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INTRODUCTIONtc "INTRODUCTION" \f 
 \l 1
People cannot become complacent with the idea that women’s position in academe has been improving. As Ackeri and Armenti (2004) emphasized, “underlying structures and ideologies that work to the disadvantage of women in academe continue to exert a strong, if increasingly unheralded impact” (pp. 3-4). Even though women’s situations have improved, women continue to experience disadvantages in academia. Thus, actions to monitor and improve these situations need to take place. 
The Brandon University Status of Women Review Committee (SWRC) actively tries to ensure that women’s situations consistently improve at Brandon University. The SWRC was established in February of 1988 because both Brandon University and the Brandon University Faculty Association (BUFA) were and continue to be committed to “the objective of equal opportunities for women in the University community and, recognizing the systematic discrimination to which women have been subjected in the past, the Parties are specially committed to improving the status of women in the University to achieve such equality” (Collective Agreement, April 2009). The members of the SWRC are determined to establish equity for all members of the University. To achieve its mandate, the Committee is responsible to review actions taken to improve the status of women in the University and the community.  As well, the Committee reviews the development and implementation of hiring goals required for academic faculties/units. The SWRC is also responsible for ongoing reviews to ensure there is no discrimination based on gender in salaries, in the process of securing tenure and promotion, or in the granting of sabbaticals and research grants. 


The Committee conducts a major review of the aforementioned matters every five years. Within the report, the Committee includes an assessment of the progress being made toward the objectives of Article 30 in the April 2009 Collective Agreement. The results are shared with Brandon University and BUFA.

The literature supports the importance of the SWRC and this report. The under-representation of women within the ranks of academic staff has been a persistent and a troubling feature of universities and colleges in Canada. There have been some gains, yet the university workforce still remains largely dominated by men (Canadian Association of University Teachers, 2006). Indeed, women are under-represented amongst the most senior of academic ranks. In 2003-2004, 18% of full professors in Canada were women. Further, more women than men are employed on a part-time or limited-term basis and without tenure. Another concern is tenure and promotions. Tenure and promotion are the most significant rites of passage in a successful academic career, and, overwhelmingly, national and international research has demonstrated women’s disadvantage in tenure and promotion, especially in promotion from associate professor to full professor (Drakich & Stewart, 2007). Ultimately, the first part of this review that studies the statistics, such as salary, hiring practices, tenure and promotions of full-time faculty at BU from 2004-2009 will enable the SWRC to ensure that progress is still being made at BU.
The university’s working climate may be an aide or a hindrance to faculty member’s success in academia.  Xu (2008), who studied women in academic settings, in particular in science departments, determined that the under-representation of women is explained by an academic culture that provides women fewer opportunities, limited support, and inequity in leadership, rather than by gender-based differences such as roles in family responsibilities. Women in academia tend to be dissatisfied because they tend to dominate the lower positions and non-tenure track positions, have more teaching responsibilities and less research support, and serve on more committees than men. These deficits at work may lead to more dissatisfaction, which may lead to leaving the work environment and/or not advancing in work. From the survey components of this review, the SWRC will be able to attain an understanding of the BU working environment from the female faculty’s perspective, and, from this data, determine if there is a chilly environment that may be hindering women’s performance, as XU suggests. 
There have been some positive strides in gender equality. The gender pay gap in Canada is narrowing. On average women academics made about 13.4% less than their male colleagues in Canada (Canadian Association of University Teachers, 2006). Furthermore, from the 2004 SWRC report, women’s situations at Brandon University seemed to have been improving: the salary gap was narrowing, there were not differences in the number of men and women who were awarded tenure, promotions, and grants, and there were more female hirings. There still remained some concerns in terms of the number of women applying for tenure and promotions, and women still seemed to dominate the lower positions at the University. Overall, women at Brandon University were content with their working environment, so even though there still needed to be improvement, the environment was lending itself to such improvements. 
With this report, the SWRC wants to ensure that improvements are still being made at BU and that there are no regressions with gender equality. Furthermore, the Committee wishes to ensure that the environment is still a climate that encourages women to be successful.
PART I – ARCHIVAL DATA

Method
tc "Method" \f 
 \l 2
Procedure and Populationtc "Procedure and Population" \f C \l 3

Statistics for all BUFA members were gathered from the offices of Human Resources and the Vice-President Academic and Research regarding starting and current salary, starting and current rank, years of service, highest degree attained, type of appointment, date of tenure, promotion history, sabbatical history, and BURC grants. The data was collected for all 229 current* full-time members of BUFA (106 women and 123 men). Statistics were not gathered for sessional instructors or for faculty members who no longer work at Brandon University. Data gathered from the SWRC 2004 Report was also used. This data was used to compare the present data to the data collected in 2004. Some of the data were also compared to the most recent data from the national statistics report of Canadian Universities (Canadian Association  of University Teachers, 2008-2009), data which reflect the academic situation of universities in 2005-2006.
*on May 19, 2009

Results: Descriptive Statistics
Gender Distribution at Brandon University


Over the past four years, Brandon University has seen an increase in the proportion of female faculty. As reported in the 2004 SWRC Report, women represented 35.7% (or 83/232) of full-time BU faculty and now women represent 46% (or 106/229)* of the faculty as of May 2009. This average is higher than the 2005-2006 national average of 32.7% (CAUT, 2008-2009). As Figure 1 shows, the percentage of female faculty levelled off between 1999/2000 to 2003/2004, but has increased significantly these last four years.

Figure 1

Percentage of Full-Time Female Faculty since 1989/90
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*When including part-time faculty, the percentage of women is 48%.
Gender Distribution by Faculty


Table 1 shows that there continues to be an unequal gender distribution in each faculty at Brandon University. It was noted in the SWRC 2004 report that there had been some improvement between 1990 and 2000. Table 1 shows further improvement between 2004 and 2009. The percentage of women in the Faculty of Music has doubled (42%), and with this increase has surpassed the faculty’s goal * of 29%. The percentages of women in other faculties have shown an increase, as well.  Student Services and the Library (63%) have surpassed their goal (50%, they had already surpassed their goals in 2004). The Faculty of Science (30%) has almost reached its goal of 32%; similarly the Faculty of Arts (44%) has almost reached its goal of 46%. The Faculty of Education (39%) continues to show improvement, but remains short of its goal of 50%. A chi-square test was performed to determine which faculties have a significantly disproportionate amount of men or women in 2009. There are a significantly higher proportion of females to males in the Faculty of Health Studies. There are a significantly higher proportion of males to females in the Faculty of Science.
* These goals were set in 1989.
Table 1
Percentage of Women by Faculty


[image: image1.emf]Faculty

2004 2009

BU Goal set in 

1989

Arts 40% 44% 46%

Education 36% 39% 50%

Health Studies/ First 

Nations and Aboriginal 

Counselling 77% 86% N/A

Music 21% 42% 29%*

Science 24% 30% 32%

Student Services & Library 57% 63% 50%


*The goal for the School of Music was to hire a female candidate, when there was clearly no superior candidate, until the percentage of women reflected the ratio between men and women enrolled in Doctoral music programs in major universities. The goal reported here is the 2001 ratio of men and women doctoral graduates in music programs across Canada (CAUT, 2004).
Gender Distribution in Years of Service


Male faculty have been employed at BU for an average of 13.6 years, whereas female faculty have been employed at BU for an average of 9.8 years. A t-test indicated that the difference between men and women in their years of service at BU was significant (t = 3.863, p = 0.001). Thus male faculty have, on average, been employed for longer periods of time than female faculty.
Salary

As of October 1, 2008, male faculty at Brandon University earned an average of $81,278; in comparison, female faculty at Brandon University earned an average of $68,570.  There is a significant salary discrepancy at Brandon University with female faculty making $12,708 less on average than male faculty (t = 5.138, p = 0.001).

However, any salary discrepancy, as shown in Table 2, must be interpreted cautiously because salary, in and of itself, is only one indicator of gender inequality. Male faculty will continue to show an apparent advantage in salary because they have been employed longer at BU and also hold higher ranks.
Table 2

Average Salaries of Full-Time Faculty, by Gender and by Rank 

[image: image2.emf]Rank

male female male female male female male female male female

Professor,      

PA IV

100 23891 308 99 133 89 818107 94995 956111 10499 120107 821100 208

Assoc. Prof,      

PA III.

80 135 79 310 78 751 73 515 85 430 79 437 88 276 82 754 86 407 80 583

Assist. Prof., 

PA II, AA II

60 741 59 665 60 727 58 935 65 763 65 570 67 759 67 015 67 698 65 198

Lecturer,   

PA I, IA III, 

AA I

48 534 49 393 49 661 49 022 53 862 53 697 52 552 54 693 54 122 53 664

IA II, IA I 39 792 43 075 39 792 44 817 44 518 48 913 48 162 48 541

Avg. salaries of 

full-time faculty 

2007/08

Avg. salaries of full-

time faculty 

2008/09

Avg. salaries of 

full-time faculty 

2004/05

Avg. salaries of 

full-time faculty 

2005/06

Avg. salaries of 

full-time faculty 

2006/07


Gender Distribution by Rank


Men continue to dominate the higher ranks of academic positions, as shown in Table 3 and Table 4. However, Table 5 shows that the percentage of women is increasing in the rank of professor (at BU the number of women professors more than doubled in the last four years, as shown in Table 4). Table 5 shows that women continue to dominate the rank of lecturer and instructional associate. 
Table 3
Number of Men at Every Rank


[image: image3.emf]Rank

# of Men  in 

2004-2005

# of Men in 

2005-2006

# of Men in 

2006-2007

# of Men in 

2007-2008

# of Men in 

2008-2009

Professor 31 27 30 31 30

Associate Professor 37 36 34 31 33

Assistant Professor 34 32 35 40 38

Lecturer 2 1 1 2 0

Professional Associate 11 15 16 14 14

Administrative Associate 6 6 5 6 6

Instructional Associate 5 5 4 7 6

Totals 126 122 125 131 127


Table 4
Number of Women at Every Rank


[image: image4.emf]Rank

# of Women 

in 2004-2005

# of Women 

in 2005-2006

# of Women 

in 2006-2007

# of Women 

in 2007-2008

# of Women 

in 2008-2009

Professor 4 5 7 10 10

Associate Professor 22 22 19 17 19

Assistant Professor 29 27 29 23 36

Lecturer 9 9 7 11 4

Professional Associate 9 7 10 8 12

Administrative Associate 7 5 6 5 3

Instructional Associate 13 18 20 19 20

Totals 93 93 98 93 104


Table 5
Percentage of Women by Rank


[image: image5.emf]Rank % at BU in 2004 % at BU in 2009

Professor 11% 25%

Associate Professor 33% 37%

Assistant Professor 44% 49%

Lecturer 82% 100%

Professional Associate * 46%

Adminstrative Associate * 33%

Instructional Associate * 77%


* In 2004, the PAs, AAs, and IAs were not recorded as separate ranks.
The effect of rank on the salary discrepancy of men and women is even more pronounced when one considers how these various ranks are distributed into salary scales. Figure 2 shows that men are over-represented (74%) in the highest paid BUFA ranks, while women dominate the lower paid ranks with 72% and 100%. Considering that women make up 46% of BU faculty (in May 2009), it is evident where the majority fall in terms of salary. Therefore, male faculty continue to have an advantage in salary (at least partly) because they hold a greater percentage of the highest-paid ranks.
Figure 2
Current Proportion of Men and Women by Salary Scale
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Retirements


There have been some retirements between the 2004/2005 academic year and the 2008/2009 academic year, as shown in Table 6. Most of the retirements at the higher ranks have been male faculty.

Table 6

Retirements for the Academic years of 2004/2005 to 2008/2009


[image: image7.emf]Rank

male female male female male femalemale female male female

Professor,      

PA IV

2 0 4 0 0 0 5 0 2 0

Assoc. Prof,      

PA III.

4 0 3 0 3 2 1 0 2 0

Assist. Prof., 

PA II, AA II

0 1 1 1 3 0 0 2 1 0

Lecturer,   

PA I, IA III, 

AA I

0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

IA II, IA I 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTALS 6 1 8 3 6 3 6 2 5 0

Retirements in 

2008/2009

Retirements in 

2004/2005

Retirements in 

2005/2006

Retirements in 

2006/2007

Retirements in 

2007/2008


Number of Men and Women Hired


The SWRC is interested in whether there has been a shift in hiring practices in more recent years. Table 7 outlines the number of female and male applicants for BU positions over the past four years. 

Overall, more males are hired than females, but the gap is decreasing. From 2000 to 2004 almost twice as many males were hired (41 males, 23 females). However, when considering the individual departments, there are still gender imbalances; for instance, more than twice as many males were hired in the Faculty of Science as females, and in Student Services more than four times as many females were hired as males.


Table 7 and Table 8 show hiring data over the past four years. There have still been more men hired than women, but women hires are narrowing the gap. Thus, some very positive trends are emerging in BU hiring practices. Although women applicants comprised only 27% of the overall pool of applicants (in 2004, women made up 24.2% of the overall pool of applicants), 47.5% of BUFA members hired within the last four years were women. Furthermore, women applicants and women who were short-listed were more likely to be hired than men.  As shown in Table 7, in 2004-2008 44% of those applicants short-listed were women, and on average, 48% of the women short-listed were successful, which is an increase of 17% from 2000-2004 (in 2000-2004 short-listed female candidates had a 31% success rate). Even though the percentage of women in the overall applicant pool has remained similar to the percentage in 2000 to 2004 (women made up 24.2% of the overall pool of applicants), the success rate for women has dramatically increased. In 2000 to 2004, 64% of the hires were male, while 36% of the hires were female, and from 2004 to 2008 52.5% of hires were male and 48.5% of hires were female.
Table 7
Number of Applicants and Hires by Faculty and Gender from 2004 to 2008

[image: image8.emf]Faculty

# of 

Applicants

# of 

Females

# of Males

# Unknown 

gender

# Short Listed Gender of Hired

Arts 567 182 366 19 35F / 54M 12F / 15M

Education 107 28 79 0 18F / 31M 8F / 9M

Health Studies 40 34 6 0 23F / 6M 8F / 3M

Library 18 7 11 0 2F / 1M 1F / 0M

Music 85 37 48 0 5F / 2M 3F / 1M

Science 1074 159 891 24 57F /121M 14F / 33M

Student Services 149 102 47 0 31F / 6M 11F / 2M

First Nations and 

Aboriginal 

Counselling

3 2 1 0 1F / 0M 1F / 0M

Total # 2043 551 1449 43 172F/221M 57F / 63M

Percentages 27% 71% 2% 44% F/56% M 47.5% F/52.5% M


Table 8
Success Rate of Applicants by Faculty and Gender from 2004 to 2008


[image: image9.emf]Faculty

Success Rate of 

Female Applicants

Success Rate of 

Male Applicants

Success Rate of 

Short-Listed 

Females

Success Rate of 

Short-Listed Males

Arts 7% 4% 34% 28%

Education 29% 11% 44% 29%

Health Studies 24% 50% 35% 50%

Library 14% 0% 50% 0%

Music 8% 2% 60% 50%

Science 9% 3.7% (corrected) 25% 27%

Student Services 11% 4% 35% 33%

First Nations and 

Aboriginal 

Counselling

50% 0% 100% 0%

Average 19% 14% 48% 27%


 
Forty-four percent of Canadian Doctorates attained (across all disciplines) in 2005-2006 were awarded to women (CAUT, 2008-2009). Therefore, BU is hiring a proportion of women that is equal to the proportion of females in the overall pool of recent graduates. 


BU has made some positive strides toward its goal of reaching parity in terms of the gender distribution of faculty members. Currently 46% of BU faculty members are female, thus the gender gap is closing.

The major obstacle remains for achieving parity of men and women faculty. Women applicants make up only 27% of the overall applicant pool for positions at BU, which is a negligible increase from the 2004 review. There are 44% women graduating with doctorate degrees, so BU needs to consider why it is not attracting a similar proportion of female candidates.

Rank at Hiring 

Table 9 shows the hirings of faculty (not including sessional lecturers) and the average step at which faculty were hired from 2004 to 2009. There are more males hired than females at the higher ranks. There was one female professor hired at step 1. At the rank of associate professor, 3 males were hired at an average step of 6.3, whereas one female was hired at the rank of associate professor at a step of 1. There is a notable difference in the average steps. Twenty-seven males were hired as assistant professors, at an average step of 4.8, and 18 female faculty were hired at the rank of assistant professor at an average step of 5. Fewer female faculty were hired as assistant professors, but the average step was similar. 
Significantly more women continue to be hired at the lower ranks. In the ranks of PA II and IA III there is a difference in the step in which males and females were hired. In the PAII rank there is a notable difference in the step in which males and female were hired. 
Table 9

Number of Hires at Every Rank and Average Step by Gender
from 2004 to 2009

[image: image10.emf]Number 

Hired

Average 
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Number 

Hired

Average 

Step

Professor 0 1 1

Assoc. Prof 3 6.3 1 2

Asst. Prof 27 4.81 18 5

Lecturer 0 9 5.2

PA III 1 7 1 5

PA II 3 5.7 3 1.7

PAI 0 1 9

IAIII 2 9 8 6.88

IAII 1 5 12 5.42

Males Females

Rank*


* Only the ranks where there were hires are listed.

When the average starting salary is considered for the hired faculty within the last ten years, (1998 to 2008), male faculty were hired at an average of $57,507 and female faculty were hired at an average of $51,615. According to the t-test this is a significant salary discrepancy (t = 2.846, p = 0.006).
Promotions

Table 10 shows the average number of years current faculty waited until they were granted their first and second promotion. When considering faculty members who have received one promotion at Brandon University, men were granted their first promotion after an average of 6.2 years and women were granted their first promotion after an average of 6.9 years. There is no significant difference between the number of years that men and women were granted that first promotion (t = -0.593, p = 0.556). However, when considering those faculty members who have received a second promotion, a gender difference emerges in favour of female faculty members. On average, women have fewer years of service than men between their first and second promotions (4.9 years for women, and 8.5 for men). For men and women there is a significant difference between the number of years between first and second promotions (t = 4.01, p = 0.001). 

Table 10
Years to Promotion


[image: image11.emf]years to first promotion years to second promotion

Male 6.2 years 8.5 years

Female 6.9 years 4.9 years



The Promotion Data Collection Forms completed each year by the President were also used for this report. Table 11 shows that male and female promotion applicants share similar success rates, which is a positive trend toward gender equity. Thus, women who actively pursue their first promotion (1) do so after a similar length of service as men, and (2) are as successful as their male counterparts when they apply for a promotion. 
Table 11
Success Rate of Promotion Applications by Gender from 2004 to 2009

[image: image12.emf]Gender Applied Granted Denied Total 

Success 

Rate

Decision 

Overturned

Decision 

Upheld

Male 27 21 0 0 78%

Female 18 16 0 2 81%

Appealed



Table 12 shows the percentages of current female and male faculty who are eligible and who have applied for promotions. Between 2004 and 2009, of the BUFA members with 5 years or less of service, 11% of female faculty who were eligible applied, whereas 23.5% of eligible males applied. Of the BUFA members with 5.5 to 10 years of service, 61.5% of eligible female faculty applied, and 74% of eligible male faculty applied. Finally, of the BUFA members with more than 10 years of service, 81% of the eligible female faculty applied, and 92% of the eligible male faculty applied. Thus, men are more likely to apply for promotion than women. Women very rarely apply for promotion in the early stages of their career, and there are still 39% of women who are not applying with 5.5 to 10 years of service.  These findings suggest that women wait longer to apply for promotions than men, which was also noted in 2004. 
Table 12

Percentage of Faculty who are Eligible and who have Applied for Promotion

[image: image13.emf]Gender

% of Eligible Faculty 

with 5 years or less 

experience

% of Eligible Faculty 

with 5.5 to 10 years 

experience

% of Eligible Faculty 

with over 10 years 

experience

Male 23.5% 74% 92%

Female 11% 61.5% 81%


Type of Appointment

Figure 3 shows that the numbers of men and women with tenure are fairly equal (75% of men and 68% of women), but there are more women on probation than men (12 % of men compared to 32% of women). The number of women on probation has increased significantly (14% in 2004, and 32% in 2009), and the number of women on term has dropped (21% in 2004, and 12 % in 2009). The increase in the number of females on probation may have to do with the increase in female hires. More women are now being hired in tenure-track positions than in term positions, which is encouraging.
Figure 3
Type of Appointment by Gender
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Tenure


On average, male faculty receive tenure after 4.65 years of service, while female faculty receive tenure after 5.66 years of service. (These figures include time spent in term positions before being given tenure-track contracts.) According to the t-test, this is not a significant difference (t = -1.619, p = 0.109).

As Table 13 shows, more males applied for tenure than females in the past four years. The number of females applying for tenure is similar to the number of previous years; between 2001 and 2004, 22 females applied for tenure. Women are slightly more successful in their tenure application than men (100% to 89%). This is a continuing trend from 2004.
Table 13
Success Rate of Tenure Applications by Gender from 2004 to 2009*

[image: image15.emf]Gender Applied Granted Total Success 

Rate

Male 35 31 89%

Female 21 20 1 100%
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Upheld

* No data was available for 2005/2006. 

Sabbatical Leaves
Figure 4 shows that 53% of men eligible for a sabbatical leave have taken either a full or a half leave, whereas 45% of women who are eligible for a leave have taken it. Table 14 shows the number of years by gender that current faculty members have waited until they took a sabbatical leave. After receiving tenure, men waited an average of 3.84 years to take their first full leave, and 6.32 years to take their first half leave. Men waited an average of 7.5 years to take a second leave. After receiving tenure women waited an average of 3.18 years to take their first full leave, and 2 years to take their first half leave. Women waited an average of 6.16 years to take a second leave. These figures may reflect that women are becoming more proactive in their research. A t-test indicated that the difference for men and women at BU to take their first full leave is not significant (t = 1.432, p = 0.210). In contrast, a t-test (t = 2.656, p = 0.014) indicated that there is a significant difference in the years that men and women waited to take their first half leave (women wait, on average, 2 years after receiving tenure, whereas men wait, on average, 6.32 years). A t-test indicated that the difference in the number of years men and women waited to take their second sabbatical after receiving tenure (men wait, on average, 7.5 years and women wait, on average, 6.16 years) is not significant (t= 0.156, p = 0.877).
Figure 4
Percentage of Current Faculty who have taken Sabbatical Leaves by Gender
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Table 14
The Wait to Take a Sabbatical Leave by Gender


[image: image16.emf]Female Faculty Male Faculty

Average number of years 

after receiving tenure to take 

a full sabbatical leave

3.18 yrs 3.84 yrs

Average number of years 

after receiving tenure to take 

a half sabbatical leave

2 yrs 6.32 yrs

Average number of years to 

take second sabbatical 

6.16 yrs 7.5 yrs


The Sabbatical Leave Data Collection Forms completed each year by the President were also considered. Table 15 summarizes the success rate of male and female applicants for sabbatical leaves. More men than women apply for sabbatical leaves. This advantage might be explained by men’s longer service at BU (male faculty have been employed at BU, on average, for 13.6 years, whereas females have been employed at BU on average, 9.8 years). Nevertheless, men and women have shared a similar success rate in the granting of sabbatical leaves over the past four years.
Table 15
Success Rate of Sabbatical Applications by Gender (2008-2009)


[image: image17.emf]Gender Applied Granted Denied Total Success 

Rate

Male 61 58* 2** 95%

Female 36 36 0 100%



  * One male resigned before a decision was made.
** Two male applicants each applied for both a special leave and a sabbatical leave, in case their applications for special leaves were not approved. Each was granted a special leave instead of a sabbatical leave. Their special leave requests were declared to be for the same purposes as a sabbatical.
BURC Grants

Since the spring of 2004, 142 BURC grants have been awarded to BU faculty members. Table 16 shows that 59% of these grants were awarded to men, and 41% were awarded to women. These proportions are lower than the overall gender distribution at BU. Women represent 46% of the faculty at BU as of May 2009. This is of concern, because even though the percentage of BURC grants awarded to women has increased since 2004 (women received 37% of the BURC grants), the percentage has not maintained pace with the overall population of women faculty at BU.


Men received an average of $2944.60, while women received an average of $3076.46. These findings are similar to the 2004 findings, which also showed that the genders were fairly equal in terms of the average monies awarded.

Table 16
Number of BURC Grants by Date and Gender


[image: image18.emf]Date # of Men # of Women Total

2004 17.33* 7.67* 15

2005 20 9 29

2006 19 19 38

2007 14 15 29

2008 14 7 21

                        Totals            84.33*                         57.67*                            142

                        Percentages      59%                            41%                           

* Decimals resulted from joint proposals.
Overload

As shown in Figure 5, with the exception of 2004/2005, a higher percentage of males are teaching on overload as compared to females. In the years 2005/2006 and 2008/2009, the percentage of females teaching on overload was quite low in comparison to males.
Figure 5
Percentage of Females and Males on Overload

 from 2004/2005 to 2008/2009
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Table 17 shows that for those faculty members teaching on overload, the average credit hours have been fairly even between male and female faculty, except in 2004/2005, when males tended to have more credit hours on overload, and in 2005/2006, when females tended into have more credit hours on overload (5.45 credit hours as compared to men at 4.10). 
Table 17
Average Number of Overload Credit Hours

[image: image20.emf]Gender 2004/2005 2005/2006 2006/2007 2007/2008 2008/2009

the average overload for males 5.32          4.10            4.74          4.72           4.45           

the average overload for females 4.18          5.45            4.95          4.52           4.58           


Highlights

Despite the well-documented gender inequalities of the past, it is important to determine whether specific acts and cases of inequality are being repeated in the present or whether Brandon University is beginning to see a trend toward greater equality for all faculty members: 
· Over the past four years, BU has seen an increase in the proportion of female faculty. Women now represent 46% of the faculty. This is certainly a very positive trend, but a trend that needs to continue in order to attain equality in terms of female representation of faculty.

· Some faculties are approaching gender equality more rapidly than others. Health Studies has an overrepresentation of female faculty at 86%.  Female faculty comprise 63% of the Student Services and the Library units. Music has doubled its percentage of female faculty to 42% and has surpassed its goal of 29%. Forty-four percent of the Faculty of Arts is female; this faculty has shown a slight improvement and is close to meeting its goal of 46%. The Faculty of Education (39% of the faculty is female) shows a slight improvement, but has certainly not met its goal of 50% of the faculty being female. Females comprise 30% of the Faculty of Science. This faculty has shown a 6% growth in the percentage of female faculty from 2004, and is close to meeting its goal of 32%.  These goals were established in 1989.  The demographics of doctoral pools may have changed in the past twenty years, so goals should be updated.

· Male faculty have been at BU longer, on average, than female faculty (13.6 years in comparison to 9.8 years). These figures are similar to those reported in 2004.
· Male faculty at BU earned an average of $82,194. In comparison, female faculty earned an average of $68,570. This discrepancy may be explained by the longer years in service, as well as the ranks in which faculty members are hired.

· With regard to average salaries of full-time faculty, by gender and by rank, male faculty make more money in the higher ranks. There is quite a discrepancy between average earnings at the professor and associate professor levels. The salaries seem to be more equal at the assistant professor level – which is quite promising as this seems to be where most new hires are ranked – and at the lecturer, PAI, IAIII, and AAI level.
· A major concern is that women dominate the lower ranks of IAs (77% women) and lecturer levels (100% women). While men dominate the ranks of professor (75% men) and associate professor (63% men), there is a fairly equal number of men and women in the ranks of assistant professor (51% men; 49% women) and professional associate (54% men; 46% women). Although there is a trend toward equality, women continue to dominate the lower ranks.
· These discrepancies in rank have a great impact on salary, as 74% of men are in the highest paid BUFA ranks, while women dominate the lower paid ranks with 72% and 100%. When it is considered that women make up 46% of BU faculty, it is evident where the majority fall in terms of salary.
· Overall, there have been more males hired than females (54 males to 43 females). However, the gap is diminishing because in from 2000 to 2004 41 males were hired and 23 females were hired. It also needs to be noted that women comprised 27% of the applicant pool, while men comprised 71% of the applicant pool. Furthermore, women applicants and women who are short-listed are more likely to be hired than men. This is a positive trend that is emerging in BU hiring practices. 

· BU encounters one major challenge in terms of achieving parity of men and women faculty. While women comprised 27% of the overall applicant pool, there are 43.5% women graduating with doctorate degrees (CAUT, 2008). BU should consider why it is not attracting a similar proportion of female candidates.   
· With regard to faculty members who are eligible for promotions, men are more likely to apply within their first 5 years of service. From 5.5 to 10 years of service, 74% of eligible male faculty applied, and 61.5% of eligible female faculty applied. For more than 10 years of service, 92% of eligible male faculty applied, whereas 81% of eligible female faculty applied. Thus, although women are applying more now than was reflected in the 2004 report, they still need to be encouraged and supported in this process.  
· Of those faculty members who apply for promotions, men and women are both granted their first promotion after an average of 6 years of service at BU. However, on average, women have fewer years of service than men between their first and second promotions (4.9 years for women and 8.91 years for men).
· More men than women applied for tenure in the last four years, but with a fairly equal success rate.  
· More men than women applied for sabbatical leaves, but with a fairly equal success rate.

· 59% of BURC grants were awarded to men, and 41% of the grants were awarded to women. This percentage has not maintained pace with the overall population of women faculty, but may be explained by women’s dominating the lower ranks. The average amounts awarded to both male and female applicants were similar. 
· More male faculty members are teaching on overload than female faculty members. The number of credit hours is fairly equal, except for the 2004/2005 academic year, when men, on average, taught almost a full credit hour more on overload than women and in the 2005/2006 academic year, when women on average taught a full credit hour more than men.  
Concluding Remarks


As stated in the SWRC 2004 report, the differences in the salary and ranks of

male and female faculty should begin to diminish if the following trends emerge:

BU hires equal numbers of women and men; as many newly hired women have Doctorates as newly hired men; given equal qualifications and experiences, newly hired women and men are given the same starting rank; and both genders apply for promotions at roughly the same point in their years of service at BU and are awarded promotions with an equal success rate. It is important to look at whether these trends have turned from words to action since 2004.


This review shows that BU is hiring more women now than in 2004. Some faculties are still hiring a disproportionate number of males to females (notably the Faculty of Science). Moreover, females continue to dominate the lower ranks of the hirings. For example, there are many more female IAs and lecturers than males. There are more women being hired in the higher ranks than in 2004, however, proportionally, there is a ratio of 2:1 in favour of men. Although there has been an increase in the percentage of women applying for promotions and sabbatical leaves, men are still more likely to apply. 

Therefore, some very positive trends are emerging from the data, in terms of the number of woman hires, the percentage of women applying for promotions and sabbaticals, the percentage of women with tenure, the percentage of successful women job applicants, and the similar number of women and men at the assistant professor rank (which will lead to more women moving up to the higher ranks).


Some concerns need to be noted. First, there are discrepancies in salary averages at the higher levels (this may even out as more female faculty move up the ranks and more senior male faculty retire). Second, even with the hirings over the last 4 years, female faculty continue to dominate the lower ranks. Third, 44% of Canadian Doctorates attained (across all disciplines) in 2005-2006 were awarded to women (CAUT, 2008-2009), but women comprised only 27% of BU’s applicant pool from 2004-2008.

Most of the numbers are encouraging, as some of the recommendations suggested in the 2004 report have occurred. However, from this part of the report there are some clear actions that BU and BUFA may work together to implement.
Researchers’ Recommendations Arising from Part I: Archival Data

After considering the findings of the archival data, the SWRC Sub-Committee has the following recommendations:
· That BUFA reps continue to advise applicants about what is negotiable in their contracts.
· That BU continues to hire an equitable balance of males and females for positions.
· That BU, BUFA and SWRC investigate why the pool of female applicants for professorial ranks at BU does not reflect the doctorate pool.  
· That female faculty be encouraged to apply for promotions in a timely fashion. 
· That faculties and units re-establish hiring goals, as the present goals were established in 1989.
· That BU and BUFA modify Article 30 of the collective agreement such that the findings of SWRC reviews lead to reasonable expectations for change.             Currently, Article 30 indicates that the SWRC must report and work with others.  There is no specific onus on the employer to move to implement necessary changes.
· That BUFA and BU create the opportunity for members to have rank and step reviewed at point of tenure.
PART II – THE SURVEY

The numbers do not “tell the whole story.” It is now important to hear from the female faculty at BU.
Method
Procedure


An electronic questionnaire was developed by the SWRC Sub-Committee (see Appendix A). The questionnaire was designed to gather information on the working conditions of female faculty at BU. The questionnaire considered three areas in working conditions: working environment, research environment, and teaching environment. 


The electronic questionnaire was emailed to all female BUFA members (125 members). The members were asked to complete the electronic questionnaire online (by submitting their responses to the questionnaire, the respondents gave their consent to participating in the survey). The respondents were given three weeks to complete and submit the survey, with two reminders within these three weeks. There were no identifying marks or numbers on the submitted questionnaires; therefore, all respondents remained anonymous and the questionnaire comments were completely confidential. Participation in the questionnaire was voluntary. 
Measures


The qualitative questionnaire consisted of 10 open-ended questions (the participants supplied the answers). The questions were divided into four sections: working environment, research environment, teaching environment, and overall perceptions. The respondents were asked to comment on what factors have helped their working conditions, what factors have made it difficult, and what could be improved in their working conditions. The overall question asked whether the respondents believed that women were being treated equally with regard to men at BU. The respondents were given a box (that expanded depending on the response) wherein they typed their comments.

Participation

Of 125 female faculty, 36 responded – a 29% return rate. 
Overview of Survey Responses

Based on the survey responses, two distinct and equally important points of view emerged: (1) the University environment is conducive to working, researching, and teaching but changes can still be made to improve these conditions; (2) the University environment is not conducive to working, researching, and teaching, so significant changes are necessary to create a healthy working environment. Each of these points of view needs to be given equal credence, as each of the groups provides very detailed examples that support their positions.    
Working Environment

 

When considering working environment, positive collegial relations and support from colleagues and administration were very important factors. Being treated as a professional and being given the flexibility to do one’s job were also important to creating a positive working environment. As well, mentorship and communication were frequently mentioned as helping to establish a good working environment. The professional development opportunities and the help of the support staff (for example, administrative support, library, and IT services) further contribute to creating a positive working environment. 
Research Environment

An important component within a faculty member’s duties is to conduct research. What one does for research and whether one’s research is published are key factors in a faculty member’s promotions, as well as augmenting the individual’s and the university’s reputation. Thus, it is necessary to create an environment that supports and encourages research. When the respondents were asked what helps and discourages their research some common themes arose. Teaching workload seemed to be a primary concern, as it does not leave enough time to do research. Support and mentorship were also emphasized. Members noted that it is important to discuss one’s research with supportive colleagues as well as have a senior faculty member help guide new researchers through the process (from where to get started, to filling out forms for grants, to helping them get published). The support services also need to be effective (from library and IT support to support from the VP Academic and Research and his office). Finally, financial support for incidentals from the department and research grants helps to ensure that people are able to do research.
Teaching Environment

The third part of the survey considered the teaching aspect of one’s duties.  Several common themes emerged from the responses, notably collegial support, support services (such as increased technological resources in the classroom, library support, bookstore help, and student services), flexibility in terms of what to teach as well as delivery method helps to enhance effective teaching, and support from the Dean (from evaluation and feedback to support in handling student issues to smaller class sizes). Professional development was also described as being extremely helpful. Professional development includes the induction workshops in August, opportunities to share and to team teach with colleagues, and financial support to attend workshops. In terms of the challenges that female faculty encounter, responses included lack of time to keep up-to-date in teaching approaches, content, and assessment strategies; unsupportive colleagues; out-of-date teaching tools and technology; uncertainty about where to learn about becoming “a better teacher.” It is important for BU faculty to have the opportunity and support to share with each other, to learn teaching strategies, and to access the tools necessary to teach their students effectively.
Researchers' Recommendations Arising from Part II: The Survey  
· That all administrators, faculty, and staff be reminded of the importance of a healthy workplace, and that Deans and Directors support such an environment through their actions.
· That workload take into account – time that faculty spend advising students, time that new faculty need to establish research programs, time that faculty spend to sustain research activity, time that faculty need to complete PhD's when hired without them.
· That BU and BUFA review the working conditions of Professional Associates in relation to the collective agreement's articles regarding scholarship and research.
· That BU and BUFA review the ranks of Instructional Associates in relation to salary levels. 
· That BU and BUFA monitor the effectiveness of the Respectful Workplace Policy.
· That individuals' other commitments (such as caring for children and the elderly) be taken into consideration when scheduling examinations and mandatory meetings after regular business hours.
· That research mentorship programs for faculty, especially new faculty, continue to be offered (such as the BUWRN and Health Studies mentoring) and expanded.
· That employment options for qualified spouses of new faculty members be considered, as an incentive for recruiting new faculty.
· That Deans and Directors be provided with more discretionary funds for staff development and for teaching materials for each professor.
· That Deans and Directors put more funds into improving the physical environment.
· That professional development sessions be continued, such as the Women's Research Network brown bag lunches, tenure and promotion application workshops, library workshops, SSHRC presentations, MOODLE workshops, induction meetings in August, BUTEC workshops, and video conferencing for off-campus sites for these.
· That the validity of various research approaches be recognized in awarding promotion and tenure and sabbatical leaves.
· That access to University of Manitoba online journals be negotiated for BU faculty, as needed.
· That a teaching commons be established to discuss common issues and share good ideas, such as on assessment.
· That accessible, up-to-date, teaching resources be provided, such as lap-top and projector systems, Smart boards, response systems, microphones for large classrooms and theatres, and links for distance education.
· That technology for teaching be maintained and up-dated regularly.
· That communication be improved, for example, between units that are improving technology for distance education, between on- and off-campus instructors to coordinate content for the same and sequential courses, to clarify and publicize administrative procedures such as submission of grades, course outlines, whom to ask for various clarification. 
These are practical suggestions for improving the working, teaching and research situation at BU.
Conclusion

Many common themes arose within the responses to individual questions as well as between questions. It is now important to consider the responses in more depth, so that BU may build on the good, and try to resolve some of the concerns raised.

The Details
Positive Factors that Affect the Working Environment
To begin with, it is important to consider the positive factors that contribute to a good working environment at BU, so these factors may be used as building blocks. The first question posed in the survey asked, “What factors in the working environment have been helpful for you in working in your unit at BU?” Seven major themes emerged. 

The most prominent theme was respectful and supportive collegial relations.  This includes collaboration and respectful attitudes between faculty members, a team player approach, and supportive co-workers. Many responses included comments emphasizing the importance of having positive relationships with colleagues. For example, “the colleagues who support my efforts and are pleasant to work with make all the difference in the world.” Another individual noted helpful factors such as “collaborative & respectful attitudes – friendly atmosphere – enhanced senses of humour– team players.” Another respondent emphasized the importance of working together: “I have not discovered in-fighting and back biting here, the faculty in my unit have differences in ideas and values, but are willing to work together as a team rather than spending time maligning each other to each other – ‘work together like adults.’” The importance of support was also very prominent in the responses. One person found it helpful to have “support from other faculty when there has been a question or issue that I need to consult about.” Another individual commented, “I have enjoyed professional autonomy, respect for the work I do and trust in the decisions I make regarding my work. My ideas and suggestions are considered and used, when warranted. I feel my contribution to the unit is welcome.” With this support from colleagues comes the importance of communication within departments: for example, “being aware of what is going on in the department through regular department and staff meetings” certainly helps to create a positive working environment.

A related theme was that strong leadership and support from the Dean and/or chair of the member’s department helped to create a positive working environment. Respondents noted that “a supportive department chair & colleagues,” “collegial support,” “feeling of support from our Dean,” and prompt decisions by the dean helped to enhance the working environment. 

Respondents also felt that help such as mentorship from senior faculty contributed to creating a positive working environment. Comments included “helpful more experienced colleagues who are always willing to answer questions, give feedback, and warn me in advance of upcoming deadlines, requirements” and “senior faculty members’ assistance in tenure and promotion applications.” Furthermore, the moral support of senior faculty members and their leadership were very much appreciated.
The role of the support staff is also pertinent to creating a positive working environment. Respondents identified support staff as administrative assistants, library staff, bookstore staff and information and technology (IT) staff. Some comments that emphasized their importance and effectiveness included “good support staff in office, library, and textbook services, “access to Rainer Schira for help with researching databases and refworks,” “When I arrived everything (IT) was set up for me. All my accounts were set up and it made the transition exceptionally easy,” “excellent administrative support staff,” and “excellent friendly office assistant.” The human element, as well as efficient services, appear from the responses to be very important in developing a positive working environment.  

In addition to the support staff, it was felt that the access to professional development helps to create a positive working environment. The female respondents identified professional development as receiving professional advice from colleagues and faculty as well as having access to University workshops, such as the workshops that discuss the expectations for tenure and promotion.

Another major theme in creating a positive working environment for female faculty included freedom and flexibility in terms of work schedules and in trying new approaches in teaching. Comments included, “I appreciate being given freedom to explore and to perform at peak, maybe even beyond peak, most of the time,” and “There is great flexibility in how and when I accomplish my educational goals and various tasks.” One respondent explained that she appreciated the flexibility in the way some decisions were made, as many problems can be solved on a case-by-case basis instead of by following some pre-determined protocol, because of the small numbers of people. Other respondents mentioned that the flexibility in working hours and hours in the office creates a positive working environment. 
Finally, the physical environment, such as having a nice and a private working area, was noted as helping to create a positive working environment.  

Negative Factors that Affect the Working Environment

Even though there are “good things” happening at BU, there are some areas of concern. The next question on the survey asked, “What factors in the working environment have made it difficult for you to work in your unit at BU?”  Many of the previously mentioned themes re-emerged. To begin with, the issue of destructive, competitive colleagues arose as a major issue. Respondents referred to “email assaults” and “a few ‘bullies’ in the building.” Another respondent stated, “Some of my colleagues are not so helpful. In fact, they are downright hurtful. It is uncomfortable to work with people who are openly disrespectful.” Another respondent described her colleagues as a “toxic, dysfunctional faculty who take every opportunity to sabotage the growth and development of new faculty. Their negative attitudes and behaviours are very unproductive.” Another respondent portrayed her colleagues as revelling in confrontation and aggressive behaviour. There were also references to “conflicts between colleagues, extreme differences in philosophies,” colleagues not working together, and intimidation. Further, one respondent explained that there is “competitiveness among colleagues – to the point of some individuals ‘taking over’ ideas and running with them as their own. Perhaps it stems from pressure to keep a visible profile, to publish, to present, but it is detrimental to the entire faculty culture.” These destructive, toxic relations between colleagues create an unwelcoming working environment for faculty.
Other respondents felt that they were not as respected as their male colleagues and/or struggled with conflicts between colleagues. One respondent wrote, “Sometimes I feel that I am not listened to as closely as my male colleagues. I don’t think this is intentional at all.” Another respondent wrote, “Lack of collegiality generally.” Another faculty member said that she experienced “some instances of disrespectful treatment from colleagues.” Another respondent explained, “Some of the relational history makes it difficult, things that have not been addressed in the past continue to affect working relationships. This also limits member’s willingness to share frankly at staff meetings for fear that other members might respond adversely.” Furthermore, it was mentioned that “the extreme competitiveness … gets in the way of collaboration or collegiality at times.” One faculty member referred to “the tall poppy syndrome” at BU, which is “a societal phenomenon in which people of genuine merit are criticized or resented because their talents or achievements elevate them above or distinguish them from their peers” (“Tall Poppy Syndrome,” 2009). Certainly, negative collegial relations, no matter to what degree, need to be addressed. 

Another theme was the need for strong and consistent leadership. Respondents stressed the need to address concerns and consistently follow policy and procedures. Some respondents emphasized the importance of supporting the Respectful Environment Policy. Concerns were raised that when complaints were made there was no follow-up and/or consequences. The issues, according to the respondents, were deemed to be personality conflicts rather than harassment. Another respondent commented, “It seems that the union protects those who make our working environment difficult.” 
The distribution of funds was another issue raised. It was noted that the limits on departmental spending to support unfunded research, and the lack of funds in faculties for unexpected expenses such as computer servers that need upgrading, are frustrating. 
With regard to satellite sites, communication is a key factor to an effective working environment. One respondent explained, “Working in a satellite campus makes many things more difficult. … It always seems like we are begging for video conference links which are not always possible … and it would be nicer to have easier access to other faculty with more experience.”  Therefore, no matter what the situation of the faculty, the faculty members need the opportunity and support to communicate among themselves.  
Lack of freedom and flexibility also contributes to a negative working environment, according to the respondents. One respondent explained, “I do not perform well when my every move is being scrutinized. … I feel like I am being suspected of cheating on my hours of service, when I actually perform above and beyond everyone else’s level of performance in my unit.” The issue of flexibility in respondents’ work schedules also emerged. Some felt there was more work beyond regular daytime hours than expected, and the weekend exams and evening meetings were difficult to attend due to childcare. Furthermore, it was noted that the workload of 18 credit hours is excessive for those trying to maintain professional competencies and develop new curricula. In addition, insufficient faculty to deliver all courses required for various degrees forces many to teach on overload, and this leaves no time for other commitments. Thus, there seems to be some stress/frustration with the lack of flexibility, which may be due to work schedules, workloads, and/or insufficient faculty.
As was noted in the responses to the previous question, if one’s physical needs are not being met, it is difficult to enjoy work. Some respondents felt that BU’s physical environment is inadequate. One respondent said that BU has “poor office space and furniture, poor parking options, inadequate bathroom facilities, lack of a nice place for faculty to meet together (lounge, etc).” Other comments included not liking to share an office space, the feeling of isolation, and the temperature being too cold or too hot.

Finally, there were many comments regarding the problems with and/or lack of technology, which makes it difficult for people to work at BU. Some faculty commented that access to technology is difficult. Furthermore, there were comments about the frustrations with the technology that is available at BU. The respondents mentioned that technology systems prevent some upgrades, and video-conferencing problems emerge during classes and meetings.

For satellite sites, technology is extremely important, as this is their method of communication. Some respondents explained that working on a satellite campus makes things more difficult because they need video conference links that are not always possible, which limits access to faculty with more experience. Video-conferencing is a necessary tool; if it does not work, the courses cannot work. 

Suggestions for Improving the Working Environment

The respondents not only expressed their dissatisfaction, but they provided suggestions for how these problems could be addressed. The respondents were asked, “What ideas do you have for improving the working environment in your unit at BU?” To begin with, respondents replied, a respectful, positive environment needs to be established in all units and at all levels. It was suggested that people at every level (faculty, deans, and chairs) should have to attend a seminar on respectful environment policy. One respondent added, “Dr. Morrissette has a very effective film on this subject.” Furthermore, healthy team and community interactions need to be encouraged. Another respondent said, “Joyce Rankin from Winnipeg does seminars on establishing such positive interactions.” Therefore, aids to creating a positive working environment are available.
It was also recommended that consistent and strong leadership from the deans and the chairs of the departments needs to be established/continued. The following comments were made: Deans and chairs of departments ought to continue to apply procedures and policy consistently when dealing with complaints, deans should ensure that there is leadership and communication from them, and deans should continue to conduct frequent reviews of all departments. 

Another suggestion was to establish an effective mentorship program to help people with all aspects of their job (research, teaching, and community service). It was suggested that more meaningful mentor efforts for research ought to be established. One respondent suggested that “mentorship for new faculty members, especially with research” (preferably specific to the discipline), ought to be established. Another respondent suggested that “an introduction to the program to fill in new faculty in the department/program about the content of courses” should be offered.  As well, it was felt that mentoring “all faculty with reference to other expectations at the University (40%  research; 40% teaching; 20% service)” would help.

Respondents also expressed a wish to be treated as professionals, without being constantly monitored. One respondent wrote, “acknowledgement should be made that we are professionals and capable of responsibly managing our time.”
Moreover, some respondents felt that a reduction in teaching load needs to occur – whether it is based on other contributions such as research and curriculum development or it is an overall shift to a 2 and 3-course teaching load. 
The respondents further wish to improve communication. It was recommended that the Winnipeg site be included in IT planning. Members from various departments/faculties indicated that it needs to be clear who is in charge of what.  It was also suggested that for all faculty, more social gatherings may improve communication. 
Finally, it was suggested that some resources be allocated to improving the physical environment, such as fans and heaters. Thus, several concrete and reasonable solutions were suggested to deal with some of the issues that are hindering the working environment at BU.
Positive Factors that Affect the Research Environment
Research is part of a faculty member’s duties. It is therefore important to understand what helps members to conduct research, and what improvements could be made to better serve the members. The survey posed three questions that related to research. The first question asked, “What factors have been helpful for you to conduct your research at BU?” Some responses emphasized the importance of mentorship and support from colleagues, chairs of the departments, and the deans. One respondent summed it up as follows: “People. People. People. They make all the difference in the world.” Another respondent said that “excellent and timely support from VP Academic/Research for signing research grant applications” helps with research. Moreover, one respondent commented that the dean’s previous support for research days had contributed to positive research experiences. 
Mentorship also helps faculty with research. One respondent wrote that “discussions and suggestions from other colleagues in other departments about sabbatical leave planning and timing of research activities” helps with organizing research. Another member said that “being able to find specific faculty members who provide safe advice and support” is important. Another faculty member noted that “talking to other faculty with research experience” makes doing research a positive experience. Mentorship assists faculty members with managing their own research.
Access to financial support for research is another key factor that was identified by faculty. Financial supports include BURC grants, the PDA fund, faculty research funds, and the Outreach program. In addition to financial support, respondents commented that being given flexibility to do research supports their research. This flexibility includes having access to the campus at any hour and day, having teaching release time, having short semesters which allow for travel time, and having a less hectic schedule during the spring and summer session so that faculty members may do research during that time. Respondents also suggested that teaching-release time and organizing a teaching schedule that is conducive to research productivity are extremely helpful. 
Professional development was also identified as a key element in conducting research. Respondents appreciated “the meetings for women faculty where there has been plenty of advice from experienced researchers and a support network, library workshop, induction meetings in August that raised awareness of funding and other opportunities,” “women’s research workshop held this winter,” “the workshops on tenure and promotion in regard to presenting your research and gaining ideas about scholarship,” “the BUWRN and the bag lunch sessions,” and “video conferences with tips being given by more experienced staff members.” One respondent added, “The women’s research interest group has provided some good insights.”

Support services were also noted as beneficial to the research process. Respondents listed the library workshop, library staff, library off-site services, SSHRC presentations, induction meetings in August for new faculty that raised awareness of funding and other opportunities, tech support by IT services, and accessibility to various other resources as helpful support services. Specifically, respondents stated that they appreciated the “helpful research staff at the Library,” “good support from library staff,” and “access to good research assistants.”  Other respondents appreciated help from the assistant to the Vice-President Academic and Research, administrative support staff, SHS research group, and faculty members assigned to offer support for research (e.g., Fran Racher in HS). Therefore, many supports exist to encourage research.

Negative Factors that Affect the Research Environment

Many supports exist for doing research, but it is also important to consider the inhibitors to performing research, so that the situation may be improved. Thus, the second question asked, “What factors have made it difficult for you to conduct your research at BU?” Time and workload comprised the most prominent inhibiting factor identified by respondents. There seemed to be a general consensus among respondents that although research is encouraged in theory, it is not encouraged in practice. One respondent commented, “Based on my experience … the teaching load would leave little time to keep abreast of new material to integrate this into the classroom, and this would apply equally to the conduct of research.” Another respondent stated, “The teaching load is of course too heavy. The reality is that if you don’t already have it together by the time you arrive at BU, the teaching load will make it extremely difficult … to turn the research career around.” The problem with workload is further supported by the following respondent’s complaint of a “very high workload with very little time for research or professional development – although both are encouraged in theory.” Some respondents explained that PAs have even more difficulty, as they have no time built into their day to do any research at all because working with students is their priority. This not only makes research very difficult, but it also affects promotion because promotion is directly related to the research one does. In these comments, respondents noted that although there is flexibility in the Collective Agreement for PAs, other members of the BU community are not always aware of the requirements for PAs.  
Respondents also argued that the lack of resources inhibits research. These resources included limited department budgets for research copying and other small incidentals; the lack of assistants (depending on the department) and basic equipment for doing research; and a lack of support for proposal writing, using protocol, understanding funding, filling out funding application forms, and doing statistics. 

The last inhibiting factor that respondents reported in relation to doing research was people. People can help or, in some cases, inhibit research efforts. Respondents indicated a wish for support from colleagues. It was commented that this support is critical at BU, as it is easy to become isolated in a small institution. Respondents also emphasized the importance of people in leadership positions (chairs of departments, deans, the Vice-President of Academic and Research and the office of the Vice-President of Academic and Research) in supporting and providing equal opportunities to all members of their departments. Unfortunately, some respondents felt that this is not always the case.  One respondent complained, “some research funding decisions seem to be made based on who you lobby, rather than one’s own research record.” Another comment was made that without the support of administrators, it becomes very difficult to do research. Thus, the key components that interfere with research are workload, resources (or the lack of resources), and people (particularly people in administrative roles).

Suggestions for Improving the Research Environment

Once the respondents identified the inhibitors to an effective research environment, they suggested some possible solutions to improve the research environment. The next question of the survey asked, “What ideas do you have for improving the researching conditions at BU?” Many concrete suggestions emerged from this section. With regard to teaching load, it was recommended by respondents that there be a reduction in course loads, so that BU becomes comparable to its sister universities. Another respondent suggested that because workload is a very serious inhibitor to research, deans and chairs of departments need to be careful (and/or continue) not to overwork young faculty. It was also suggested to “give recognition of recruitment of and advising students as on-load work.” As well, one respondent recommended to “allot time for PAs to do research/professional development.” One respondent wrote that new employees should be given a lighter load of work so that they have an opportunity to begin research. Another suggestion was to “establish a mentoring program that helps guide people into and around research related supports and protocols.” In addition to a mentorship program, it was recommended that seminars on “how to get started” be offered, as well as discussion groups for people to present their ideas and presentation seminars for people to report the results of completed research. It was also suggested to “extend network of advisors across BU.” These suggestions involve giving faculty more time to do research as well as providing opportunities for faculty members to discuss and share ideas about research.
Finally, respondents suggested that the distribution of resources needs to be considered. One respondent stated that it would be helpful for researchers to have access to U of M online journals as well as more access to travel monies beyond PD funds. Another respondent advised that the distribution of funds should be re-examined. One respondent suggested rather than distributing BURC grants in small amounts to many faculty members, these monies should be reserved for new faculty members who are just getting started in research. Another comment was that funds are needed for research costs, such as photocopying and other incidentals. 
Therefore, there are many positive factors that help faculty do research at BU, which can continue to be built upon. As well, the issue of workload is worthy of reconsideration. Supports like a mentorship program and seminars on “how to get started” ought to be considered. Finally, how funds are allocated ought to be reviewed.

Positive Factors that Affect the Teaching Environment

Teaching students is certainly a key component to most of the respondents’ duties; so, as with the research component, it is important to identify what is working and what needs improvement. The respondents were asked, “What factors have been helpful for you to teach your courses at BU?” One of the pertinent themes that emerged from the responses was support from colleagues, chairs of departments, and deans. This support included “bouncing ideas off colleagues,” team teaching with more experienced faculty, deans doing evaluations and providing feedback, support from the dean in handling student concerns, and opportunities to observe colleagues teaching. Also, it was noted by one respondent that the teaching awards encourage faculty to strive for excellence in teaching and show other faculty members what makes an excellent teacher. 

Another key component consisted of the resources that are available to teaching faculty. Respondents listed “excellent library services,” “prompt ordering of textbooks and all the other support that comes from the bookstore,” and increased technology in classrooms. One respondent wrote, “I found Moodle to be an excellent and effective method of communication with the students.” Another respondent appreciated the “ability to refer students to Student Services for counselling, time management, course advising, career counselling, grad checks, writing assistance, etc.” Therefore, BU offers supports for teaching.
Respondents noted professional development opportunities for teaching. Several respondents identified the induction workshops in August, team teaching with an experienced colleague, sharing information with colleagues, receiving advice from people with extensive teaching experience, and PD support to attend conferences. A few mentioned teaching seminars to connect with other instructors, to develop ideas and to discuss. One respondent had found Dr. Grills’ little teaching booklet helpful.  Another welcomed the opportunity to “sit in” on other faculty members’ lectures in the former BUTEC sessions, wherein lectures were videotaped and later shared with colleagues who discussed and offered constructive criticism.
Finally, the respondents felt that positive student interactions helped to make teaching a good experience. These positive interactions are encouraged with excited and keen students, small class sizes, caps on first-year courses, the ability to communicate with students on Moodle, and the flexibility to develop courses and to try different methods of delivering the material. The faculty members’ responses about teaching were full of enthusiasm.

Negative Factors that Affect the Teaching Environment


The next question asked, “What factors have made it difficult for you to teach your courses at BU?” The most prominent theme that emerged in the responses was the lack of resources in terms of technology and science equipment. Faculty members felt that IT resources are lacking, such as access to computers for learning during class time. Even though some faculty complemented Moodle, some found it restrictive. Some respondents identified a lack of resources in centres such as BUNTEP. Others complained that science equipment had not been updated; one respondent explained, “Science courses need equipment and the lack of funding has made it difficult to run labs. I see no point training a student in the 21st century to learn how to use a technique from the 1960s (that is no longer used) because that is the only equipment available. We should be providing our students with a modern education.” As shown in the previous section, female faculty members felt that technology contributes to an effective teaching environment. They acknowledged the “good points” of technology at BU, but identified several problems that need to be addressed in order to enhance the teaching environment with technology.
Another theme that emerged was lack of information about where to get up-to-date information on teaching techniques. Some respondents suggested that people are not trying the new ways to assess students and there is a lack of support for new teaching methods. One of the reasons connected to this lack of knowledge of new teaching methods was time. Respondents felt that their workload, research responsibilities, and community service make it very difficult to keep up-to-date with new teaching and assessment practices, and leaves little time to develop their courses.
Even though smaller class sizes were praised by some respondents, other respondents felt that there are still too many large classes. Not only do these classes lead to excessive marking demands, but it is difficult to engage students in such classes. 
In addition, the lack of a full staff complement creates an extremely demanding teaching load for some faculty members. Respondents reported that it is difficult to keep current with course content due to overload.
Another theme that emerged from the responses was lack of colleague support. Some respondents felt that they were being bullied by colleagues because of how/what they teach. Other respondents felt that it is important to work on communication between colleagues in order to find out what everyone is teaching and alter courses to meet the needs of the students. Another respondent felt that a range of marks was not really available; that is, there were preconceived expectations by students and colleagues that grades would be high. One respondent expressed frustration with colleagues who want to tell her what she should be teaching in courses. Another respondent commented that it is difficult to work with “department members who refuse to modify the course offerings within the department, members who act unilaterally and do not consult others, and unsolicited advice from other faculty.” Thus, the importance of support and team-work emerged. 

Some respondents suggested that in BUNTEP there are some challenges that relate directly to the program. These include travel for teaching, inconsistent students’ attendance, lack of resources in some sites, no books, and occasionally no online access.

Suggestions for Improving the Teaching Environment

There seems to be excitement surrounding teaching at BU; nevertheless, some improvements need to be made. Respondents were asked, “What ideas do you have for improving the teaching conditions at BU?” One suggestion was to maintain BUTEC: “I think that reviving BUTEC is an excellent means to rejuvenate teaching here. It will tell us that our teaching is important and that there is a support system for helping to make us better at it.” Other suggestions to help improve teaching included increasing/encouraging discussions about teaching. One respondent recommended “department/faculty discussions or workshops on assessment – even something University-wide.” Another respondent suggested organizing “teaching commons to discuss common issues and share good ideas. Meetings between subject groups to coordinate content across courses (this is planned). Meetings with faculty in Brandon teaching the same courses (this is starting).” Another respondent recommended that BU should “continue with BUTEC. Continue with teaching sessions in New Faculty Orientation. Create opportunities for faculty to meet and discuss teaching concerns/innovations/improvements.” Respondents expressed a desire for more opportunities to discuss/share what is going on in the classrooms and how to improve the classroom. 

Many respondents felt that in order to give more time and effort to teaching and preparing, workloads need to be reduced. One respondent suggested, “reduce workloads to be consistent with sister universities.”  Also, it was emphasized by one respondent that it is important that professors have a workload balance (similar numbers of students that they are dealing with at a time). 
There were some comments about teaching that directly related to PAs and IAs. With regard to PA's, it was suggested that a contractual agreement is needed such that if teaching and research at the PA level are expected, then there is agreed upon release time. Some PAs noted that when sabbatical leaves are not filled, colleagues are expected to assume overload. IAs requested that BUFA consider their situation in the next collective bargaining negotiations. One respondent asked, “Why would a RPN or RN come to work as an IA for $15,000-$20,000 less a year?” Another concern for IAs is the differences in the types of workload. One respondent noted the need to address the hierarchy that gives IAs no power and very little respect at times. Therefore, the different ranks and the responsibilities of PAs and IAs ought to be considered.
To further enhance teaching delivery methods, respondents felt that up-to-date resources would help. Comments included “Assure that technology for teaching is updated and working – laptops/microphones in larger classroom. Perhaps install whiteboards,” and “Classroom response systems would be helpful, especially for first year courses. Smart boards, computers and projectors available in every classroom.” Furthermore, it was recommended that MOODLE workshops continue. Thus, the issue of technological support is important to the teaching environment.

Respondents identified communication as key to a positive teaching environment. It was mentioned that increased collaboration between units who are improving technology for distance needs to occur. Other suggestions included meetings between subject groups to coordinate content across sources, meetings with Health Studies faculty in Brandon teaching the same courses (this is starting), communication between team members, more robust broadband articulation meetings with colleagues, and clarification and publication of administrative procedures such as course outlines, submission of grades, etc. Some of these ideas are already beginning to occur, so they just need to be built upon and encouraged.
Female Faculty’s General Perception


Ultimately, the SWRC wants to know whether women feel that they are still treated differently. The last question on the survey asked, “There is a general perception that women are no longer treated differently than men in university settings. How would you respond to this statement?” The responses can be divided into two groups: (1) women who feel that a woman’s treatment in the University setting has certainly not improved; (2) women who feel that there has been improvement, but that women must remain vigilant to ensure that how they are treated in relation to men continues to improve. 


The first group of women felt that they have not been treated equitably. One respondent stated “My experience is completely the opposite. Men are definitely treated better at BU.” Another respondent wrote, “I do not agree. It is not as in-your-face as it once was. But it is still there if you look for it underneath. The price of equality is constant reminding that women are equal to men.” Others supported this statement by suggesting that the situation at BU is still dominated by men and “old boys club” attitudes. Another respondent wrote, “WRONG. Some top administrators do not like women – this is a known fact.” Respondents referred to undertones of male dominance. One respondent explained the undertones as “outwardly yes, I agree, (women are treated equally). However, there are still unspoken rules that permeate – the tacit acceptance of limitation regarding women’s careers. It seems that a woman really needs to come on strongly to be heard – and then she risks being written off as being shrill and pushy. The legacy of male leadership style is still with us.” 

Respondents noted that BU administrators are still mostly males who have strong male perspectives. One respondent confirmed, “Administration is weighted by male persons and male perspectives.” One respondent stated, “Most if not all of our deans are male. I still see a boy’s club wherein there is definitely a social bias between men and women. I don’t feel I am treated differently professionally as a woman, but certainly the men appear to have a collegial exclusivity.” Another respondent commented, “Whether it is that women are not groomed for administrative roles, or are not received well by colleagues in those roles, or have different styles of management, or choose not to take on the challenges of administration, there are still fewer females in administration. All deans are again males – we have had female deans in Student Services, Science and Health Studies, and do have a female director in the Library. I look forward to having a female President.”

One respondent noted that women primarily occupy the administrative assistant positions, and there are very few women in senior administrative positions. Another respondent echoed this thought, with the argument that “women’s voices are no longer heard in the same way at the administration table. Have we become too complacent as women and no longer think our voices need to be at the table?” Therefore, some of the respondents felt very strongly that women have not achieved equality at BU, and that a lot of work needs to be done in order to achieve this equality.

Other respondents argued that women continue to have greater home responsibilities to juggle along with work responsibilities, and the workplace does not allow the flexibility to manage both. One respondent could not attend evening meetings because of home responsibilities. Another respondent felt that she had to work “twice as hard to be considered half as good as a man,” and even though she had been successful, there was a good chance that she would not be supported by her department in a future promotion application. In a like situation, a respondent wrote that although academically successful, with several peer-reviewed publications, she felt maligned by colleagues who did not have similar records of scholarship.
A second group of respondents felt that improvements have been made. One respondent commented, “I don’t feel I am treated differently professionally as a woman, but certainly the men appear to have a collegial exclusivity.” Another respondent stated, “I have not looked for nor recognized any blatant discrepancies. I believe that I am naïve is this area as I assume that everyone treats others equally, and am quite frankly shocked when this is not the case.” One respondent stated, “I do not feel that I personally have been treated differently, except for the sessions run by the Council for Women and those have been a definite bonus.” Thus, these women have not felt the inequality, but suggest that they have been made aware that varying levels of discrimination still occur.

Several other women vocalized that women still need to continue to be vigilant. One respondent commented, “I do believe it has changed significantly, there is still need to grow as women become more comfortable in their professional roles and others learn how to respond to them in more positive and respectful ways.” The situation is not perfect, but it is “on the right track.” In order to stay on track, women need to be vigilant. One respondent stated, “I believe that things could go sour, if not monitored regularly. … So I believe that endeavours like the Promotion and Tenure Workshops and the BU Women’s Research Network must continue.” Similarly, one respondent argued that women may choose to “take on housekeeping and caretaking roles, to the detriment of their own research and teaching endeavours.” Thus, events like the promotion and tenure workshops and women’s research network are necessary to remind us of the requirements of our positions – teaching, research and service – with the first two having heavier weight. 

Even though there has been improvement, it does not mean that discrimination is nonexistent. One respondent wrote, “Largely true, although some different treatment remains in ways that are subtle – more subtle than the kinds of discrimination seen in the past.” Another respondent wrote there are improvements despite “old boy attitudes.” One female faculty member explained, “Things have improved greatly over the …years I have been involved in academia but are still not perfect. I think that there is a certain type of man that cannot see a woman as a professional equal (much less superior). I also think that there is a kind of power base within the university (not particularly BU) which is still basically driven by the white male (for example, our new President will be female but the two VPS are strong and dominant males and most of the Deans are male).” Thus, some women have seen improvement, but remain cautious.
Even though it has improved, discrimination still exists. One respondent wrote, “I need to know that my work is appreciated and that I am respected in the workplace. Most of the time, I do feel that way, but every once in a while someone will say something inappropriate and remind me that I work in a privileged environment that needs to be protected from gender discrimination – at all levels.” Another respondent commented, “Many women (especially students) tend to allow too much of their ‘social’ selves into their ‘academic’ selves and this causes them to be treated differently.” An individual’s faculty may also determine how one is treated. One woman explained, “In many ways women are treated equally, but in other ways there are still problems. Faculty (primarily women) working within practice disciplines do not have their type of work recognized in the same ways in terms of research, tenure, types of publications, etc.” Thus, women feel that there are still some issues of discrimination that need to be overcome.

From these responses it may be concluded, as one respondent wrote, “I think some improvement has occurred, but there is more work to be done.” Some situations on campus are worse than others (where no improvement has occurred with regard to the treatment of women), and there is a concern that senior administration is male dominated. Nevertheless, some women are seeing some improvements in their units in how they are treated, which is hopeful and something to build on.

Recommendations from Respondents

Working Environment
Personal relations are the key to creating a positive working environment. Unfortunately, there are many female faculty members who are not experiencing some positive working relations. Several suggestions were given to improve this situation:
· Stronger and more consistent leadership from deans and chairs of departments.

· Mentorship programs for research, for new faculty, and/or for helping faculty with reference to expectations at the University.
· A reminder to all administration, faculty, and staff of the importance of a healthy workplace. As well, deans through their actions ought to support such an environment, so that it encourages faculty to do the same. 

· One respondent suggested, “Every unit should have to attend a seminar on the respectful environment policy. Dr. Morrisette has a wonderful film that really gets the point across. Most people don’t even realize that their behaviour constitutes harassment.” 
· One respondent suggested, “Begin building each unit within the BU community – having assistance from outside professionals who work with larger institutions to help develop healthy team and community interactions.  People like Joyce Rankin of Winnipeg does this kind of work regularly (728-2938).”

· Provide additional staff benefits, such as childcare.
· Consider options for qualified spouses of new faculty members as an incentive for recruiting new faculty.
· Provide deans with more discretionary funds for staff development, allocate resources to research incidentals, and put more funds into improving the physical environment.

These are concrete and useful suggestions to help make BU’s working environment more welcoming and positive for female faculty members.

Research Environment
Support in all aspects is very important to successful research. Respondents gave thoughtful suggestions to ensure that doing research at BU is a positive experience:

· Reduce workload – 
· Give recognition for recruitment and consider advising students as on-load work.
· Allot time for PAs to do research/professional development. 

· Encourage all unit heads to stop overworking young faculty – in student-faculty interactions and workload (some units are already doing this).
· Reduce teaching workload to 15 or 12 credit hours, depending on research activity.
· Reduce workload for new faculty to allow them to get started on a research program.
· Develop a multi-year plan to support the completion of PhDs and research projects.
· Establish a mentorship program to give new researchers a faculty member with whom to consult on important dates, and to share ideas with.
· Continue with such programs as the brown bag lunches, the women’s research network group, tenure and promotion application workshops, women’s research workshops, video conferences with tips being given by more experienced staff members, library workshop, SSHRC presentation, and induction meetings in August.

· Recognize the various approaches to research.

· Have access to University of Manitoba online journals.

· Have more access to travel monies beyond the PD fund.
Research is an important part of a faculty member’s workload. Thus, BU and BUFA ought to work together and be as supportive as possible in order to create a positive research environment. These suggestions may be a starting point for BU and BUFA to improve research conditions.
Teaching Environment

Teaching is an exciting and transforming domain, with regard to new assessment possibilities, new delivery methods, new technology, and sharing ideas with colleagues. The respondents gave the following suggestions to make the teaching conditions better at BU: 

· Maintain BUTEC.
· Organize “department/faculty discussions or workshops on assessment – even something University-wide.”

· Establish a “teaching commons to discuss common issues and share good ideas. Meetings between subject groups to coordinate content across courses (this is planned). Meetings with faculty in Brandon teaching the same courses (this is starting).” 

· Continue with teaching sessions in New Faculty Orientation.

· Decrease workloads.
· Have a workload balance (similar numbers of students they are dealing with at a time). 

· Make a contractual agreement such that if teaching and research at the PA level are expected, then there is agreed upon release time. 

· Fill PA sabbatical leaves, so colleagues do not have to take on overload for consecutive years. 

· Consider IAs in the next collective agreement – the IAs’ salary, and the hierarchy that gives IAs no power and very little respect at times, need to be addressed.
· Provide accessible up-to-date teaching resources.
·  “Assure that technology for teaching is updated and working – laptops/microphones in larger classroom. Perhaps install whiteboards.”
· Establish “classroom response systems …, especially for first year courses. Smart boards, computers and projectors available in every classroom.”

· Continue with MOODLE workshops.
· Improve communication – increase collaboration between units that are using technology for distance communication; plan meetings between subject groups to coordinate content across sources; plan meetings with Health Studies faculty in Brandon teaching the same courses (this is starting); facilitate communication between team members; host more robust broadband articulation meetings with colleagues; and clarify and publicize administrative procedures, such as course outlines, submission of grades, etc.

· Establish department budget lines for teaching material allocated to every professor.

These are practical suggestions for improving the teaching situation at BU.

Final Comment


Two distinct and equally important points of view emerged from the responses: 
(1) the University environment is conducive to working, researching, and teaching but changes can still be made to improve these conditions; and (2) the University environment  is not conducive to working, researching, and teaching, so significant changes are necessary to create a healthy working environment. Both these points of view must be respected and considered. Some very practical and manageable solutions were suggested to improve the working, research, and teaching environment for all women. These solutions need to be seriously considered, as the working conditions for women at BU (in some units more than others) still need to improve.

Researchers' Recommendations Arising from Part II: The Survey
· That all administrators, faculty and staff be reminded of the importance of a healthy workplace, and that Deans and Directors support such an environment through their actions.
· That workload take into account – time that faculty spend advising students, time that new faculty need to establish research programs, time that faculty spend to sustain research activity, time that faculty need to complete PhD's when hired without them.
· That individuals' other commitments (such as caring for children and the elderly) be taken into consideration when scheduling examinations and mandatory meetings after regular business hours.
· That research mentorship programs for faculty, especially new faculty, continue to be offered, such as the BUWRN and Health Studies mentoring, and be expanded.
· That employment options for qualified spouses of new faculty members be considered, as an incentive for recruiting new faculty.
· That Deans and Directors be provided with more discretionary funds for staff development and for teaching materials for each professor.
· That Deans and Directors put more funds into improving the physical environment.
· That professional development sessions be continued, such as the Women's Research Network brown bag lunches, tenure and promotion application workshops, library workshops, SSHRC presentations, MOODLE workshops, induction meetings in August, BUTEC workshops, and video conferencing for off-campus sites for these.
· That the validity of various research approaches be recognized in awarding promotion and tenure and sabbatical leaves.
· That access to University of Manitoba online journals be negotiated for BU faculty, as needed.
· That a teaching commons be established to discuss common issues and share good ideas, such as on assessment.
· That accessible, up-to-date, teaching resources be provided, such as lap-top and projector systems, Smart boards, response systems, microphones for large classrooms and theatres, and links for distance education.
· That technology for teaching be maintained and up-dated regularly.
· That communication be improved, such as between units that are improving technology for distance education, between on- and off-campus instructors to coordinate content for the same and sequential courses, to clarify and publicize administrative procedures, which include submission of grades, course outlines, whom to ask for various clarifications.
· That BU and BUFA review the working conditions of Professional Associates in relation to the collective agreement's articles regarding scholarship and research.
· That BU and BUFA review the ranks of Instructional Associates in relation to salary levels. 
· That BU and BUFA monitor the effectiveness of the Respectful Workplace Policy.
· That BUFA initiate mandatory training regarding the relevant collective agreement articles for those individuals who are recruited to serve on tenure and promotion committees.

· That BUFA initiate optional training regarding the relevant collective agreement articles for those individuals who are recruited to act as department chairs.

· That BU make it practice that untenured faculty members not be asked to sit on contentious committees, e.g. Brandon University Research Ethics Committee.

· That BU continues measures to improve safety on campus – for example, review/promote documents that outline safe practices, particularly for faculty members who teach/work at night.
These are practical suggestions for improving the working, teaching and research situation at BU.
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APPENDIX
Survey
What do you enjoy about your working environment? What aspects of your working environment could be improved?
The Status of Women Review Committee is conducting a survey to gather information on the working conditions of female faculty at BU. This survey constitutes part of the five year review mandated by our Collective Agreement, to monitor and encourage gender equity at BU. We urge all female BUFA members to participate. All responses are anonymous. Submitting the completed survey constitutes your consent.
The survey consists of ten questions which will take about 15 minutes to complete. The questions look at your overall work environment, and then your research environment and your teaching environment. 

Once you have completed the survey, just click on "Done" to submit your responses. 
Thank you!

WORKING ENVIRONMENT

1. What factors in the working environment have been helpful for you in working in your unit at BU?

2. What factors in the working environment have made it difficult for you to work in your unit at BU?

3. What ideas do you have for improving the working environment in your unit at BU?
RESEARCH ENVIRONMENT

1. What factors have been helpful for you to conduct your research at BU?
2. What factors have made it difficult for you to conduct your research at BU?
3. What ideas do you have for improving the researching conditions at BU?
TEACHING ENVIRONMENT

1. What factors have been helpful for you to teach your courses at BU?
2. What factors have made it difficult for you to teach your courses at BU?
3. What ideas do you have for improving the teaching conditions at BU?
OVERALL STATUS OF FEMALES AT UNIVERSITY

There is a general perception that women are no longer treated differently than men in university settings. How would you respond to this statement?
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		Faculty		# of Applicants		# of Females		# of Males		# Unknown gender		# Short Listed		Gender of Hired

		Arts		567		182		366		19		35F / 54M		12F / 15M

		Education		107		28		79		0		18F / 31M		8F / 9M

		Health Studies		40		34		6		0		23F / 6M		8F / 3M

		Library		18		7		11		0		2F / 1M		1F / 0M

		Music		85		37		48		0		5F / 2M		3F / 1M

		Science		1074		159		891		24		57F /121M		14F / 33M

		Student Services		149		102		47		0		31F / 6M		11F / 2M

		First Nations and Aboriginal Counselling		3		2		1		0		1F / 0M		1F / 0M

		Total #		2043		551		1449		43		172F/221M		57F / 63M

		Percentages				27%		71%		2%		44% F/56% M		47.5% F/52.5% M
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		Rank		# of Women in 2004-2005		# of Women in 2005-2006		# of Women in 2006-2007		# of Women in 2007-2008		# of Women in 2008-2009

		Professor		4		5		7		10		10

		Associate Professor		22		22		19		17		19

		Assistant Professor		29		27		29		23		36

		Lecturer		9		9		7		11		4

		Professional Associate		9		7		10		8		12

		Administrative Associate		7		5		6		5		3

		Instructional Associate		13		18		20		19		20

		Totals		93		93		98		93		104






_1468746776.xls
Sheet2

		





Sheet1

		Rank		Avg. salaries of full-time faculty 2004/05				Avg. salaries of full-time faculty 2005/06				Avg. salaries of full-time faculty 2006/07				Avg. salaries of full-time faculty 2007/08				Avg. salaries of full-time faculty 2008/09

				male		female		male		female		male		female		male		female		male		female

		Professor,      PA IV		100 238		91 308		99 133		89 818		107 949		95 956		111 104		99 120		107 821		100 208

		Assoc. Prof,      PA III.		80 135		79 310		78 751		73 515		85 430		79 437		88 276		82 754		86 407		80 583

		Assist. Prof., PA II, AA II		60 741		59 665		60 727		58 935		65 763		65 570		67 759		67 015		67 698		65 198

		Lecturer,   PA I, IA III, AA I		48 534		49 393		49 661		49 022		53 862		53 697		52 552		54 693		54 122		53 664

		IA II, IA I		39 792		43 075		39 792		44 817		44 518		48 913				48 162				48 541
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		Faculty		2004		2009

		Arts				21		27

		Education				18		28

		Health Studies				32		5

		Music				8		11

		Science				20		46

		Student Services & Library				12		7

		Faculty		2004		2009		BU Goal set in 1989

		Arts		40%		44%		46%

		Education		36%		39%		50%

		Health Studies/ First Nations and Aboriginal Counselling		77%		86%		N/A

		Music		21%		42%		29%*

		Science		24%		30%		32%

		Student Services & Library		57%		63%		50%
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		Rank		# of Men  in 2004-2005		# of Men in 2005-2006		# of Men in 2006-2007		# of Men in 2007-2008		# of Men in 2008-2009

		Professor		31		27		30		31		30

		Associate Professor		37		36		34		31		33

		Assistant Professor		34		32		35		40		38

		Lecturer		2		1		1		2		0

		Professional Associate		11		15		16		14		14

		Administrative Associate		6		6		5		6		6

		Instructional Associate		5		5		4		7		6

		Totals		126		122		125		131		127
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						Men		Women				Rank		% at BU in 2004		% at BU in 2009

		Prof/PA IV				31		11				Professor		11%		0%

		Assoc/PA III				37		21				Associate Professor		39%		0%

		Assist/ PA II/ AA II				52		44				Assistant Professor		47%		0%

		Lect/PA I/ AA I/ IA III				7		18				Lecturer		82%		0%

		IA II/ IA I				0		9				Professional Associate

												Adminstrative Associate

						Men		Women				Instructional Associate				0%

		Prof/PA IV				74%		26%

		Assoc/PA III				64%		36%

		Assist/ PA II/ AA III				54%		46%

		Lect/PA I/ AA I/ IA III				28%		72%

		IA II/ IA I				0%		100%
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		Rank		% at BU in 2004		% at BU in 2009

		Professor		11%		25%

		Associate Professor		33%		37%

		Assistant Professor		44%		49%

		Lecturer		82%		100%

		Professional Associate		*		46%

		Adminstrative Associate		*		33%

		Instructional Associate		*		77%

				Men		Women

		Prof/PA IV		32		11

		Assoc/PA III		36		21

		Assist/ PA II/ AA II		53		44

		Lect/PA I/ AA I/ IA III		4		18

		IA II/ IA I		1		9

		IA II/ IA I		1		9
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		Rank		Retirements in 2004/2005				Retirements in 2005/2006				Retirements in 2006/2007				Retirements in 2007/2008				Retirements in 2008/2009

				male		female		male		female		male		female		male		female		male		female

		Professor,      PA IV		2		0		4		0		0		0		5		0		2		0

		Assoc. Prof,      PA III.		4		0		3		0		3		2		1		0		2		0

		Assist. Prof., PA II, AA II		0		1		1		1		3		0		0		2		1		0

		Lecturer,   PA I, IA III, AA I		0		0		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0

		IA II, IA I		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		0

		TOTALS		6		1		8		3		6		3		6		2		5		0
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		Gender		Applied		Granted		Appealed				Denied		Total Success Rate

								Decision Overturned		Decision Upheld

		Male		27		21		0		0				78%

		Female		18		16		0		2				81%
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		Rank*		Males				Females

				Number Hired		Average Step		Number Hired		Average Step

		Professor		0				1		1

		Assoc. Prof		3		6.3		1		2

		Asst. Prof		27		4.81		18		5

		Lecturer		0				9		5.2

		PA III		1		7		1		5

		PA II		3		5.7		3		1.7

		PAI		0				1		9

		IAIII		2		9		8		6.88

		IAII		1		5		12		5.42

		IA I		0				0
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		Faculty		Success Rate of Female Applicants		Success Rate of Male Applicants		Success Rate of Short-Listed Females		Success Rate of Short-Listed Males

		Arts		7%		4%		34%		28%

		Education		29%		11%		44%		29%

		Health Studies		24%		50%		35%		50%

		Library		14%		0%		50%		0%

		Music		8%		2%		60%		50%

		Science		9%		3.7% (corrected)		25%		27%

		Student Services		11%		4%		35%		33%

		First Nations and Aboriginal Counselling		50%		0%		100%		0%

		Average		19%		14%		48%		27%
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				years to first promotion		years to second promotion

		Male		6.2 years		8.5 years

		Female		6.9 years		4.9 years
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				Female Faculty		Male Faculty

		Average number of years after receiving tenure to take a full sabbatical leave		3.18 yrs		3.84 yrs

		Average number of years after receiving tenure to take a half sabbatical leave		2 yrs		6.32 yrs

		Average number of years to take second sabbatical leave		6.16 yrs		7.5 yrs
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				Men		Women

		Tenured		82		50

		Probationary		13		24

		Term		15		9

				Men		Women

		Tenured 2009		75%		68%

		Probationary		12%		32%

		Term		14%		12%

				Men		Women

		Tenured 2004		70%		65%

		Tenured 2009		75%		68%

		Probationary 2004		14%		14%

		Probationary 2009		12%		32%

		Term 2004		16%		21%

		Term 2009		14%		12%
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		Gender		% of Eligible Faculty with 5 years or less experience		% of Eligible Faculty with 5.5 to 10 years experience		% of Eligible Faculty with over 10 years experience

		Male		23.5%		74%		92%

		Female		11%		61.5%		81%
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		Gender		Applied		Granted		Appealed				Total Success Rate

								Decision Overturned		Decision Upheld

		Male		35		31						89%

		Female		21		20		1				100%
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		Date		# of Men		# of Women		Total		# of Women

		2004		17.33*		7.67*		15		7.67*

		2005		20		9		29		9

		2006		19		19		38		19

		2007		14		15		29		15

		2008		14		7		21		7

		Totals            84.33*                         57.67*                            142

		Percentages      59%                            41%
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		Gender		Applied		Granted		Denied		Total Success Rate

		Male		61		58*		2**		95%

		Female		36		36		0		100%
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		Gender		2004/2005		2005/2006		2006/2007		2007/2008		2008/2009

		the average overload for males		5.32		4.10		4.74		4.72		4.45

		the average overload for females		4.18		5.45		4.95		4.52		4.58
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		Gender		2004/2005		2005/2006		2006/2007		2007/2008		2008/2009

		# Females on Overload		41		31		42		41		35

		# Males on Overload		56		61		63		66		57

		Gender		2004/2005		2005/2006		2006/2007		2007/2008		2008/2009

		% of Females on Overload		44%		33%		43%		44%		34%

		% of Males on Overload		44%		50%		50%		50%		45%
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