scientists who are in tenure-stream appointments or have
received tenure in research universities. Because tenure is a crude
selector for quality, and the men and women are matched by posi-
tion at the same institutions, our samples of men and women are
roughly equivalent in quality. We have not tried to fine tune this
quality indicator but have instead studied career patterns, including
breaks for child-rearing and moves to accommodate mutual careers
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in two-career families. Opportunity was given for open-ended com-
ment to expand upon, explain, or take exception to the objective
questions and answers which formed the bulk of the study.

Comparison of Tenured Males and Females

There were 46 tenured women and 127 tenured men in the final
sample. All of the tenured physicists in the sample had Ph.D. de-
grees except two of the women. Seventy per cent of both groups
were full professors. Ten per cent of the men and 2% of the wom-
en were department chairs or directors. Equal percentages of the
women and men were in experiment and in theory. Relatively more
women were in elementary particle and in teaching, while fewer
were in nuclear. Solid state, high energy particle physics, and nu-
clear physics were the most common specialities overall. High in-
volvement in teaching was cited by some as a necessary accompani-
ment of career breaks or changes for personal reasons. Only 23%
of the sample were no longer working in the field in which they re-
ceived their degree. Men were slightly less likely to change than
women but the difference was not statistically significant.

For both men and women, about 40% of work time was spent on
research activities, 44% on teaching, 5% on grant administration,
and 10% on other activities. About one fourth reported that this
time allocation had changed. The women reported changing to be-
ing involved full time in research and getting more involved in ad-
ministration. More involvement in administration was the primary
type of change for the men (46%). Previous findings of women be-
ing more interested in teaching were not confirmed in the sample.

One man and five women reported a break in full-time work of
more than a year. Two women (and no men) reported working un-
paid for some years. Over half the women and 30% of the men re-
ported accepting jobs for personal reasons. The women were most
likely to have accepted jobs to be in the same location as their hus-
bands or for other family considerations and more likely to have ac-
cepted jobs not beneficial to their careers.

Achieving Tenure

There was a significant difference in the time it took women to
achieve tenure as compared to the men. While men took an aver-
age of 8.3 years from the time of receiving their Ph.D. degrees,
women took an average of 10.9 years. The variance in time for
women was also greater, indicating that some women got tenure as
quickly as any of the men while others took a good deal of time.
Six of the women took over 20 years to achieve tenure while all the
men had tenure by 19 years after receiving their degrees.

Men (86%) were more likely to be married than women (65%).
Only one man but eight women were single (1% vs 17%). Eleven
percent of the women were divorced while 6% of the men were. It
appears that not being married is a consequence of high career in-
volvement for many tenured women. The women had fewer chil-
dren (1.5 vs 2.5) than the men on the average. The women reported
assuming 70% (and men 26%) of the care for their children. Thus,
child care responsibilities may be contributing to the longer length
of time women take to acquire tenure. Changing jobs for personal
reasons might also contribute to length of time to tenure.

When a comparison of tenured faculty who had not changed jobs



for personal reasons and who had worked full time since receiving
their degrees was made, 17 {(out of the original 46) tenured women
and 87 (of the original 127) men remained in the sample. In this
group, there was no difference in the time it took for men and
women to attain tenure. Both averaged 8.2 years. Even in this
highly selected sample, however, the men had more children than
the women, and those women who did have children spent more
time in caring for them than the men. The women also attained
their Ph.D. degrees from somewhat more prestigious institutions.

Forty-six percent of the tenured women believed that they had ex-
perienced sex discrimination in their careers. Examples of such
discrimination given by the women in the study included not being
given full credit for publications co-authored with their husbands,
not being given a regular position or promoted because their hus-
band was (or was not) on the tenured faculty, not being given as
much mentoring or other support by senior faculty, and being told
that tenure was not appropriate for a woman. The women also cit-
ed numerous difficulties in achieving tenure related to the fact that
they had taken nontenure stream positions earlier in their careers,
in accommodating to family constraints. Interestingly, only 28%
of the untenured women felt that sex discrimination had affected
their careers. Either things are changing, or the untenured women
have not yet confronted continuing forms of discrimination.

Untenured Physicists

There were also sex differences among the untenured faculty. The
women more often were affected negatively by career changes and
more of them were working part time. There were no differences in
the amount of time spent on research or teaching, but men spent
more time on grant administration. The untenured men got their
degrees from more prestigious institutions than the women. There
were no other statistically significant differences in the untenured
males and females.

Conclusions

The results of this study replicate earlier studies in that academic
women were found to take longer to achieve tenure than men.
However, the fact that women take longer to gain tenure appears to
be related to their working part time and making career and job
changes for family reasons. When women who followed the “tradi-
tional” pattern of working full time after receiving their degrees
and not making career changes for personal reasons were compared
with similar men, there were no differences in the time to acquire
tenure.

EDITORIAL REACTION TO TENURE SURVEY

This summary of demographic characteristics of tenured women
physicists illustrates the challenges attending professional physics
careers, particularly with respect to two-career families and child
care. With this background we bring a sense of perspective to the
lively discussion engendered by the letter (from the Los Alamos
physicist and mother), printed in our last issue.

Many of the writers in Letters to the Editor eloquently raise the
same issues addressed in our Tenure Survey. Here I will observe
only that other research indicates that women with scientific pro-
ductivity equal to that of men are rewarded equally except that it
still takes them longer to get tenure. Coupling this information
with the results from our survey showing the relatively large num-
ber of women who achieved tenure and substantial scientific stature
after some break in their scientific career (working part time or tak-
ing vacations in summer to accommodate the care of young chil-
dren, or working unpaid or at less than optimal jobs to accommo-
date two-career family needs), leads one to a hypothesis that is ten-
tative but startling within the context of the usual folklore: a for-
mal break need not be disastrous for one’s scientific career. Provid-
ed one is able to keep in contact with one’s field, the largest effect

may be a delay rather than a loss in scientific productivity and
career recognition. One goal of CSWP is to help make such choices
freer and better informed by 1) disseminating information about
choices other women have made and the consequences of those
choices; and 2) suggesting changes in the existing system of scientif-
ic work and rewards to alleviate the personal strain and maximize
the scientific effectiveness of scientists who are combining the im-
portant roles of physicist and family member (often parent). We
are struggling with the question of what those suggestions should
be. We would like to encourage a discussion of constructive alter-
natives among our readers who have important experiences to bring
to bear on this problem. The dialogue fills this issue of the
newsletter. We hope it will continue as we try, together, to grapple
with one reader’s questions: How much should we change and
adapt? How much should our institutions change?

- RESPONSES TO LOS ALAMOS PHYSICIST

The letter from the physicist mother of three in Los Alamos has
triggered a number of letters to the editor. The first letter, from the
present and two past chairs of CSWP, emphasizes a theme returned
to by other writers: each person’s particular blend of career and
family is that person’s own choice. CSWP hopes to increase a
woman’s options in choosing a career in physics, as well as in com-
bining such a career with family responsibilities.

Dear Professor Engle:

We were saddened by the hurt and hostility expressed in a recent
letter from the mother of three living near Los Alamos. On reflec-
tion, we think the obvious has to be said in response to the letter:
the relationship between a career in science (or anything) and
parenthood is the decision of the individual. Ideally, this decision is
not a default condition but based on choices. Careers in science for
women is a slowly emerging reality. CSWP is working towards the
goal of making a career in science a viable option for women, in-
cluding women with children and women in their 40’s who still as-
pire to a career in physics.

The charter of CSWP is not to enhance the careers of women in
physics. Rather it is to “initiate activities and projects aimed to
develop and bring to physics the talents and intellectual endeavors
of women; gather and disseminate information concerning the
status of women in physics at all education and career levels and
advise (APS) Council on appropriate actions the Society can under-
take.” We are quoting from the CSWP charter.

For all women who have something to contribute to physics, CSWP
wants to help create the opportunity to do so if that opportunity
does not already exist. The choice to accept that opportunity is a
personal one and not a matter which CSWP addresses.
P. E. Cladis, 1982 Chair CSWP
L. Eisenstein, 1983 Chair CSWP
E. K. Sichel, 1984 Chair CSWP

Note: All succeeding correspondence is severely edited due to space
limitations. The editor’s apologies to any writer who feels her ideas
were distorted.

Dear Dr. Engle,

I found that I was very much troubled by the letter from the un-
known writer in the May issue of the CSWP Gazette. In it she ex-
pressed the feeling that she had made the right choice in putting
her family before her career. Why then does she feel such bitter-
ness? This is strictly an individual choice and what is right for one
is not right for another. . . .

I'd like to thank you for printing the letter and thus impelling me
to write to you and express my views. It has long been my belief
that all people regardless of their sex should be encouraged to pur-



PHYSICS COLLOQUIUM SPEAKERS AND TITLES 1984/85

Susan D. Allen

Center for Laser Studies

Univ. of Southern California
University Park, DRB 17

Los Angeles, CA 90089-112

(213) 743-6705

1. Laser Deposition and Desorption
Professor Jill C. Bonner

University of Rhode Island
Department of Physics

Kingston, RI 02881

(401) 792-2633

1. Spin-Peierls Transitions

2. Quantum Effects in Spin Dynamics
Dr. Nancy J. Brown

Bldg. 29C

Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
Berkeley, CA 94720

(415) 486-4241

1. Intra- and Intermolecular Transfer
Important in Unimolecular Reactions
2. Measurement of Pollutant Species
in the Post Combustion Environment
Dr. Maria Zales Caponi

TRW, Energy Research Center

1 Space Park, R1/2136

Red Beach, CA 90266

(213) 536-1105

1. Free Electron Lasers

Dr. Ling-Lie Chau

Physics Dept. Bldg. 510A
Brookhaven National Laboratory
Upton, NY 11733

(516) 282-3768

1. Frontiers in Particle Physics
Professor Jolie A. Cizewski

A. W. Wright Nuclear Structure Laboratory

Yale University

P.O. Box 6666

272 Whitney Avenue

New Haven, CT 06511

(203) 436-2320

1. Symmetry in Heavy Nuclei

2. Experimental Tests of Supersymmetry

in Heavy Nuclei
Dr. Esther Conwell
Xerox Corporation
800 Phillips Road W114
Webster, NY 14580
(716) 422-4633
1. (TMTSF),PFs and related
Compounds: Phase Transitions,
Nonlinear Conductivity and
Superconductivity
2. Solitons in Highly Correlated
Quasi One-Dimensional Crystals
Dr. Carol Jo Crannel
NASA, Code 684
Goddard Space Flight Center
Greenbelt, MD 20771
(301) 344-5007
1. Gamma Ray Astronomy from
Balloon Borne Platforms

2. Solar Physics

Dr. Stephanie B. DiCenzo

AT&T Bell Laboratories 1E-450

600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-6578

1. Photoemission and LEED
Studies of Adsorbate
Interactions on Single-

Crystal Surfaces

Professor Sherra E. Diehl

Dept. Elect. & Comp. Eng.

N.C. State University

P.O. Box 5275

Raleigh, NC 27650

(919) 737-2336

1. Single Event Phenomena

2. Ion Immune CMOS Logic
Designs

3. Design Criteria for Logic
Stability in Radiation
Environments

Dr. Flonnie Dowell

Theoretical Div., T-4, MS-B212

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Los Alamos, NM 87545

(505) 667-8765

1. Effect of Chain Fleximobility on
Liquid Crystal Phases

2. Molecular Theories of
Smectic-A and Reentrant-Nematic
Liquid-Crystalline Phases

Dr. Mildred Dresselhaus

MIT Room 13-3005

Cambridge, MA 02139

(617) 253-6864

1. The Physics of Graphite
Intercalation Compounds

2. New Developments in
Graphite Fibers

Professor Laura Eisenstein

Loomis Lab of Physics
1110 West Green Street

University of Illinois

Urbana, IL 61801

(217) 333-6642

1. Light Induced Reactions
in Biomolecules: Bacter-
iorhodopsin and Visual Pigments

Dr. Joanne K. Fink

Chemical Tech. Div., Bldg. 205

Argonne National Laboratory

9700 S. Cass Avenue

Argonne, IL 60439

(312) 972-4332

1. Solid-Solid Phase Transitions
in Actinide Oxides

2. Thermal Conductivity of
Molten UO,

3. Application of Thermodynamics
in Determining Consistent
Thermophysical Properties
for Reactor Safety Calculations

3

Dr. Georgia Fisanick

AT&T Labs, Rm. 1A-365

600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-2204

1. Periodic Structure in
Laser-Initiated Micro-
chemistry

Professor Judy R. Franz

Dept. of Physics

Indiana University
Bloomington, IN 47405

(812) 335-4359

1. Quantum Percolation and the
Metal-Insulator Transition

2. Metal-Insulator Transitions
in Amorphous and Liquid Alloys

3. The Crisis in Science Education
Dr. Suzanne Gronenmeyer
Siemens Medical Systems

186 Wood Avenue South

Iselin, NJ 08830

(201) 321-3441

1. Clinical Magnetic Resonance
Imaging

Dr. Lucia Garcia-Iniquez

AT&T Laboratories 1D-467

600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-4133

1. Application of EXAFS to
Zn-Metalloproteins

Dr. Elaine Gorham-Bergeron

9425—Advanced Reactor
Safety Physics Division

Sandia National Laboratories

Albuquerque, NM 87185

(505) 844-4065

1. The Coolability of Degraded
Nuclear Reactor Cores

Dr. Barbara O. Hall

Westinghouse R&D Center

1310 Beulah Road

Pittsburgh, PA 15235

(412) 256-3132

1. Interaction of Ion Beams
with Materials

Dr. Luisa F. Hansen

Lawrence Livermore Nat’l. Lab.

P.O. Box 808, L-405

Livermore, CA 94550

(415) 422-4512

1. Test of Microscopic Optical
Model Potentials

2. Proton Induced Reactions
and the Lane Formalism

3. Livermore Pulsed-Share
Program: Neutron Cross Sections
for Fusion Reactors

Dr. Caroline L. Herzenberg

Applied Physics Division

Argonne National Laboratory

Argonne, IL 60439



(312) 972-6123
1. New Applications of Nuclear
Instrumentation in Coal
Utilization and Synthetic
Fuels Production
Dr. Deborah Jackson
Hughes Res. Lab.,, MS RL 67
3011 Malibu Canyon Road
Malibu, CA 90265
(213) 456-6411 x823,843
1. Teaching Old Atoms New Tricks
2. Interference Effects between
Different Optical Harmonics
Dr. Shirley A. Jackson
AT&T Bell Laboratories 1D-337
600 Mountain Avenue
Murray Hill, NJ 07974
(201) 582-6664

1. Polaronic Aspects of 2D Electrons
on the Surface of Liquid He Films
2. Instantons, Tunnelling Modes and

the Surface Polaron Problem
3. Spin Polarized H on the Surface
of Liquid He: Polaronic Aspects
and Surface Spin Relaxation
Dr. Christine Jones
Harvard-Smithsonian Center
for Astrophysics
60 Garden Street
Cambridge, MA 02138
(617) 495-7137
1. Einstein X-ray Images of the
Structure of Clusters of Galaxies
2. The Intracluster and Inter-
cluster Gas
Dr. Kate Kirby
Harvard-Smithsonian Center
for Astrophysics
60 Garden Street
Cambridge, MA 02138
(617) 495-7237
1. Theoretical Studies of Interstellar
Molecules
2. Molecular Photodissociation
Professor Vera Kistiakowsky
MIT Rm. 24-522
Cambridge, MA 02139
(617) 253-6084
1. Quarks into Hadrons
2. The Continuing Arms Race:
Necessity or Frankenstein
Dr. Deborah A. Konkowski
Department of Physics and Astronomy
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20742
(301) 454-3401
1. The Nature of Singularities
in General Relativity

2. Equivalent Lagrangians in Physics
Dr. Rosemary MacDonald
Physics A31l

National Bureau of Standards
Washington, DC 20234

(301) 921-2831

1. Thermodynamic Properties of
Cubic Metals

Professor June L. Matthews

MIT

Dept. of Physics, Rm. 26-435
Cambridge, MA 02139

(617) 253-4238

1. Probing the Nucleus with
High-Energy Photons

Dr. Susan R. McKay

Department of Physics

MIT

Cambridge, MA 02139

(617) 253-4851

1. Spin-Glass Phase in Frustrated
Ising Models with Chaotic
Renormalization-Group Trajectories

Professor Eugenie V. Mielczarek
Dept. of Phys., George Mason Univ.
Fairfax, VA 22030

(703) 323-2303 or -2305

1. Mossbauer Spectroscopy of
Biological Molecules

Dr. Cherry A. Murray

AT&T Bell Laboratories 1E-343
600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-5849

1. Surface Enhanced Raman
Scattering

Dr. Marilyn E. Noz

NYU Dept. of Radiology

550 First Avenue

New York, NY 10016

(212) 340-6371

1. Group Theoretical Examples
in Relativistic Quantum
Mechanics

2. Local Area Networking
Applied in Digital Images
in Radiology

Dr. Sathyavathi Ramavataram

Dept. of Nuclear Energy Bldg. 197D

Brookhaven National Laboratory

Upton, NY 11973

(516) 282-5097, -2901, or -2902

1. Nuclear Shell Model

2. Continuum Theories of Nuclear
Reactions

3. Microscopic Description of Giant

Resonances

Professor Geraldine Richmond
Department of Chemistry

Bryn Mawr College

Bryn Mawr, PA 19010

(215) 645-5104

1. Optical Second Harmonic Generation:
Can It Be Used to Study Ionic
Adsorption on Electro-chemical Surfaces?
2. Europium as a Laser-Induced
Fluorescent Probe of Metal Binding
Sites in Biomolecules ‘

Dr. Roberta P. Saxon

SRI International

333 Ravenswood Avenue

Menlo Park, CA 94022

(415) 859-2663

1. Excited States and Photodissociation
of Small Molecules

Dr. Lynn F. Schneemeyer

AT&T Bell Laboratories 1A-365
600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-5318

1. Nonlinear Transport Phenomena
in Potassium Molybdenum Bronze
Professor M. B. Stearns

Arizona State University

Physics Department

Tempe, AZ 85287

(602) 965-1606

1. Origin of Magnetism in Iron

2. Bond Length Determination with EXAFS

Dr. J. A. Thompson

Phys. Dept., Univ. of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, PA 15260

(412) 624-4330

1. Optoelectronic Pattern
Recognition Techniques in
High Energy Physics

2. Direct Photon Production at the ISR
Dr. Margaret H. Weiler
Research Division

Raytheon Company

131 Spring Street

Lexington, MA 02173

(617) 863-5300

1. Magneto-optical Properties
of (Hg,Cd)Te

2. Two-photon Absorption

in Semiconductors

Dr. Barbara A. Wilson

AT&T Bell Laboratories 1D-4635
600 Mountain Avenue

Murray Hill, NJ 07974

(201) 582-3973

1. Photoluminescence in
Amorphous Semiconductors



sue the lifestyle which is right for them. The CSWP Gazette has al-
ways been most encouraging for me, who as a graduate student in
physics will be starting a family and receiving a Ph.D. at about the
same time. I still am not sure which will arrive first, the baby or
the degree.

Pamela A. Mitchel

Dear Dr. Engle,
The woman living in Los Alamos seems to feel that career and
family cannot coexist, yet they do for many of us. . . .

Having a two-career family can be very awkward. These last two
years, we have had a commuter marriage—I am in New York and
my husband is in California. Fortunately, he is a computer consul-
tant and will soon be able to move to New York. I do not recom-
mend such an arrangement to anyone—the strain is too great.

Lynn Garren

Dear Copy Editor:

Although this has to be a rather personal account, I feel a compel-
ling impulse to address the issues raised in the letter from the
mother in Los Alamos. Superficially my story strongly resembles
that of the letter writer. I am also a woman in physics with an
M.S., and I expect to receive my Ph.D. during the coming academic
year. That there will be an interval of thirty years between the two
degrees is a direct result of the fact that I had and raised, not three,
but seven children. I have no regrets and with the total lack of ob-
jectivity typical of any mother, I see my children, now all young
adults, as intelligent, attractive, warm, and intriguing people. It
hardly seems fair to blame the physics community or the whole of
society for the fact that there are a finite number of hours in a day,
or in one’s lifetime, and that no one whose ambitions are many and
high has enough time to fulfill all goals.

To be able to return to my graduate career in physics, a love I never
abandoned while teaching physics at many different levels
throughout these years, is good luck beyond imagining. I am terri-
bly grateful that your committee exists and will perhaps make it
easier for me to continue my career with a suitable postdoctoral and
finally an academic position. I have been undeservedly fortunate in
my advisor, my professors, and my fellow graduate students at the
University of North Carolina—Chapel Hill, and also in my family,
all of whom have contributed immeasurably to my successful re-
turn to higher education in physics. While this has been hard work,
as was raising seven children, both have been exciting, challenging,
very rewarding, and most of all fun.

Everyone makes a decision as to what proportion of time to devote
to family and to career. I would hope that there is enough freedom,
flexibility, and tolerance in physics that no one would condemn or
be condemned by those whose drummer dictates a different propor-

_tion.
Tricia M. Reeves

Editor:
Any woman who has worked a day outside the home knows that
there are many, many problems to face. Just to name a few: How
do two professionals (husband and wife) both find appropriate em-
ployment in the same geographical area? Should one have children,
wait until later, or not at all? If one has children, does one work
full or half time? . . . Most of us love our children dearly and they
have not grown up to be psychologically twisted because we
worked. Historically, women have worked both inside and outside
the home as a matter of course until the twentieth century. The
whole point of this letter is that our readers should have more toler-
ance and compassion for their fellow women. Maybe we cannot
have it all, but we can have a bit more than some people believe. I
speak from experience as a mother of three boys, a Ph.D. in phys-
ics, and a full-time working scientist,

Dr. P. S. Gillespie

Editor’s Note: However, in responding to the Los Alamos
physicist’s misunderstanding of CSWP and the values of many
working female physicists, we should not overlook a valid point
emphasized by the next writer.

Dear Dr. Engle:

I want to report on how useful I found the bibliography of material
prepared by Prof. Eugenie Mielczarek which was included in the
Feb. 1984 issue of the CSWP Gazette. [ed. note: An updated ver-
sion is available through CSWP from Julia Thompson (Univ. of
Pittsburgh)]. I wrote for a number of items which I then used to
prepare for a luncheon discussion on ‘“Women in Science/two-
career families”” which I led recently at Otterbein College. I would
also like to share the following bit of information which was pro-
vided by Dr. Philip Barnhart during this discussion. He gave us
the results of a questionnaire he presented to his incoming physical
science students: if they had a negative attitude towards science,
what did they feel was the most important event or cause? More
than anything else, it was the lack of encouragement and/or the
negative attitude expressed by the teacher (especially in the elemen-
tary grades) which had turned off the student to science rather than
the subject matter itself.

1 would also like to comment on the concern of “Name withheld by
Editorial decision” in the May 1984 issue of the CSWP Gazette
with a quote from Jill C. Bonner’s contribution on “The Cult of
Objectivity in the Physical Sciences” to the Bunting Institute Work-
ing Paper on “Choices for Science” (pp. 56 and 57):

“An even more serious problem for women scientists lies in the
very structure of the science profession. The whole profession is
tailored to the life-style of the (white) male. ... women, far more
than men, have their mobility and therefore also their bargaining
capability restricted by spouse and family. Women are all too fre-
quently big losers in the scientific race through this factor alone.
Male scientists . . . assert that obviously and objectively ‘that’s the
way that science is run.” Women and any others who do not or
cannot fit in must pay the inevitable price.”

“Name withheld,” Jill and I ask the question: Is the present system
necessarily the best and only way to operate the scientific profes-
sion? May one not be equally committed to fatherhood or mother-
hood and one’s profession? Can there not be more flexibility in the
employment situation to the benefit of both males and females?

Dr. Héléne R. Dickel

Editor’'s Note: Changing our larger society or even our smaller
physicist society is no easy job. One reader has some suggestions,
and a problem. Can we help her?

Dear Editor:

How about prizes for outstanding physicist father or mother of the
year? Also how about travel expenses for entire families to physics
meetings? And how about managing to teach little kids about
physics without turning them off physics completely? The physics
profession is notorious in my opinion for managing to turn people
off at the introductory level. ...

We could develop a tolerance for toddlers in the classroom and cer-
tainly develop baby-tending and possibly elementary school classes
run by the laboratory or university where mothers and fathers are
close to their children. But we may be rapidly approaching a point
where bringing the children along to work won’t be necessary.
With our rapidly developing communication and computing net-
works, why can’t parents stay home (at least sometimes) and com-
municate with other physicists over a computer network?

And as the Tirst small step toward solving that problem, is there any
way that some university with a decent Ph.D. program in physics will



or can let me study electrodynamics without leaving home?
Teresa Gordon

Editor’s Note: The May 1984 4APT Announcer editorial strongly
agrees that good science teaching in the early grades, as well as sup-
portive physics faculty, are important in making physics as a career
more accessible to women. CSWP agrees with the importance of
early education and choice; witness our booklet for middle and high
school students: Physics in Your Future, and our offer to put
elementary/high school science teachers in touch with physics
researchers interested in science. Would any of our readers like to
volunteer to be part of that network?

Finally, as another step toward role models, see the article below.

SENIOR POSITIONS IN PHYSICS AND ASTRONOMY

Women interested in moving from industry to academia or interest-
ed in changing geographical location are urged to contact Prof.
Mary Beth Stearns at Arizona State University, Tempe, AZ or Dr.
Carol Jo Crannell, NASA-Goddard Space Flight Center, Greenbelt,
MD (301-344-5007), of the APS Panel on Faculty Positions for

The American Physical Society
335 East 45th Street
New York, New York 10017

Women Physicists and Astronomers. The Panel was formed to fa-
cilitate the movement of women to senior University faculty posi-
tions.

Presently women receive approximately 12% of the B.S. degrees in
Physics, comprise 10% of entering graduate students in Physics,
and receive 13% of terminal master’s degrees but only 7% of
Ph.D.’s. The Ph.D. pool is estimated at 3% women, reflecting de-
gree patterns of previous years. However, only 1.5% of senior
physics faculty are women. As discussed eloquently in Jack
Wilson’s editorial in the May 1984 AAPT Announcer, early educa-
tion factors not normally within the range of responsibility of
University faculty clearly influence young women’s high school
choices about high school preparation which in turn may constrain
their choice of careers at the college level. However, visibility of
and easy access to women in senior positions raises the expectations
of young women as well as strengthening their network of informal
contacts for advancement and supports in nonacademic crises.
Strengthening of this network could well increase the number of
women who continue to the Ph.D.
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