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EDITORS’ NOTES

An analysis of the U.S. workforce shows that women and people of color
represent an increasing share of employment in the economy in areas pre-
viously dominated by White men such as the corporate sector (Winborne,
2007). According to the Hudson Institute, women now account for almost
half of the total workforce (47%), and it is predicted that representation for
people of color will surpass the 30% mark by 2020 (California Diversity
Council, 2005). Despite this increased presence in the workforce, we still
know very little in regard to why these two groups continue to be under-
represented in senior-level positions. The lack of empirical and practice-
based examinations of glass ceiling effects helps ensure that this unique
form of discrimination remains an often-misunderstood topic (Jackson &
Leon, 2010; Moore, 1995).

Purpose of This Volume

The purpose of this volume is to provide a comprehensive resource to en-
hance our understanding of glass ceiling effects in higher education. Within
this text, particular emphasis is placed on establishing the rationale for ex-
amining the nature of glass ceiling effects as a phenomenon that continues
to negatively impact women and people of color in the workforce. The vol-
ume is organized to guide the reader across seven chapters that approach the
glass ceiling from a myriad of perspectives and offer compelling arguments
concerning the need for additional research on this topic. These chapters
highlight the need for data collection for institutional planning purposes,
not only to advise key decision makers but also to better understand how
the glass ceiling impacts women and people of color in higher education.

At the core of this volume is the premise that gathering institutional
data on the glass ceiling for planning purposes should be a priority to in-
form institutional leaders on workforce composition matters. Drawing on
the current literature on glass ceiling effects in the higher education work-
force, this volume provides a heuristic foundation to basic concepts that
define this phenomenon in institutions of higher education. A key feature
of the volume is its inclusion of examples illustrating how data on glass
ceiling effects can be collected, analyzed, and applied to make informed
decisions regarding policy and practice in colleges and universities.

Chapters in this volume provide institutional decision makers with
valuable information to confront the challenge of glass ceiling effects and
provide a much needed context for examining how they manifest across
different institutional environments. Responding to a gap in the literature,
this volume demonstrates the applicability of glass ceiling effects research
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2 MEASURING GLASS CEILING EFFECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

for institutional researchers, providing not only step-by-step protocols to
collect and analyze glass ceiling data but also rich examples across differ-
ent institutional contexts. The chapters that follow focus specifically on
the potential of qualitative research to examine questions centered on em-
ployment disparities and glass ceiling effects; others scrutinize this phe-
nomenon in the context of historically Black colleges and universities or
provide an overview and assessment of computer software designed specif-
ically to assist institutions in exploring glass ceiling effects. Still others
discuss the implications of moving from theory into practice, offering a
systematic overview of glass ceiling effects in higher education.

Establishing the Historical Problem of the Glass Ceiling

The term glass ceiling itself was originally coined in the Wall Street Jour-
nal in 1986 (Hymowitz & Schellhardt, 1986), and it is used to describe
“a barrier so subtle that it is transparent, yet so strong that it prevents
women and minorities from moving up in the management hierarchy”
(Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990, p. 200). Since the 1980s, a large body of
research emerging from various employment sectors of the economy has
documented this phenomenon. But, for the most part, the concept of glass
ceiling effects as a measure of inequity has been studied largely within the
business and public administration literature, where it has been broadly de-
fined as a set of “artificial barriers based on attitudinal organizational bias
that prevent qualified individuals from advancing upward in their organi-
zation into management-level positions” (Martin, 1991, p. 1).

The Federal Government began dedicating resources to address the
glass ceiling phenomenon in the U.S. workforce in the early 1990s (Martin,
1991, 1992). More specifically, the U.S. Department of Labor introduced its
glass ceiling initiative in 1991, which set the foundation for the creation
of the Glass Ceiling Commission, which explored the workforce compo-
sition in the United States’ business sector (Federal Glass Ceiling Com-
mission, 1995b). The Federal Glass Ceiling Commission gathered infor-
mation at the management level in the private sector on historically under-
represented groups including: women, African Americans/Blacks, American
Indians, Asians/Pacific Islanders, and Hispanics. These data gathered by the
Federal Glass Ceiling Commission revealed that these groups have made
considerable strides gaining representation in the workforce for the past
four decades since the introduction of Title VII of the 1964 Civil Rights
Act—a milestone that outlawed employment discrimination practices on
the basis of race, color, religion, sex, and national origin (Kochan et al.,
2003). The commission also revealed that there remains considerable work
to be done removing persistent barriers that hinder access for these groups
to senior-level positions (Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995a).

While these initial efforts were primarily concerned with remedying in-
equities in management positions within the corporate sector, the findings
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EDITORS’ NOTES 3

of the Glass Ceiling Commission brought national attention to the hiring
practices that resulted in a more diverse workforce, and in turn, served as
a clarion call for researchers to examine gender and race inequalities across
other workforce sectors. In addition to the aforementioned research and
others (Powell & Butterfield, 1994) sponsored by the U.S. Federal Govern-
ment and the business sector (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; Morrison,
White, Van Velsor, & the Center for Creative Leadership, 1987; Robinson
& Dechant, 1997; Winborne, 2007), a growing body of literature has ex-
amined the roots of the glass ceiling as a unique form of discrimination
within the armed forces (Baldwin, 1996a, 1996b) and within higher educa-
tion (Chliwniak, 1997; David & Woodward, 1998; Johnsrud, 1991).

However, considering that almost 50 years have passed since the intro-
duction of the Civil Rights Act in 1964, it is worrisome that the glass ceiling
still stands as a major barrier for women and people of color. Its causes and
its scope remain little understood, and specific research is needed that bet-
ter measures glass ceiling effects in order to develop effective policies and
recommendations to reduce and eradicate the phenomenon.

What Is the Definition of the Glass Ceiling?

In a comprehensive review of the glass ceiling literature, Jackson and
O’Callaghan (2007) conclude that the phrase “glass ceiling” is an “imprecise
and misunderstood term, used to describe a multiplicity of concepts” and
employed more for its “shock” value than its explanatory utility (p. ii). Of-
ten it does not denote any particular kind of discrimination distinguishable
from other forms of inequality. Across the literature, the glass ceiling is gen-
erally defined as the set of impediments and/or barriers to career advance-
ment women and people of color encounter, increasing in severity with
movement up the occupational hierarchy after controlling for productivity-
relevant factors (Baxter & Wright, 2000; Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, &
Vanneman, 2001; Maume, 2004; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990).

These impediments and/or barriers span a constellation of variables
that often manifest as conscious and subconscious discriminatory practices
(Lee, 2002; Martin, 1991, 1992; Padavic & Reskin, 2002; Ridgeway, 2001).
The glass ceiling manifests in multiple ways, and not only describes acri-
monious experiences in the workplace but also more traditional forms of
discrimination that emerge as part of the workplace social environment, job
requirements, and cultural biases (Cotter et al., 2001). These forms of dis-
crimination often include, although are not limited to, disparities in job po-
sition (e.g., rank, authority, and title), significant gaps in earnings, slower
promotion rates, and lower levels of responsibility (as expressed through
budgetary discretion and control; Ards, Brintnall, & Woodard, 1997; Athey,
Avery, & Zemsky, 2000; Cotter, Hermsen, & Vanneman, 1999; Cotter et al.,
2001; Ginther & Hayes, 1999; Landau, 1995).
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4 MEASURING GLASS CEILING EFFECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Together these forms of discrimination create an artificial “ceiling” that
limits employees’ professional advancement within the organization. How-
ever, to provide a framework for the examination of the glass ceiling in
the future that acknowledges a multitude of perspectives, it is important
to utilize a definition that brings together all of what we know about the
glass ceiling. Borrowing from the work of Cotter et al. (2001), we propose
a broader definition that captures the full scope of what the concept entails.

Namely, a glass ceiling is a unique form of discrimination characterized
by gender or racial inequalities that are not explained by other job-relevant
characteristics of the employee. A glass ceiling occurs over a course of a
career; it increases as one moves up the organizational hierarchy; and it is
present if there is a difference in the chance of advancement of women and
people of color to senior-level positions, and not purely in the representa-
tion of these groups at that level.

Glass Ceiling Effects in Higher Education

Issues such as workforce diversity, workplace discrimination, and employ-
ment disparities in higher education have been directly or indirectly studied
over the past 20 years. Most of the previous research on the glass ceiling
is focused on gender inequities (Bernhardt, Morris, & Handcock, 1995;
Davies-Netzley, 1998), and very little of the scholarship about the glass
ceiling is informed by research on race/ethnicity (Jackson & O’Callaghan,
2009).

As noted by Jackson and O’Callaghan (2009), the exploration of glass
ceiling effects in higher education is a relatively young and growing area
of research, and only a few studies differentiate or make a clear distinc-
tion between general inequities and glass ceiling effects in higher education
(Johnsrud, 1991; Lee, 2002; Sagaria, 1988; Turner & Myers, 2000). Enhanc-
ing the body of literature and developing practical recommendations to ad-
dress the glass ceiling has emerged as a growing area of concern, particularly
given that higher education is one of the largest employment sectors in the
U.S. economy. The environment of higher education has also been shown
to be less receptive than other sectors of the economy to diverse groups, es-
pecially women and people of color (Bain & Cummings, 2000; Burbridge,
1994; Jackson & Leon, 2010). With over three million full-time and part-
time employees nationwide (Jennifer, 2005), it is imperative to understand
how the presence of a glass ceiling shapes the current workforce compo-
sition in higher education, determining what this phenomenon means for
current work conditions and the future of higher education as an employ-
ment sector.

Existing data reveal the presence of a glass ceiling for women and peo-
ple of color in the academy. These two groups in particular are underrepre-
sented in senior-level positions, continue to receive lower salaries, are over-
represented in lower academic ranks, and often advance in the faculty track
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EDITORS’ NOTES 5

only in certain types of institutions such as two-year colleges and less pres-
tigious four-year institutions (Chliwniak, 1997; Jackson & O’Callaghan,
2009; Jennifer, 2005; Trower & Chait, 2002). As a result, despite 30 years
of affirmative action, the number of women and people of color in senior-
level positions in higher education remains low (Jackson, 2004; Jackson &
Daniels, 2007), and full-time faculty at highly regarded universities remain
largely White and male (Trower & Chait, 2002).

With respect to the status of women in higher education, female grad-
uate students were awarded 57% of master’s degrees and 44% of doctoral
degrees in the year 2000 (Trower & Chait, 2002). However, 84% of presi-
dents, 83% of business officers, and 75% of academic deans are male (Cor-
rigan, 2002). In addition, significant differences persist among faculty ap-
pointments. While women represent almost 40% of the full-time faculty
positions in the country, only 24% of all full professors are women, and
“the gap between percentage of tenured men and the percentage of tenured
women has not changed in 30 years” (Trower & Chait, 2002, What’s the
Problem?, para. 4). Regarding salary inequities, on average, women earn
$4,400 less than their male counterparts in two-year colleges, and $8,350
less in doctoral-granting institutions for faculty with a full professor status
(Trower & Chait, 2002).

Statistics describing workforce composition and the status of people
of color in higher education in 2001 indicate that faculty of color made
up approximately 15% of all faculty in higher education. Moreover, fully
91% of full-time professors at research universities are White (Trower &
Chait, 2002), while people of color continue to be employed largely in fac-
ulty positions below the assistant professor level (Trower & Chait, 2002).
Likewise, very few people of color serve at the levels of executive, adminis-
trative, and managerial positions at prestigious institutions, where the glass
ceiling is more pervasive and where Whites occupy the overwhelming ma-
jority (83%) of these positions (Harvey, 1999; Jennifer, 2005).

Prior research has emphasized that when examining the population of
people of color, it is important to disaggregate data by race and ethnicity to
understand how the glass ceiling impacts each subgroup. Ards et al. (1997)
conclude that race/ethnicity is the most significant explanation for persis-
tent differences in rank among faculty. The level of representation among
African Americans in faculty positions is practically the same as in 1979,
and they are less likely to obtain full professorship status or tenure when
compared to White faculty (Bradburn, Sikora, & Zimbler, 2002). Likewise,
24% of all African Americans and 25% of all Hispanic full-time faculty are
employed at the instructor and/or lecturer level, while only 17% of all White
faculty hold these positions.

When positions of leadership are examined, the story is much the same.
In a study of 3,896 university president posts in 2004, Whites were shown to
hold 86.3% of these positions (Jennifer, 2005). While this number matches
the total composition of faculty in the country in the aggregate (15% fac-
ulty of color; 85% White faculty), it is important to consider variation by
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6 MEASURING GLASS CEILING EFFECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

institutional type since leadership roles are perceived and judged differently
according to the type of institution (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009). For ex-
ample, the concentration of people of color in president positions in two-
year institutions is higher than the concentration of White presidents. More
specifically, while 39% of all African American/Black presidents and 44% of
all Hispanic presidents serve in two-year institutions, the number for White
presidents at these institutions only reaches 36% (Jennifer, 2005). In con-
trast, 64% of White presidents hold this post at four-year institutions, com-
pared to 60.9% of African Americans and 55.6% of all Hispanic presidents
(Jennifer, 2005; Ryu, 2008). This disparity is put in sharper relief when ex-
amining private institutions, where 92% of all presidents are White (Ryu,
2008).

Furthermore, it is necessary to consider the impact of minority-serving
institutions on the aggregate statistics since “virtually all of the HBCUs
are headed by African-Americans and more than one-third of Hispanic-
serving institutions [HSIs] are headed by Hispanics” (Jennifer, 2005, p. 20).
As such, understanding what is occurring at the senior leadership level in
higher education requires accounting for this portion of the overall num-
bers. It is also worth noting that while 5.2% of all faculty with full professor
status in the country belong to the Asian/Pacific Islander group, only 0.9%
have reached the rank of president—a relatively low figure considering that
African Americans/Blacks held 5.8% of all presidencies, and Hispanics ac-
counted for 4.6% in 2006 (Ryu, 2008).

Key Considerations and Challenges

One of the major challenges we confront is that glass ceiling effects have not
generally been applied to studying employment disparities in the academic
workforce; therefore, little is known about how to measure its presence, de-
termine its impact on individuals and organizations, and generate strategies
for countering a phenomenon hidden beneath layers of institutional culture
(Jackson & Leon, 2010). The lack of prior research—in particular research
that focuses on people of color—and data limitations, such as a lack of data
disaggregated by race/ethnicity and gender, pose major barriers as we at-
tempt to craft solutions to reduce or eliminate this phenomenon. Jackson
and O’Callaghan (2009) contend that there is a unique intersecting relation-
ship between gender and race with respect to glass ceiling effects, and until
we understand this relationship, we will continue to disregard important
features of the glass ceiling’s real negative consequences. For example, a fe-
male faculty member who is also part of an underrepresented ethnic group
may face potential barriers not only as a woman but also as part of a racial
group that is underrepresented in the academy.

We must emphasize that individuals may often experience discrimi-
nation in more than one manner simultaneously, with different groups in
different contexts in different ways (Maume, 2004). As Morley (2006a)
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argued, there are a multitude of relationships that must be considered,
and as long as we continue to ignore how gender intersects with identity
characteristics such as race, ethnicity, disability, class, sexuality, and others,
we will continue to fall short in understanding and addressing the breadth
of glass ceiling effects.

Lastly, Jackson (2003) highlights how the lack of diversity in senior-
level positions in institutions of higher education constitutes only the vis-
ible portion of a larger problem. When examining how the glass ceiling
impacts workforce dynamics in higher education, individuals and organiza-
tions cannot ignore what hides beneath the surface, embedded in the core of
each institution, where unwelcoming environments are nourished by prac-
tices of discrimination and the views of a dominant majority.

Effective interventions addressing glass ceiling effects require be-
coming aware of these embedded characteristics because when “power is
relayed through seemingly trivial incidents and transactions” that include
“sarcasm, jokes, exclusions, and throwaway remarks,” it creates an envi-
ronment propitious for the glass ceiling, and it becomes extremely difficult
to disrupt these effects through the implementation of policies (Morley,
2006b, pp. 543–544). As Jackson (2003) posits, the underrepresentation of
women and people of color at the top of the organizational hierarchy may
only be the tip of the iceberg. The glass ceiling will continue to subtly deter
these two groups from reaching senior-level positions in higher education
until we dedicate time and effort to collect and analyze data that provide
key institutional decision makers with valuable information to address this
phenomenon.

Gathering Institutional Data for Planning Purposes

Most colleges and universities today collect racial and ethnic group infor-
mation based on current U.S. Department of Education reporting classifica-
tions. These include: African American/Black (non-Hispanic), Asian Ameri-
can/Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and
White (not Hispanic or Latino). Institutional data factbooks also report
other items such as gender composition of the workforce, salary, number
of faculty at different ranks, and other variables that can play a key role
when examining the workforce composition in higher education. Because
institutions already collect these data, there is an opportunity for systematic
analysis of glass ceiling effects, and institutional researchers should consider
the best ways of harnessing these empirical tools to further scrutinize the
realities of discrimination and inequalities across their own institutions. We
recommend conducting glass ceiling research as part of the “standard” data
analysis that institutions engage in to better build a knowledge base that
will allow individuals and institutions to develop measures to confront this
phenomenon.

Today, it is imperative that institutions of higher education continue to
collect this type of data because the glass ceiling is a phenomenon that must
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be measured in a precise way. Of the growing body of research concerned
with the examination of the glass ceiling, only a few studies have attempted
to differentiate or make a clear distinction between general inequities and
glass ceiling effects in higher education (Johnsrud, 1991; Lee, 2002; Sagaria,
1988; Turner & Myers, 2000), and even fewer have attempted to construct
tools for rigorously measuring glass ceiling effects. One of the rare exam-
ples of such efforts, Cotter et al. (2001), proposes a four-prong empirical
test to measure for the existence of a glass ceiling that has served as the
skeleton for other studies (Maume, 2004) as well as our work in seeking
to understand glass ceiling effects. The four prongs of the test are: first, a
glass ceiling represents a gender or racial difference that is not explained by
other job-relevant characteristics of the employee; second, a glass ceiling is
also associated with greater disparities at higher levels of an outcome rather
than lower levels; third, glass ceiling effects reside in the opportunities for
advancement into higher levels, not merely in the proportion of individuals
currently at those higher levels; and lastly, disparities in advancement and
opportunity must increase over the course of a career.

Taking these four criteria into consideration, it becomes apparent that
to adequately measure glass ceiling effects, longitudinal data sets are re-
quired that track the glass ceiling as a phenomenon over entire careers.
Today, work has emerged measuring the first and second criteria that
demonstrate the presence of glass ceiling effects in senior-level positions
in the academic workforce. However, we argue that institutions of higher
education can become key players in understanding this phenomenon, as
they continue to build data sets that will allow researchers to measure the
third and fourth criteria. For example, investigation into the third criterion,
which focuses on opportunities for advancement, not merely the propor-
tion of individuals currently at higher levels, requires the use of cohort data
that are currently unavailable for higher education professionals in any ex-
isting national data set. Longitudinal studies are also necessary for testing
the fourth criterion, which requires demonstrating how disparities in career
advancement and opportunity increase over the course of a career.

Conclusion

This survey of the scholarly terrain demonstrates how much more inves-
tigation is needed to better understand the nature of glass ceiling effects
in higher education. Considering the complexities of the phenomenon
and its serious consequences, work in this area demands an intensive time
commitment and often the cooperation and involvement of institutional
researchers at colleges and universities who are in a position to help us
understand how the glass ceiling impacts workforce dynamics in our soci-
ety. There is an opportunity to fill a gap in the literature that will illustrate
why the glass ceiling is not a simple form of discrimination, and why it is
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such a pervasive and concealed phenomenon with weighty implications
for women and people of color and their future career aspirations.

As Phillips (2002) notes, workforce development issues tend to be top
agenda items for most organizations, and this prioritization must also take
hold in higher education. Careful inclusive planning must be attentive to
intersecting identity characteristics presented by diverse individuals. Addi-
tionally, researchers must consider how these characteristics are displayed
in various working and organizational contexts. To achieve these objectives,
leaders in higher education must understand and address specific forms of
workplace discrimination that have been documented across the literature
(e.g., glass ceiling, disparate impact, and underutilization). These forms
of discrimination may not always be present in isolation, or they may ap-
pear only in a secluded context. Therefore, comprehending their singular
effects at the individual and organizational levels presents a challenge to re-
searchers but one that must be grappled with in order to facilitate our quest
for adequate responses to workforce diversity issues.
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1 This chapter examines glass ceiling effects through the metric of
salary equity.

Using Salary as a Measure of Glass Ceiling
Effects: Lessons for Institutional
Researchers

Vicki J. Rosser, Ketevan Mamiseishvili

Glass ceiling effects have been at the center of controversy within academia
for years. No topic is more sensitive or anxiety-inducing than salary-
equity issues, namely how salaries are fairly calculated according to faculty
members’ comparative worth for their work and productivity experiences.
Salaries are among the most manipulated and measured variables (Hearn,
1999), with little consistency within and among disciplines, institutional
types, colleges, and departments. As such, Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, and
Vanneman (2001, pp. 657–661) provide four equity glass ceiling criteria
that warrant investigation. This chapter filters these criteria through the
discourse of current issues in higher education as they relate to glass ceil-
ing effects on salary levels. The four criteria concern: (a) differences not
explained by other job-relevant characteristics of the employee (e.g., ex-
perience, performance, and productivity); (b) greater differences at higher
levels of an outcome than at lower levels (e.g., academic rank and tenure
status); (c) inequalities in the prospects for advancement into higher levels,
not merely the proportions of each gender or race currently at those higher
levels (e.g., promotion and salary increases); and (d) inequalities that in-
crease over the course of a career (e.g., cumulative impact of entry salaries,
position, and compression).

Given these four criteria, this chapter will first highlight methodolog-
ical considerations, including data use and research techniques that best
facilitate an understanding of faculty members’ salaries. Second, it will pro-
vide key institutional decision makers with useful profile characteristics and
guidelines to contextualize the need for and the proposed use of salary-
equity policies.
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Salary-Equity Studies: Methodological Considerations

In the past four decades, numerous studies have focused on examining
and explaining salary differentials. Since the mid-1970s, with the increased
availability of multi-institution and national salary data, researchers have
begun to employ sophisticated methodological approaches to provide accu-
rate estimates of salary gaps (Barbezat, 2002). Consequently, the use and ap-
plication of advanced statistical procedures allowed researchers to ask more
complicated questions regarding salary equity. Over the past four decades,
institutional researchers have devoted considerable attention to three pri-
mary methodological issues when designing salary-equity studies: who to
study, what variables to include in the model, and what data analysis tech-
niques to use (Barbezat, 2002; Ferber & Loeb, 2002; Luna, 2006; Toutk-
oushian & Hoffman, 2002). The section that follows will address these three
considerations and provide an overview of findings from relevant faculty
salary-equity studies.

Sample Selection in Salary-Equity Studies. The first important
factor that researchers have considered is who should be included in
salary-equity studies. The most frequent disagreements on the subject
often concern the inclusion of part-time, temporary, and/or non-tenure-
track faculty in samples (Luna, 2006). Some researchers believe that these
individuals should be included in analyses on the premise that women are
disproportionately overrepresented in nontraditional faculty appointments.
As such, they argue that it is just as important to estimate and correct pay
disparities for part-time, temporary, and non-tenure-track faculty members
as for traditional, tenure-track faculty (Hamermesh, 1996). On the other
hand, others contend that these groups are distinctive, and the inclusion
of part-time, temporary, and/or non-tenure-track faculty in the study will
lead to biased results (Snyder, Hyer, & McLaughlin, 1994). Luna (2006)
concludes that courts tend to agree with the latter argument, namely that
those with nonregular appointments ought to be regarded as separate from
full-time faculty.

Variable Selection in Salary-Equity Studies. In addition to the
question of who should be included in the studies, researchers also dis-
agree on what variables should be accounted for in their analyses. Variable
selection is crucial in salary-equity studies. In order to correctly estimate
how much of the unexplained pay disparity exists between groups of fac-
ulty, differences in background and qualifications need to be accounted for
(Toutkoushian & Hoffman, 2002). Thus, determining whether and to what
extent gender discrimination exists in salary depends on the predictors that
are included in a given analysis (Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003; Boudreau
et al., 1997; Luna, 2007). After reviewing 24 faculty salary-equity studies,
Becker and Toutkoushian (2003) identified the following variables as com-
monly used predictors in salary models: seniority, years in current rank,
education, research productivity, administrative experience, and field.

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH • DOI: 10.1002/ir



USING SALARY AS A MEASURE OF GLASS CEILING EFFECTS 15

Ferber and Loeb (2002) discuss the challenges in identifying poten-
tial explanatory variables that should be included in institutional salary-
equity studies, such as experience, training, discipline, merit, productivity,
and rank. Using data from full-time faculty ranks of assistant to full pro-
fessor at four-year institutions in the state of Illinois, they demonstrated
how the omission or inclusion of key variables—productivity and academic
rank in particular—could affect the selection of individuals for salary-
equity review. Their investigations consequently suggest that the inclusion
of rank and the omission of productivity might be appropriate for investi-
gating unexplained pay differences for all faculty members at an institution.
When identifying a particular subset of faculty for salary adjustment review
though, information about both productivity and rank must be considered
together.

The overview of salary-equity studies suggests that the inclusion of aca-
demic rank as a variable in such analyses has been the most contested issue
in these debates. Some researchers have favored omitting the rank variable
from analyses on two assumptions. The first considers that the process of
awarding rank may be influenced by institutional biases, and the second
proposes that the inclusion of this gender-correlated variable could dimin-
ish existing salary differences according to gender (Moore, 1993). Alter-
natively, some researchers support the inclusion of rank in salary gender-
equity studies (Becker & Toutkoushian, 2003; Boudreau et al., 1997).
For example, Boudreau and collegues (1997) present two illustrations to
demonstrate that the omission of faculty rank as a predictor can lead to
inaccurate conclusions. Becker and Toutkoushian’s (2003) study also ar-
gues that exclusion of the rank variable results in biased gender coeffi-
cients because “the effects of the omitted rank variable are captured in
the error term, which is then correlated with the included gender variable”
(p. 6).

Yet another contested issue is the omission of market discipline—
typical factors in faculty salary studies (Herzog, 2008; Luna, 2007). Salary
studies (Bellas, 1997; Herzog, 2008; Luna, 2007; Umbach, 2007) have in-
cluded various types of measures to capture market differences in faculty
pay, such as categorical variables for disciplines, geographical location, and
market ratio, which is defined as “the ratio of the discipline salary average
to the aggregate salary average of all disciplines” (Luna, 2007, p. 2). Us-
ing data from 20 southeastern state system, four-year institutions, Luna’s
(2007) study concluded that the field in which faculty members are em-
ployed serves as a significant predictor of salary variability. Despite evidence
suggesting that more females are choosing higher market disciplines than
in the past, Luna (2007) reports that female faculty members are still dis-
proportionately earning their degrees in disciplines with low market value,
consequently earning lower salaries.

Another study, Umbach (2007), also explores to what extent labor
market conditions of academic disciplines explain the gender-wage gap.
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Based on the data from the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Fac-
ulty (NSOPF:99) and the Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED), Umbach
(2007) employed hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to examine the ef-
fects of disciplinary and individual characteristics on academic salaries.
The study found that, when controlling for human capital factors includ-
ing experience, education, seniority, research productivity, and teaching, fe-
males earned about 8% less than males. When disciplinary labor market
conditions and an individual discipline’s structural characteristics were ac-
counted for, however, the gap reduced to 6.8%, which equates to a $5,400
difference in annual salary. Additionally, faculty in female-dominated
disciplines earned less than their counterparts in male-dominated
disciplines.

Issues associated with variable omission and selection biases, espe-
cially with regard to career progression measures, present challenges to in-
stitutional research analysts in salary compensation studies as well. Specif-
ically, these issues make it difficult for analysts to identify faculty who are
genuinely underpaid. As a result, Herzog (2008) proposed a comprehen-
sive four-step process to identify and control for some of these biases, for
the sake of arriving at a more parsimonious salary adjustment model. Her-
zog’s (2008) proposed faculty compensation model consists of the following
four steps: (a) canonical correlation to detect biases related to personal at-
tributes, such as gender, race/ethnicity, age, marital status, etc.; (b) binary
logistic regression to detect biases in tenure award processes; (c) multino-
mial logistic regression to discover biases in rank promotion; and (d) mul-
tiple linear regression to identify inequities in faculty salary (p. 52). Ac-
cording to Herzog (2008), the first three steps are necessary to determine
what personal and professional faculty characteristics are related to pay in-
equities. After identifying what variables should be included or excluded
from the analysis, researchers can proceed with the final step in the compen-
sation model to determine cases of salary adjustment as well as the amount
of said adjustment (Herzog, 2008).

Choice of Data Analysis Techniques in Salary-Equity Studies.
The third and final methodological issue to consider in salary-equity stud-
ies is the choice of an appropriate data analysis technique. Earlier stud-
ies have tended to examine mean differences in male and female faculty
salaries, mostly within a single discipline or rank, failing to take into ac-
count other factors that might have affected faculty salaries. But Loeb’s
(2003) review of salary-equity methodological approaches indicates that the
studies range from simple estimations of salary means to complex statistical
analyses.

One concern that Loeb (2003) raises in regard to using Ordinary Least
Squares (OLS) in salary-equity studies, however, is that it treats all ob-
servations as independent from each other, ignoring the data’s nested na-
ture. Typically, faculty members in salary studies do not act independently
of one another, but are clustered within their departments, disciplines, or
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institutions. If this clustering of observations is ignored, it might lead to in-
accurate estimates (Loeb, 2003; Perna, 2003; Umbach, 2007). In turn, Loeb
recommends the use of HLM to compensate for this shortcoming, and, up
until now, few studies have applied the technique to salary data. Umbach’s
(2007) study, as previously mentioned, is in fact one of the first studies to
employ HLM to examine the effects of a broad range of individual and disci-
plinary characteristics on faculty salary. Additionally, Loeb argues that HLM
presents clear advantages, the most obvious of which is that it accounts for
the clustering of observations within disciplines or institutions, providing
unbiased significance tests (Loeb, 2003; Umbach, 2007). In addition, HLM
accurately determines what disciplinary or institutional characteristics are
responsible for gender-based earning inequalities (Haberfeld, Semyonov, &
Addi, 1998).

While no salary-equity studies method can be labeled as indisputably
superior, researchers have proposed a range of alternatives for analyzing
these data (Bereman & Scott, 1991; Hagedorn, 1996; Herzog, 2008; Loeb,
2003; Toutkoushian & Hoffman, 2002). For example, Bereman and Scott
suggest using the compa-ratio, a technique widely used in the corporate
sector to detect gender biases in faculty salaries. Calculated by dividing the
actual faculty pay by the midpoint salary, or the average salary by rank and
discipline for a specific faculty group (Bereman & Scott, 1991), the compa-
ratio is an efficient way to determine whether an individual is paid above
or below the midpoint. By analyzing salary data from a Midwestern uni-
versity using both OLS and compa-ratio techniques, Bereman and Scott il-
lustrated that the compa-ratio could effectively identify individual cases for
salary review and adjustment. They concluded that, because of its simplic-
ity and ease of utility, compa-ratio can provide useful information about
institutions’ salary level in relation to national or regional academic labor
markets.

Individual growth modeling (IGM) is another effective technique
that can be applied to studying changes in faculty salary over time. Bellas,
Ritchey, and Parmer (2001) used this method to observe gender differences
in salary and salary growth rates between 1985 and 1995 using a sample of
306 faculty members at a large public research university. Three important
findings emerged from their study that could inform policy discussions on
salary equity. First, after controlling for a range of factors, the study found a
gap of about $2,000 between female and male faculty members in the base
year of 1985. Second, the results suggested that, over the ten-year period,
women showed higher rates of salary increases than men. Finally, the
study indicated that faculty members with higher salary growth were more
likely to leave their institutions. Equally as important, the study demon-
strated that IGM could be used effectively in conjunction with longitudinal
data to capture “the dynamic nature of gender differences in faculty salaries
and the mechanisms that contribute to these differences” (Bellas et al., 2001,
p. 179).
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A number of factors affect the choice of methodology for salary data
analysis, including how a given institution discriminates. Toutkoushian and
Hoffman (2002) provide three different scenarios of salary discrimination,
each of which requires the use of a different technique—that is, single-,
two-, or three-equation methods. The single-equation method, the most
commonly used in institutional salary-equity studies, assumes that an
institution discriminates by overpaying all members of a specific employee
group, for example, all male faculty members. Toutkoushian and Hoffman
(2002) criticize this method as limiting because “it restricts each of the
independent variables to having the same impact on salary for workers
in either group” (p. 74). In contrast, a two-equation model allows the
independent variable to have differential impacts on salaries of employees
in two different groups. Alternatively, when an institution discriminates by
simultaneously overpaying its employees in one group and underpaying in-
dividuals in another group, Toutkoushian and Hoffman (2002) suggest us-
ing a three-equation method to measure the unexplained wage differentials.
Despite the complexities associated with computing multiple-equation
models and assumptions pertaining to certain institutional practices of
discrimination, the authors recommend these models as best practices
for measuring unexplained wage gaps in institutional salary-equity
studies.

Review of Relevant Research Findings

So far, this chapter has identified several methodological issues researchers
encounter when designing salary-equity studies. This review demonstrates
that, over the past four decades, progress has been made in advancing
methodological approaches to more accurately estimate existing wage gaps.
A larger question remains, however. How much progress has been made in
actually reducing wage gaps and eliminating salary discrimination in higher
education institutions? Using data from NSOPF:99, Toutkoushian and Con-
ley (2005) provide empirical support for the contention that progress has
been made, concluding that there has been a decrease in pay disparities be-
tween male and female faculty members, especially at doctoral-level and
liberal arts institutions. But the study also reveals that, on average, even
after accounting for a broad range of human capital and structural charac-
teristics, such as experience, education, field, rank, and institutional type,
a 4%–6% gender gap in faculty salaries persists.

The fact that the wage gap is smaller among younger cohorts of female
and male faculty can also be interpreted as a sign of progress. Using the data
from two NSOPF surveys, 1988 and 1993, Toutkoushian (1998) found that
the unexplained wage gap among faculty of younger age groups in 1992
was smaller than that of the older faculty age groups. Similar conclusions
can be drawn from Perna’s (2001a) study that examined sex differences in
salary among six cohorts of faculty using the data from NSOPF:93. The
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study found that, after controlling for human capital investment, productiv-
ity, and structural characteristics, there were no differences in male–female
faculty salaries for new assistant professors, associate professors with 7–
12 years of experience, and full professors with 13–24 years of experience.
On the other hand, women faculty earned 8% less at the rank of assistant
professor with 3–6 years of experience, 9% less at the associate professor
rank with 13–24 years of experience, and 6% less as full professors with
more than 20 years of experience in comparison to their male counterparts
in the same cohorts. According to Perna (2001a) then, “the absence of un-
explained sex differences in salaries among the ‘younger’ faculty at each
academic rank is a sign of progress” (p. 301).

These studies should be read as definite signs of progress, but much
work remains to eliminate pay disparities. Gaps persist not only in base
salaries but also in supplemental incomes, which further disproportion-
ately benefit male faculty who show bigger gains in overall earnings (Perna,
2002). Furthermore, even when no evidence exists of inequitable treatment
at the time of hire, significant gender-based pay disparities emerge over time
(Porter, Toutkoushian, & Moore, 2008). Moreover, Toutkoushian and Con-
ley (2005) argue that salary studies using national data only explain half of
salary variation, even after controlling for a wide range of personal, disci-
plinary, and institutional characteristics.

Salary-Equity Policies: Profiles and Guidelines

Tensions relating to salary often play out in three general ways: parity,
equity, and longevity (Rosser, 2009). Parity involves salary equivalences
across groups, while equity refers to principles of fairness and justice
in the context of correcting or supplementing disparities. Longevity,
on the other hand, encompasses the cumulative impact of individuals’
time and experience within an organization or throughout their career.
Studies focused on longevity examine those areas that create the most
tension regarding salary equity. The individual profile characteristics, more
commonly referred to as demographic variables, that most often affect
salary equity include: sex, age, disability, race, religion, national origin,
marital status, and sexual orientation.

While common sense dictates that full professors should be paid more
than associates and associates more than assistants, intrarank salary varia-
tion is another matter. There is considerable debate whenever rank is used
as a control variable because women and ethnic minorities tend to be over-
represented in junior positions. As such, the policy issues and institutional
concerns that comprise the relationship between women and lower salary
levels warrant greater empirical understanding. The gender salary gap may
be reduced in some cases over time when women attain full professor sta-
tus (Toutkoushian & Conley, 2005), although women tend to be more
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represented at junior ranks, so their numbers are sparse at the higher level
(Perna, 2001a, 2001b).

Another area of concern is the interplay between individuals’ work sta-
tus, whether part-time or full-time, and their tenure status, namely tenure-
track, non-tenure-track, tenured, or untenured. Research continues to show
that the majority of women and ethnic minority faculty members are
overrepresented in early-career ranks and are nontenured. Similarly, type of
institution—for example, research university, liberal arts college, or com-
munity college—might also produce a direct or indirect impact on salary
levels (American Association of University Professors, 2008; Fairweather,
1993; Perna, 2003). In terms of direct impact, pay levels are clearly dif-
ferent among institutional types, but indirect glass ceiling disparities often
occur with respect to gender in the same institutional type.

Numerous scholars have identified a wide range of issues requiring fur-
ther empirical work, specifically around the career prospects for ethnic mi-
nority women (Ards, Brintnall, & Woodard, 1997; Johnsrud & Sadao, 1998;
Lee, 2002; Perna, 2001b, 2003; Porter et al., 2008), as well as pipeline prob-
lems, market forces, and chilly climates (Turner, Myers, & Creswell, 1999).
While some studies find little connection or effect between Caucasian and
ethnic minority women (Cotter et al., 2001), previous empirical work has
shown that women and ethnic minorities have been, and continue to be, un-
derpaid over time, particularly among individuals securing their first aca-
demic position (Clery & Christopher, 2008). The impact of lower-than-
average entry-level salaries may be extremely detrimental to women and
ethnic minorities over the course of their careers.

Just as parity and equity are important to the quality of faculty work
life, issues surrounding institutional longevity are critical as well. Longevity,
rarely discussed within salary-equity policies, encompasses salary compres-
sion issues for those senior faculty members who have chosen to stay at one
institution. Colleagues often refer to this commitment as a “loyalty tax” in
which faculty members are penalized for their loyalty to stay at their current
institutions rather than securing base salary increases elsewhere.

As noted throughout the relevant empirical literature, there remains a
need for clear and consistent salary-equity policies. While numerous ten-
sions continue to exist throughout academia regarding the fair and equi-
table nature of these policies, discussions must continue to progress for
the sake of enhancing faculty members’ professional and institutional work
lives. To guide these policy discussions, Hearn (1999) provides nine broad
criteria upon which salary systems can be judged: (a) deemphasizing the
external marketplace, (b) adopting the core-salary approach, (c) tying an-
nual salary changes more directly to annual performance, (d) standardizing
salaries in association with career ladders, (e) decoupling merit evaluation
for salary increases and faculty development efforts, (f) pursuing internal
consistency in the determination of salaries, (g) welcoming faculty partic-
ipation in determination of merit-based increases, (h) facilitating public
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scrutiny of salaries, and (i) evaluating teaching and public service as cri-
teria for salary adjustment. These criteria provide a minimum overview of
primary parameters for institutional researchers to examine, encompassing
the full range of faculty members’ profile and demographic characteristics
used in equity analyses.

Faculty salaries, and, more specifically, equitable salary compensation,
remain an important aspect of academia and the professional work life. Ac-
cordingly, the annual salaries for all faculty members should be consistently
monitored, assessed, and evaluated within an established time frame mutu-
ally agreed upon by faculty and administration. While the advancement of
methodological procedures is beginning to catch up with questions regard-
ing salary and equity issues, future research is required to uncover what
remains unknown about salary inequities in higher education in order to
improve practices and policies involving salary-equity issues.

References

American Association of University Professors. (2008). Where are the priorities? The
annual report on the economic status of the profession, 2007–2008. Washington, DC:
Author.

Ards, S., Brintnall, M., & Woodard, M. (1997). The road to tenure and beyond for African
American political scientists. The Journal of Negro Education, 66(2), 159–171.

Barbezat, D. A. (2002). History of pay equity studies. In R. K. Toutkoushian (Ed.), New
Directions for Institutional Research: No. 115. Conducting salary-equity studies: Alterna-
tive approaches to research (pp. 9–40). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Becker, W. E., & Toutkoushian, R. K. (2003). Measuring gender bias in the salaries of
tenured faculty members. In R. K. Toutkoushian (Ed.), New Directions for Institutional
Research: No. 117. Unresolved issues in salary-equity studies (pp. 5–20). San Francisco,
CA: Jossey-Bass.

Bellas, M. L. (1997). Disciplinary differences in faculty salaries: Does gender bias play a
role? The Journal of Higher Education, 68(3), 299–321.

Bellas, M. L., Ritchey, P. N., & Parmer, P. (2001). Gender differences in the salaries and
salary growth rates of university faculty: An exploratory study. Sociological Perspec-
tives, 44(2), 163–187.

Bereman, N. A., & Scott, J. A. (1991). Using the compa-ratio to detect gender bias in
faculty studies. The Journal of Higher Education, 62(5), 556–569.

Boudreau, N., Sullivan, J., Balzer, W., Ryan, A. M., Yonker, R., Thorsteinson, T., &
Hutchinson, P. (1997). Should faculty rank be included as a predictor variable in stud-
ies of gender equity university faculty salaries? Research in Higher Education, 38(3),
297–312.

Clery, S. B., & Christopher, B. L. (2008). Faculty salaries: 2006–2007. In The 2008 NEA
almanac of higher education (pp. 7–28). Washington, DC: The National Education
Association.

Cotter, D. A., Hermsen, J. M., Ovadia, S., & Vanneman, R. (2001). The glass ceiling
effect. Social Forces, 80(2), 655–681.

Fairweather, J. S. (1993). Faculty reward structures: Toward institutional and profes-
sional homogenization. Research in Higher Education, 34(5), 603–623.

Ferber, M. A., & Loeb, J. W. (2002). Issues in conducting an institutional salary-equity
study. In R. K. Toutkoushian (Ed.), New Directions for Institutional Research: No. 115.
Conducting salary-equity studies: Alternative approaches to research (pp. 41–70). San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH • DOI: 10.1002/ir



22 MEASURING GLASS CEILING EFFECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Haberfeld, Y., Semyonov, M., & Addi, A. (1998). A hierarchical linear model for
estimating gender-based earnings differentials. Work and Occupations, 25(1), 97–
112.

Hagedorn, L. S. (1996). Wage equity and female faculty satisfaction: The role of wage
differentials in a job satisfaction casual model. Research in Higher Education, 37(5),
569–598.

Hamermesh, D. (1996). Not so bad: The annual report on the economic status of the
profession. Academe, 82, 104–108.

Hearn, J. C. (1999). Pay and performance in the university: An examination of faculty
salaries. The Review of Higher Education, 22(4), 391–410.

Herzog, S. (2008). A four-step faculty compensation model: From equity analysis to
adjustment. In N. A. Valcik (Ed.), New Directions for Institutional Research: No. 140.
Using financial and personnel data in a changing world for institutional research (pp.
49–64). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Johnsrud, L. K., & Sadao, K. C. (1998). The common experience of ‘Otherness’:
Ethnic and racial minority faculty. The Review of Higher Education, 21(4), 315–
342.

Lee, S. M. (2002). Do Asian American faculty face a glass ceiling in higher education?
American Educational Research Journal, 39(3), 695–724.

Loeb, J. W. (2003). Hierarchical linear modeling in salary-equity studies. In R. K. Toutk-
oushian (Ed.), New Directions for Institutional Research: No. 117. Unresolved issues in
salary-equity studies (pp. 69–96). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Luna, A. L. (2006). Faculty salary equity cases: Combining statistics with the law. The
Journal of Higher Education, 77(2), 193–224.

Luna, A. L. (2007). Using a market ratio factor in faculty salary equity studies. Associa-
tion for Institutional Research (AIR) Professional File, 103, 1–16.

Moore, N. (1993). Faculty salary equity: Issues in regression model selection. Research
in Higher Education, 34(1), 107–126.

Perna, L. W. (2001a). Sex differences in faculty salaries: A cohort analysis. The Review
of Higher Education, 24(3), 283–307.

Perna, L. W. (2001b). Sex and race differences in faculty tenure and promotion. Research
in Higher Education, 42(5), 541–567.

Perna, L. W. (2002). Sex differences in the supplemental earnings of college and univer-
sity faculty. Research in Higher Education, 43(1), 31–58.

Perna, L. W. (2003). The status of women and minorities among community college
faculty. Research in Higher Education, 44(2), 205–240.

Porter, S. R., Toutkoushian, R. K., & Moore, J. V., III. (2008). Pay inequities for recently
hired faculty, 1988–2004. The Review of Higher Education, 31(4), 465–487.

Rosser, V. J. (2009). Important issues facing support professionals in higher education:
The key issues survey. In The 2009 NEA almanac of higher education (pp. 93–97).
Washington, DC: The National Education Association.

Snyder, J. K., Hyer, P. B., & McLaughlin, G. W. (1994). Faculty salary equity: Issues and
options. Research in Higher Education, 35(1), 1–19.

Toutkoushian, R. K. (1998). Sex matters less for younger faculty: Evidence of disaggre-
gate pay disparities from the 1988 and 1993 NCES surveys. Economics of Education
Review, 17(1), 55–71.

Toutkoushian, R. K., & Conley, V. M. (2005). Progress for women in academe, yet
inequities persist: Evidence from NSOPF:99. Research in Higher Education, 46(1),
1–28.

Toutkoushian, R. K., & Hoffman, E. P. (2002). Alternatives for measuring the unex-
plained wage gap. In R. K. Toutkoushian (Ed.), New Directions for Institutional Re-
search: No. 115. Conducting salary-equity studies: Alternative approaches to research (pp.
71–90). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH • DOI: 10.1002/ir



USING SALARY AS A MEASURE OF GLASS CEILING EFFECTS 23

Turner, C. S. V., Myers, S. L., Jr., & Creswell, J. W. (1999). Exploring underrepresen-
tation: The case of faculty of color in the Midwest. The Journal of Higher Education,
70(1), 27–59.

Umbach, P. D. (2007). Gender equity in the academic labor market: An analysis of aca-
demic disciplines. Research in Higher Education, 48(2), 169–192.

VICKI J. ROSSER is a professor of higher education at the University of Nevada–
Las Vegas.

KETEVAN MAMISEISHVILI is an associate professor of higher education leadership
at the University of Arkansas.

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH • DOI: 10.1002/ir





2 This chapter highlights the importance of qualitative approaches to
studying the glass ceiling in contrast to exclusively quantitative
measures.

Using Critical Interpretive Lenses to
Examine Glass Ceiling Effects Through
Qualitative Research

Lori D. Patton, Chayla M. Haynes

In this chapter, we not only engage the difficulties associated with defin-
ing the glass ceiling but also endeavor toward two goals. First, we review
general literature that has examined the glass ceiling. Then we discuss the
importance of qualitative research in advancing knowledge about the glass
ceiling. In order to add greater dimensionality to existing studies of the glass
ceiling, we explore two critical interpretive lenses employed in this research.
Finally, considerations are offered for future study, specifically how quali-
tative research framed through these lenses can be employed to examine
important issues associated with the glass ceiling.

Glass Ceiling Background and Literature Review

Discourse surrounding the glass ceiling has been present in both aca-
demic and nonacademic arenas since 1978, coinciding with a speech to the
Women’s Action Alliance that made reference to those “invisible barriers to
women’s career advancement” (Carnes, Morrissey, & Geller, 2008, p. 1453).
Unfair hiring practices in the corporate sector drew attention throughout
the late 1970s, and the glass ceiling metaphor was used to communicate the
grim reality that “despite the entry of women into nearly all fields tradition-
ally occupied by men, women remain virtually nonexistent or present in to-
ken numbers in elite leadership positions” (Carnes et al., 2008, p. 1453). To-
day, women continue to be underrepresented in corporate leadership roles.

Eventually, the glass ceiling garnered the attention of the U.S. govern-
ment, and as a result, the Federal Glass Ceiling Commission was estab-
lished. It quickly acknowledged the existence of the glass ceiling, a bar-
rier that “prohibited the advancement of women and people of color in
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the workplace” (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009, p. 462). Among the Com-
mission’s initial goals was to study those artificial advancement barriers
that prevent minority groups’ ascent into management and upper-level po-
sitions in corporate America. As a result of their investigation into this
phenomenon, the Commission prepared and published four major reports,
each citing and documenting the existence of glass ceilings for women and
racial/ethnic minorities in the U.S. labor force.

The breadth of their reports characterized the glass ceiling as an “un-
seen, yet unbreachable barrier that keeps minorities and women from rising
to the upper rungs of the corporate ladder, regardless of their qualifications
or achievements” (Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, & Vanneman, 2001, p. 656).
In an effort to address those who were skeptical of the existence of the glass
ceiling and its effects, Elacqua, Beehr, Hansen, & Webster (2009) conducted
a study that examined female managers’ perceptions of workplace advance-
ment barriers. They concluded that interpersonal and situational factors—
namely, the extent to which managers serve as mentors, the prominence
of an “old boys’ network,” and potential connections with organizational
decision makers—not only contributed to employees’ views about the per-
sistence of the glass ceiling but also affected whether or not individuals were
promoted in the organization.

Moreover, Elacqua and others (2009) argued that mentorship—or the
lack thereof—played a sizeable role in employees’ perceptions of differen-
tial treatment. According to their findings, women are less likely to excel
in their careers because they have fewer “mentors, informal networks, in-
fluential colleagues, role models, and stretch assignments” (p. 286). The
relative lack of valuable mentoring relationships among women employees
is exacerbated by the tendency for people to prefer mentoring relationships
with others of the same gender. Additionally, the existence of an “old boys’
network” and the associated preferential treatment that often arises from
relationships with powerful decision makers presents another significant
obstacle for women, who are less likely to establish these important links
to their more visible male counterparts (Elacqua et al., 2009).

The Elacqua study, however, emphasizes important situational factors
of a different nature: objective hiring standards and perceptions of women
managers who have held their positions long enough to be considered seri-
ous candidates for promotion. The findings suggest that female employees
associate the glass ceiling with an observed pattern of promotions seemingly
unrelated to objective hiring standards. This differential treatment leads
many to demand objective performance-related criteria. With few women
in the “promotion pipeline,” this problem is compounded. Study findings
indicate that women believe their female counterparts to be next in line for
high-level management positions if they are already in management posi-
tions or receiving developmental assistance (Elacqua et al., 2009).

The glass ceiling metaphor does not fully capture the extent to which
discriminatory practices impede the advancement of women and people
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of color in the workplace. Taking note of the organizational changes in
social, demographic, legal, and economic contexts since the 1980s, Bendl
and Schmidt (2010) contend that the glass ceiling metaphor is no longer
sufficient for describing those institutional inequalities that women and
minorities face. Instead, they propose a new metaphor, the “firewall,” to
describe these barriers. Bendl and Schmidt (2010) argue, “It’s the whole
structure of the organizations in which we work; the foundation, the
beams, the walls, and the very air that act as impediments. Barriers to
advancement are not just above, they are all around” (p. 613). Although
the authors do not suggest discarding the glass ceiling metaphor altogether,
they contend that a firewall better captures the subtleties and hidden forces
of workplace discrimination.

While both metaphors illuminate discriminatory behaviors, each con-
veys different meanings. The glass ceiling may offer a structural view of the
institutional status quo of discrimination, or “having discrimination,” but
the firewall offers a more process-oriented view of discrimination, or “do-
ing discrimination” (Bendl & Schmidt, 2010, p. 629). This latter metaphor
better communicates how discrimination is performed and reproduced in
today’s organizations.

The glass ceiling terminology has evolved over the years to reflect dif-
ferences in how effects have manifested in relation to impact, population,
and scarcity of resources while still maintaining the metaphor’s core aspects.
Elacqua and others (2009) use the term “glass cliff,” for example, to describe
the promotion of women into upper-level positions in which workplace in-
stability, failure, and job loss remain all-too-common outcomes. Moreover,
the metaphor implies that women are required to endure greater risk than
their male counterparts, for they are often forced to accept unwanted po-
sitions if they have aspirations of advancing up the corporate ladder. Liv-
ers and Lewis (2009), alternatively, introduce the term “concrete ceiling”
to identify the impenetrability of those barriers that prevent black women
from rising to the upper echelons of corporate America, while Jackson and
O’Callaghan (2009) use the idea of the “double whammy” to convey the
experiences of black women who occupy two minority identities. Addition-
ally, Carnes et al. (2008) apply the term “sticky floor” to describe the em-
ployment conditions of female physicians who receive fewer resources and
promotions than male physicians at the start of their careers.

Whether conceptualized as a glass ceiling, firewall, glass cliff, concrete
ceiling, double whammy, or sticky floor, the effects of workplace discrim-
ination on women and people of color are long-standing and far-reaching
(Cotter et al., 2001; Elacqua et al., 2009; Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009).
The Elacqua study further indicated that workplace discrimination often
leaves women and minorities with little recourse, diminishing ambitions or
causing outright departures from organizations. In order to prevent these
outcomes, additional research must examine the glass ceiling’s differential
effects.
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Preoccupations With the Glass Ceiling

The literature reviewed above prompts a discussion about some of the com-
mon preoccupations in glass ceiling research. One preoccupation concerns
metaphors, which may well be central to language and understanding but
are often overused or inappropriately used in relation to the glass ceiling.
The use of the metaphor can be especially problematic when it is employed
to describe phenomena that are not necessarily reflective of personal expe-
riences; there is a difference between applying metaphor to unearth realities
about the lives of individuals and using it for the sake of euphemism. Cotter
and others (2001) explain:

If the ‘glass ceiling’ is intended merely as a more colorful phrase to describe
what we already mean by gender or racial inequality, then we are proliferating
concepts that may ease our communication with the public, but do little to
advance our work as analysts of the causes of inequality. (p. 656)

Some metaphors may tickle the imagination but contribute very little in
terms of prompting substantive or transformative changes in oppressive
organizational systems.

The second preoccupation involves a tendency to define the glass ceil-
ing in a finite manner as opposed to capturing the term’s breadth through a
multiplicity of definitions. While a host of definitions have been leveraged
to describe the glass ceiling and its effects, defining it remains futile be-
cause the phenomenon is continually reshaping itself from context to con-
text. Moreover, operationalization has tended to defer to existing definitions
that others have already used. Alternatively, the term is applied without any
context (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009).

Finally, many often mistakenly assume the glass ceiling to be synony-
mous with gender. This linkage is problematic for two reasons. Although
gender clearly remains an important example of the glass ceiling, this as-
sociation prompts researchers to focus overwhelmingly on the experiences
of women—to the exclusion of other cases. Little is known about how and
to what extent the glass ceiling affects men or transgendered individuals.
Such an exclusive focus on gendered identities ignores other salient identi-
ties and systems of oppression rooted in racism, heterosexism, and classism.
Notably, there is a substantial lack of research that attempts to parse the in-
tersections between race/ethnicity and gender with regard to glass ceiling
effects (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009).

How Can Qualitative Research Be Useful?

Few articles in the canon of glass ceiling literature employ qualitative re-
search methods. Jackson and O’Callaghan’s (2009) taxonomy of this liter-
ature uncovered that of 66 publications concerning glass ceiling effects,
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only 9.1% were grounded in qualitative methods. Yet these qualitative
perspectives on glass ceiling effects remain central to providing a more nu-
anced understanding of how these phenomena affect various populations.

A number of scholars have expressed support for the use of qualitative
research. Referencing qualitative research as a tool for uncovering nuanced
experiences, Merriam (2002) explains that several themes become preva-
lent through the use of such methods, among them a focus on how individ-
uals construct meaning. Additionally, qualitative research is concerned with
naturalistic, context-specific inquiry, requiring interpretations and meaning
to emerge from the field as opposed to scholars’ own prior understandings
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2006; Merriam, 2002). Qualitative research compels re-
searchers to assess phenomena from the perspective of those who experi-
ence it.

Given that qualitative approaches remain a rarity in research examining
glass ceiling effects, it is important to note how it can specifically contribute
to future research in this area. While quantitative research provides useful
tools for analyzing many research questions, the heavy emphasis on system-
atizing observations and generalizability may sometimes simplify, ignore, or
subvert the particular contours of individual experiences.

Researchers have a wide array of qualitative approaches at their dis-
posal that can be used to critique, examine, disrupt, and reveal glass ceiling
effects, most relevant of which include narrative studies, case studies, and
ethnographic studies. According to Merriam (2002), narrative studies are
integral because their data entail first-person accounts of individual experi-
ence, retold in story form. For example, a researcher might seek to identify
how women faculty at three separate institutions, all of whom have retired
at the associate professor level, have experienced the glass ceiling through-
out their careers. Specifically, a narrative approach could be applied by con-
ducting a life history or biography to capture the personal voices of these
women with the goal of revealing how they came to understand the barri-
ers that prevented them from achieving full professor status. Conversely, a
different narrative study could illuminate the stories of women faculty who
have earned full professor status, allowing them to articulate the strategies
and experiences facilitating their promotion.

Case studies can also be instrumental in studying glass ceiling effects
through attention to specific settings or contexts (Creswell, 2007). The in-
herent flexibility of this methodology allows for the use of multiple data
sources, such as interviews, documents, and observations, to respond to re-
search questions. A researcher, for instance, could uncover extremely valu-
able findings from a study that analyzes the experiences of women faculty
from a single institution who retired at the associate professor level. These
women could conceivably represent a range of departments and disciplines,
offering rich perspectives about their career trajectories. Their shared let-
ters and other correspondence might be used in a comprehensive document
analysis. Instances of institutional discrimination, workplace culture, and
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the nature of impenetrable advancement networks could all surface in a
case study approach, helping to clarify possible avenues for rectifying glass
ceiling effects or, alternatively, illuminating strategies to help employees ma-
neuver around institutional barriers.

Another tradition of qualitative research, ethnography, focuses on the
interactions over time of multiple people in a group setting and a larger
cultural context (Creswell, 2007). Ethnographers engage in extensive ob-
servations and interviews to “study the meaning of the behavior, the lan-
guage, and the interaction among members of the culture-sharing group”
(Creswell, 2007, p. 69). Researchers who engage in ethnography, subse-
quently, might wish to study how full professors—often White men—make
decisions regarding who else has the qualifications and is deserving of this
status. Findings from these data could reveal hegemonic practices and ide-
ologies responsible for the existence of glass ceiling effects, furthering our
understanding of how the glass ceiling is perpetuated and reproduced.

What is offered here is a snapshot of qualitative approaches that can
be used to guide glass ceiling effects research. Of course, a host of other
methodologies can enhance this line of research. While qualitative efforts
are sorely needed to unearth the causal mechanisms and the nuances of glass
ceiling effects, equally important is how qualitative researchers approach
such problems. They must be conscious as to how such research is framed
and how these decisions influence the types of questions asked and the glass
ceiling issues investigated.

Using Interpretive Frameworks to Examine Glass Ceiling Effects

This section describes two interpretive frameworks that have the capac-
ity to shape and advance knowledge regarding glass ceiling effects. These
frameworks are critical because they determine what research questions are
asked, what types of data are collected and from what sources, how data
are analyzed, and ultimately how data are interpreted and reported. Addi-
tionally, these interpretive lenses are integral to examining social, cultural,
educational, and political issues that disproportionately affect the lives and
experiences of “minoritized” populations. In contrast to the term “minor-
ity,” the word “minoritized” draws attention to the “relative prestige of lan-
guages and cultures” as well as the conditions of social interactions at both
national and international levels (Mukherjee, Mukherjee, & Godard, 2006,
p. 1). The term captures the historical legacy and present status of oppres-
sion, exclusion, and discrimination directed toward populations who expe-
rience racism, sexism, heterosexism, and/or classism.

The interpretive frameworks highlighted next are aimed at investigat-
ing issues and conditions that reproduce systems of dominance and oppres-
sion, ensure the inequitable distribution of resources and power, and silence
the voices of the marginalized. Moreover, these frameworks are grounded
in a social justice agenda that not only reveals salient issues but also calls
for praxis.
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Critical Race Theory. Critical Race Theory (CRT) offers a useful
framework for examining glass ceiling effects, challenging and critiquing
the manner in which race and racism operate (Bell, 1992; Delgado & Ste-
fancic, 2001). Central to CRT is the premise that racism is embedded in
social, political, and legal systems and institutions around which peoples’
lives are shaped. Racism is wholly entrenched in society, and particularly
in education, to the extent that it can be barely recognizable, making it ex-
tremely difficult to address (Delgado & Stefancic, 2001; Ladson-Billings &
Tate, 1995).

Another central tenet of CRT is its continuous critique and deconstruc-
tion of “colorblind” ideologies. Valdes, Culp, and Harris (2002) explain that
notions of colorblindness exist through the following beliefs: ignoring race
will end racism, racism is individual in nature rather than systemic, and
racism can be addressed without considering other types of oppression.
Understanding colorblindness, then, is key to any discourse on glass ceil-
ing effects because efforts to explain away inequities tend to perpetuate an
unconscious disregard for the experiences of people of color, limiting ac-
countability for systemic injustices, and blaming outcomes of racism on
individuals or groups of color. In effect, such notions promote apathetic,
subtle, and covert forms of racism (Forman, 2004).

Also important to CRT is its emphasis on White privilege, challenging
the racially hegemonic status quo that standardizes White experience. This
privilege undergirds the enactment of the glass ceiling. CRT also overlaps
with the concept of interest convergence, best described by critical race the-
orists as incidents in which Black interests—as well as those of other racial-
ized communities—converge with those of Whites. These advances are only
tolerated, however, so long as they do not pose any threat to White privilege
(Bell, 2000; Delgado, 1995). Such acts of interest convergence, which serve
as temporary alliances rather than long-term, equitable solutions, pervade
the policies and practices of higher education (Harper, Patton, & Wooden,
2009).

Lastly, CRT is articulated through the experiential knowledge of
communities of color, often expressed through counterstories. Useful
for their ability to connect critical consciousness and social relations,
counterstories are considered by critical race theorists to be factual, valid,
and empirically sound forms of evidence. Stock stories, for example, often
privileged as objective truth, might suggest that the glass ceiling persists
because women of color lack adequate preparation and qualifications to
be senior leaders. Counterstories, on the other hand, might reveal that
decision makers shift rules, requirements, and/or criteria for advancement
in promotion situations. Solórzano and Yosso (2002) contend that the use
of a CRT framework—and by extension, counterstories—in educational
contexts is necessary because it “focuses on the experiences of students
and communities of color to learn from their racialized experiences with
oppression” (p. 156). Through the use of CRT and counterstorytelling,
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scholars recognize that appreciating the circumstances of underrepresented
populations is best accomplished through listening to the experiences of
people of color and bringing their stories to the foreground.

Intersectionality and Intersectional Frameworks. In discussing
intersectionality, Hulko (2009) offers the following:

Researching and writing about intersectionality and interlocking oppressions
often require a blurring of any remaining lines of distinction between the per-
sonal and the professional because identity, oppression, and privilege are not
sole abstract concepts; they have real, complex, and often-disputed meanings
in our daily lives. (p. 44)

Hulko goes on to advocate for an intersectional perspective in examin-
ing diverse social identities. Other scholars have also recently offered per-
spectives on intersectionality in an attempt to capture the complexity of
identity, with Few (2007) describing an “intersectionality matrix” as “a spe-
cific location where multiple systems of oppressions . . . conceal deliberate,
marginalizing ideological maneuvers that define ‘Otherness’” (p. 454).

Two critical concepts are important for understanding intersectionality
as an interpretive framework: antiessentialism and standpoint. Antiessen-
tialism might best be understood through Critical Race Feminism (CRF),
another perspective within the larger framework of intersectionality. CRF
encourages researchers to examine a variety of social institutions to explore
the interactions of racially minoritized women within these contexts and to
investigate the manner in which related inequities are reinforced and repro-
duced. Additionally, CRF challenges gendered and sexist systems that pro-
duce such inequities for women of color. CRF emerged from the exclusion
that racially and ethnically minoritized women experienced at the hands of
White women and racial/ethnic minoritized men in the legal profession.

In any case, scholars who incorporate an intersectional lens into qual-
itative research should challenge essentialism or the failure to acknowl-
edge intragroup differences. Crenshaw (1991), a noted critical race feminist,
touches upon the necessity of this commitment when she states that inter-
sectional frameworks attempt to disrupt the general failure to acknowledge
intersectional identities within feminist and antiracist discourses, resulting
in the silencing of women of color. Crenshaw explains:

Feminist efforts to politicize experiences of women and antiracist efforts to
politicize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though
the issues and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive ter-
rains. Although racism and sexism readily intersect in the lives of real people,
they seldom do in feminist and antiracist practices . . . . When the practices
expound identity as woman or person of color as an either/or proposition,
they relegate the identity of women of color to a location that resists telling.
(p. 1242)
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The tendency, then, to rely on essentialism is problematic for sev-
eral reasons. Efforts toward group unification inevitably benefit only select
members of the group. Similarly, these endeavors fail to reflect unique and
individual perspectives within the group, and although claims of consensus
purport to speak for everyone, in fact they represent the conscious efforts
of one group to situate itself as a collective of several diverse perspectives
(Harris, 1990). Finally, these dynamics are often initiated and directed by
individuals who believe they wield the most power, and as a result dominate
the discussion.

The second concept necessary for understanding intersectionality is
standpoint, which refers to whether individuals are situated at the center
or the margins of social groups depending on how their identities intersect
within given contexts. Collins’s (2000) scholarship on black feminist episte-
mologies has been instrumental in establishing the existence of a standpoint
theory that centers subjugated knowledge within an intersectional frame-
work. She explains:

Each group speaks from its own standpoint and shares its own partial, situ-
ated knowledge. But because each group perceives its own truth as partial, its
knowledge is unfinished. Each group becomes better able to consider other
groups’ standpoints without relinquishing the uniqueness of its own stand-
point or suppressing other groups’ partial perspectives. (p. 270)

It is worth noting, however, that Collins cautions against engaging in
oppression comparisons when considering standpoint. Instead of compar-
ing Black women’s experiences with those of other minoritized groups, she
emphasizes the importance of examining Black women’s standpoint as one
way among many to examine collective knowledge.

Future Considerations

Qualitative research grounded in critical frameworks provides access into
the nuanced ways in which the glass ceiling works, as illuminated by the
voices and counterstories of minoritized groups. More specifically, the in-
terpretive frameworks of CRT and intersectionality can be important lenses
through which glass ceiling research may be conducted as both offer criti-
cal standpoints that reveal gaps in current glass ceiling literature. As noted
earlier, much of the current research tends to emphasize how White women
experience glass ceiling effects. Applying a critical race perspective to guide
qualitative research, then, grants scholars the ability to inquire into the role
of White privilege in glass ceiling proliferation, asking, for example, how
dominance, power, and entitlement intersect in the lives of those excluded
by the glass ceiling. Additionally, researchers must challenge existing schol-
arly discourse through an intersectional lens; White female experiences
cannot serve as the only standard through which the experiences of women
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of color should be examined. This approach simply reproduces essential-
ist notions instead of challenging them, and as a result, the glass ceiling
becomes a moving target for those wishing to advance in their careers.

Critically grounded qualitative studies are also needed to examine the
policies, unspoken rules, and legal precedents that govern entry into em-
ployment positions beyond the glass ceiling. These studies may be useful in
understanding how individuals from minoritized groups navigate oppres-
sive systems and carve out spaces that allow them to resist glass ceiling
effects. For instance, among individuals who choose alternative career path-
ways despite being positioned for advancement, what factors contribute to
those decisions? Do they define success for themselves differently? How
do individuals who advance beyond the glass ceiling navigate additional
barriers they encounter at higher levels of employment in particular orga-
nizations? Upon promotion, to what extent do they adopt the same hege-
monic values that were initially used to prevent them from progressing up
the employment ladder? Questions such as these lend themselves to crit-
ical interpretivist lenses that consider glass ceiling effects from a range of
perspectives. Such research still holds a wealth of promise to better capture
the depth of experience for those disproportionately affected by the glass
ceiling.
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3 This chapter reviews methodological issues surrounding the
measurement of glass ceiling effects and summarizes findings from
one cross-sectional analysis study.

Approximating Glass Ceiling Effects Using
Cross-Sectional Data

Jerlando F. L. Jackson, Elizabeth M. O’Callaghan, Ryan P. Adserias

The literature on the glass ceiling is complex. As discussed in other chapters
in this volume, some studies seek to validate its existence (Cotter, Hermsen,
Ovadia, & Vanneman, 2001; Maume, 2004), while others seek to identify
its cause (e.g., Powell & Butterfield, 1994). Still others estimate its effects
(e.g., salary and position attainment disparities) or aim to unveil the expe-
riences of women who have surmounted the glass ceiling (Davies-Netzley,
1998; Lyness & Thompson, 1997; Ragins, Townsend, & Mattis, 1998) or
been held back by it (Morrison, White, & Von Velsor, 1987). Just three
studies, however, have utilized the Cotter et al. (2001) model to measure
for a glass ceiling—and thus separate the barrier from its cause and effects.
These studies are most closely aligned with the research aims of the current
chapter and are reviewed in-depth. Special focus is given to this small set
of previous research for two reasons. First, it situates the current chapter
within this existing research approach to identifying and measuring the ex-
istence of a glass ceiling. Second, these studies validate the proposition that
the glass ceiling is separate from its effects; these studies clarify that the
glass ceiling is a manifestation of patterns of discrimination at the work-
place. The current chapter also seeks to do the same.

Cotter et al. (2001) contend that a full-scale investigation of the glass
ceiling requires a longitudinal data set. However, the availability of such
data for scholarly research—especially in regard to higher education—is
limited. Longitudinal data, such as the Panel Study of Income Dynamics
(PSID) and Census data, have been employed; however, locating longitu-
dinal data relevant to specific industries or sectors of the economy can be
extremely difficult. Does this mean that efforts to detect the glass ceiling, or
its effects, should be abandoned? Not in the least. It does mean, however,
that a modified approach to understanding the glass ceiling is required. This
chapter illustrates how this may be done. Although it presents barriers to
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inference, analysis using cross-sectional data may offer valuable evidence
toward substantiating claims that the glass ceiling exists. Although cross-
sectional observational studies do not demonstrate changes over time, they
do help to demonstrate the nature of gender or racial segregation at indi-
vidual points in time. These findings when aggregated together may lead
toward meaningful conclusions about how this particular form of discrim-
ination occurs and perpetuates itself.

Full consideration of the underlying reasons why sex- and race-based
discrimination exist in society is beyond the scope of the present chap-
ter. Nevertheless, to briefly summarize, scholars (e.g., Ashraf, 1996; Bellas,
1993) have noted two primary explanations for the underrepresentation of
women and people of color in particular industries and employment roles.
Some have argued that the disparity is rooted in differing levels of human
capital (i.e., education, training, and experience) which result in inequitable
outcomes in salary and position attainment. In contrast, other scholars con-
tend that sources of inequality go beyond the individual and arise from so-
cial and structural barriers that manifest in discriminatory hiring and pro-
motion practices (Bellas, 1993; Jackson, 2006, 2008).

Beyond the debate above, the literature on the glass ceiling is vast and
sometimes lacking in coherence. Indeed, the volume of journal articles
and books on the subject indicate substantial scholarly interest, and many
employment sectors have investigated the role of the glass ceiling in their
own hiring and promotion programs. For example, the United States Fed-
eral Government (Powell & Butterfield, 1994; Yamagata, Yeh, Stewman, &
Dodge, 1997), the United States military (Baldwin, 1996; Cohen, Broschak,
& Haveman, 1998), major American corporations (Bartol, Martin, &
Kromkowski, 2003; Bell, McLaughlin, & Sequeira, 2002; Morrison &
Von Glinow, 1990; Morrison et al., 1987), and the higher education
sector (Chliwniak, 1997; David & Woodward, 1997; Glazer-Raymo, 1999;
Johnsrud, 1991) have all invested in research on the glass ceiling.

Notwithstanding the volume of research, there appears to be little
agreement on what a glass ceiling actually is (Jackson & O’Callaghan,
2009). Numerous studies document the effects of the glass ceiling; how-
ever, many of these studies take its existence for granted, and neglect to first
validate its existence from a quantitative perspective (Cotter et al., 2001).
Before proceeding, two fundamental questions must be addressed: (a) what
exactly is a glass ceiling? and (b) how do we know when one exists? Next
we briefly discuss multiple studies that have attempted to answer each of
these questions, interpreting and characterizing glass ceiling discrimination
in varying manners. We then turn to reviewing literature on the effects of
the glass ceiling in the specific case of female faculty where disparities are
well documented, but attributing them to the glass ceiling remains method-
ologically fraught.
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The Glass Ceiling

The glass ceiling is generally viewed as a set of impediments and/or barriers
to career advancement for women and people of color (Baxter & Wright,
2000; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; Morrison et al., 1987). These imped-
iments and/or barriers span a constellation of variables that often materi-
alize into conscious and unconscious discriminatory practices (Lee, 2002;
Martin, 1991, 1992; Padavic & Reskin, 2002; Ridgeway, 2001). As such,
organizational policies and practices that disproportionately and negatively
impact women and people of color effectively create a “hidden” system of
discrimination (Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). Therefore, the glass ceil-
ing is typically acknowledged as a subtle, transparent barrier that prevents
the advancement of women and people of color to the upper echelons of
power and authority in the workforce (Cleveland, Stockdale, & Murphy,
2000; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). Additionally, the presence of a glass
ceiling is often not explained by job-relevant qualifications of employees,
or lack thereof. Rather, the glass ceiling may be a function of a multitude of
forces: workplace social conditions, job requirements, and cultural biases
(Cotter et al., 2001). Because of the glass ceiling’s nebulous nature, often
the only way to establish its existence is through an analysis of its effects.

Glass Ceiling Effects. Glass ceilings are revealed within an organi-
zation or industry vis-á-vis its effects. Some of the more traditional forms
of discrimination that have been associated with a glass ceiling include dis-
parities in job position (i.e., rank, authority, and title), salary, promotion
potential, and level of responsibility as expressed through budgetary dis-
cretion and control (Ards, Brintnall, & Woodard, 1997; Athey, Avery, &
Zemsky, 2000; Cotter, Hermsen, & Vanneman, 1999; Cotter et al., 2001;
Ginther & Hayes, 1999; Landau, 1995). Scholars of higher education and
other fields in academia have conducted studies of the glass ceiling and
its effects on female faculty. Among these studies are examinations of law
schools and legal education in business schools (Angel, 2000; Fisher, Mo-
towidlo, & Werner, 1993); female economics faculty (Kahn, 1993); the hu-
manities (Ginther & Hayes, 1999); the medical sciences (Carnes, Morrissey,
& Geller, 2008; McGuire, Bergen, & Polan, 2004; Shea et al., 2011; Van den
Brink, 2011); science, technology, engineering, and math fields (Liang &
Bilimoria, 2007; Rosser, 1999, 2004); social work (Holley & Young, 2005);
community colleges (Hagedorn & Laden, 2002); and international contexts
(Bain & Cummings, 2000; Chesterman, Ross-Smith, & Peters, 2003; Van
den Brink, 2011).

These interrogations of glass ceiling effects demonstrate that female
faculty are more likely than male faculty to experience significant challenges
advancing in their careers and were less likely to achieve the highest lev-
els of recognition in their field (i.e., tenure). When pay disparities were
examined, female faculty were also less likely to be compensated commen-
surate with their experience and career status. While these findings do not
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necessarily preclude the possibility that the differences resulted for reasons
other than a glass ceiling, these outcomes are in line with existing theory
on the phenomenon and its predicted effects.

Using Cross-Sectional Data to Understand Glass Ceiling Effects

While longitudinal data would offer a more definitive test of the glass ceil-
ing in specific employment contexts, a preliminary analysis using cross-
sectional data and multivariate analysis is helpful in determining whether
further inquiry is warranted. For example, if statistically significant results
are found to support a negative relationship between gender and opportu-
nities for promotion when controlling for other related confounding fac-
tors, it would be prudent to locate longitudinal data to further investigate
whether a pattern of statistically significant discrimination unfolds and in-
tensifies over the course of a career—a basic description of the glass ceiling.
So while cross-sectional data cannot offer definitive evidence of the exis-
tence of a glass ceiling, it can produce findings showing the strength of the
relationship between known effects of a glass ceiling (i.e., lower salaries
and less potential for promotion) and social characteristics (i.e., sex and
race/ethnicity) holding constant other variables related to the accumulation
of human capital (i.e., education and work experience).

It is possible to draw inferences about change over time while utiliz-
ing a cross-sectional design. Studies that do so typically examine different
age groups (or groups with different experiences), and although observa-
tions occur at a single point in time, differences between the groups may
be assessed using regression analysis. The use of regression analysis, which
estimates the strength of the association between two variables, allows the
researcher to infer the effects of age (or another independent variable) on a
dependent variable (Ho, O’Farrell, Hong, & You, 2006).

One strength of this type of study is that it typically minimizes the time
and cost associated with developmental studies. However, a statistically sig-
nificant finding with respect to age (or growth or development) may not be
attributable strictly speaking to those factors, but to unobservable charac-
teristics related to cohort; individuals are a product of their experiences,
and if not fully accounted for in the model, these alternate factors can in-
duce spurious results. With cross-sectional research, there is no way to track
individual-level human capital developmental trends, nor is there any way
to determine whether results from these studies would mimic those from a
longitudinal study of the same sample (Ho et al., 2006; Krathwohl, 1998).

Overview of Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Data

Research employing cross-sectional analyses have come under increased
scrutiny in recent years. Central to the critiques of the method are con-
cerns over inflation of causal inference (CI) due to common method
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variance (CMV; Lindell & Brandt, 2000; Lindell & Whitney, 2001; Rind-
fleisch, Malter, Ganesan, & Moorman, 2008). Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee,
and Podsakoff (2003) define CMV as the spurious variance attributable
to the measurement method rather the constructs the measures represent.
Statistical methodologists point out designs constructed utilizing cross-
sectional data collection regimes are prone to validity threats due to the
use of one-shot, single rater, or single-source data (Lindell & Brandt,
2000). Remedies for avoiding such measurement and analytical errors in-
clude reliance on longitudinal data sets. Indeed, longitudinal data collection
regimes are almost always preferable to one-shot data collection methods for
the reasons described above; however, practical constraints in longitudinal
data collection (i.e., time and money) typically inhibit research of critical
importance, such as studies of glass ceiling effects.

Common Critiques of Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Data.
Statistical methodologists have identified several threats to validity asso-
ciated with cross-sectional data collection and analysis techniques. Among
these are errors associated with CMV, or spurious findings that result from
measurement bias that may be correlated across variables and unaccounted
for in the analysis. For example, survey questions in which respondents
must choose a response category on a Likert or other common scale may be
biased due to response effects across items (Rindfleisch et al., 2008). Fur-
ther, survey respondents themselves may also induce systematic measure-
ment error as scholars have shown that some respondents typically answer
surveys in a consistent manner, or may be susceptible to fluctuating moods,
influencing their response patterns based on the order in which the survey
instrument is administered (Rindfleisch et al., 2008).

Typically, researchers suggest employing a longitudinal survey instru-
ment to reduce the threats to CI posed by cross-sectional data, but longi-
tudinal data may suffer from the very same problems of CMV and some
additional drawbacks, as Rindfleisch and associates (2008) are careful to
note. First, longitudinal studies are prone to considerable attrition prob-
lems, and where attrition occurs in a nonrandom fashion correlated with
variables of interest, it poses a significant threat to the validity of infer-
ences relying on these data. While panel data may be preferable to cross-
sectional data in offering clearer evidence of temporal order, just as with
cross-sectional analysis, CI with longitudinal data remains encumbered by
the same caveats about unobserved omitted variables and measurement er-
ror (Granger, 1980).

Reducing the Risk of CMV on CI With Cross-Sectional Data. As
scholars have come to recognize the impracticability of designing and im-
plementing expensive longitudinal data collection regimes, some have of-
fered various statistical means of accounting for, and correcting, threats to
CI posed by CMV (see Lindell & Whitney, 2001). Among the recommenda-
tions suggested by researchers for reducing the risk of CMV bias include (a)
collecting data from multiple respondents, (b) inclusion of multiple types of
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data sources, and (c) collecting data covering multiple time periods (Rind-
fleisch et al., 2008). These suggestions, however, are not always feasible in
the collection of data seeking to identify glass ceilings and their effects on
academic workforces—most especially with regard to longitudinal collec-
tion. Inclusion of multiple types of data may also be unfeasible, hampered
by similar time and financial constraints, and in some instances, access to,
and use of, multiple forms of institutional data may be restricted by insti-
tutional policy.

In cases where longitudinal data collection may not be possible,
cross-sectional data may still provide added clarity germane to issues
concerning glass ceiling effects, or it may illuminate patterns warranting
further investigation. Moreover, as literature suggests, cross-sectional data
have been empirically shown, with careful planning of data collection
regimes and under certain circumstances, not to produce the large CMV
threats to CI as some scholars have feared. Indeed, as Rindfleisch and col-
leagues (2008) show, cross-sectional data may provide sufficient statistical
power to make CI possible. Specifically, Rindfleisch et al. (2008) show
that cross-sectional data may be appropriate under circumstances where
“studies examine concrete and externally-oriented constructs, sample
highly-educated [knowledgeable] respondents, employ a diverse array of
measurement formats and scale, and are either descriptive in nature or
strongly rooted in theory” (p. 274).

Many of these criteria can be satisfied for inquiry around glass ceil-
ing effects for female administrators in institutions of higher education. Al-
though the criterion recommending cross-sectional data be collected and
analyzed primarily for external constructs is a means of reducing measure-
ment error, careful research design that ensures anonymity of participants
and their responses and takes steps to improve the accuracy of self-reporting
can help reduce the risk of response biases, in particular those associated
with socially undesirable or sensitive subjects (Gordon, 1987).

Studying Glass Ceiling Effects Using Cross-Sectional Data

The following section summarizes results from one study of glass ceiling ef-
fects, Jackson and O’Callaghan (2011). The study, “Understanding Employ-
ment Disparities Using Glass Ceiling Effects Criteria: An Examination of
Race/Ethnicity and Senior-Level Position Attainment Across the Academic
Workforce,” focused on race and ethnicity as an independent predictor of
employment. This study relied on cross-sectional data, specifically the 1999
cycle of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF: 99), which
is maintained by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The
study involved estimating logistic regression models with six separate de-
pendent variables to identify the unique predictors of holding key aca-
demic positions. These included employment as teaching faculty (assistant
professors, associated professors, and full professors) and employment in
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Table 3.1. Summary of Findings in Jackson and O’Callaghan (2011)

Finding Outcome

Finding 1 People of color are less likely to
hold entry-level faculty and
administrative positions.

Compared to Whites, controlling
for social and human capital,
ability, motivation, and
institutional characteristics,
racial and ethnic minorities were
least likely to hold entry-level
faculty and administrative
positions.

Finding 2 Perseverance past the entry level
increases the likelihood of
achieving senior-level faculty
and administrative positions.

After advancement past the
entry-level stages of a career,
while holding position-
appropriate social and human
capital levels constant, as well as
demonstrated ability, a high level
of self-reported job satisfaction,
and employment in the proper
context, faculty and
administrators of color are more
likely than Whites to achieve
senior-level career positions.

Finding 3 Effects of the glass ceiling may
ameliorate over time.

Over time and with advancement,
negative career outcomes for
racial and ethnic minority
faculty and administrators
appear to diminish.

Finding 4 Institution type and fit play a
significant role in career success
and advancement.

Faculty and administrators of color
employed at appropriately-fitted
institutions experienced positive
career success and professional
advancement outcomes.

academic leadership positions (at the lower-level, mid-level, and upper-
level).

Furthermore, the logistic regression models employed in the study in-
clude measures of social capital, human capital, ability, and motivation, and
were designed to account for career progression through the ranks for of the
academic workforce. The animating intent was to model, to the degree that
is possible, important criteria and variables considered in both the hiring
and promotion process—two important moments in which glass ceiling ef-
fects are expected to be apparent.

In effect, the models summarized here are designed to control for ap-
propriate individual and institutional factors that may be correlated with
both the independent variables of interest and the outcome variables, thus
isolating a “theoretical situation” in which these other confounders remain
fixed and only differences in the independent variable are modeled with all
else equal. Therefore, when considering significant results by race/ethnicity,
it is important to remember that they likely do not apply uniformly to
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everyone within that particular race/ethnic category, but rather approximate
a general effect for those who have characteristics and attributes that align
with the controls in these models.

While it is difficult for us to speak directly to the existence of the glass
ceiling as the causal explanation behind observed employment differences
by race/ethnicity, our findings provided new perspectives for understanding
the nature of these disparities. Statistically significant results emerged for
each of the models; however, the magnitude of these differences was small.
Nonetheless, at least four conclusions based on the first two criteria from
Cotter et al. (2001) for glass ceiling effects and about exclusionary prac-
tices may be drawn from the example study. These findings are reviewed in
Table 3.1.

Conclusion

This example study offers claims about the effects of the glass ceiling.
At times they were counterintuitive and contrary to basic theories of
racial/ethnic discrimination in the workforce, but in other instances they
confirm existing theories. We have summarized the findings here not as
definitive evidence for the existence of the glass ceiling in academic hiring,
but as examples of how analysis in causal-comparative research tradition
can “examine relationships and make predictions in the presence of non-
manipulated categorical variables” (Johnson, 2001, p. 6). By controlling for
related confounding variables in a cross-sectional analysis, it is possible to
make some modest inferences about causality, ruling out plausible alterna-
tive hypotheses explaining the disparities observed in the data.

The findings are compelling enough to warrant further investiga-
tion into the patterns of how glass ceiling effects emerge; however, cross-
sectional analysis remains hindered by the barriers to CI discussed in this
chapter, specifically cohort effects. For that reason, longitudinal data when
possible to collect may help to clarify and explain the specific patterns of
discrimination detected at any given cross-section in time. Both efforts of
scholarly study help arm the research community with powerful evidence
substantiating the overwhelming qualitative claims advanced that the glass
ceiling exists and exerts considerable control over the work aspirations and
opportunities for women and people of color in our society.
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4 This chapter explores eliminating faculty-related glass ceiling
effects through academic governance.

Faculty Diversity and the Traditions of
Academic Governance

James T. Minor

The task of running a university now entails managing multimillion dol-
lar budgets, navigating legal intricacies, orchestrating extensive fundrais-
ing activities, and, in some cases, directing auxiliaries, such as university
medical centers or large-scale collegiate athletic programs. Over the last
two decades, institutions of higher education saw a 51% increase in full-
time administrators (McCurtis, Jackson, & O’Callaghan, 2009). During this
same period, serious questions emerged concerning declining faculty in-
volvement in campus decision making (Burgan, 1998; Collie & Chronis-
ter, 2001; Minor, 2004). Nevertheless, the changing nature of faculty work,
their orientation toward leadership, and their increasingly diverse career
paths have important implications for future leadership in the academy
(Baldwin, Lunceford, & Vanderlinden, 2005).

More recently, scholars have given greater attention not only to how
faculty careers develop but also which individuals’ careers are progressing
with respect to racial or gender differences (Cooper & Stevens, 2002; Lee,
2002; Tierney & Sallee, 2008). In the last decade, for instance, there has
been significant discussion concerning the ascension of a small number of
women presidents at prestigious higher education institutions. Simultane-
ously, higher education has been confronted with an aging professoriate and
a gross underrepresentation of women and minorities, especially in STEM-
related fields (Gappa, Austin, & Trice, 2007). In the last 30 years, univer-
sities have implemented institutional diversity plans, hired chief diversity
officers, and endured legal battles in the name of increasing campus diver-
sity (Iverson, 2007).

Although there have been gains in some areas, diversifying faculty has
proven most difficult. From 1996 to 2006, minority students experienced a
63% increase in the number of bachelor’s degrees earned, which compared
to an improvement of 24% among Whites. Latina women made the most
significant gains, experiencing a 97% increase in bachelor’s degrees earned
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over the same 10-year period (Ryu, 2008). Additionally, from 1983 to 2003,
higher education experienced a 200% increase in the number of full-time
minority administrators (McCurtis et al., 2009), yet African Americans con-
stitute fewer than 3% of all full professors compared to 2% for Latinos, 6%
for Asians, and 88% for Whites (Ryu, 2008). Similar disparities exist among
the ranks of associate and assistant professors. This demographic imbalance
among faculty is of critical importance given that the majority of executive
administrators, such as presidents, provosts, and deans, still ascend from
tenured faculty positions in higher education. Consequently, the same dis-
parities in faculty ranks are visible among senior-level administrators in
higher education.

Glass ceiling effects are generally defined as attitudinal or organiza-
tional biases that prevent minorities and women from advancing to leader-
ship positions (Bain & Cummings, 2000). I argue that glass ceiling effects
and the lack of career progression among faculty of color are better under-
stood by examining the traditions of academic governance.

Matters of faculty diversity and career progression persist in a context
that limits the involvement of central administrators due to high levels of
professional autonomy. Most studies that address racial and ethnic diversity
among faculty do so from a perspective that promotes virtues of multicul-
turalism and inclusion yet ignore the systems and procedures that impact
how decisions are actually made in the academy. This chapter balances ar-
guments for eliminating faculty-related glass ceiling effects with character-
istics of academic governance. Doing so provides institutional leaders with
a better perspective on opportunities to reduce structural and cultural bar-
riers within institutions. This approach helps identify institutional policies
that obstruct goals to diversify faculty composition, and ultimately, senior
administrators as well. I bring together principles of faculty diversity and
academic governance to highlight conceptual incongruence that impedes
progress.

Refocusing the Conceptual Frame

Equally important to demonstrating disparities in the higher education
workforce is understanding why they exist and how to address them ef-
fectively. Beyond complying with federal anti-discrimination laws, colleges
and universities struggle to create and sustain environments that feature
rich faculty diversity. This, of course, produces negative consequences for
diversifying the composition of senior-level academic administrators. De-
spite committed rhetoric and significant investments in programs aimed
to improve campus climate, faculty hiring and promotion practices remain
fundamentally unchanged. As such, future discussions about glass ceiling
effects in higher education require a better understanding of two funda-
mental concepts inherent in colleges and universities: academic freedom
and structural looseness.
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These conceptual frames are necessary complements to empirical stud-
ies that analyze glass ceiling effects and administrative strategies aimed at
improving workforce equity in higher education. This chapter, therefore,
addresses both concepts in relation to faculty promotion and tenure, both
critical career milestones related to faculty retention and access to execu-
tive positions in higher education. Accurate conceptual frames are a nec-
essary complement to empirical studies that analyze glass ceiling effects
and administrative strategies aimed at improving workforce equity in higher
education.

Faculty Diversity in Higher Education

Glass ceiling effects and the lack of faculty diversity are often described
as “pipeline” issues related to insufficient numbers of minorities earning
graduate degrees to fill positions. Although the concept has some merit it
does not entirely account for disparities in faculty rank, especially among
women. These disparities exist not only horizontally—as demonstrated
through the overall number of minorities who hold faculty rank—but also
vertically, or the disproportionately low number of women and minority
faculty with tenure or full professor status. According to recent data from
the U.S. Department of Education, about 91% of full professors at research
universities are White and 75% are male. Only 5% of full professors in the
nation are African American, Latino, or Native American. Additionally, half
of all African American faculty in the country are employed at Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). Moreover, the proportion
of African American faculty at predominately White institutions, 2.3%, is
practically the same as it was 30 years ago (Knapp, Kelly-Reid, & Ginder,
2008).

Given the fact that women now earn more than half of all awarded
master’s degrees and 44% of awarded doctorate degrees (Trower & Chait,
2002), it follows then that so-called pipeline issues do not provide an ad-
equate, comprehensive explanation for these data. Female faculty are also
more likely to hold lower academic ranks and work at less-prestigious in-
stitutions even though the proportion of men doing so has significantly
decreased over the last two decades (Snyder, Dillow, & Hoffman, 2009).

Organizational structures and cultural traditions also warrant some
consideration. Examining such factors will likely help institutional lead-
ers better understand why academia is so immune to initiatives aimed at
improving faculty diversity and career progression. This lack of progress is
attributable not only to social forces, leadership, or policy but also organi-
zational characteristics. Institutions of higher education traditionally main-
tain high levels of autonomy that buffer them, structurally and culturally,
from external, and in some cases internal, forces. These behaviors have long
been the subject of study in higher education (Ikenberry, 1971; Mortimer,
1971; Pfnister, 1970) and for more than 30 years, scholars have theorized
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about how universities work. Most agree that colleges—as organizations—
operate in a distinctly different manner than any other social institution. As
a result, any typical understanding of glass ceiling effects or workplace eq-
uity gleaned from the business community, for example, do not necessarily
translate to university settings.

Karl Weick (1976) established the notion that, unlike most other so-
cial organizations, universities are characterized by ambiguous goals, mis-
matches in technology, and highly autonomous professional cores. Col-
leges and universities promote far-reaching mission statements, such as
“transforming lives,” “advancing knowledge,” or “promoting diverse learn-
ing environments,” but these goals are usually plagued by ambiguous in-
terpretation and pursued through disparate channels that are only tenu-
ously linked to the institution’s mission statement or goals. Additionally, the
means or technologies by which these ambiguous goals are accomplished
are not always clear. For example, a university president might wish to im-
prove campus climate by making the university community more tolerant
of differences, but the means to achieve such a goal are typically impre-
cise and, in some cases, disagreeable. Campus leaders might hold sensi-
tivity training for staff, create space for marginalized students, or offer a
one-credit seminar to first-year students. Rarely have these practices, which
vary in execution, been subject to empirical testing, and there is typically
little evidence demonstrating their relative effectiveness. In addition to dis-
parate and sometimes contradicting institutional activity, the professional
core—faculty—enjoy an exceptionally high level of autonomy to define,
conduct, and evaluate their work. I discuss two institutional hallmarks
that also potentially obstruct efforts to improve faculty diversity and career
advancement.

Academic Freedom

Academic freedom, according to the American Association of University
Professors’ (AAUP) 1940 statement, refers to the notion that faculty ought
to possess the freedom to teach, research, and publish without interference
of university administrators or external pressures. The AAUP articulated
the concept of academic freedom in the early 1900s and it has withstood
the test of time and the U.S. legal system to become a foundational attribute
of higher education. Faculty, across disciplinary lines, should be free to fol-
low the paths of truth wherever they may lead. The principles of academic
freedom are not absolute, however; special obligations to speak and teach
with appropriate restraint and responsibility to institutional affiliations are
generally recognized.

Still, faculty enjoy an exceptionally high degree of autonomy in defin-
ing and conducting their work. In the years following the AAUP statement,
tenure policies and faculty ranking systems served as mechanisms to insu-
late academic freedom, although many scholars continue to question the
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value of tenure and the process by which it is awarded. Some, for exam-
ple, argue that the system is broken and that tenure itself has become the
goal rather the means to preserve academic freedom (Chait, 2002; Tierney,
2004). Tabling this debate about the place of tenure in the academy, the re-
mainder of this chapter focuses on one less-discussed consequence of aca-
demic freedom: decision making.

The principles of academic freedom and autonomy typically grant
faculty influence, in theory and practice, over teaching and learning.
Faculty reserve the right to make decisions about which collections of
courses merit degrees, the sequences in which courses are offered, and
which materials are used to deliver content. Faculty, within the tenure
system, also reserve the right to evaluate the merits of their colleagues.
University administrators have traditionally deferred to faculty when
determining what educational experiences are required to train future pro-
fessionals across various disciplines. But of all decision-making domains,
faculty exercise the most authority over areas traditionally considered
their purview, namely curriculum development, the quality of academic
programs, and the evaluation of teaching (Tierney & Minor, 2003). Faculty
also resist the intrusion of administrators in matters of training electrical
engineers or third-grade math teachers, asserting the right to evaluate
the merits of their colleagues’ disciplinary contributions through their
teaching, research, and service (Chait, 2002).

Apart from the initiatives advanced by the chief diversity officer or the
latest speech from the president about multiculturalism, senior faculty—in
large part—determine who is hired or awarded tenure. In many cases, these
decisions are made with little attention to institutions’ diversity efforts, and
with few, if any, consequences for failing to do so. Ideally, tenure and pro-
motion decisions are based on (albeit subjective) assessments of individ-
uals’ professional merits in relation to disciplinary standards and institu-
tional guidelines. There is also mounting evidence, however, that suggests
tenure entails a sociopolitical component as well—one that disadvantages
minority candidates (Tierney & Bensimon, 1996; Turner & Myers, 1999).
To be clear, a fundamental overhaul of the tenure process may not be the
answer; these observations are offered only in an effort to draw attention to
the question of the effectiveness of central diversity policies and/or other
campus-wide initiatives aimed at improving faculty diversity. While efforts
to improve faculty diversity or the retention of minority professors eligible
for administrative positions weigh heavily on senior administrators, these
endeavors are ultimately under the purview of the faculty.

Although universities are dynamic social environments in which no
single variable directly influences outcomes, faculty autonomy in decision
making has been an underexplored topic with respect to faculty diversity,
especially as it relates to academic freedom (Eckel, 2006). Most university
administrators are rightfully cautious not to dictate the terms of faculty ap-
pointments or evaluations, treating such intrusions as a violation of faculty
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autonomy (Kouzes & Posner, 2003). Administrators, often in collaboration
with faculty, establish policies intended to guide hiring and promotion prac-
tices to ensure quality. Diversity is often considered a favorable by-product
of faculty decision making. But even where faculty diversity is a goal pro-
moted at the highest ranks of university administrations, there tend to be
few, if any, consequences levied upon a committee of tenured full professors
who disregard it in their decision making. In academia, few would argue
that diversity interests should trump quality; the two would ideally coex-
ist. Still, faculty, as critical decision makers, must willingly internalize the
mission of increasing diversity, an oft-overlooked component of achieving
institutional success.

Achieving faculty and administrative diversity is typically considered
a central institutional goal, yet one of the most important hurdles—tenure
and promotion of minority faculty—is determined locally with very little
administrative influence or goal reinforcement. Additionally, current data
regarding the distribution of faculty by rank and race indicate very little
minority representation among those full professors actually making the
hiring and promotion decisions (Knapp et al., 2008). Leaders interested in
eliminating glass ceiling effects must instead account for those institutional
characteristics that might obstruct central administrative efforts to remedy
such discriminatory practices. The notion that administrators can achieve
these goals simply by virtue of promoting diversity agendas is a fallacy when
considered in the context of traditions of academic freedom, professional
autonomy, and academic decision making. Decision-making authority re-
mains situated in an environment that buffers faculty from administrative
influence, with little external pressure to address these disparities or mod-
ify governance practices. Accordingly, improving faculty diversity remains
the responsibility of mostly middle-aged, White males who suffer no con-
sequences for maintaining the status quo.

Structural Looseness

The organizing principle of decentralization in higher education consists
of various units within a university working to achieve fundamental goals
while operating in distinct disciplinary silos with only minimal levels of
responsiveness (Weick, 1976). Mathematics faculty, for example, may have
little knowledge of or interest in programs offered in Spanish, yet these
autonomous units are bound together by the institution’s overarching mis-
sion. Institutions of higher education are characterized as loosely coupled
given this tradition of disciplinary silos. One organizational benefit of
loosely coupled systems is that individual units are buffered from failure in
other units (Orton & Weick, 1990); a university might have a nationally
recognized program in one college and another program on the brink of
closure in a different college without any negative cross-effects. Addition-
ally, universities can isolate problem areas while promoting institutional
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success in other areas. Potential drawbacks of such systems include the
duplication of efforts, inefficiency, and communication problems that serve
to limit opportunities for sensible collaboration (Weick, 1976).

Because universities are complex organizations, they are not necessar-
ily subject to standardized policies or practices. As a result, institutional
activities and outcomes are variable and unpredictable. Earning a nursing
degree might require practicum rotations in local hospitals, psychology stu-
dents might conduct evaluations of children, and studio art programs might
have their students collaborate with international galleries. Each program
is guided or restricted by different institutional policies or procedures that
do not necessarily intersect. Likewise, policies that make sense for govern-
ing one unit of a university might conflict with another—as in the case for
cultural differences across disciplines that guide disparate faculty work and
decision-making processes (Birnbaum, 1988). Faculty in the Department of
Fishery and Wildlife might be expected to conduct outreach to local agricul-
tural communities. Faculty in the Department of Teacher Education might
be expected to provide professional development activities for local teach-
ers, whereas political scientists or historians may never be expected to con-
duct outreach. The range of university activity demands flexible polices and
a sufficient degree of structural looseness to operate effectively.

This lack of structural regulation also influences decision making as-
sociated with faculty personnel assessments. In the same vein, evaluating
merit in a respective unit and determining the metrics used to appraise it are
equally context-specific. The extent of structural looseness not only applies
to various units across a university but also within them. Different depart-
ments within a particular college might apply varied methods to evaluate a
candidate for tenure or promotion. The methods and metrics used for as-
sessment might also vary from one candidate to the next within the same
department. While loose coupling in universities is more often discussed
as an enabling feature rather than an obstacle, the system invites subjec-
tivity based on faculty perspectives that limits regularity or the influence
of administrative priorities. To be clear, institutions need not do away with
faculty governance in favor of heavy-handed administrative interference.
Instead, I simply call attention to these organizational features of universi-
ties in that they may hinder the effects of top-down policies aimed at im-
proving diversity and retention. Scholars have favorably characterized aca-
demic freedom and organizational autonomy as core elements of academia,
but they have yet to consider these concepts in relation to diversity efforts
(Gumport, 2001).

Disciplinary subjectivity concerning tenure and promotion decisions
limits administrative responses save for cases of clear violations of univer-
sity policies or the law. Given the structural looseness of universities and
the absence of specific criteria for awarding tenure, administrators are rarely
in positions to question faculty decision making in relation to diversity
agendas, limiting the extent to which the tenure process may be subject to
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increased regulation (Gappa et al., 2007). The structure of academic units,
the nature of faculty work, what constitutes merit, and how it is assessed all
vary considerably across and within institutions. As a result, it is difficult to
prescribe central policies or institutional practices that might redress glass
ceiling effects. Although some institutions use personnel committees at
the university level to balance local tendencies while ensuring institutional
quality, this practice has been met with a lukewarm reception because it
narrows the definition of merit. Additionally, colleagues across disciplines
have become less able to distinguish the nuances of faculty work relative
to their departmental needs or those of their fields of study.

Aligning Ideas, Goals, and Action

College and university administrators have tended to promote the princi-
ple of faculty diversity without exercising direct influence over how faculty
are actually hired, tenured, or promoted. Skeptics call diversity plans and
associated polices “window dressing” given the real and perceived lack of
progress. One might argue that a lack of progress is a clear indication that
university leaders are either disingenuous or have yet to devise institutional
strategies that effectively improve faculty diversity. I do not necessarily be-
lieve the former. Instead, most have not considered the fact that diversity
goals, institutional policies, and academic culture are often asynchronous.
To elaborate, 30 years of diversity work has taught us two important lessons.
First, institutional “diversity plans” are relatively ineffective. Iverson (2007)
argues that these plans actually perpetuate diversity-related problems by
treating minorities with discursive framing that positions them as outsiders,
victims, and commodities. In the early 1990s, for instance, scores of institu-
tions announced campus-wide diversity plans that aimed to achieve certain
percentages of minority representation across various categories over a 10-
year period, but the majority of institutions failed to achieve their stated
goals, and these plans soon fell out of favor. The second lesson reveals that
universities have developed a healthy immunity to faculty diversity as con-
ceived by its proponents. That is, simply promoting the virtue of diversity
as an institutional value is ineffective, even with the presence of incentives.

If institutions of higher education are to improve the representation
of minority faculty and retain them long enough to pursue administrative
positions, campus leaders must more clearly recognize why previous efforts
have been ineffectual. Polices and action must be more carefully tailored to
the decision-making culture of colleges and universities. Certainly, no single
policy or action will suit every campus but a conceptually different approach
might. Rather than centrally promoting the goal of faculty diversity, campus
leaders must make promoting faculty diversity more locally relevant.

Faculty Searches. Faculty hiring represents a critical stage that
invariably influences institutions’ success at improving faculty diversity
among minorities, especially in research-intensive universities where such
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individuals are least likely to land tenure-track positions (Cooper &
Stevens, 2002; Knapp et al., 2008). Academic traditions dictate that a small
committee tends to identify and evaluate the merit of potential colleagues
relative to the needs of a particular department. Most faculty searches are
bound by institutional criteria and protocol that aim to ensure equal op-
portunity treatment of applicants. Yet institutions have not gone so far as to
ensure actual observation of these policies. Beyond compliance reporting,
little is known about the actual execution of faculty hiring processes.

The challenges associated with committee composition is also worthy
of consideration given the demographic representation of tenured faculty—
a prerequisite to serve or vote on many personnel committees. A recent
study of 689 faculty searches across three large public research institutions
revealed that “almost all search committees were entirely White” (Smith,
Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004, p. 154). Compounding this challenge
is the notion of sponsorship—that is, when a senior committee member
formally or informally recommends or promotes an individual as his or
her candidate of choice for a particular position (Johnsrud, 1991). Even
in the rare instances when there is minority representation on committees,
the practice of sponsorship can undermine the integrity of these search
processes. Committee composition, then, represents another critical point
in the process in which data may be gathered to enable administrators to
engage various units about their practices relative to broader institutional
goals.

The notion of administrative intervention does not necessarily require
that faculty relinquish their right to identify or select potential colleagues.
Neither does it suggest that faculty are untrustworthy. I advocate for a
stronger, more mutually beneficial working relationship between faculty
and administrators. There are instances where administrative interventions
have assisted in improving faculty diversity without sacrificing autonomy.
For instance, administrative incentives that encourage deans and depart-
ments to recruit minority faculty more aggressively by providing finan-
cial support for new positions—commonly known as opportunity hires—
have been effective strategies in diversifying applicant pools (Smith et al.,
2004). The administrative involvement discussed here pertains to cooper-
ative rather than intrusive processes that more tightly couple institutional
goals with practice.

In another example, some campuses have gone so far as to mandate
that outside faculty members, highly respected full professors from different
colleges, participate as nonvoting members of faculty search committees in
the hopes that they do so without personal investment, merely to observe
the deliberations. At the end of the process, outside members complete
short reports that describe the composition of the committee, the integrity
of the process in accordance with university guidelines, and general impres-
sions about the search processes relative to institutional priorities or stated
position descriptions. The chief academic administrator then reviews the
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reports and aggregates them with others. While this single measure does
not completely remedy the aforementioned challenges, it does help reduce
the insular perspectives with which committees often go about their work.

The ideas discussed above are not designed to give “preferential treat-
ment” to any candidate. Instead, they are suggested as methods of better
aligning institutional goals more closely with practice. Diversity models in
higher education still assume that minority candidates are less qualified or
less common, thereby requiring special treatment. As such, the problem is
perceived to exist outside the institution. Rarely do higher education diver-
sity models portray an institution, its structure, and its culture as contribut-
ing factors to any lack of progress. Alternatively, appropriate faculty search
methods ought to take into account institutional practices, striving to re-
duce glass ceiling effects by minimizing obstacles that inadvertently prevent
the hiring and promoting of minority faculty.

Tenure and Promotion. The awarding of tenure and promotion to
full professor are two important career milestones typically required before
minority faculty qualify for senior administrative positions. In a national
study of postsecondary faculty, women received lower salaries than their
male counterparts, had lower probabilities of being tenured, and were less
likely than men to be full professors, after controlling for experience, ed-
ucation, productivity, and institutional characteristics (Chernesky, 2003).
Qualified minority faculty were also less likely to receive tenure, to be pro-
moted to full professor, or to move into administrative positions (Jackson,
2008; Johnsrud & Heck, 1994). Similarly, Hispanic and Black faculty were
also less likely than Whites to be tenured or promoted to full professor in
four-year institutions, even when they were found to be more productive in
certain cases (Perna, 2001). Although scholars continue to debate the mer-
its of tenure, there is consensus that in practice it remains imperfect (Chait,
2002; O’Meara, 2004).

The opportunity to improve representation of women and minority
leadership on decision-making committees has critical consequences be-
yond mere tokenism. Because so few minority faculty lead personnel com-
mittees, those who do so are in turn encumbered with an undue burden.
Policies that prohibit lower-ranking faculty from voting during personnel
deliberations are worthy of reassessment. Since both women and minorities
are less likely to hold tenured positions or full professor positions, the re-
sulting imbalance may sometimes be self-perpetuating, giving rise to static
decision-making environments. Policies that prohibit lower-ranking voting
privileges also increase the difficulty of forming committees that are truly
representative of the population of evaluated individuals. In the presence
of clear institutional and disciplinary criteria for awarding tenure or ele-
vating scholars to full professor, faculty at any rank should be capable of
making informed, judicious, well-reasoned decisions. The notion that one
must be a full professor to judge materials concerning promotion, for exam-
ple, is unfounded. The status-based right to participate in these committees
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contradicts ideals of shared governance and collegiality—principles often
considered emblematic of higher education. Instead, institutions would be
better served by legislating greater representation on personnel committees
rather than relying on rank as the primary basis for committee formation.
Given disparities among faculty levels, the probability of underrepresen-
tation on committees is obvious. Such changes will likely go a long way
toward ensuring more balanced assessments of faculty work and more ju-
dicious deliberations about the value of promoting faculty members.

Enacting such changes certainly does not perfect the faculty tenure
and promotion processes. Even when junior faculty are represented, they
can be silenced during decision-making processes. Even well-intentioned
dissenters are often fearful of retribution or rebuke that may negatively in-
fluence their chances of being promoted (Cooper & Stevens, 2002). Effec-
tual collegial decision-making in universities also requires vigorous debate.
Consequently, institutions must focus attention on finding systematic ways
of establishing feedback channels that give voice to alternative viewpoints
while protecting individuals moving through the ranks. Some institutions,
for example, allow for the submission of two documents from a forward-
ing committee to provide a platform for minority voting opinions during
tenure and promotion deliberations. In instances when consensus is not
reached, senior members of tenure and promotion committees submit both
documents and deliberations are more fully represented.

Conclusion

Higher education scholarship does not typically treat concepts such as aca-
demic freedom and faculty diversity as potentially in conflict with one an-
other. Advocates of academic freedom rarely claim to be opponents of fac-
ulty diversity. But there exists a tension, perhaps best described as a delicate
equilibrium, between these two concepts that might more accurately ex-
plain the relationship between faculty diversity and academic governance.

Faculty diversity is a long-standing challenge for higher education in-
stitutions. While leaky pipelines and career choices among minority candi-
dates are among the external explanations offered for the lack of progress,
the role of internal factors in contributing to this result remains less clear.
Critical race theorists might argue that institutions are inherently racist
environments where discriminatory views and practices produce a lack of
minority representation and retention. But even institutions committed to
improving faculty diversity within their administrative ranks face similar
problems. The idea that rich institutional traditions and culture stand in
the way of improving faculty diversity is an uncomfortable hypothesis—
one deserving of careful consideration all the more so as a result.

There is ample evidence to indicate that conventional efforts to di-
versify faculty composition and to promote minorities equitably in higher
education have failed. Until now, institutions have been largely excused for
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failing to meet these goals because of their perceived intentions and propen-
sity to mimic the positive practices of peer institutions. Good intentions
in addressing the challenge of faculty diversity, however, must be linked
to practices that effectively account for institutional culture and norms.
Merely relying on the improvement of external circumstances as a possible
solution will only lead to another 30 years of woeful underrepresentation
of minorities among American faculty and senior administrators.
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5 This chapter describes how software technology may be used as an
interdisciplinary approach to managing diversity in higher
education to mitigate glass ceiling effects.

Using Human Resource Software
Technology to Mitigate Glass Ceiling
Effects in Higher Education:
Interdisciplinary Applications for
Managing Diversity

LaVar Jovan Charleston

One of the most significant challenges to workplace diversity in business
and higher education is to eradicate barriers to access and advancement
for middle- and senior-level employees among underrepresented popula-
tions, namely women and minorities. While more than 20 years of research
illuminates the prevalence of glass ceiling effects in business and univer-
sity settings, U.S. trend statistics indicate that women and minorities are
achieving representation in upper-level management and senior-level posi-
tions in business at rates that exceed those in academia. One explanation
for this disparity in representation could be the private sector’s innovative
use of software technology. This technology is intended to assist Human Re-
source (HR) managers in measuring diversity and avoiding discriminatory
practices, precipitated by the pressure to aggressively address and adhere
to affirmative action programs (AAP) and equal employment opportunity
(EEO) mandates, as well as the need to avoid litigation.

As the academy is more autonomous and individualized in nature, it
is not necessarily under the same type of external pressures as the business
sector, yet the need to advance diversity and mitigate glass ceiling effects
remains. This chapter is organized around interdisciplinary approaches to
managing diversity, identifying key software technology, generally used by
HR managers in the private sector, as a potentially useful tool for mitigating
glass ceiling effects within higher education.

Amid increased global competition, the United States retains a unique
competitive advantage if it learns to leverage workforce diversity properly
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(Cox & Smolinski, 1994). While the United States is the most diverse nation
among the major industrial countries in the world, a failure to effectively
manage racial, ethnic, and other differences serves as a potential threat to its
economic viability, particularly given that minorities comprise an increas-
ing share of the population. Historically, discriminatory practices have been
a major impediment to successfully achieving diverse workforces in busi-
ness and higher education alike. But less obvious discriminatory practices
in particular—referred to as “glass ceiling effects” for the purposes of this
chapter—provide White males with disproportionate advantages in terms
of: (a) pay, (b) salary increases, (c) hiring, (d) training and development,
and (e) promotions (Lockwood, 2004).

While studies have identified glass ceiling effects in a variety of dis-
ciplines within the United States, their prevalence is perhaps most pro-
nounced within academia (Center for Women’s Business Research, 2004;
Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). Although
the federal government acknowledged the glass ceiling as a barrier to the
advancement of women and people of color in the workplace more than
20 years ago (Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995a, 1995b; Jackson &
O’Callaghan, 2009; Martin, 1991, 1992), the lack of a consistent, discipline-
wide definition of glass ceiling practices and their effects has contributed to
a lack of empirical research on glass ceiling effects within academia (Jackson
& O’Callaghan, 2009).

As businesses and organizations continue to undergo dramatic changes
in form and function, researchers increasingly look to concepts such as in-
novation, emergence, and improvisation to explain how technology is em-
ployed in practice (Orlikowski, 2000). Some findings indicate that the in-
corporation and use of technology in higher education is associated with
increased educational gains and outcomes, but this body of literature gener-
ally emphasizes student learning or faculty instruction (Flowers, 2004; Kuh
& Hu, 2001; Strayhorn, 2007) with little to no attention paid to higher ed-
ucation administrators’ use of technology to diversify university campuses
or departments.

In contrast, the development and use of technology by business and
HR managers in the private sector has been a subject of some scholarly
attention. The federal government’s push to numerically rate HR perfor-
mance, research and study diversity, evaluate compliance with AAP, and
enforce EEO is believed to have facilitated the adoption and development
of new technologies among business and HR managers (Stutz & Mas-
sengale, 1997). Differences in external pressures could explain differences
in technology use among managers and administrators between the two
sectors. Likewise, this variation could also explain the apparent differen-
tial in progress toward mitigating glass ceiling effects across business and
academia.

In order to advance the study of glass ceiling effects in higher educa-
tion, more work is required to qualify and quantify these effects (Jackson
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& O’Callaghan, 2009). While some empirical research specifically iden-
tifies and investigates diversity management with regard to glass ceiling
effects in higher education (e.g., Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, & Vanneman,
2001; Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009; Maume, 2004), there is a growing need
for measures that quantify the prevalence of such effects within the aca-
demic workforce—in order to mitigate their consequences. With underrep-
resented groups gaining increased representation in senior-level manage-
ment and leadership positions in business (Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009),
examining HR management within the business sector may illuminate in-
novative solutions and practices that higher education administrators might
find useful.

To date, Jackson and O’Callaghan (2009) offer the most comprehensive
review of glass ceiling effects in higher education. The researchers argue
that the term “glass ceiling,” popular in conversational vernacular, lacks a
clear definition for use in research. In addition to the absence of scholarship
exploring the intersection of race, ethnicity, gender, and glass ceiling effects,
there is also a dearth of research focused on national employment trends for
the academic workforce and, more specifically, senior-level administration
within it. Additional research on glass ceiling effects in higher education
is needed to investigate, identify, and quantify these effects in a manner
that would be broadly generalizable to academic departments around the
country and even the world.

The research questions that guide this chapter are: (a) How is diversity
managed outside of higher education?; (b) How is diversity measured out-
side of higher education?; (c) How can higher education quantify glass ceil-
ing effects?; (d) How can innovative technologies be used to mitigate glass
ceiling effects?; and (e) What can academia learn from other disciplines
with regard to the measurement and mitigation of glass ceiling effects?

Method

To situate this chapter within the body of existing literature, a review of
relevant research was conducted concerning glass ceilings, technology, di-
versity, and higher education. Manuscripts from the years 1988–2009 were
gathered from electronic databases and yielded results from a variety of dis-
ciplinary fields and scholarly publications.

Due to the interdisciplinary nature of this study, the database search
yielded few results that spoke to the uses of software technology to manage
diversity and glass ceiling effects within higher education. Instead, the se-
lected publications that were examined for this inquiry illuminated specific
disciplinary concepts applicable to this chapter’s research questions. Addi-
tionally, the author utilizes Dass and Parker’s (1999) General Framework for
Managing Diversity as a conceptual model. Although this framework is gen-
erally applied to private sector executive management, here it is used with
respect to managing diversity among the occupational levels of academia.
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Figure 5.1. General Framework for Managing Diversity

Source: Adapted from Dass and Parker’s (1999) General Framework for Managing Diversity.

Conceptual Framework

Dass and Parker’s (1999) General Framework for Managing Diversity
highlights the link between executives, organizational conditions, and
performance managing workforce diversity. It asserts that, for all prac-
tical purposes, most organizations within the United States amass more
diverse workforces as a response to external and/or internal pressures (see
Figure 5.1). For example,

Customers, suppliers, civil liberties groups, or those representing social, legal,
economic, and other imperatives might exert external pressures to hire more
people of color. At the same time, diversity champions, employee groups,
or change managers might apply internal pressures for diversity in organiza-
tional hiring. (Dass & Parker, 1999, p. 68)

The researchers emphasize how managers’ perspectives, priorities, and
strategic responses—as they relate to diversity initiatives, objectives, and/or
the lack thereof—are attributable to pressures specific to the managers’ gov-
erning organizations. In other words, the decisions they make affect strate-
gic responses, implementation, and, potentially, diversity-related pressures
(Dass & Parker, 1999). In fact, the variety of legal and ethical lenses through
which diversity is viewed fosters variation in its definition, how it is stud-
ied, and how it is approached in workplace settings (Cox & Smolinski,
1994; Dass & Parker, 1999). Likewise, these variations foster glass ceiling
effects that are more prevalent in some sectors of the U.S. economy, such as
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higher education, than in others, such as business, particularly as it relates
to senior-level staffing (Center for Women’s Business Research, 2004).

Dass and Parker (1999) incorporate examples from U.S., European,
and Japanese firms to inform their General Framework for Managing Di-
versity, specifically examining businesses where social, legal, cultural, and
competitive pressures combined to necessitate increased diversity in: (a)
personnel, (b) organizational structures, and (c) processes. As institutions
of higher education are expected to produce the next generation of leaders
in an increasingly diverse and global economy, all ranks within academia
should be as diverse as the populations they serve. As such, the academy
ought to conform to the notion that “ideal transnational firms will be those
whose strategic capabilities include global competitiveness, flexibility, and
worldwide learning, capabilities that are enhanced by high degrees of hu-
man diversity in organization” (Dass & Parker, 1999, p. 78). In an effort
to achieve this goal, executives and higher education administrators must
reflect on their own diversity practices. Doing so will foster an increased
awareness of assumptions and biases that may further guide individual prac-
tices and theories—particularly in regard to hiring and promotion (Dass &
Parker, 1999)—as well as mitigate glass ceiling effects in higher education.

Diversity and the Glass Ceiling Within Academia

Although 30 years of affirmative action and EEO policies have resulted
in more diverse colleges and universities, the vast majority of American
faculty remain largely White and male (Trower & Chait, 2002). Males
comprise 84% of presidents, 83% of business officers, and 75% of academic
deans in higher education (Corrigan, 2002; Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009).
Men and women of color have consistently held lower academic ranks
than Whites, accounting for only 11% of full professors (Trower & Chait,
2002). Additionally, among CEOs on college campuses, just 9% are African
American, 2% are American Indian, 0.1% are Asian American, and 5%
are Hispanic, while 84% are White. This statistic highlights a significant
underrepresentation of leadership positions among minorities and people
of color as compared to national population-trend statistics (Jackson &
O’Callaghan, 2009).

While representation of faculty of color increased from the years 1989–
1997, women of color who attained full professor status constitute 23.2% of
all women faculty members and men of color who attained the same status
constitute just 9% of all male faculty members. Only 2.5% of these women
of color and 8% of these men of color, however, held full professorships, as
compared with 17% of White women and 72% of White men (Trower &
Chait, 2002). These stark statistics have precipitated the study of the glass
ceiling within higher education, with the majority of these studies (Glazer-
Raymo, 1999; Jackson & O’Callaghan, 2009) showing a disproportionate
lack of representation in senior-level positions as demonstrated through
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demographic and employment data for women and minorities at colleges
and universities.

Exploring Interdisciplinary Alternatives

The relatively miniscule gains for women and minorities within senior lead-
ership positions in academia suggest alternative approaches to mitigating
these glass ceiling effects are needed. In the business world, HR profession-
als are frequently placed in leadership positions that enable them to have a
broad impact on their organization (Lockwood, 2004). According to Lock-
wood (2004), it is imperative for such HR managers to be knowledgeable
about the glass ceiling phenomenon for it might directly or indirectly im-
pact an organization’s reputation, customer loyalty, diversity of skill sets,
growth potential, and bottom line. As they are required to be knowledge-
able about employment laws, programs, and practices for their organiza-
tions, they maintain responsibilities to understand the potential impact of
glass ceiling barriers.

Additionally, other factors, such as the Office of Federal Contract Com-
pliance Program’s (OFCCP) numerical goals for written AAP, have increased
the need for employers to track statistical data on their workforce demo-
graphics (Stutz & Massengale, 1997). Consequently, specialists in EEO
and affirmative action are routinely exploring innovative ways to measure
the performance of HR departments’ efforts to communicate organizational
change in a clear and concise manner. In turn, the need to generate and
analyze diversity data has been a catalyst for the development of diversity
measurement software used by HR practitioners at national, top-level busi-
ness organizations, like Microsoft (Stutz & Massengale, 1997).

Diversity Measurement Software

There is a range of diversity measurement software available referred to by
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC). Most of these
software applications facilitate the use of statistical analysis in reporting re-
sults. These software technologies are used for a variety of purposes and
can be categorized in two ways: preemptive software (software to inform
organizations where they stand in regard to their diversity goals) and reac-
tive software (software to inform litigation of discriminatory practices). The
following section will showcase an example of such diversity measurement
software, how it is used, and how it can be adapted by academic adminis-
trators to assist in the mitigation of glass ceiling effects.

EEOSTAT. EEOSTAT is a software tool created by a practicing attor-
ney with over 30 years of litigating experience concerning discrimination
at the federal and appellate levels (Bannon, n.d.-a). The software, assisting
in the quantification of employment law, assesses whether or not employ-
ment decisions present patterns that could be evidence of discriminatory
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practices within a company or an organization. EEOSTAT is comprised of
three components that enable the statistical evaluation of diversity-related
employment processes: (a) EEOSTAT: Square, (b) EEOSTAT: Avail, and (c)
EEOSTAT: Paycalc. As academia does not typically follow a unified pay
scale, in-depth explanation of EEOSTAT: Paycalc (Bannon, n.d.-c) will be
omitted in this chapter.

EEOSTAT: Square. Square is a quantitative test of selections from a
pool of applicants that calculates the statistical significance of disparities
in employment-selection processes when applicant flow data are available.
The tool computes probability values using a Chi-square test and, for 2
× 2 tables, Fisher’s Exact Test. For example, in a race/hiring case, Square
determines if there is a significant disparity in the rates at which Blacks
and Whites are hired. When this probability is sufficiently low (e.g., 0.05
or less), the result is typically considered statistically significant and thus
generally recognized as evidence of discrimination (Bannon, n.d.-d).

The following is an example of how EEOSTAT: Square works (see
Figure 5.2). A charge has been filed against the XYZ Co. alleging racial
discrimination in hiring processes. About 16% of Black applicants were
hired as compared with 38% of White applicants. Square shows this
disparity to be statistically significant, with a probability of 3 in 10,000 for
the two-tail Fisher’s Exact Test. As a rule, probabilities less than 0.05, or 5
in 100, are considered statistically significant.

EEOSTAT: Avail. Avail is a quantitative test of selection that does not
rely on the availability of hiring data. It calculates the statistical significance
of disparities in an employment-selection process when there is no appli-
cant flow data and when protected class availability has been estimated from
Census or other labor market data. The tool calculates probabilities using
the exact binomial and the normal approximation to the binomial tests,
and similar to Square, any computed, statistically significant disparities are
typically recognized as evidence of discrimination (Bannon, n.d.-b).

The following is an example of how the EEOSTAT: Avail software works
(see Figure 5.3). The ABC Co. hired 245 drivers, 21 of whom were women.
It has been estimated that 17% of the local labor market for drivers is female.
Avail calculates that there is a shortfall of about 21 female hires (21.38) and
accordingly that this disparity is statistically significant. For the two-tail
exact binomial test, the probability is 0.0001, or about 1 chance in 10,000.
As before, probabilities less than 0.05, or 5 in 100 are generally considered
statistically significant.

These examples illustrate how diversity measurement software can be
used to shed light on what might be considered discriminatory business
practices. Within the context of academia, similarly designed software could
be used to illuminate what might be deemed glass ceiling effects. However,
as Dass and Parker’s (1999) General Framework for Managing Diversity
suggests, adequate internal and external pressures are necessary to compel
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Figure 5.2. EEOSTAT: Square

Source: Reprinted from https://www.eeostat.com/eeostat/square/

administrators to make use of these additional tools aimed at addressing
glass ceiling effects.

Many educational institutions of higher learning boast of a commit-
ment to diversity, which might contribute to some external and internal
pressures to better demonstrate their performance. Within the General
Framework for Managing Diversity (Dass & Parker, 1999), the implemen-
tation of software technology to aid in diversity initiatives could serve to
provide quantitative measures by which glass ceiling effects are identified,
addressed, and corrected. While the autonomous nature of academia tends
to mean practices are often subject to less accountability, diversity measure-
ment software helps promote transparency. It enables the assessment of hir-
ing and promotion practices fostering greater accountability with respect to
the fulfillment of diversity goals and objectives.
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Figure 5.3. EEOSTAT: Avail

Source: Reprinted from https://www.eeostat.com/eeostat/avail/

Conclusions and Implications

While many businesses, organizations, and higher education institutions
emphasize diversity and its benefits, women and minorities still overwhelm-
ingly feel the effects of the glass ceiling; they remain underrepresented
in upper-level positions in academia. But diversity measurement software,
generally designed for HR practitioners in the business sector, can be tai-
lored specifically for use in higher education administration, in order to
better mitigate glass ceiling effects within academia.

Still, pressures that encourage diversity measurement in business are
not equally shared by academia. The federal government’s efforts to quan-
tify HR performance and track diversity and compliance with the EEOC
directly contributes to the development and use of innovative software by
business and HR managers (Stutz & Massengale, 1997). The private sec-
tor’s more aggressive stance with regard to diversity explains their superior
progress relative to academia. Administrators in higher education seeking to
mirror this positive trend, as evidenced by national employment data, need
to look no further than the improved standing of underrepresented groups
in senior-level management and business leadership positions (Jackson &
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O’Callaghan, 2009) and the innovative solutions and practices employed to
achieve those results. Specifically, academic administrators ought to emu-
late the private sector’s use of software technology providing quantitative
measures of diversity that can aid in advancing hiring initiatives to counter
the effects of glass ceiling practices.

Though this chapter presented examples using EEOSTAT software, it
does not necessarily advocate the use of this particular diversity measure-
ment software. Instead, these examples are meant to identify diversity mea-
surement software as a legitimate tool that not only provides a means to
assess diversity and glass ceiling effects, but one that also affords adminis-
trators a mechanism for evaluating institutional and departmental perfor-
mance toward achieving diversity-related objectives. Therefore, this chap-
ter underlines the importance of partnerships between software designers,
higher education administrators, and proponents of diversity. Because man-
aging diversity entails conscientious efforts to counteract glass ceiling ef-
fects, administrators must aggressively pursue diversity by bringing under-
represented individuals into higher education and by promoting them at
levels that match their White counterparts.

The wealth of resources available to academia provides administra-
tors with immediate access to software designers for the sake of developing
department-specific, diversity measurement software that suits individual-
ized sectors of the academic community. Thus, while this chapter presents a
technological solution to a social problem, administrators must still assume
a great deal of accountability. Ultimately, the use of these technologies must
translate to aggressive action in the name of mitigating these glass ceiling
effects.
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6 This chapter centers on the challenges of translating glass ceiling
research findings into meaningful organizational change initiatives,
moving from theory or scholarship to practice.

Organizational Learning as a Framework
for Overcoming Glass Ceiling Effects in
Higher Education

Damon A. Williams

While more women and people of color occupy leadership positions in
higher education than ever before, the top of the career ladder remains inac-
cessible for diverse groups. The glass ceiling—that barrier preventing spe-
cific populations from advancing to administrative levels—has been part
of the management lexicon for some time. This lack of racial and gender
diversity at the senior levels of institutions is partially a result of glass ceil-
ing effects that have resulted in a higher education landscape where only
23% of college presidents are women and 14% ethnic and racially diverse
minorities (Nealy, 2008).

Other chapters in this volume focus on best practices of research tech-
niques for studying, analyzing, and understanding glass ceiling effects. This
chapter, on the other hand, centers on the monumental challenges of trans-
lating research findings into meaningful organizational change initiatives,
moving from theory or scholarship to practice. Part of the difficulty in bridg-
ing this divide lies in the increasing evolution of higher education as a pure
research discipline that has become disconnected from the administrative
world of practice. As Kezar (2000) eloquently describes, higher education
research has changed from a domain of educational administrators to a more
discipline-based, theory-laden field, one less relevant to practitioners. This
mismatch undoubtedly plays a role in the failure to apply what researchers
have learned about glass ceiling effects, yet it does not completely explain
them.

This chapter focuses on the processes of overcoming glass ceiling ef-
fects, which require researchers and others to understand institutional bar-
riers to change and actively work to overcome them. It is grounded in the
experiences of the author, who has been a leader in a higher education chief

NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH, no. 159 © 2014 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.
Published online in Wiley Online Library (wileyonlinelibrary.com) • DOI: 10.1002/ir.20055 75



76 MEASURING GLASS CEILING EFFECTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

diversity officer division, as well as relevant literature in this area and find-
ings from a mixed method research project entitled “The Chief Diversity
Officer Study,” which was conducted by the author (Williams & Wade-
Golden, 2008).

Understanding Institutional Culture

Research into glass ceiling effects illustrates trends such as failures to cast
broad enough nets in external searches, tendencies to hire exclusively from
homogenous internal pools, salary compression, and/or pernicious cycles
of negatively evaluating women and minority candidates under the aegis of
not being good institutional “fits.” Yet when these data are presented, what
happens next? Are they translated into strategies for meaningful change that
will diversify senior ranks of an institution? How does this information lead
to tactics that will aggressively advance an institution’s diversity agenda?

Too often, institutional research professionals, diversity planning com-
mittees, faculty, staff, and diversity officers will author comprehensive di-
versity reports that illuminate such challenges—in this case, the dynamics
of glass ceiling effects—but ultimately fail to propose clear strategies of ac-
tion, change management, and accountability. To take meaningful steps to
overcome glass ceiling effects, institutional research professionals and oth-
ers must become strategic diversity leaders, versed in the ideas of organi-
zational learning and change (Argyris & Schon, 1974; Paul, 2003; Senge,
1990; Williams, 2013). Any philosophy of diversity leadership must learn
from past mistakes, build on prior successes, ask hard questions, and move
beyond flawed approaches that yield suboptimal results.

After 30 years of affirmative action programs and diversity training ef-
forts, any success with regard to mitigating glass ceiling effects will hinge
less on an understanding of issues of diversity and more on understand-
ing the processes of organizational change. This fact is necessary whether
one is an institutional researcher, department chair, or chief diversity of-
ficer. More colleges and universities must operate as learning institutions
concerned with building real solutions to alter the state of these dynamics
(Smith, Turner, Osei-Kofi, & Richards, 2004).

Schein (2004) theorizes that organizational cultures contain multiple
overlapping layers. The culture is easy to see, manipulate, and change at the
outermost level, the “geospatial level.” Processes of change associated with
this level are generally undertaken through first-order simple strategies
and might include relocating a multicultural center to the heart of campus
or developing a new mural in a student union “heritage room” that depicts
multicultural life. By comparison, more resilient aspects of culture exist
at deeper levels, embedded in mental models and individual perceptions
of diversity, excellence, and inclusion (Williams, Berger, & McClendon,
2005). For some, these deeper levels equate administrative diversification
to a “lessening of quality” and “establishing quotas.” Consequently, many
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institutional symbols, myths, traditions, processes, and behaviors do not
affirm diversity but rather create a “culture of resistance” that presents a
monumental challenge to diversity efforts (Alger, 2009).

Shifting Institutional Culture

Researchers have since begun to approach the idea of resistance in less linear
terms, focusing on how positive intentions can lead to negative reactions to
change (Piderit, 2000). Furthermore, these negative reactions may not be
present at the outset but emerge unexpectedly as the process unfolds (Feld-
man, 2004), occurring not in the context of a single organizational culture
but rather a set of diverse and sometimes competing subcultures (Jermier,
Slocum, Fry, & Gaines, 1991). Understanding this multidimensional resis-
tance is an important first step in determining how best to implement di-
versity innovations.

Many of the actions of traditional institutional planning efforts take
place at the incremental level, seldom reshaping patterns of thinking and
behaving. Such actions rarely occur at a transformational level, shifting the
context or point of view around a single issue. These factors of resistance
are not unique to academia, but, when manifested together in a milieu heav-
ily steeped in tradition, academic freedom, and autonomy, they produce a
synergistic effect of working against meaningful change. What follows in
the next section is a description of several dynamics upon which institu-
tional researchers and others must focus to overcome glass ceiling effects:
(a) the challenge of fit, (b) the lack of diversity accountability systems, and
(c) ingrained hiring practices.

The Challenge of Fit. One of the most powerful factors opposing or-
ganizational change is a cluster of preconceptions that constitute a potential
faculty or staff member’s fit with an institution. In some instances, search
and screen committees make concerted efforts to ensure that job announce-
ments reach diverse audiences and result in diverse applicant pools, only for
these proactive efforts to be derailed by preconceived notions: which insti-
tutions produce the best graduates, what activities best predict candidates’
potential, and, perhaps most damaging, evaluation of a candidates’ favorable
or unfavorable personal characteristics, all under the egis of institutional fit.

More often than not, these criteria are based on principles that fail
to embrace diversity as adding value to an institution. A growing body of
research highlights the organizational performance and learning benefits
of a diverse environment (Cox, 2001; Milem, Chang, & Antonio, 2005);
however, in this instance, difference is viewed as detrimental unless it
is wrapped within a preferred demographic and personality profile. For
example, women and people of color are sometimes excluded based upon
cultural styles of communication, often labeled as overly emotional, loud,
or aggressive (Parker, 2001). These tendencies, long discussed in diversity
management literature (Cox, 2001; Parker, 2001), often lead to such
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individuals being stereotyped as difficult to work with, unprofessional,
incompetent, or even scary. One chief diversity officer interviewed as part
of the Chief Diversity Officer Study explained:

The president, a White male scientist, was hired for his role even though
ethnic and racial minorities and women were staunchly against his candidacy,
finding his communication style to be dismissive and at times demeaning
to diverse groups. But as chief diversity officer, and more importantly, as an
African-American woman, I was told that my colleagues did not like me, and
that I needed to build better relationships with them, if I was going to be
successful in my role. (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2007)

Implicit in this comment is that it is acceptable for a White male to be
unpopular but not a person of color.

Furthermore, Dovidio, Glick, and Rudman (2005) argue that this type
of subtle bias is grounded in processes of social categorization and cultural
stereotyping that justify persistent racism and minority exclusion. They
contend that individuals naturally devalue groups different from their own,
often and spontaneously, usually based upon race and gender without con-
scious motivation. This concept is referred to as “aversive racism,” a subtle
form of bias endemic to many White Americans that is largely context-
specific, for aversive racists do not discriminate against minorities in sit-
uations where discrimination would be obvious to others and themselves.

Aversive racists, however, do discriminate, usually unintentionally and
in subtle ways that can be easily rationalized: (a) when a negative response
can be justified on the basis of a factor other than race, (b) when evaluative
criteria are ambiguous, or (c) when providing special favors or support to
ingroup members rather than denogating or criticizing outgroup members
(Dovidio et al., 2005).

As such, aversive racists display subtle discrimination in response to
direct or symbolic threats to the status quo, showing less acceptance of or
support for high-status versus low-status minorities (Dovidio et al., 2005).
These subtle dynamics of exclusion often power the conversation of fit
when search and screen committees make stereotypical assumptions about
candidates’ preferences, social needs, or professional or personal aspira-
tions. A committee will assume, for instance, that a person of color will not
be happy in a small, predominantly White college town, or that a woman
of a certain age is planning to start a family, thus limiting the amount of
time she will be able to work (Alger, 2009). This discrimination is partic-
ularly problematic because it assumes the best interests of candidates and
discourages committees from examining their own prejudices.

Unfortunately, approaches for combating traditional forms of racism
are generally ineffective in contending with aversive racism. Providing col-
orblind equal opportunity, in particular, may be unsuccessful. Aversive
racists are not colorblind; on the contrary, a growing body of research
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demonstrates that Whites immediately categorize minorities on the ba-
sis of race, automatically self-activating negative stereotypes and attitudes
(Dovidio et al., 2005). As a consequence, bias continues at the personal
level or in policies that subtly disadvantage minorities by failing to provide
them with the same support or benefit of the doubt that White men often
receive. Accordingly, these notions must be addressed by institutional re-
search professionals, diversity leaders, and, most importantly, leadership at
committee, department, and senior leadership levels, not only when dis-
cussing fit but also when implementing glass ceiling effects research.

Lack of Diversity Accountability. Institutional accountability is
yet another factor that contributes to a lack of diversity. National data
taken from the aforementioned study on chief diversity officers (Williams
& Wade-Golden, 2008) show that only 21% of institutions considered
diversity-related leadership activities as part of the merit reviews of admin-
istrators, and only 10% when reviewing faculty. These findings illustrate
the ways in which institutions have failed to integrate powerful diversity
accountability systems into strategies of change.

As a result, top leadership tend to rely heavily on persuasion to ini-
tiate new diversity innovations, often perceiving the enforcement of these
directives as overly punitive. Ironically, when accountability is infused into
diversity implementation activities, it usually takes the form of reporting
on campus diversity efforts. For example, 51% of institutions in the chief
diversity officer database indicate that they regularly report on their institu-
tion’s diversity challenges and successes (Williams & Wade-Golden, 2008).
Yet chief diversity officers were much less certain of the strategies they were
employing when asked about the consequences of less-than-successful di-
versity implementations. Hence, the majority of institutions have diversity
policies that, while well-intentioned, bear little or no teeth.

The reluctance to engage in activities that promote diversity points to
deeper, underlying attitudes about the lack of perceived value of diversity
in general. Faculty and deans are subject to any number of accountability
exercises such as grant reporting, reaccreditation processes, and departmen-
tal self-studies, all of which are usually accepted with little to no resistance.
This fact could perhaps be attributed to the connection between these activ-
ities and institutional and individual status as well as the financial rewards
that flow from receiving grants, publishing scientific findings, and other di-
rect or indirect benefits. The rewards of a diverse university, however, are
less apparent and, as such, accountability strategies are often met with more
resistance.

Ingrained Hiring Practices. A third and final facet of higher edu-
cation institutional dynamics relates to hiring practices. Universities go to
great lengths to use nondiscriminatory language in job postings and to ad-
vertise in publications inclusive of minority audiences, such as Diverse Is-
sues in Higher Education and Hispanic Outlook. Outreach efforts, however,
often stop here. Effective recruitment requires doing far more than posting
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job descriptions, an ultimately symbolic action of diversification that will
not shift the ethnic and gender composition of institutional management
teams.

Search committees frequently use the existing landscape of their own
institutions as a single litmus test for evaluating candidates rather than con-
sidering how to evolve organizational culture. They try to replicate the qual-
ities of the individual they are replacing or, alternatively, rely on established
signals of excellence, such as publishing in specific journals or favoring cer-
tain teaching and service activities. One of the most familiar and unques-
tioned criteria is the ranking of a candidate’s graduate school; this metric
is particularly problematic since students of color often receive PhDs from
historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs), which tend to score
lower rankings (Alger, 2009). These traditional measurements of merit have
value, but they are not the only standards by which to gauge talent, accom-
plishments, and potential.

To build outstanding leadership teams, academic search committees
must heed the lessons of athletics and business. Higher education must ag-
gressively pursue the best and the brightest candidates, wherever they can
be found. Administrators must aggressively coach and develop diverse fac-
ulty in an effort to help them mature and emerge as department leaders,
capable of producing new vectors of potential in their scholarship and as-
suming new leadership mantles at all levels within their institutions. Lead-
ers must be more aggressive if they wish to diversify administrative ranks
and overcome those glass ceiling effects that exist on campuses. Combined,
these three factors work together to stanch diversity within the junior ranks
of higher education faculty and staff, circumscribing who can compete for
and eventually ascend into senior leadership positions.

Organizational Learning as Framework for Resistance to
Change

When facing deeply embedded factors that contribute to resistance to
change, the challenge of institutional transformation may seem insur-
mountable. There is, however, a growing body of evidence to suggest that
tapping into the theory of organizational learning can shift these dynam-
ics from reactive to proactive, dysfunctional to functional, drawing on a
shared sense of purpose rather than a clash of competing values and needs
(Paul, 2003; Scharmer, 2007; Senge, 1990). As a framework for better un-
derstanding how to situate the needs inherent in any university’s diversity
agenda, organizational learning allows changes to take root at the origins
of the problem, to address underlying and systemic issues rather than ex-
cessively concentrating on surface concerns, which are easily seen but also
easily papered over within a given culture (Paul, 2003; Scharmer, 2007;
Senge, 1990).
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Figure 6.1. Triple-Loop Model of Organizational Learning

Source: Williams (2013).

Organizational Learning Loops. The concept of the learning orga-
nization provides a model for understanding the challenge of translating
glass ceiling effects research into practice. Senge’s (1990) The Fifth Disci-
pline popularized this idea, describing the learning organization as a place
where people, both individually and collectively, expand their capacities to
create change by continually sharing, processing, and translating informa-
tion into new actions and outcomes they care about. Accordingly, cause
and effect are thought of as something that emerges from a multiplicity of
factors, generated from multiple organizational levels and seemingly unre-
lated causes. Simple solutions bring about limited or short-term success or
fail altogether (Senge, 1990; Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & Smith, 1994).
Organizational learning then, as depicted in Figure 6.1, focuses on how in-
stitutions gather and process information in single, double, and triple “or-
ganizational learning loops.”

Single-Loop Learning. When organizational challenges are detected or
less-than-satisfactory diversity outcomes are apparent, actions are initiated
that, despite implementation, continue to produce static results. This type
of error-and-correction process is “single-loop learning.” Single-loop orga-
nizational learning strategies focus on minor fixes and adjustments, leaving
deeper and more fundamental issues unaddressed: the challenge of fit, the
lack of diversity accountability systems, and entrenched hiring methods.
Leaders operating in the single loop are primarily concerned with ques-
tions such as, “What are we going to do now, given the outcomes that we
achieved?” and “How can we achieve new outcomes without shifting exist-
ing norms?”

Double-Loop Learning. By comparison, “double-loop learning”
occurs when an error is corrected in ways that involve modification of
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an organization’s underlying norms, values, and beliefs that guide how
institutions behave. Individuals maintain beliefs as to what constitutes
“good” candidates or prefer those candidates who have had similar
experiences to their own. For example, one might believe that the only
individual who will make a good provost must come through the ranks:
junior faculty, tenured faculty, department chair, associate dean, dean, and
finally provost. To reach new outcomes, though, it is necessary to address
these underlying assumptions and rethink the governing organizational
logic that guides strategy and tactics with regard to institutional diversity
goals.

Double-loop organizational learning is also a process of reflection in
which entities—individuals, groups, or organizations—consider why par-
ticular courses of action were chosen over other possibilities. The central
question of strategic diversity leaders operating within a double-loop learn-
ing mindset then becomes, “Why did this happen, given the outcomes that
we achieved?” Finding answers and consequently marshaling the courage
to act in a bold new direction is the difference between meaningful diver-
sity efforts that are potentially transformative and those that are woefully
disappointing. If institutional search committees are not held accountable
for looking creatively at talent with diversity in mind, then how can indi-
viduals be expected to arrive at this conclusion on their own without re-
quirements, training, incentives, higher expectations, and real-world con-
sequences? As such, double-loop learning stands as a foundational key to
developing sound strategies and tactical actions that will allow institutions
to overcome glass ceiling effects.

Triple-Loop Learning. Triple-loop learning occurs at three levels; it in-
volves not only tactical thinking (single loop) and guiding organizational
logic (double loop), but also the big-picture strategic context of a given
institution. It involves the active consideration of an institution’s surround-
ing environment and its strategic reality as a new organizational logic to be
harnessed in driving strategy and action forward. This chapter proposes,
then, that institutional transformation becomes possible when triple-loop
organization occurs.

This mode of learning asks, “What is the organizational context? What
is the big picture?” The clearest examples of triple-loop strategic diversity
thinking occur when dramatic shifts transpire in policy. Here, the focus
is on defining the environment, assessing the larger context, and translat-
ing it into a new understanding of what should be done to achieve strate-
gic diversity goals. As diversity leaders operate at multiple levels, engag-
ing each of the organizational loops, institutional researchers can shape
change by helping administrative and faculty leaders understand the differ-
ences between “incremental adjustments” (single-loop strategies), “refram-
ing” (double-loop strategies), and “transformational learning” (triple-loop
strategies).
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Conclusion

To truly overcome glass ceiling effects in the academy, researchers and ad-
ministrators must develop a clear understanding of the challenges that
impede progress and develop strategies accordingly. As outlined in this
chapter, several dynamics buttress the glass ceiling effect dynamics of the
academy, including subtle bias and racism, the general lack of accountabil-
ity, and powerful diversity infrastructures designed to create change at the
core of institutional culture.

The only way to overcome these dynamics is for leaders to implement
a triple-loop organizational learning approach to change that is rooted in an
in-depth analysis of the tactics that work, the underlying cultural dynamics
that obstruct change, as well as the broader environmental dynamics that
enable or constrain change in the academy. Deeply understanding the his-
torical and organizational nature of the problem increases the likelihood of
designing policies that will result in lasting change rather than a series of
incremental and ineffective stopgap measures. Additionally, establishing a
shared vision and common goals is more likely to overcome those factors
that contribute to a culture of resistance.

With these objectives in mind, the following set of recommenda-
tions are intended to help diversity leaders traverse the three modes of
organizational learning: (a) foster a sense of senior leadership support
and engagement; (b) develop an appropriate diversity infrastructure to
guide change; (c) implement diversity data translation workshops; (d)
introduce contextually relevant diversity education programs for search
committees, department chairs, faculty, and leaders; (e) establish multi-
ple diversity accountability and incentive systems at the institutional and
individual levels; (f) bring research home by translating scholarly research
projects into campus-wide conversations that bridge theory and practice;
and (g) develop internal mentoring and leadership development programs
designed to groom diverse faculty and staff for senior leadership roles on
campus.
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7 This chapter serves as a resource for identifying selected programs
and initiatives in higher education that demonstrate great promise
in addressing glass ceiling effects in the workplace.

Stellar Programs and Initiatives

Raul A. Leon

Addressing glass ceiling effects in the workplace is a significant responsi-
bility and challenge for the field of higher education. It is paramount for
educators to familiarize themselves with existing literature concerning the
broad range of individual- and institutional-level employment disparities,
discuss their effects on position attainment, and engage with programs and
initiatives that can remediate these inequalities (Bain & Cummings, 2000;
Federal Glass Ceiling Commission, 1995a, 1995b; Jackson & O’Callaghan,
2007; Morley, 2006; Morrison, White, & Van Velsor, 1987).

Previous studies addressing glass ceiling effects have been primarily
concerned with those barriers associated with individual-level character-
istics, like human capital. This chapter shifts the emphasis to organiza-
tions and identifies six programs that challenge institutional dynamics that
perpetuate organizational patterns of formal and informal discrimination.
These interventions demonstrate great promise in remedying glass ceiling
effects. Each program and initiative represents a type of organizational ar-
rangement that can be incorporated into the daily operations of colleges
and universities. Table 7.1 presents a brief overview of these six programs
and initiatives.

Models for Promoting Institutional Diversity

How can institutions of higher education best address organizational
barriers that create a glass ceiling? The first section of this chapter provides
a brief overview of the mission, responsibilities, and types of collaboration
that define each of the six programs and initiatives. The second section is
crafted from a program development perspective in which the researcher
offers a compilation of the substantive qualities that characterize these
programs and initiatives as successful. While the programs highlighted
in this manuscript embody characteristics that can address glass ceiling
effects, they are not the only interventions being implemented nationwide
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Table 7.1. Stellar Programs Comparison

Target
Goal Strategy Population Collaboration

Recruiting
Model

Link the
institution
and local
community

Strong outreach
efforts

Local underrep-
resented job
seekers

Local
community
organizations

Self-Assessment
Model

Better
institutional
knowledge

Conduct self-
assessment
and self-
evaluation

Institutional
members

Departments,
units,
schools, and
colleges

Office Model Guide
institutional
policy

Collect,
analyze, and
report faculty
data

Faculty Individuals,
offices, and
units

Interassociation
Model

Discuss issues
of leadership

Create a
national
network of
leaders

College and
university
presidents

Members of
professional
associations

Institute Model Promote
advancement
of women in
STEM

Networking
and
mentoring
through
workshops
and research

Women in
science and
engineering
fields

Student groups,
departments,
centers, and
schools

State
Intervention
Model

Diversify
faculty and
staff

Economic
support
fellowship

Master’s and
PhD level
students

Graduate
students,
universities,
and states

that confront this phenomenon. However, these six offer a comprehensive
picture of practices and policies that should not be ignored by institutions
of higher education.

Recruiting Model. Cornell University’s Recruitment and Employ-
ment Center (REC) serves as a potential resource for job seekers (i.e., fac-
ulty and staff) considering Cornell as a place of employment (Cornell Uni-
versity Office of Human Resources, 2007).

Mission. Cornell’s REC mission is twofold: First, it facilitates the work
of recruiters and hiring managers to reach qualified applicants; second, it
connects candidates with resources and guidance that align with Cornell’s
broader efforts to diversify its workforce.

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. Cornell’s REC regularly offers em-
ployment sessions for prospective staff and faculty from underrepresented
groups. The primary role of the REC is to provide employment-seeking indi-
viduals with services that range from reviewing employment opportunities
to completing the online application processes required for recruiting. The
center also connects potential employees with local services such as resume
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critiquing and practice interview sessions, both of which are invaluable job-
hunting resources (Cornell University Office of Human Resources, 2007).

The second main purpose of REC employment sessions is to build for-
mal connections to the university itself through direct guidance. Staff mem-
bers act as powerful liaisons between applicants and the university, offering
a welcoming experience and familiar faces to candidates during the search
process (Cornell University Office of Human Resources, 2007). This aspect
of the sessions not only makes the job-seeking experience less impersonal
but also helps to demonstrate the university’s commitment to values beyond
their candidates’ talents.

One final component of the REC is the Dual Career Program, designed
to provide resources like job search assistance to university employment
candidates’ spouses or partners, particularly for those seeking faculty and
staff positions.

Organizational Collaboration. Cornell’s REC operates under the um-
brella of the Office of Human Resources. The REC maintains a direct rela-
tionship with Cornell’s recruiters and hiring managers so that both parties
may streamline communication and offer the best opportunities to the best
candidates. In an effort to develop further avenues for collaboration, the
Cornell Recruitment Partnership (CRP) was also established in 2004, forg-
ing a coalition with 38 local organizations to reach and recruit underrepre-
sented candidates including women, people of color, persons with disabili-
ties, veterans, and retirees. Referrals from CRP have contributed to a steady
increase in the hiring of diverse candidates, with seven individuals hired
in 2004 and a total of 28 new employees in the first nine months of 2006
(Cornell University Office of Human Resources, 2007).

Self-Assessment Model. The Women’s Initiative at Duke is a large-
scale research project that launched in 2002 with the objective of better
understanding the experiences and challenges that women face at Duke
University.

Mission. Comprehensive in nature, the Women’s Initiative at Duke
looks beyond the experiences of a single segment of the university commu-
nity. This initiative explores the lives of faculty, staff, graduate students, un-
dergraduates, and other constituencies representing women affiliated with
the university. Its mission is to offer a review of problem areas and dis-
tinct opportunities to move toward ensuring more equitable experiences for
women across the institution (Duke University Women’s Initiative Steering
Committee, 2003).

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. The initiative was borne out of the
belief that self-scrutiny and research have the potential to help institutions
promote values of inclusiveness and diversity. As such, the Women’s Initia-
tive steering committee defined its main task accordingly:

Formulate questions and methodologies, oversee the gathering and analysis
of data by groups of colleagues from every constituency of the university,
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and devise policy recommendations based on that data and on our collegial
discussions. (Duke University Women’s Initiative Steering Committee, 2003,
p. 2)

The initiative applied quantitative and qualitative research methods to
examine the status of women across the university. This self-study approach
provided leaders with rubrics to assess equity and diversity progress, high-
lighting valuable information to craft plans and strategies that could im-
prove the campus climate for this population. Regarding the status of female
faculty at Duke, this initiative gathered data that allowed administrators to
compare the representation of women in faculty ranks with respect to their
male colleagues. Data were also collected to determine the percentage of
female faculty with tenure across departments and the length of time re-
quired for women to obtain tenure as compared to their male peers (Duke
University Women’s Initiative Steering Committee, 2003). The outcomes
of this self-study opened the door for conversations about the glass ceiling
and encouraged the university to develop appropriate strategies to address
existing disparities.

Organizational Collaboration. Former Duke president Nannerl Keo-
hane served as chair of the Women’s Initiative, and 16 individuals repre-
senting executive-level positions across campus participated as members
of the steering committee. This structure provided the committee with a
broad range of perspectives and facilitated the implementation of policy rec-
ommendations generated by the official Women’s Initiative report (2003).
By reporting to the president, the committee achieved an immediate insti-
tutional response with the creation of the President’s Commission on the
Status of Women. This commission was charged with monitoring progress
related to the Women’s Initiative report’s findings. In addition, the provost
also created a standing committee on faculty diversity that focuses on search
and hiring procedures to secure a diverse pool of applicants.

Office Model. The Office of Faculty Development and Diversity
(FD&D) at Harvard University guides the institutional policy process at
the level of faculty affairs with specific attention to faculty recruitment and
diversity.

Mission. FD&D serves as an advocate for women and underrepre-
sented racial and ethnic groups across faculty ranks. This office spearheads
a leadership agenda that brings diversity to the forefront of campus activ-
ity and seeks to improve the work-life conditions for all faculty members
(Harvard University Office of the Vice Provost, 2008).

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. FD&D collects, analyzes, and reports
on data intended to review and monitor faculty appointments. The office
has become a central resource center for demographic data collection rele-
vant to faculty promotion. One of the main responsibilities of FD&D is to
implement university-wide programs that support the recommendations of
the 2005 Women’s Task Force. The office also assists units across campus in
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implementing and evaluating a myriad of diversity initiatives. This support
comes in the form of office staff assigned to work with groups across cam-
pus, technical assistance, financial start-up capital, leadership, and guidance
in advancing new policies and initiatives (President and Fellows of Harvard
College, 2009).

All these strategies and rigorous data collection processes have been
summarized in reports produced by FD&D (Harvard University Office of
the Vice Provost, 2008; President and Fellows of Harvard College, 2009).
This commitment to documentation aligns with the university’s goal to fos-
ter intellectual leadership within its own ranks and to “share ideas and
strategies to tackle the challenges of recruiting, developing, promoting, and
retaining the best scholars in the world” (Harvard University Office of the
Vice Provost, 2008, p. 66).

Organizational Collaboration. FD&D is the central administration’s
faculty affairs office, operating from the Office of the Senior Vice Provost. To
enforce accountability, FD&D reports annually on the equity and diversity
progress made throughout the institution, collecting reports from Harvard’s
12 schools to assess their progress and document any challenges in advanc-
ing the university’s diversity agenda. Because Harvard University is a highly
decentralized organization, FD&D partners with multiple units and depart-
ments across campus to develop a common culture that prioritizes faculty
development and diversity.

Illustrating the collaborative nature of this work, FD&D has partnered
with the Office of Institutional Research to establish an institutional base-
line to target recruitment and retention of faculty of color. In addition,
FD&D has also piloted numerous programs and initiatives at the institu-
tional level that involve faculty across all ranks. For instance, FD&D has
been instrumental in funding postdoctoral fellows and junior faculty mem-
bers, yet it has also addressed issues such as high-quality child care and has
assisted scholars in finding balance between their family and career lives
(Harvard University Office of the Vice Provost, 2008).

Interassociation Model. The American Council on Education’s
(ACE) Spectrum Initiative is a multiyear national agenda that seeks to di-
versify the pool of candidates aspiring to the position of college presidency.

Mission. Data indicate that 42% of college presidents in 1986 were 50
years old or younger and just 14% were 61 or older. Some 20 years later,
only 8% were 50 or younger and 49% were 61 or older (Renick, 2008).
This age-related phenomenon presents an opportunity for institutions to
broaden their pool of applicants and foster more inclusive search processes
to diversify the ranks of college presidents. The Spectrum Initiative was
launched to assist current leaders from underrepresented backgrounds who
aspire to reach executive positions, reframing the model utilized by search
and screen committees when selecting candidates.

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. The Spectrum Initiative is a multiyear
national agenda designed to diversify executive-level positions in higher
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education. This initiative is sponsored by the Center for Advancement of
Racial and Ethnic Equity (CAREE) at ACE and is guided by three specific
objectives: (a) to broaden and strengthen the leadership pipeline for women
and racial/ethnic minority administrators; (b) to ensure that presidential
search and selection processes are inclusive; and (c) to promote leadership
development, mentoring, and succession planning (American Council on
Education, 2008).

Organizational Collaboration. The Spectrum Initiative is the result of
collaboration among a group of leading higher education associations that
convened in March 2007. ACE firmly believes that research is a critical
step in identifying suitable women and minority candidates who aspire to
the college presidency. Relying on a strong relationship with institutional
boards of trustees, national and regional associations, executive search
firms, and campus search communities, ACE has secured access to demo-
graphic information that identifies individuals working in administrative
positions that have a high likelihood of leading to the presidency (Renick,
2008).

Using this information, ACE designs programs that prepare aspir-
ing candidates from underrepresented backgrounds to assume executive-
level roles such as the college presidency (Renick, 2008). ACE has spon-
sored roundtables that explore the best practices for governing boards, or-
ganized peer mentoring networks, and developed presidential candidate
database and referral systems to support these candidates. Among these
sponsored programs, a summit for women of color administrators in higher
education has been instrumental in establishing mentoring relationships
and facilitating interactions between aspiring candidates, current and for-
mer women presidents, and chancellors of color (American Council on
Education, 2008).

Institute Model. The Women in Science & Engineering Leadership
Institute (WISELI) is a research center at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison that seeks to address impediments to the academic advancement
of women scientists and engineers.

Mission. WISELI’s website affirms that its guiding mission is to fos-
ter a research agenda, networking opportunities, and a mentoring structure
that define WISELI as a “living laboratory” where issues relevant to women
in science and engineering are carefully examined. The organization’s long-
term goal is to increase the percentage of female faculty and leadership po-
sitions in higher education to 50%, a figure roughly equivalent to the rep-
resentation of women in the university’s student body (Women in Science
& Engineering Leadership Institute, 2013).

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. WISELI is devoted to the creation of
formal and informal networking venues for faculty and postdoctoral fellows
in otherwise predominantly male environments. WISELI provides a space
for faculty to explore issues ranging from pipeline discussions for women
aspiring to careers in the sciences, to development workshops for schol-
ars facing issues involving child care or parental leave. WISELI’s main task
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is to reduce isolation, build relationships, and foster an environment that
welcomes women in science and engineering fields (Women in Science &
Engineering Leadership Institute, 2013).

Organizational Collaboration. WISELI is funded through a combina-
tion of several administrative partners that include eight different units
within University of Wisconsin-Madison, grants from national scientific
funding agencies, and gifts or income-generating activities sponsored by
WISELI itself. WISELI engages individuals at different levels of their profes-
sion, women who represent several schools, departments, and units across
campus that retain connections to science and engineering fields. WISELI
offers grants and monetary support to implement programs across the in-
stitution, sponsors workshops and forums, and continues to build partner-
ships that promote the participation and advancement of women in science
and engineering.

State Intervention Model. The Diversifying Higher Education Fac-
ulty in Illinois Program (DFI) is a fellowship initiative administered by the
Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE). DFI provides annual financial
assistance to over 100 members of traditionally underrepresented groups to
pursue graduate and professional degrees in institutions of higher education
in Illinois (Illinois Board of Higher Education, 2011).

Mission. DFI was designed to increase the number of traditionally un-
derrepresented individuals in faculty, staff, and governing board positions.
DFI currently combines the Illinois Consortium for Educational Opportu-
nity Program (ICEOP) and the Illinois Minority Graduate Incentive Pro-
gram (IMGIP) into a single fellowship.

Responsibilities and Main Tasks. One of the main responsibilities of
DFI representatives is to identify and contact qualified candidates with
demonstrated financial need. All academic fields are considered for this
award. The DFI Board approved an allocation of $1.64 million for the fiscal
year 2012 to fund 130 fellowship awards (Illinois Board of Higher Educa-
tion, 2011).

Organizational Collaboration. DFI was established by the Illinois Gen-
eral Assembly in 2004. The DFI Act authorizes the Illinois Board of Higher
Education (IBHE) to appoint a 21-member board to establish policies and
procedures to administer the DFI program. Each participating college or
university is accountable to the IBHE, with DFI representatives acting as
the main link between candidates and the state of Illinois. Starting with
the application process, candidates must submit materials to their institu-
tion’s DFI program representative. Each institution then determines which
applications are sent forward to the statewide selections committee. In the
second phase, a state selection committee of DFI board members reviews
the applications and grants the fellowship awards (Illinois Board of Higher
Education, 2011).

Upon graduation, students receiving fellowships must agree to
seek and accept a teaching or staff full-time appointment in an Illinois
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postsecondary educational institution or governing board. If this career
path is not pursued, students must accept administrative or education-
related positions as employees of the state of Illinois equal to the number of
years of DFI fellowship support (Illinois Board of Higher Education, 2011).

Discussion

This chapter outlined six programs and initiatives that confront the glass
ceiling and offer varying levels of support toward the advancement of
women and underrepresented populations in higher education. No single
program or initiative described is fully capable of remediating or eliminating
the effects of the glass ceiling on its own. Yet, examining these six models
provides an opportunity to analyze several strategies in action, allowing for
a discussion that considers higher education workforce dynamics beyond
the context of any single institution.

These programs and initiatives were selected because they devote re-
sources to creating work environments that recognize and value diversity as
an organizational asset. As such, characteristics from each of the six models
could be adopted and replicated to enhance the experience of women and
people of color in the higher education workforce. This section highlights
six simple but compelling principles distilled from each of the aforemen-
tioned six programs.

Recruiting Locally. The recruiting model exemplifies the benefits
available for institutions that reach into their communities and provide indi-
viduals with the opportunity to learn about the institution as a future place
of employment. By securing partnerships with local organizations, the re-
cruiting model demonstrates that institutions must find new ways to reach
talented individuals. In this case, these partnerships streamline the process
of identifying and hiring candidates from underrepresented groups. The re-
cruiting model makes the hiring process less impersonal, communicating
the institution’s concern with candidates’ professional future, and thereby
encouraging underrepresented candidates to consider careers there.

To ensure that institutions have a diverse pool of applicants, they must
build connections to local organizations, strengthen links with professional
associations, and continue to establish positive relationships with the local
community. It is also beneficial to observe and learn from those institutions
that have currently demonstrated success in recruiting a diverse workforce.
When setting priorities, institutions cannot ignore their ties with other cam-
puses across the nation as well as their local community. As more institu-
tions focus on preparing graduates to contribute not only nationally, but
also at the state and local levels, it is essential for universities to do the same,
connecting individuals from the local community with the university as a
potential place of employment for a successful career.

Self-Assessment and Self-Evaluation. The self-assessment model
teaches a valuable lesson that in order to develop a work environment that
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overcomes glass ceiling barriers, institutions must know where they cur-
rently stand on issues of diversity. This model is rooted in the concept of self-
scrutiny and highlights the importance of feedback from diverse constituen-
cies. To understand the hidden nature of glass ceiling barriers, this model
relies on reporting structures that enhance accountability, guide in-
stitutional policy, and offer a realistic view of current challenges and
opportunities.

Understanding the current status of women and people of color in the
workforce nationally is a priority that can no longer be ignored. In higher
education, despite recent gains in the area of diversity, many institutions
still struggle to create environments that are inclusive for all populations.
When institutions devote time to better understanding the experiences and
challenges of a group in their organization, they position themselves to dis-
cover valuable information in assessing their own progress toward demon-
strating their values and priorities. This first step is critical in building the
foundation for a campus that integrates diversity as an institutional asset.

The Importance of Data. The office model is presented as a pro-
totype of a well-articulated collaborative leadership approach. This model
involves building relationships of mutual responsibility and collaboration,
shattering institutional silos, and in turn fostering greater faculty diver-
sity. The office model shows that leadership support must extend beyond
promises for change, where devoting staff, financial support, technical as-
sistance, and guiding departments and units is a commitment that must be
present from start to finish.

In this model, collecting and analyzing data is as important as lead-
ers who are innovative and can motivate departments and units to consider
the implications of these data in their daily work. Data can provide a better
baseline for the implementation of a myriad of initiatives across campus.
However, it is critical to possess staff and resources that can facilitate these
departments’ and units’ efforts to envision how their work may align with
broader diversity priorities. Often, the work of managing and running pro-
grams day to day can be all-consuming. A dedicated staff focused on en-
hancing diversity can be an effective collaborator, advocating for diversity
as part of what an organization does on a daily basis, avoiding organizational
misalignment and maximizing resources.

Connecting Beyond Institutional Boundaries. The major strength
of the interassociation model is its potential to connect individuals and in-
stitutions across national networks. In particular, the model offers a space
for participants to discuss topics and trends that affect the future of lead-
ership roles in higher education. The success of this model relies upon the
ability of its participants to bring ideas back to their own campuses, extend-
ing the conversation, and creating venues to implement plans and strategies.

Formal mentoring and networking programs help improve connec-
tivity within organizations. When these programs are replicated at the
regional and national scale, they ensure that individuals are introduced
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to a wide array of ideas and connect with others in leadership positions
across the nation. A fundamental benefit of this practice is that individuals
can interact with experienced leaders in spaces designed for innovative
thinking that extend beyond institutional borders.

Institutional Mentoring, Networking, and Developing Opportuni-
ties. The institute model creates support systems based on mentoring
structures and networking opportunities that allow participants to pursue
their academic interests. At its core, the institute model stands out because
it connects women in science and engineering fields at different stages in
their careers. Additionally, this model positions research at the center of the
academic community, creating a supportive environment aligned with the
career aspirations of these professionals.

Mentoring and networking are practices widely recognized as crucial
to professional development in organizations. The institute model incor-
porates these practices in a collaborative research oriented environment.
When organizations invest resources in designing programs and initia-
tives that are this comprehensive in nature, they can fulfill multiple goals,
such as demonstrating their commitment to employees by creating environ-
ments that reduce professional isolation while also encouraging collabora-
tive work across department and units.

Financial Commitment and Support. The state intervention model
stresses the importance of identifying and supporting future academic and
administrative leaders in the early stages of their education. This program
prioritizes the recruitment of underrepresented groups with fellowships
that provide powerful economic incentives to pursue careers in higher ed-
ucation. The state intervention model stands out because fellowship re-
cipients are required to seek and apply for jobs in higher education and
must do so in the same state. Therefore, this model ensures that invest-
ments in candidates will eventually benefit colleges and universities across
the state.

When organizations make commitments to diversity, experienced peo-
ple are needed to translate these commitments into action, to gather re-
sources to implement programs and initiatives with a keen understanding
of the challenges that prevent diversity from being championed as an in-
stitutional priority. In the context of economic challenges, many colleges
and universities face budget constraints that can impede this work. There-
fore, institutions must recognize that investing in diversity, when prop-
erly managed, can bring sizeable individual and institutional benefits—
a principle that must be repeatedly emphasized with respect to the glass
ceiling.

Conclusion

The six programs and initiatives detailed in this chapter represent varying
approaches that can be replicated and adapted to reduce or even eradicate
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the glass ceiling in higher education. The potential impact of these orga-
nizational responses targeting the glass ceiling from different dimensions,
when considered collectively, constitutes a remarkably wide-ranging effort.
The presence of faculty, administrators, and staff who are truly repre-
sentative of our diverse society ultimately stands to benefit all of higher
education.

Each program signifies an organization that has chosen to proactively
support an environment that confronts glass ceiling effects. These initiatives
are a reminder that our institutions can no longer stand still and hope in-
creasing numbers of women and minorities will automatically reach leader-
ship positions. Organizations must be involved, proactive, engaged, willing
to devote resources and reconsider misconceptions, and above all, answer
to new waves of diverse talent knocking on their doors.
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Solórzano, D. G., 31
Stefancic, J., 31
Stern, D. T., 39
Stevens, D. D., 49, 57, 59
Stewman, S., 38
Stockdale, M., 39
Strayhorn, T. L., 64
Stutz, J., 64, 68, 71
Sullivan, J., 14–15
Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED), 16

Tate,W. F., IV, 31
Thomas, D., 2
Thompson, D. E., 37
Thorsteinson, T., 14–15
Tierney, W. G., 49, 53
Toutkoushian, R. K., 14–15, 17–20
Townsend, B., 37
Trice, A. G., 49, 56
Trower, C. A., 5, 51, 67
Turner, C. S. V., 4, 8, 20, 53, 57, 76

Umbach, P. D., 15–17

Valdes, F., 31
Van den Brink, M., 39
Vanderlinden, K. E., 49
Vanneman, R., 3–4, 8, 13, 20, 26–28, 37–

39, 44, 65
Van Velsor, E., 3, 85
Von Glinow, M. A., 2–3, 38–39, 64
Von Velsor, E., 37–39

Wade-Golden, K. C., 76, 78, 79
Wall Street Journal, 2
Webster, J., 26–27
Weick, K. E., 52, 54–55
Werner, S., 39
White, R. P., 3, 37–39, 85



102 INDEX

Whitney, D. J., 41
Williams, D. A., 75–76, 81, 84
Winborne, W., 1, 3
WISELI. See Women in Science &

Engineering Leadership Institute
(WISELI)

Women in Science & Engineering Lead-
ership Institute (WISELI), 90–91

Women’s Initiative Steering Committee
(Duke University), 87–88

Woodard, M., 3, 5, 20, 39
Wooden, O. S., 31

Woodward, D., 3
Wright, E. O., 3, 39

Yamagata, H., 38
Yeh, K. S., 38
Yonker, R., 14–15
Yosso, T. J., 31
You, S., 40
Young, D. S., 39

Zemsky, P., 3, 39
Zimbler, L. J., 5



OTHER TITLES AVAILABLE IN THE
NEW DIRECTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH SERIES

John F. Ryan, Editor-in-Chief
Gloria Crisp, Associate Editor

IR 158 New Scholarship in Critical Quantitative Research: Part 1
Frances K. Stage, Ryan S. Wells
Seven years ago, New Directions for Institutional Research published the
volume Using Quantitative Data To Answer Critical Questions. In that volume,
a group of quantitative researchers sought to differentiate their approaches to
quantitative research from more traditional positivistic and postpositivistic
approaches. The term quantitative criticalists described researchers who used
quantitative methods to represent educational processes and outcomes to
reveal inequities and to identify perpetuation of systematic inequities. The
term also included researchers who questioned models, measures, and
political processes, in order to ensure equity when describing educational
experiences. These scholars resisted traditional quantitative research
motivations that sought solely to confirm theory and explain processes. This
volume provides an expanded conceptualization of those tasks and adds a
third: to conduct culturally relevant research by studying institutions and
people in context.
The chapters in this volume present work focused on underrepresented
persons in a variety of levels of higher education. Each scholar has used
critical quantitative approaches to examine access and/or success in the
higher education arena. Their scholarship pushes the boundaries of what we
know by questioning mainstream notions of higher education through the
examination of policies, the reframing of theories and measures, and the
reexamination of traditional questions for nontraditional populations. The
work is divergent, but the commonality of the presentations lies in each
scholar’s critical approach to conventional quantitative scholarship. Their
research highlights inequities and explores factors not typically included in
conventional quantitative analysis.
ISBN: 978-1-1189-4747-0

IR 157 Global Issues in Institutional Research
Angel Calderon, Karen L. Webber
Globalization, demographic shifts, rapid technological transformation, and
market-driven environments are changing the way higher education operates
today. We know that human capital plays a critical role in the global
economy, and postsecondary education is seen by officials in many countries
as a key to economic development. Most developed countries have adopted
policies for, or have considered, how to move toward greatly expanded
higher education systems that can accommodate change. Globalized higher
education produces an even greater need for the decision support function of
institutional research; however, it needs to be debated in what form, shape, or
orientation it should occur. All around the world, postsecondary institutions
are facing competitive environments, declining resources, and changing
societal needs. Institutions are affected by globalization, state and local



government needs, economic restructuring, information technology, and
student and staff mobility. Institutional researchers have a critical role to play
in addressing these issues. In this volume, we have embedded the practice of
IR as experienced globally. We brought together a discussion that is delivered
from multiple perspectives, but fundamentally one that draws from the
collaborative efforts of practitioners across borders. By embedding notions of
globalization that affect IR, we can engage readers in broad discussions on
where we are coming from and where we are heading.
ISBN: 978-1-1187-1435-5

IR 156 Benchmarking in Institutional Research
Gary D. Levy, Nicolas A. Valcik
The term benchmarking is commonplace nowadays in institutional research
and higher education. Less common, however, is a general understanding of
what it really means and how it has been, and can be, used effectively. This
volume of New Directions for Institutional Research begins by defining
benchmarking as “a strategic and structured approach whereby an
organization compares aspects of its processes and/or outcomes to those of
another organization or set of organizations to identify opportunities for
improvement.”

Building on this definition, the chapters in this volume provide a brief
history of the evolution and emergence of benchmarking in general and in
higher education in particular. The authors apply benchmarking to
enrollment management and student success, institutional effectiveness, and
the potential economic impact of higher education institutions on their host
communities. They look at the use of national external survey data in
institutional benchmarking and selection of peer institutions, introduce
multivariate statistical methodologies for guiding that selection, and consider
a novel application of baseball sabermetric methods. The volume offers a
solid starting point for those new to benchmarking in higher education and
provides examples of current best practices and prospective new directions.
ISBN: 978-1-1186-0883-8

IR 155 Refining the Focus on Faculty Diversity in Postsecondary Institutions
Yonghong Jade Xu
Faculty diversity is gaining unprecedented emphasis in the mission of
colleges and universities, and institutional researchers are being pushed for
relevant data. In this volume, six chapters examine faculty diversity from a
variety of perspectives. Together, they constitute a comprehensive outlook on
the subject, highlighting factors including racial background, gender,
citizenship, employment status, and academic discipline, and examining how
growing diversity has affected the work experience and productivity of
faculty and the learning outcomes of students. Special attention is given to
international and nontenure-track faculty members, two groups that have
experienced rapid growth in recent years. Chapter authors present empirical
evidence to support the increasing importance of faculty diversity in
institutional research, to show the need for actively tracking the changes in
diversity over time, and to highlight the critical role of research methodology
in all such work.
ISBN: 978-1-1185-2675-0



IR 154 Multilevel Modeling Techniques and Applications in Institutional
Research
Joe L. Lott, II, and James S. Antony
Multilevel modeling is an increasingly popular multivariate technique that is
widely applied in the social sciences. Increasingly, institutional research (IR)
practitioners are making instructional decisions based on results from their
multivariate analyses, which often come from nested data that lend
themselves to multilevel modeling techniques. As colleges and universities
continue to face mounting pressures to shrink their budgets and maximize
resources while at the same time maintaining and even increasing their
institutional profiles, data-driven decision making will be critical. Multilevel
modeling is one tool that will lead to more efficient estimates and enhance
understanding of complex relationships.

The express purpose of this volume of New Directions for Institutional
Research is to illustrate both the theoretical underpinnings and practical
applications of multilevel modeling in IR. Chapters in this volume introduce
the fundamental concepts of multilevel modeling techniques in both a
conceptual and technical manner. Authors provide a range of examples of
nested models that are based on linear and categorical outcomes, and then
offer important suggestions about presenting results of multilevel models
through charts and graphs.
ISBN: 978-1-1184-4400-9

IR 153 Data Use in the Community College
Christopher M. Mullin, Trudy Bers, and Linda Serra Hagedorn
American community colleges represent a true success story. With their
multiple missions, they have provided access and opportunity to millions of
students who would not have otherwise had the opportunity to gain a college
degree, certificate, or technical training. But community colleges are held
accountable for their services and must be able to show that they are indeed
serving their variety of students appropriately. Providing that evidence is the
responsibility of the institutional research office, which must function not
only as the data collection point but also as the decipherer of the story the
different types of data tell.

This volume speaks of the multiplicity of data required to tell the
community college story. The authors explore and detail how various
sources—workforce data, market data, state-level data, federal data, and, of
course, institutional data such as transcript files—all have something to say
about the life of a community college. Much like an orchestral score, where
the different parts played by individual instruments become music under the
hands of a conductor, these data can be coordinated and assembled into a
message that answers questions of student success and institutional
effectiveness.
ISBN: 978-1-1183-8807-5





WILEY END USER LICENSE
AGREEMENT

Go to www.wiley.com/go/eula to access Wiley’s ebook
EULA.

View publication stats

http://www.wiley.com/go/eula
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/305514355

	Measuring Glass Ceiling Effects in Higher Education: Opportunities and Challenges
	CONTENTS
	EDITORS’ NOTES
	Purpose of This Volume
	Establishing the Historical Problem of the Glass Ceiling
	What Is the Definition of the Glass Ceiling?
	Glass Ceiling Effects in Higher Education
	Key Considerations and Challenges
	Gathering Institutional Data for Planning Purposes
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Dedication
	References

	1 Using Salary as a Measure of Glass Ceiling Effects: Lessons for Institutional Researchers
	Salary-Equity Studies: Methodological Considerations
	Sample Selection in Salary-Equity Studies
	Variable Selection in Salary-Equity Studies
	Choice of Data Analysis Techniques in Salary-Equity Studies

	Review of Relevant Research Findings
	Salary-Equity Policies: Profiles and Guidelines
	References

	2 Using Critical Interpretive Lenses to Examine Glass Ceiling Effects Through Qualitative Research
	Glass Ceiling Background and Literature Review
	Preoccupations With the Glass Ceiling
	How Can Qualitative Research Be Useful?
	Using Interpretive Frameworks to Examine Glass Ceiling Effects
	Critical Race Theory
	Intersectionality and Intersectional Frameworks

	Future Considerations
	References

	3 Approximating Glass Ceiling Effects Using Cross-Sectional Data
	The Glass Ceiling
	Glass Ceiling Effects

	Using Cross-Sectional Data to Understand Glass Ceiling Effects
	Overview of Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Data
	Common Critiques of Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Data
	Reducing the Risk of CMV on CI With Cross-Sectional Data

	Studying Glass Ceiling Effects Using Cross-Sectional Data
	Conclusion
	References

	4 Faculty Diversity and the Traditions of Academic Governance
	Refocusing the Conceptual Frame
	Faculty Diversity in Higher Education
	Academic Freedom
	Structural Looseness
	Aligning Ideas, Goals, and Action
	Faculty Searches
	Tenure and Promotion

	Conclusion
	References

	5 Using Human Resource Software Technology to Mitigate Glass Ceiling Effects in Higher Education: Interdisciplinary Applications for Managing Diversity
	Method
	Conceptual Framework
	Diversity and the Glass Ceiling Within Academia
	Exploring Interdisciplinary Alternatives
	Diversity Measurement Software
	EEOSTAT

	Conclusions and Implications
	References

	6 Organizational Learning as a Framework for Overcoming Glass Ceiling Effects in Higher Education
	Understanding Institutional Culture
	Shifting Institutional Culture
	The Challenge of Fit
	Lack of Diversity Accountability
	Ingrained Hiring Practices

	Organizational Learning as Framework for Resistance to Change
	Organizational Learning Loops

	Conclusion
	References

	7 Stellar Programs and Initiatives
	Models for Promoting Institutional Diversity
	Recruiting Model
	Self-Assessment Model
	Office Model
	Interassociation Model
	Institute Model
	State Intervention Model

	Discussion
	Recruiting Locally
	Self-Assessment and Self-Evaluation
	The Importance of Data
	Connecting Beyond Institutional Boundaries
	Institutional Mentoring, Networking, and Developing Opportunities
	Financial Commitment and Support

	Conclusion
	References

	INDEX
	Other Titles
	Order Form
	EULA



