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We resonate with Kite et al.’s (December
2001) concern for women in academe and
applaud them for detailing women’s many
advances over the past quarter century. As
they documented, differences in the activities
of men and women in the academy persist. It
is not clear, however, that “inequities persist”
(p. 1080). Kite et al. interpreted the observed
differences in outcomes between men and
women as self-evident indicators of remain-
ing bias and discrimination. There are two
problems with this interpretation. First, the
authors neglected important variables that
suggest alternative interpretations of these
differences. Second, the authors made un-
supported claims about the existence of bias
and discrimination against women. Below,
we document specific cases of these errors in
reasoning.

Neglected Aspects

Kite et al. (2001) noted that disparities per-
sist between the sexes in rates of tenure and
annual salary. They neglected to emphasize
at least two variables critical in explaining
these differences: professional age and num-
ber of hours worked. In the National Re-
search Council’s (NRC, 2001) study on gen-
der differences in the careers of doctoral
scientists and engineers, for example, con-
trolling for number of years since receiving
one’s doctoral degree reduced considerably
the gap between the sexes in faculty rank
and annual salary. In the life sciences, the
gender gap in rates of tenure was reversed
when career age was controlled (NRC, 2001,
pp. 165–170). Recently, Benbow, Lubinski,
Shea, and Eftekhari-Sanjani (2000) illustrat-

ed why full-time work should not be con-
ceptualized as a categorical variable. In their
study, intellectually talented men and wom-
en differed in the number of hours they
preferred to and actually did work. Benbow
et al. found that sex differences in earnings
(within specialized area) were nonsignifi-
cant after controlling for the number of hours
worked.

Kite et al. (2001) reported on advances
women have made in number of publications
relative to men, emphasizing publication quan-
tity as a measure of female progress. They
neglected to comment on publication quality,
which has been examined systematically for
two decades. Across both scientific and non-
scientific domains, men and women manifest
comparable citation rates per publication (Cole
& Zuckerman, 1984; Persell, 1983). This
finding argues against Kite et al.’s conjecture
that women’s contributions have been con-
sistently devalued relative to men’s.

Kite et al. (2001) described Park’s
(1996) suggestion that “if service activi-
ties are viewed as ‘women’s work,’ they
are typically devalued; in contrast, service
activities viewed as ‘men’s work’ are seen
as more complex and difficult and, conse-
quently, of higher status and value” (p.
1083). The authors therefore proposed that
certain activities are devalued precisely
because they are performed by women.
This reasoning fails to take into account
actual task complexity. The authors’ own
findings indicated that men in administra-
tive positions more often serve as depart-
ment chairs, whereas women more often
serve as program heads (p. 1082). Fol-
lowing Park’s logic, Kite et al. seem to
imply that the position of program head is
less valuable than that of department chair
simply because it is more often occupied
by women. But isn’t the position of de-
partment chair in fact more complex and
demanding than that of program head?

Kite et al. (2001) argued that “feminist
scholarship has reduced the rampant mother-
blaming” (p. 1087) for the development of
disorders such as schizophrenia and autism
in their offspring and has expanded the so-
cial network of blame for these maladies to
“include fathers, peers, the schools, and the
media” (p. 1087). Kite et al. neglected to
mention that behavioral genetics research
has repeatedly documented evidence of a
strong genetic influence in both of these disor-
ders. Furthermore, recent molecular genetics
studies have shown promising results in the
identification of specific genes responsible
for autism (Rutter, 2000). The contributions
of behavioral and molecular genetics have
arguably been much more instrumental in
reducing mother blaming than have the con-
tributions of feminist psychology. For Kite et
al. to emphasize social explanations to the

exclusion of compelling biological advances
constitutes a serious error of omission.

Unsupported Claims

Kite et al. (2001) stated that “sexism is still a
deterrent for women leaders” (p. 1085) but
provided no evidence to substantiate their claim.
They further cautioned women who are con-
sidering administrative goals that “hiring bod-
ies may hold them to a higher standard” (p.
1084); again, they offered no evidence. To our
knowledge, no evidence exists. But we agree
that it is important to collect evidence to ascer-
tain whether standards have been raised—or
lowered—for different groups.

Similarly, Kite et al. (2001) discussed
the relentless challenge women face in dis-
pelling stereotype threat, and they stated that
women “encounter many barriers that their
male colleagues never have to confront” (p.
1091). Yet, experimental demonstrations of
stereotype threat have not consistently replicat-
ed across samples and laboratories. Moreover,
its external validity has not been established
(Sackett, Schmitt, Ellingson, & Kabin, 2001,
pp. 309–310); in fact, failures to replicate it in
common real-life testing situations have threat-
ened its tenability (Stricker & Ward, 1998).

Finally, Kite et al. (2001) reviewed sev-
eral studies documenting differences in stu-
dents’ evaluations of the effectiveness of male
and female teachers, and they concluded that
these differences reflect gender bias. This
interpretation is flawed: The mere observa-
tion of a group difference does not imply an
actual bias (Sackett et al., 2001); it could
simply reflect a real difference between the
groups on the attribute in question. To gain
evidence of a bias in students’ evaluations,
one must eliminate this latter alternative by
comparing evaluations to some objective mea-
sure of actual instructor performance. If com-
parable differences in instructor performance
are not observed, then Kite et al.’s case for
bias in student evaluations becomes possible.

Conclusion

Kite et al. (2001) presented differences in
outcomes between men and women as self-
evident indicators of bias and discrimination,
yet decades of empirical work have demon-
strated that merely documenting group differ-
ences on a measure or outcome does not imply
bias. We maintain that the observed differences
between men and women might be partly a
reflection of other (neglected) personological
variables on which the sexes overlap consider-
ably but differ on average (e.g., status seeking,
interest in people versus things, prioritization
of work and family). Just as differential out-
comes do not imply differential opportunities,
equal opportunities do not necessarily produce
equal outcomes.

DOI: 10.1037//0003-066X.57.12.1132



December 2002  •  American Psychologist 1133

REFERENCES

Benbow, C. P., Lubinski, D., Shea, D. L., &
Eftekhari-Sanjani, H. (2000). Sex differ-
ences in mathematical reasoning ability at
age 13: Their status 20 years later. Psycho-

logical Science, 11, 474–480.
Cole, J. R., & Zuckerman, H. (1984). The

productivity puzzle: Persistence and change
in patterns of publication of men and women
scientists. In M. W. Steinkamp, M. L. Maehr,

D. A. Kleiber, & J. G. Nicholls (Eds.), Ad-

vances in motivation and achievement (Vol.
2, pp. 217–258). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Kite, M. E., Russo, N. F., Brehm, S. S., Fouad,
N. A., Hall, C. C. I., Hyde, J. S., & Keita, G.
P. (2001). Women psychologists in academe:
Mixed progress, unwarranted complacency.
American Psychologist, 56, 1080–1098.

National Research Council. (2001). From scar-
city to visibility: Gender differences in the
career outcomes of science and engineer-
ing Ph.D.s. Washington, DC: National Acad-
emy Press.

Park, S. M. (1996). Research, teaching and
service. Journal of Higher Education, 67,
47–84.

Persell, C. H. (1983). Gender, rewards and
research in education. Psychology of Women
Quarterly, 8, 33–47.

Rutter, M. (2000). Genetic studies of autism.
Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 28,
3–14.

Sackett, P. R., Schmitt, N., Ellingson, J. E.,
& Kabin, M. B. (2001). High-stakes test-
ing in employment, credentialing, and
higher education: Prospects in a post-
affirmative-action world. American Psy-
chologist, 56, 302–318.

Stricker, L. J., & Ward, W. C. (1998). Inquir-
ing about examinees’ ethnicity and sex:
Effects on computerized placement tests
performance (College Board Report No.
98-2; ETS Research Report No. 98-9).
New York: College Entrance Examination
Board.

Correspondence concerning this comment
should be addressed to April Bleske-Rechek,
Department of Psychology and Human De-
velopment, Box 512, Peabody Station,
Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN 37203.
E-mail: april.bleske@vanderbilt.edu

Women in Academe:
Is the Glass Completely Full?

Janet Shibley Hyde
University of Wisconsin—Madison

Christine C. Iijima Hall
Maricopa Community College

Nadya A. Fouad
University of Wisconsin—Milwaukee

Gwendolyn Puryear Keita
American Psychological Association

Mary E. Kite
Ball State University

Nancy Felipe Russo
Arizona State University

Sharon Stephens Brehm
Indiana University Bloomington

Harris (2002, this issue) and Bleske-Rechek
and Webb (2002, this issue) have questioned
some of our conclusions and recommenda-
tions (Kite et al., December 2001) regarding
the status of women psychologists in aca-
deme. Here we expand on some of the points
made in our 2001 article, many of which
were discussed in greater detail in a full-
length report (Task Force on Women in Aca-
deme, 2000). We address four primary is-
sues: equity in compensation, the question of
special treatment, the importance of continu-
ing to transform the academy, and the need
for continued vigilance and monitoring to
ensure that advances in gender equity do not
prove to be just a passing phase.

In regard to equity in compensation, as
we emphasized in our article (Kite et al.,
2001), “salary differentials have received sub-
stantial attention in the past decades, and wom-
en have used salary equity surveys to good
effect in arguing for equity adjustments” (p.
1081). Harris (2002) concluded that there is
no significant gender gap in academic psy-
chologists’ salaries, a conclusion based on
2000–2001 salary data available on the Amer-
ican Psychological Association’s (APA’s)
Web site. Space does not permit us to provide
a detailed analysis of the data sets used in our
article compared with hers. Three points are
crucial, however.

First, although Harris (2002) claimed
that the APA data set is superior because it is
more recent, in fact the data set is limited to
graduate departments of psychology and to
only those graduate departments that respond-
ed to the APA survey. The National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES, 1993) data
set that we used, albeit older, was based on a
stratified sampling of faculty (not departments)
and thus included faculty in four-year and
two-year schools, in addition to faculty in
schools granting graduate degrees. Differ-
ences in outcomes between the two data sets
may therefore not represent trends over time
but instead may represent differences between
the selective sample of departments repre-
sented in the APA data set versus the more
comprehensive set of departments represent-
ed in the NCES data. Furthermore, the APA
data are more likely to include departments
that have been held up to the lens of APA

accreditation scrutiny, which includes an ex-
amination of gender disparities in treatment
of faculty and students.

Second, a focus on base salary misses
the point. The pressing concern is disparity in
total compensation. Our analyses found a
relatively small discrepancy between women
and men in base salary (Kite et al., 2001). The
larger discrepancy was in the category of
other income—other income provided by the
university, such as summer salary, and in-
come from outside sources, such as consult-
ing. The APA salary data did not address the
issue of total compensation.

Third, even if we assume for the mo-
ment that the gender gap in base salary is
small—say 5%—that small gap can mask
considerable variation from one department
to another, with some manifesting perfect
gender equity in policy and practice and oth-
ers displaying marked gender bias. If you are
a woman who is seriously underpaid, it is
cold comfort to learn that, on average, base
salaries aggregated across all colleges and
universities in the United States show only
small gender discrepancies. Although we cel-
ebrate the signs of progress, we also empha-
size the dangers of naiveté and complacency.
We applaud the departments that are fair in
their compensation of women and men. Yet
even a well-intentioned department cannot
know whether compensation is equitable with-
out conducting the necessary analyses. We
urge departments and universities to conduct
those analyses and to correct salaries when
necessary. We were unable to locate statistics
on the number of colleges and universities
that have done an actual gender-equity study
of faculty pay.

Regarding the question of special treat-
ment, our concern is that advocating pro-
grams to address inequities will be misinter-
preted as asking for special treatment and
dual standards of evaluation in which women
are held to a lower standard than men. Yet a
so-called gender-blind approach is unsatis-
factory because the division of labor by gen-
der is not equal. The issue, as we see it, is not
special treatment for women, but rather how
the playing field can be leveled for academic
women, given the pervasiveness of the un-
equal division of labor in the family. More-
over, programs that may superficially seem
to provide special treatment for women typ-
ically, in the end, benefit both women and
men. Examples include on-site child care
and parental leave policies. In our experi-
ence, programs that prove to provide effec-
tive support for women faculty often are
later expanded to include men, and everyone
benefits.

Eagly and Wood (1999) argued that the
division of labor by gender is an enormous
and crucial force, driving many gender-
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