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Closest comment(s):
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Preface: the many axes of diversity

Examples / issues that follow are frequently 
framed in terms of gender or race but keep in 
mind there are other axes of diversity which 

have similar (but distinct!) difficulties.

1from “Intersectionality as a blueprint for postcolonial scientific 
community building” by Dr. Chanda Prescod-Weinstein

Each individual’s personal identity is 
more like a matrix than a scalar1.

(People with multiple aspects of diversity may have 
experiences that are not the simple product of 

experiences from each individual aspect.)



Demographics Data 
in Physics 

(+ other STEM fields)

PART 1:



Source: “It’s Different for Girls: The Influence of Schools”; IOP report 2012

subtitle: we’re already behind by the time students get to Uni
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It’s Different for Girls
The influence of schools

An exploration of data from the National 
Pupil Database looking at progression 
to A-level physics in 2011 from different 
types of school at Key Stage 4



Source: “It’s Different for Girls: The Influence of Schools”; IOP report 2012
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Summary
The take-up of physics is clearly very different for 
boys and girls in England. Of particular concern is 
the large number of schools that sent no girls on to 
do A-level physics (four times more than for boys). 
It may be that the problem is going unnoticed. It 
should become a priority and be registered as an 
issue within schools.

Data
We know that 6159 girls took physics A-level in 
2011 (source: Joint Council for Qualifications) and 
that physics was the 19th most popular choice for 
girls (as opposed to fourth for boys). But what are 
the numbers in individual schools, and how do they 
compare with numbers for boys?

 

Figure 1a is a frequency chart for schools with 
girls or boys sending 0–6 girls or boys on to A-level 
physics. There were 3510 schools with girls and 
3316 schools with boys.

Commentary
●● 1603 (46%) of all schools with girls sent no 
girls on to complete A-level physics in 2011. 
The equivalent percentage is only 14% for all 
schools with boys.  
●● A similar graph for maintained schools shows 
that 49% of co-ed schools sent no girls on to 
take A-level physics.
●● The distribution for girls drops off very quickly. 
Almost 70% of schools sent zero or one girl 
and 80% sent zero, one or two girls on to take 
physics A-level.

HOW DOES NATIONAL TAKE-UP OF PHYSICS 
A-LEVEL DIFFER BETWEEN GIRLS AND BOYS?

Figure 1a: Number of schools against the numbers of girls and boys progressing to A-level physics 
in 2011
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Summary
Although many factors (prior attainment, 
socioeconomic factors, etc) come into play, the 
effects are more marked for girls than boys, so 
it is likely that there is a real issue for girls in the 
maintained co-ed sector. 

Data 
Figure 2 shows the percentages of girls and boys 
who went on to take physics A-level out of those 
girls and boys that went on to take A-levels in 2011 
from independent schools and maintained schools, 
sub-divided into single-sex and co-ed schools.

Commentary
●● We already know that independent schools get 
a higher percentage of their students to take 
A-level physics. However, the effect is more 
marked for girls in both single-sex and co-ed 
schools. 
●● Independent girls’ schools sent four times more 
girls on to do A-level physics than maintained 
co-ed schools, compared with only twice (1.9 
times) the percentage for boys.
●● In the maintained sector, single-sex schools 
send on 2.4 times more girls and 1.5 times 
more boys to study A-level physics than co-ed 
schools do. In independent schools, the 
percentage of boys is almost the same whether 
they are in the single-sex or co-ed setting.

IS PROGRESSION INTO PHYSICS  
A-LEVEL DIFFERENT FOR  
INDEPENDENT/MAINTAINED SCHOOLS  
AND CO-ED/SINGLE-SEX SCHOOLS?

Q2

Figure 2: Percentages of girls and boys who went on to take physics A-level in 2011 by type of school
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senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 1:3.

In physics, 21% of men and 8% of women are 
professors, 26% of men and 27% of women are 
senior lecturers or lecturers, and 53% of men and 
65% of women are researchers. For research-
active women there is one professor for every 3.4 
senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 4:5. An interesting question 
is whether the surge in the proportion of lecturers 

who are female will show in the proportion of 
professors who are female in a few years’ time?

Data in table 9 show the percentages of men 
and women, excluding teaching-only staff, at 
different grades in selected cost centres. Similar 
patterns to those in physics are displayed in 
all of the science, engineering, technology and 
mathematics (STEM) cost centres examined. In all 
cases, lower proportions of women are professors 
than men.

2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Degree level Proportion of graduates that is female*

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

First degree 21.0% 21.6% 21.6% 21.2% 20.6% 21.4% 22.9% 22.1%

Masters 32.8% 33.1% 29.0% 27.5% 29.8% 23.9% 28.8% 29.7%

Doctorate 22.2% 21.3% 22.5% 24.6% 26.6% 23.5% 24.0% 24.6%

*Proportions are based on headcounts of graduates iwho spent 50% or more of their time studying physics.

Table 8: The proportion of physics graduates that is female by level of study 2004/05 to 2011/12 Source: HESA student data

Cost centre Grade Male Female

2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12 2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12

Physics Professor 16% 19% 19% 21% 5% 6% 6% 8%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 31% 27% 26% 26% 21% 23% 25% 27%

Researcher 52% 55% 55% 54% 74% 71% 69% 65%

Mathematics Professor 25% 29% 27% 29% 4% 7% 8% 11%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 56% 49% 50% 49% 73% 66% 62% 60%

Researcher 18% 22% 23% 24% 23% 27% 29% 30%

Chemistry Professor 16% 17% 17% 19% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 37% 32% 34% 31% 23% 22% 32% 31%

Researcher 46% 51% 49% 50% 74% 74% 64% 64%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 14% 15% 15% 15% 3% 5% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 49% 45% 46% 45% 46% 38% 45% 43%

Researcher 37% 40% 39% 40% 51% 57% 49% 50%

Biosciences Professor 15% 17% 16% 18% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 38% 35% 35% 36% 27% 26% 28% 31%

Researcher 47% 48% 48% 47% 70% 70% 68% 64%

All cost centres Professor 15% 18% 17% 18% 4% 6% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 62% 54% 55% 54% 65% 59% 60% 59%

Researcher 23% 27% 27% 27% 31% 35% 34% 34%

Table 9: Percentage of male and female academic staff, excluding teaching-only staff, at different grades in selected 
academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013

We’re recruiting female physicists at a level consistent with  
A-level demographics, and retaining females through 

PhD level at a consistent (adequate) rate.



Gender statistics for 
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Source: “Physics Students in UK Higher 
Education Institutions”; IOP report 2012
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Anyone who says 
“women aren’t as good at 

physics as men” is an 
idiot (here’s the proof).
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senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 1:3.

In physics, 21% of men and 8% of women are 
professors, 26% of men and 27% of women are 
senior lecturers or lecturers, and 53% of men and 
65% of women are researchers. For research-
active women there is one professor for every 3.4 
senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 4:5. An interesting question 
is whether the surge in the proportion of lecturers 

who are female will show in the proportion of 
professors who are female in a few years’ time?

Data in table 9 show the percentages of men 
and women, excluding teaching-only staff, at 
different grades in selected cost centres. Similar 
patterns to those in physics are displayed in 
all of the science, engineering, technology and 
mathematics (STEM) cost centres examined. In all 
cases, lower proportions of women are professors 
than men.

2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Degree level Proportion of graduates that is female*

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

First degree 21.0% 21.6% 21.6% 21.2% 20.6% 21.4% 22.9% 22.1%

Masters 32.8% 33.1% 29.0% 27.5% 29.8% 23.9% 28.8% 29.7%

Doctorate 22.2% 21.3% 22.5% 24.6% 26.6% 23.5% 24.0% 24.6%

*Proportions are based on headcounts of graduates iwho spent 50% or more of their time studying physics.

Table 8: The proportion of physics graduates that is female by level of study 2004/05 to 2011/12 Source: HESA student data

Cost centre Grade Male Female

2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12 2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12

Physics Professor 16% 19% 19% 21% 5% 6% 6% 8%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 31% 27% 26% 26% 21% 23% 25% 27%

Researcher 52% 55% 55% 54% 74% 71% 69% 65%

Mathematics Professor 25% 29% 27% 29% 4% 7% 8% 11%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 56% 49% 50% 49% 73% 66% 62% 60%

Researcher 18% 22% 23% 24% 23% 27% 29% 30%

Chemistry Professor 16% 17% 17% 19% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 37% 32% 34% 31% 23% 22% 32% 31%

Researcher 46% 51% 49% 50% 74% 74% 64% 64%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 14% 15% 15% 15% 3% 5% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 49% 45% 46% 45% 46% 38% 45% 43%

Researcher 37% 40% 39% 40% 51% 57% 49% 50%

Biosciences Professor 15% 17% 16% 18% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 38% 35% 35% 36% 27% 26% 28% 31%

Researcher 47% 48% 48% 47% 70% 70% 68% 64%

All cost centres Professor 15% 18% 17% 18% 4% 6% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 62% 54% 55% 54% 65% 59% 60% 59%

Researcher 23% 27% 27% 27% 31% 35% 34% 34%

Table 9: Percentage of male and female academic staff, excluding teaching-only staff, at different grades in selected 
academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013

We’re recruiting female physicists at a level consistent with  
A-level demographics, and retaining females through 

PhD level at a consistent (adequate) rate.
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Bachelors

PhDs



Gender statistics for ASTRONOMY university students
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senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 1:3.

In physics, 21% of men and 8% of women are 
professors, 26% of men and 27% of women are 
senior lecturers or lecturers, and 53% of men and 
65% of women are researchers. For research-
active women there is one professor for every 3.4 
senior lecturers or lecturers, whereas for research-
active men the ratio is 4:5. An interesting question 
is whether the surge in the proportion of lecturers 

who are female will show in the proportion of 
professors who are female in a few years’ time?

Data in table 9 show the percentages of men 
and women, excluding teaching-only staff, at 
different grades in selected cost centres. Similar 
patterns to those in physics are displayed in 
all of the science, engineering, technology and 
mathematics (STEM) cost centres examined. In all 
cases, lower proportions of women are professors 
than men.

2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Degree level Proportion of graduates that is female*

2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

First degree 21.0% 21.6% 21.6% 21.2% 20.6% 21.4% 22.9% 22.1%

Masters 32.8% 33.1% 29.0% 27.5% 29.8% 23.9% 28.8% 29.7%

Doctorate 22.2% 21.3% 22.5% 24.6% 26.6% 23.5% 24.0% 24.6%

*Proportions are based on headcounts of graduates iwho spent 50% or more of their time studying physics.

Table 8: The proportion of physics graduates that is female by level of study 2004/05 to 2011/12 Source: HESA student data

Cost centre Grade Male Female

2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12 2003/04 2006/07 2009/10 2011/12

Physics Professor 16% 19% 19% 21% 5% 6% 6% 8%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 31% 27% 26% 26% 21% 23% 25% 27%

Researcher 52% 55% 55% 54% 74% 71% 69% 65%

Mathematics Professor 25% 29% 27% 29% 4% 7% 8% 11%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 56% 49% 50% 49% 73% 66% 62% 60%

Researcher 18% 22% 23% 24% 23% 27% 29% 30%

Chemistry Professor 16% 17% 17% 19% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 37% 32% 34% 31% 23% 22% 32% 31%

Researcher 46% 51% 49% 50% 74% 74% 64% 64%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 14% 15% 15% 15% 3% 5% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 49% 45% 46% 45% 46% 38% 45% 43%

Researcher 37% 40% 39% 40% 51% 57% 49% 50%

Biosciences Professor 15% 17% 16% 18% 3% 4% 4% 5%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 38% 35% 35% 36% 27% 26% 28% 31%

Researcher 47% 48% 48% 47% 70% 70% 68% 64%

All cost centres Professor 15% 18% 17% 18% 4% 6% 6% 7%

Senior lecturer/lecturer 62% 54% 55% 54% 65% 59% 60% 59%

Researcher 23% 27% 27% 27% 31% 35% 34% 34%

Table 9: Percentage of male and female academic staff, excluding teaching-only staff, at different grades in selected 
academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013

You may think we’re doing well at recruiting students 
and advancing them through academic degrees… 

but here is where things start to get bad
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2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Cost centre Grade Proportion of staff at each grade

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

Physics Professor 0.0% 2.5% 1.0% 1.1% 1.2% 1.5%

Senior lecturer 8.2% 12.6%
99.0% 98.9% 98.8% 98.5%

Lecturer 91.8% 84.9%

Mathematics Professor 0.4% 0.5% 0.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

Senior lecturer 6.4% 5.0%
99.9% 99.7% 99.7% 99.7%

Lecturer 93.2% 94.6%

Chemistry Professor 1.7% 2.7% 1.1% 1.3% 1.2% 1.2%

Senior lecturer 6.7% 10.7%
98.9% 98.7% 98.8% 98.8%

Lecturer 91.6% 86.6%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 0.5% 2.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2% 0.5%

Senior lecturer 6.1% 6.1%
99.3% 99.6% 99.8% 99.5%

Lecturer 93.3% 91.9%

Biosciences Professor 1.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%

Senior lecturer 12.6% 7.6%
99.5% 99.2% 99.4% 99.4%

Lecturer 86.0% 92.0%

All cost centres Professor 0.9% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%

Senior lecturer 11.3% 9.3%
99.5% 99.5% 99.5% 99.6%

Lecturer 87.8% 89.8%

Table 4: The proportion of teaching-only staff at each permanent academic grade in selected 
academic cost centres 2006/07 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Cost centre Proportion of staff that is female

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

Physics 14% 15% 15% 14% 15% 15% 16% 16% 16%

Mathematics 18% 21% 22% 16% 18% 18% 18% 17% 18%

Chemistry 23% 23% 24% 23% 23% 24% 24% 24% 24%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

12% 12% 13% 12% 11% 12% 12% 13% 13%

Biosciences 39% 40% 41% 40% 40% 41% 41% 41% 42%

All cost centres 40% 41% 42% 40% 40% 41% 41% 42% 42%

*All staff comprises professors, senior lecturers, lecturers, other staff and researchers.

Table 5: The proportion of all staff* that is female in selected academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12, excluding 
teaching-only staff

Source: HESA staff data

In physical sciences & engineering,  females 
make up a low percentage of academic staff

THAT IS NOT GROWING
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All cost centres Professor 0.9% 0.9% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%

Senior lecturer 11.3% 9.3%
99.5% 99.5% 99.5% 99.6%

Lecturer 87.8% 89.8%

Table 4: The proportion of teaching-only staff at each permanent academic grade in selected 
academic cost centres 2006/07 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Cost centre Proportion of staff that is female

2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

Physics 14% 15% 15% 14% 15% 15% 16% 16% 16%

Mathematics 18% 21% 22% 16% 18% 18% 18% 17% 18%

Chemistry 23% 23% 24% 23% 23% 24% 24% 24% 24%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

12% 12% 13% 12% 11% 12% 12% 13% 13%

Biosciences 39% 40% 41% 40% 40% 41% 41% 41% 42%

All cost centres 40% 41% 42% 40% 40% 41% 41% 42% 42%

*All staff comprises professors, senior lecturers, lecturers, other staff and researchers.

Table 5: The proportion of all staff* that is female in selected academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12, excluding 
teaching-only staff

Source: HESA staff data
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2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Cost centre Grade 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 % change*

Physics Professor 485 515 570 590 620 635 650 670 745 53%

Senior lecturer 590 600 570 555 585
1355 1335 1320 1350 37%

Lecturer 390 380 375 400 420

Other grades 255 265 350 330 350 10 0 0 0

Researcher 1790 1745 1900 1995 2125 2210 2180 2145 2110 18%

Teaching only 310 335 385 365 345 355 15%

Total staff 3510 3505 3765 3865 4100 4210 4170 4140 4205 20%

Mathematics Professor 560 585 620 685 755 720 710 695 765 37%

Senior lecturer 645 640 640 695 750
2560 2615 2655 2585 73%

Lecturer 855 885 910 930 975

Other grades 370 775 875 850 870 10 5 5 5

Researcher 480 470 525 630 715 685 705 725 715 48%

Teaching only 1015 1030 1085 1080 1145 1065 5%

Total staff 2910 3355 3570 3790 4065 3975 4035 4080 4070 40%

Chemistry Professor 380 375 400 420 455 460 450 460 515 36%

Senior lecturer 485 510 505 530 565
1375 1440 1440 1395 47%

Lecturer 465 425 440 485 490

Other grades 330 365 325 290 250 0 0 0 0

Researcher 1465 1510 1645 1715 1760 1725 1675 1680 1695 16%

Teaching only 320 280 355 375 410 425 34%

Total staff 3125 3185 3315 3435 3525 3565 3565 3585 3610 16%

Electrical, 
electronic 
& computer 
engineering

Professor 390 440 440 445 465 475 465 470 485 25%

Senior lecturer 565 645 700 785 855
1910 2040 2205 2135 39%

Lecturer 970 1030 1025 810 710

Other grades 490 530 440 355 355 10 5 0 0

Researcher 1205 1320 1275 1340 1370 1395 1345 1450 1415 18%

Teaching only 405 385 410 495 585 595 47%

Total staff 3620 3970 3885 3730 3760 3790 3855 4125 4040 12%

Biosciences Professor 1005 1020 1060 1100 1190 1220 1220 1190 1295 29%

Senior lecturer 1455 1425 1530 1645 1710
4715 4695 4940 4875 51%

Lecturer 1780 1735 1590 1650 1715

Other grades 865 1320 1285 1255 1210 20 10 5 10

Researcher 5295 5190 5325 5330 5515 5815 5875 5720 5620 6%

Teaching only 1115 1160 1340 1320 1395 1390 25%

Total staff 10395 10695 10785 10980 11340 11775 11790 11855 11795 13%

All cost centres Professor 13255 14195 15190 16165 17895 17220 17055 17120 18125 37%

Senior lecturer 24425 25700 27865 33280 36560
118760 121260 120690 120110 54%

Lecturer 53475 54390 52675 50980 50985

Other grades 23675 30295 31385 30200 28695 700 375 275 285

Researcher 32760 33005 34430 36280 37565 39200 39685 40060 40105 22%

Teaching only 42105 41795 44730 45300 44180 44930 7%

Total staff 147585 157585 161540 166910 171700 175880 178375 178145 178630 21%

*Percentage change is calculated based on the data for 2003/04 and 2011/12, except for teaching-only staff where the percentage change is calculated based on the data for 2006/07 and 
2011/12. Percentages are calculated using unrounded figures and therefore may not be the same as those calculated using the rounded figures in the table.

Table 1: The number of staff in selected academic cost centres by grade 2003/04 to 2011/12

Source: HESA staff data

Note: Stats dominated by # of postdocs
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2.2. Physics staff and the RAE2008
The section on physics staff and the RAE2008 has 
not been revised. For full details see the previous 
report.3

2.3. Gender balance of staff
The proportion of all academic staff, excluding 
teaching-only staff, that is female in selected cost 
centres is shown in table 5. The proportion of 
research-active staff that is female in physics has 
risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
the proportion of research-active staff that is 
female. In the case of physics, 16% of research 
active staff are female, and 29% of teaching-only 
staff are female.

2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Figure 2: Proportion of all permanent academic staff* in physics cost centres who are professors 
by HEI in 2011/12 showing Russell Group and non-Russell Group HEIs
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Cost centre Grade Proportion of staff at each grade

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

Physics Professor 39% 39% 39% 40% 40% 43%

Senior lecturer 37% 37%
61% 60% 60% 57%

Lecturer 24% 24%

Mathematics Professor 33% 33% 33% 31% 31% 31%

Senior lecturer 33% 33%
67% 69% 69% 67%

Lecturer 34% 34%

Chemistry Professor 32% 33% 31% 29% 30% 34%

Senior lecturer 40% 40%
69% 71% 70% 66%

Lecturer 29% 28%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 24% 25% 24% 23% 22% 24%

Senior lecturer 42% 45%
76% 77% 78% 76%

Lecturer 34% 31%

Biosciences Professor 27% 28% 26% 26% 25% 27%

Senior lecturer 39% 39%
74% 74% 75% 73%

Lecturer 34% 33%

All cost centres Professor 19% 21% 19% 18% 18% 19%

Senior lecturer 38% 39%
81% 82% 82% 81%

Lecturer 43% 39%

Figure 3: Proportion of all staff that is female in the physics cost centre at each grade 1996/97 to 
2011/12
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3  Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher 
Education Institutions, IOP, London, 
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iop/2012/page_53618.html).

*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013
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2.2. Physics staff and the RAE2008
The section on physics staff and the RAE2008 has 
not been revised. For full details see the previous 
report.3

2.3. Gender balance of staff
The proportion of all academic staff, excluding 
teaching-only staff, that is female in selected cost 
centres is shown in table 5. The proportion of 
research-active staff that is female in physics has 
risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
the proportion of research-active staff that is 
female. In the case of physics, 16% of research 
active staff are female, and 29% of teaching-only 
staff are female.
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teaching-only staff, that is female in selected cost 
centres is shown in table 5. The proportion of 
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risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
the proportion of research-active staff that is 
female. In the case of physics, 16% of research 
active staff are female, and 29% of teaching-only 
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centres is shown in table 5. The proportion of 
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risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
the proportion of research-active staff that is 
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2.3. Gender balance of staff
The proportion of all academic staff, excluding 
teaching-only staff, that is female in selected cost 
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risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
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The section on physics staff and the RAE2008 has 
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but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
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active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
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2.2. Physics staff and the RAE2008
The section on physics staff and the RAE2008 has 
not been revised. For full details see the previous 
report.3

2.3. Gender balance of staff
The proportion of all academic staff, excluding 
teaching-only staff, that is female in selected cost 
centres is shown in table 5. The proportion of 
research-active staff that is female in physics has 
risen from 14% in 2003/04 to 16% in 2011/12, 
but remains significantly lower than the sector 

average of 42%. 
Table 6 shows the proportion of teaching-only 

staff that is female in selected cost centres. The 
proportion of teaching-only staff that is female 
is higher overall than the proportion of research-
active staff that is female. In all of the individual 
cost centres under consideration, the proportion 
of teaching-only staff that is female is higher than 
the proportion of research-active staff that is 
female. In the case of physics, 16% of research 
active staff are female, and 29% of teaching-only 
staff are female.

2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Figure 2: Proportion of all permanent academic staff* in physics cost centres who are professors 
by HEI in 2011/12 showing Russell Group and non-Russell Group HEIs
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Cost centre Grade Proportion of staff at each grade

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12

Physics Professor 39% 39% 39% 40% 40% 43%

Senior lecturer 37% 37%
61% 60% 60% 57%

Lecturer 24% 24%

Mathematics Professor 33% 33% 33% 31% 31% 31%

Senior lecturer 33% 33%
67% 69% 69% 67%

Lecturer 34% 34%

Chemistry Professor 32% 33% 31% 29% 30% 34%

Senior lecturer 40% 40%
69% 71% 70% 66%

Lecturer 29% 28%

Electrical, electronic & 
computer engineering

Professor 24% 25% 24% 23% 22% 24%

Senior lecturer 42% 45%
76% 77% 78% 76%

Lecturer 34% 31%

Biosciences Professor 27% 28% 26% 26% 25% 27%

Senior lecturer 39% 39%
74% 74% 75% 73%

Lecturer 34% 33%

All cost centres Professor 19% 21% 19% 18% 18% 19%

Senior lecturer 38% 39%
81% 82% 82% 81%

Lecturer 43% 39%

Figure 3: Proportion of all staff that is female in the physics cost centre at each grade 1996/97 to 
2011/12
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3  Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher 
Education Institutions, IOP, London, 
2012 (www.iop.org/publications/
iop/2012/page_53618.html).

*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.

Temporary Teaching Staff
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 Women among Physics & Astronomy Faculty 
Results from the 2010 Survey of Physics Degree-Granting Departments 

Rachel Ivie, Susan White, Arnell Garrett, and Garrett Anderson 

Representation of Women Continues to Grow  
The percentage of women among physics faculty members continues 
to rise, reaching 14% overall in 2010. Likewise, the percentage of 
women in each academic rank continues to rise. However, the rank 
with the largest number of faculty members, full professors, is less 
than 10% female (Table 1). As our previous reports have shown, the 
main reason for the low representation of women among full 
professors of physics is the low representation of women among 
physics doctorates in the past (Ivie and Ray, 2005).  

Table 1
 

Percentage of Physics Faculty Members Who Are Women 

 
Year 

1998 2002 2006 2010 
by Academic Rank (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Full Professor 3 5 6 8 
Associate Professor 10 11 14 15 
Assistant Professor 17 16 17 22 
Instructor / Adjunct * 16 19 21 

Other ranks 13 15 12 18 
by Highest Degree 

Offered by Department (%) (%) (%) (%) 

PhD 6 7 10 12 
Master’s 9 13 14 15 

Bachelor’s 11 14 15 17 

OVERALL 8 10 12 14 

The year in the table refers to the spring semester; for example, 2010 
represents the 2009-10 academic year. 

* These data were not collected in this survey year. 

http://www.aip.org/statistics 

 

 

www.aip.org/statistics 

One Physics Ellipse • College Park, MD 20740 • 301.209.3070 • stats@aip.org August 2013 

R E P O R T S  O N  
P H Y S I C S  
F A C U L T Y   
Number of Physics Faculty 
(4/2012) 

Women among Physics & 
Astronomy Faculty 
(8/2013) 

T H E  2 0 1 0  A C A D E M I C  
W O R K F O R C E  S U R V E Y  

During the spring semester of 
2010, we contacted all of the 

departments in the US that 
offered at least a bachelor’s 

degree in physics or astronomy. 

AIP Member Societies:   The American Physical Society  •  The Optical Society  •  The Acoustical Society of America   •  The Society of Rheology  •  The American Association of Physics Teachers 
American Crystallographic Association • American Astronomical Society • American Association of Physicists in Medicine • AVS: The Science and Technology Society • American Geophysical Union 

=Teaching
= Lecturer
= Reader



Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013
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2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Figure 4: Percentage distribution of male and female academic staff* excluding teaching-only 
staff, between grades in physics and all academic cost centres 2003/04 to 2011/12
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The fraction of male academics 
occupying senior roles is higher 
than that for females, AND THE 

SITUATIONS WAS EXACTLY 
THE SAME A DECADE AGO

STATUS QUO:
Male academics are 

consistently being given more 
senior promotions than female 

academics in physics
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2: Physics staff in UK HEIs

Figure 7: Proportion of male and female permanent academic* staff who were professors by age 
in selected academic cost centres 2011/12, excluding teaching-only staff
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*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.
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*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.
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*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013
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*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.
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Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013

Gender statistics for physics academics

Men are being promoted 
faster than women

It takes at least ten 
years longer on 

average for an equal 
number of women to 
have achieved full 
professor status.
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Source: HESA staff data

*Permanent academic staff are professors, senior lecturers and lecturers.

Men are being promoted faster than 
women in all STEM disciplines

Source: “Academic Physics Staff in UK Higher Education Institutions”; IOP report 2013

Gender statistics for physics academics



Summary:
(1) Student demographics in physic NOT 

reflective of general population 
(gender and race).

(2) Demographics of academic staff are 
WORSE, and get progressively worse 
the higher you go (promotion levels).

PART 1:



Systemic Factors 
Contributing to Failure 

to Achieve Equity

PART 2:



Stereotype Threat

Stereotype threat is the social-
psychological predicament in which 
one fears their actions may reinforce 
widely-known negative stereotypes 

about one’s group 

(paraphrased from Steele & Aronson 1995)



Stereotype Threat
Steele & 

Aronson 1995

Tell students: “We’re 
testing how students 

solve problems.”

Tell students: 
“We’re testing how 

smart you are.”



Stereotype Threat

Shih, Pittinsky, & Amady 1999

Groups of Asian-American female students were:

(a) reminded of their Asian heritage (b) reminded of their female gender

performance boost performance drop

Primed Not
Primed Primed Not

Primed



Stereotype Threat

blatant and no-prime conditions, t(66) ! 2.71, p " .01, r ! .31.
Once again, participants in the blatant condition did not differ
significantly in their performance from participants in the no-
prime condition.
Number of questions attempted. We found no significant dif-

ferences for the third dependent measure, the number of questions
attempted.
Additional measures. On analyzing responses to the additional

measures, we found significant differences in participants’ ratings
of their mathematical talent. Participants in the blatant stereotype
activation condition reported being more talented at math
(M ! 5.83) than participants in the subtle stereotype activation
(M ! 4.31) or control conditions (M ! 5.23). Tukey’s honestly
significant difference revealed the ratings of math talent in the
subtle condition were significantly lower than both the ratings in
the blatant condition as well as the ratings in the no-prime condi-
tion at the .05 level. The comparison between the ratings in the
blatant and the no-prime condition were not significantly different.
Analysis of the other self-report ratings on the final questionnaire
revealed no differences among the conditions in participants’
ratings of how much they enjoyed the experiment, or how well
they thought they did on the test.
In sum, targets of stereotypes evidenced significant performance

boosts following the subtle activation of their Asian ethnicity and
performance decrements following the blatant activation of Asian-
related stereotypes. These results provide support for the notion
that positive stereotypes only boost the test performance of ste-
reotyped individuals when they are subtly activated. It appears that
even though the relevant stereotype in this case (i.e., Asians are
good at math) was a positive one, blatantly reminding participants
of this stereotype produced diminished performance. It is believed
that such a condition produced the threat of having to live up to
positive group-based expectations, which has previously been
shown to threaten intellectual performance (Cheryan & Boden-
hausen, 2000).

Study 2: The Impact of Subtle and Blatant Positive
Stereotype Primes on Targets’ and Nontargets’

Math Performance

Study 2 was conducted with two goals in mind: (a) to replicate
the findings in Study 1 for the effects of blatant and subtle

stereotype presentation and (b) to test our predictions for these
effects on nontargets. In this study, both Asians and non-Asians
were exposed to words relating to Asian stereotypes at both
subliminal and supraliminal presentation speeds. This design per-
mitted a test of the sensitivity hypothesis, which posits that non-
targets have higher activation thresholds for constructs that are not
self-relevant. Nontargets were predicted to show performance
boosts in response to supraliminal exposure to positive stereotype
primes, but little or no response to the subliminal exposure of
stereotypic constructs. By contrast, we predicted that targets would
show performance boosts in response to the subliminal exposure of
a positive stereotype, but no boosts following the supraliminal
exposure of stereotypic constructs.

Method
Participants. Sixty non-Asian students and 30 Asian students partici-

pated in this experiment in exchange for monetary compensation. Eleven
participants (8 non-Asians, 3 Asians) were dropped because they indicated
that they had lived in the United States for fewer than 7 years and that
English was not their first language.2
Design and manipulation. In this study, we used a 2 (ethnicity: Asian

or non-Asian)# 2 (priming type: subliminal or supraliminal)# 2 (priming
content: Asian prime or no prime) factorial design.
The independent variables were manipulated through a “computer vig-

ilance task.” This task was based on that used by Bargh and Pietromonaco
(1982). In the subliminal prime conditions, participants were exposed to
stimulus words that appeared on the screen for 80 ms (Bargh & Pietromo-
naco, 1982). At this exposure time, they were able to detect a flash but
could not consciously read the words. In the supraliminal prime condition,
participants were exposed to stimulus words that appeared on the screen
for 1,000 ms. At this duration, participants were able to read and con-
sciously register the stimulus words.
Two sets of words were used as stimuli. In the Asian prime condition, 12

words stereotypical of Asians were presented (TOKYO, HONG KONG,
WONTON, SHANGHAI, KIMONO, ASIA, TAIWAN, WOK, CHINATOWN,
CHANG, CHOPSTICKS, and WONG). In the no-prime control condi-
tion, 12 high-frequency neutral words matched for length (Carroll, Davies,
& Richman, 1971) were used (WATER, SOMETHING, LITTLE, TO-
GETHER, NUMBER, PEOPLE, WHAT, EVERYTHING, EVERY, DIFFER-
ENT, and ALWAYS). In the Asian prime condition, 80% of the stimulus
words were stereotypical of Asians whereas in the no-prime condition,
none of the stimulus words were stereotypical of Asians (Bargh & Pietro-
monaco, 1982).
The computer task was conducted on an IBM compatible desktop

computer using the SuperLab Pro (Cedrus Corporation, 1997) program for
stimulus presentation. The stimulus words were presented on a white
background in capital letters in black Times font. The words were pre-
sented in three blocks of 20 trials for a total of 60 trials. The order in which
the words were presented on each trial was randomized for each participant
within each block. Participants in the subliminal activation condition were
told that they were participating in a “vigilance task” and were asked to
keep their eyes on a fixation point at the center of the computer screen at
the beginning of each trial. They were told that they would see a flash
appear on one side of the computer monitor and that they were to respond

2 It is important that the participants were raised in the United States.
Cross-cultural studies documented that the Asian identity is associated with
different stereotypes in different countries. Therefore, making the identity
salient would have a different effect on non-American individuals (Shih et
al., 1999). Furthermore, because the priming task was a word reading task,
it was important that English be the participants’ first language.

Figure 1. Study 1: Asian American’s math test performance following
stereotype activation.

642 SHIH, AMBADY, RICHESON, FUJITA, AND GRAY

Shih+ 2002

Stereotype threat (or boost) is 
most effective when acting on a 

subconscious level



Stereotype Threat

Affects student 
performance even when 
not explicitly prompted!



Stereotype Threat

SERIOUSLY 
problematic when 
using quantitative 
selection criteria!!



Brief Summaries:
Privilege
Micro-aggressions
Mansplaining
Gaslighting



(White / Male / Cis / Hetero / Ableist) Privilege

Privilege, at its core, is the 
advantages that people benefit from 
based solely on their social status.

It is a status that is conferred by society 
to certain groups, not seized by 

individuals, which is why it can be difficult 
sometimes to see one’s own privilege.

(from Feminism 101 Blog)



(White / Male / Cis / Hetero / Ableist) Privilege

(thanks to Dr. Katie Schlesinger for sharing this analogy)

“Privilege is like an invisible backpack full of unearned assets 
that I can count on cashing in each day, but about which I was 

meant to remain oblivious.” — Dr. Peggy McIntosh

Which backpack gets handed 
to you will determine how 

easy the journey is for you!



Micro-Aggressions



Mansplaining



Gaslighting
(a.k.a. blame the victim)



Unconscious Bias

Unconscious bias (or “implicit bias”) 
is a positive or negative mental 

attitude towards a person, thing, or 
group that a person holds at an 

subconscious level.

(definition from Stanford Medical School)



Mary and Jeff:
an unconscious 
bias case study



Mary and Jeff are both PhD students, and both recently 
published a paper on the high-profile object Star X

Mary and Jeff give back-to-back contributed talks  
about Star X at a popular conference

Mary Jeff



In the audience for Mary and Jeff’s talks is Professor Nigel,  
a prestigious prize-winning senior scientist

Professor Nigel has never realised it, but he has a subtle 
unconscious bias against women scientists

Mary Jeff



Professor Nigel leaves the conference thinking 
“Wow that Star X sure is interesting, and Jeff 

gave a great talk about it”



Professor Nigel leaves the conference thinking 
“Wow that Star X sure is interesting, and Jeff 

gave a great talk about it”

In his next invited 
review paper,  

Professor Nigel  
cites Jeff’s paper 

about Star X,  
but not Mary’s

Vol 623 | Issue no. 9523 | 31 Nov 2018

Amazing Stars!!!
by Prof. Nigel

References:

Jeff et al.



Professor Nigel leaves the conference thinking 
“Wow that Star X sure is interesting, and Jeff 

gave a great talk about it”

When Professor Nigel gives invited review talks  
around the world, he adds a new slide about Star X  

with a figure from Jeff’s paper (not Mary’s)



3 years later…

Jeff and Mary have finished their PhDs and are both  
applying for a prestigious fellowship at Y University

The fellowship selection committees looks at their CVs  
and the following comments are heard:

“Well Mary seems nice but her paper only has 20 citations, 
while Jeff’s paper on the same object has 50 citations.”

“Ah yes I remember hearing about Jeff’s work on Star X  
during a talk by Professor Nigel.”

Jeff is awarded the fellowship



5 more years later…

Jeff and Mary are now both applying  
for permanent academic positions

Jeff has had 5 years of self-driven research afforded by 
having his fellowship.  He has written 8 papers and has 

travelled to every major conference on his research topic.  
Jeff now has an h-index of 25.

Mary has had two different postdoc positions in the 
same time, both of which have required her to move to 
a different continent.  These positions also have had a 

heavy “service” load to support an existing project, 
leaving less time for science or conference travel.   

Mary has written 3 papers and has an h-index of 15.

You can guess the hiring outcomes that follow…



“Surely Professor Nigel can’t be the sole 
cause of Mary’s lesser success.”

Mary Jeff
Prestige = 1� ✏ Prestige = 1



“Surely Professor Nigel can’t be the sole 
cause of Mary’s lesser success.”

No … but conferences full of Professor Nigels… 
group meetings, journal clubs full of Nigels… 

time allocation committees with Nigels…

Mary Jeff
Prestige = (1� ✏)n Prestige= 1n



Unconscious Bias

implicit.harvard.edu

Good way to check yourself: 
Harvard’s implicit 
assumptions tests

What can you do? 
Start by understanding 

your own implicit biases:

http://implicit.harvard.edu


Unconscious Bias

This just tells you how your animal brain 
is programmed to respond to people 

who appear different than you!

Your unconscious biases are NOT a 
reflection on your chosen values!!!

The best way to apply corrective 
measures is to first be informed!



What is the net outcome on our demographics?

Intrinsic
Aptitude

Men
Women
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Intrinsic
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Men
Women



What is the net outcome on our demographics?

Intrinsic
Aptitude

Performance
Outcomes

(e.g. # papers)

Stereotype
Threat Privilege

Men
Women

(or performance on standardised tests)



What is the net outcome on our demographics?

Intrinsic
Aptitude

Performance
Outcomes

Esteem
Metrics

(e.g. # papers)

(e.g. # citations)

Unconscious Bias
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Threat Privilege

Men
Women



What is the net outcome on our demographics?

Intrinsic
Aptitude

Performance
Outcomes

Esteem
Metrics

(e.g. # papers)

(e.g. # citations)

Hiring
Threshold

Unconscious Bias

Stereotype
Threat Privilege

Men
Women



What can you do to make things better?

proposal. In most cases it is straightforward to draw the appropriate conclusion from the name, 
and almost all ambiguous cases were resolved through examining publicly-accessible web-based 
data. The information collected for the present study is not retained within the broader HST 
proposal database. 

HST TAC reviews have been held on an annual basis except when the schedule has been 
impacted by past servicing missions. Thus, the Cycle 11-20 reviews span the period from 
November 2001 to May 2012; the Cycle 21 review was held in May 2013. All told, over the 10 
cycles from 11 to 20 more than 9,400 proposals were received from the community and ~2100, 
or ~1 in 4.5, were recommended for acceptance. Over the same period, a total of 792 community 
members participated in the process, including 600 North American astronomers, 165 ESA 
astronomers and 27 from other countries. As a comparison, the successful HST Cycle 21 
proposals included ~4,000 unique investigators drawn from the worldwide community, notall of 
whom would be eligible for TAC service; within the US, there are approximately 2,500 faculty 
members in Astronomy or Astronomy and Physics departments. Thus, the HST TAC samples a 
minority, but significant minority, of the US astronomical community. It is likely that trends 
evident in this dataset are broadly representative of at least the US and European astronomical 
communities. 

 

Figure 1: Statistics on the success rate of HST proposals for Cycles 11 through 21. The histograms show  the success rates for 
all proposals, proposals with a male PI and proposals with a female PI; in each case, the statistics encompass all types of 
proposal (GO, SNAP, AR). The line shows the fraction of submitted proposals with female PIs in each cycle. 

  3.1 Overall statistics 

Table 1 summarises the data used in this analysis, listing the total number of proposals submitted 
and accepted each cycle. The TAC results are shown graphically in Figure 1. For each cycle, we 
divided the proposals based on the gender of the PI and determined the number of accepted 
proposals in eachcategory. Figure 1 shows the acceptance rate in each cycle for all proposals 

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

0.35

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

Fr
ac

ti
o

n
 

Cycle  

Success rate - all proposals

Success rate - male PI

Success rate - female PI

Fraction female PI

9/11/2014 Page 4 
 

Reid et al. 2014, PASP, 126, 923

(of submitted proposals)

In Cycle 21 the TAC was given 
training on unconscious bias, and 

the gender disparity decreased

Unconscious bias awareness can decrease its impact!



What can you do to make things better?
Stereotype threat awareness can decrease its impact!

34.45, p < .01. Simple effects analysis indicated that partici-

pants in the teaching-intervention condition (M 5 5.42) were
more likely to perceive that the male researcher thought neg-

ative gender stereotypes could hurt performance than were
participants in the math-test condition (M 5 4.06) and the

problem-solving condition (M 5 2.18), ps < .01; ratings in the
latter two conditions differed significantly from one another,
p< .01. There was also a significant main effect of gender, with

women rating the role of gender stereotypes higher (M 5 4.25)
than men (M 5 3.53), F(1, 111) 5 4.64, p < .05.

Analysis of participants’ perception of how the researcher
thought men and women would perform relative to each other
also produced a main effect of test description, F(2, 108) 5
6.10, p < .01. Simple effects analysis indicated that partici-
pants in the teaching-intervention condition (M 5 2.67) were

somewhat more likely to think the researcher expected men to
outperform women compared with participants in the problem-

solving condition (M 5 3.73), p < .01, and in the math-test
condition (M 5 3.22), p 5 .09. This result is not surprising
given that only participants in the teaching-intervention con-

dition were explicitly told that the researcher’s interest in
gender differences concerned women’s underperformance in

math. A main effect of gender indicated that women (M5 2.86)
were more likely than men (M 5 3.59) to think the researcher
expected men to outperform women, F(1, 108)5 8.39, p< .01.

Math Performance
Test performance was analyzed using the number of items cor-
rect divided by the number of items attempted (i.e., accuracy;

Inzlicht & Ben-Zeev, 2000; Schmader & Johns, 2003). Accu-

racy scores were submitted to a 2 (gender)! 3 (test description)

between-subjects factorial analysis of covariance, controlling
for quantitative SAT score.4 This analysis produced a main ef-

fect of gender, F(1, 103) 5 4.75, p < .05, and the predicted
interaction, F(2, 103) 5 5.35, p < .01, Zp

2 5 .10 (see Fig. 1).

Replicating the results of past research, simple main effects
revealed that in the problem-solving condition, women (M 5
.58) and men (M5 .53) were equally accurate, F < 1, whereas

in the math-test condition, women (M5 .36) were less accurate
than men (M 5 .64), F(1, 103) 5 13.21, p < .01, d 5 1.35.

However, women in the teaching-intervention condition (M 5
.53), who were informed about the negative effects of stereotype
threat, performed equally to men in the same condition (M 5
.56) and to women in the problem-solving condition, both Fs <
1, and outperformed women in the math-test condition, F(2,
103) 5 5.57, p < .01, d 5 0.82. There were no significant ef-
fects of test description or gender on number of items at-

tempted.5

Attribution to Gender Stereotypes
Analysis of how much participants thought gender stereotypes

contributed to their experience of anxiety during the test also
revealed a main effect of test description, F(2, 111) 5 5.92,

p < .01. Participants in the teaching-intervention condition
(M5 2.64) and the math-test condition (M5 2.30) were equally

Fig. 1. Women’s andmen’s accuracy scores (adjusted for quantitative Scholastic Assessment Test,
or SAT, scores) on the math test as a function of the test description. Error bars represent standard
errors.

4There were fewer degrees of freedom for the performance analysis than for
the manipulation checks because 7 participants failed to provide their SAT
scores.

5Analysis of the number of items answered correctly adjusted for guessing
produced a marginal interaction, F(2, 103) 5 2.69, p 5 .07, that mirrors the
results for accuracy.
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Tell 
students: 

“We’re testing 
gender differences 

in math ability.”

“We’re testing 
problem-solving 

techniques.”

“We’re testing 
gender differences, 
but hey there’s this 

thing called 
stereotype threat…”



What is the net outcome on our demographics?
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Ideal Version!!
New Flash: this will NEVER happen perfectly!!
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Harassment

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2017/mar/05/students-staff-uk-universities-sexual-harassment-epidemic



Harassment



Harassment

https://www.theguardian.com/education/2017/mar/05/we-felt-inferior-and-degraded-reporting-sexual-harassment-at-university



Harassment



Harassment
This is a huge problem in academia

Universities generally pay lip service to 
protecting victims of harassment — but most 
of the time they will protect themselves, their 
reputations, and their financial interests first

The CULTURE of response to harassment has 
to change — we need (at a minimum) for 

EVERYONE to respond vocally and demand 
action be taken to punish harassers 

(I’m still not sure how to ensure a lasting solution…)



How can we (as a 
science / HE community) 
drive lasting change??

End Note:


