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Candidates: A National Empirical Study
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The purpose of this study was to determine some of the factors that in¯uence
outside reviewers and search committee members when they are reviewing
curricula vitae, particu larly with respect to the gender of the name on the
vitae. The participants in this study were 238 male and female academic
psychologists who listed a university address in the 1997 Directory of the
American Psychological Association. They were each sent one of four ver-
sions of a curriculum vitae (i.e., female job applican t, male job applican t,
female tenure candidate, and male tenure candidate), along with a question-
naire and a self-addressed stamped envelope. All the curricula vitae actually
came from a real-life scien tist at two different stages in her career, but the
names were changed to trad itional male and female names. A lthough an
exclusively between-groups design was used to avoid sparking gender-
conscious responding, the results indicate that the participants were clearly
able to distinguish between the quali®cations of the job applican ts versus
the tenure candidates, as evidenced by suggesting higher starting salaries,
increased likelih ood of offering the tenure candidates a job, granting them
tenure, and greater respect for their teaching, research, and service records.
Both men and women were more likely to vote to hire a male job applican t
than a female job applican t with an identical record. Similarly, both sexes
reported that the male job applican t had done adequate teaching, research,
and service experience compared to the female job applican t with an identical
record. In contrast, when men and women examined the high ly competitive
curriculum vitae of the real-life scientist who had gotten early tenure, they
were equally likely to tenure the male and female tenure candidates and there
was no difference in their ratings of their teaching, research, and service
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experience. There was no sign i®cant main effect for the quality of the institu -
tion or professional rank on selectivity in hiring and tenuring decisions. The
results of this study indicate a gender bias for both men and women in
preference for male job applican ts.

The proportion of women receiving advance d degrees varie s enormously

by ®eld, but psychology is one of the sciences which graduate s one of

the highe st percentage s of women. Fifty-eight percent of PhDs awarded

in psychology go to women (Alper, 1993) . Unfortunate ly, academia in

psychology is disproportionate ly a male endeavor. Female academicians

often deny the existence of gender discrimination, despite evidence to

the contrary. In one study, female faculty members reported little evidence

of discrimination even though an examination of personnel practices at

the ir institution indicate d gender discrepancie s in initial appointm ents,

promotion, salary, and tenure (Liss, 1975) . This is not surprising given

that women are more like ly to attribute the ir success to chance , physical

attractiveness, or af®rmative action policie s working in the ir favor

(Clance , 1985) .

The existence of discriminatory barrie rs to advance ment that face

women in organization s, including academia, has been well establishe d

(Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; Northcraft & Gutek, 1993) . These barrie rs

are like ly to include isolation, lack of peer and administrative support,

increased like lihood of having to balance child-care responsibilitie s, lower

income than their male counte rparts, and lower status in the ir institution.

Although the total numbe r of faculty has increased over the past 20 years,

the proportion of women faculty has remained the same. Throughout the

world, women leave the ir academic careers more often than the ir male

colle agues (Rothblum, 1988) , and this occurs even after women get tenure

(Herbold, 1995) . Even after adjustme nt for productivity factors, women

are less like ly to be associate or full profe ssors than are men with the

same number of years in the ®eld (Sonne rt & Holton, 1996; Tesch, Wood,

Helwig, & Nettinge r, 1995) .

Women are more like ly than the ir male counterparts to experience

social isolation and lack of peer support in many institutions (Ibarra, 1993;

Ohlott, Ruderman, & McCauley, 1994) . One way to attenuate the effects

of social isolation and lack of peer support is to seek out a mentor within

the system. Research has shown that individuals with mentors receive more

promotions, have highe r incomes (Dreher & Ash, 1990) , report more career

satisfaction (Fagenson, 1989; Turban & Doughe rty, 1994) , and report more

career mobility (Scandura, 1992) . Unfortunate ly, women face greater barri-
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ers to deve loping a mentoring relationship than their male counte rparts,
even though they derive equivale nt bene®ts if they are able to acquire a
mentor (Dreher & Ash, 1990; Fagenson, 1989; Turban & Doughe rty, 1994) .
For example , women working in male -dominate d organization s are more
like ly than the ir majority counte rparts to be in cross-gender mentoring
relationships (Ragins & McFarlin, 1990) . Indeed, othe r researchers have
pointe d out that the few women who have reached high levels in the
busine ss world are an essential population to study because they can provide
critical information for future generations of women coming up in the ®eld
(Ragins, Townsend, & Mattis, 1998) .

Thus, given the social isolation and dif®culty ®nding a mentor, logic
would dictate that women would need to learn to advocate for themselve s.
Negotiation skills are recognized as important for academic success
(Applegate & Williams, 1990) . However, research has shown that there are
numerous obstacle s associated with self-advocacy for women in academic
settings (Janoff-B ulman & Wade , 1996) . Women who are self-promoting,
assertive , or dominant in inte ractions are evaluate d more negative ly than
women who behave in a stereotype-consistent fashion and more negative ly
than men who are equally self-promoting, assertive, or dominant (Costrich,
Feinstein, Kidde r, Maracek, & Pascale , 1975; Linehan & Sie fert, 1983,
Rudman, 1995) . There is also empirical evidence that there are proble ms
associate d with a woman’s self-advocacy in initial starting salarie s. Even
with promotions and merit equal to that of the ir male colle ague s, female
faculty and employe es continue to experience the monetary impact of lower
starting salarie s (Hallock, 1994) . One potential obstacle to evening out the
discrepancy between the salarie s for the genders is the saliency of gender
itse lf. It is dif®cult to hide one’s gender for even a short period of time,
let alone do this while pursuing a tenure -track position or pursuing tenure
itse lf. Research has shown that gender is more salient for women when the
person deciding the ir live lihood is male (Eagly & Karau, 1991) . Jannoff-
Bulman and Wade (1996) argue that men risk nothing by asking for highe r
salary and bene®ts because appearing assertive and self-promoting is a
typical male behavior. In contrast, there are risks associate d with a woman’s
self-advocacy, including be ing less in¯uential in group exercises (Ridgeway,
1982; Ridgeway & Diekema, 1992) . Conve rsely, women who demonstrated
tentative , less self-assure d speech were more in¯uential, even though they
were actually perceived as less competent and knowle dgeable (Carli, 1989,
1990; Wiley & Eskilson, 1985) . These researchers’ ®ndings on group dynam-
ics have implications for academic departments. Many crucial decisions
are made in department meetings following group discussions, including
determining raises, deciding tenure , admitting graduate students, making
curriculum decisions, etc. Many women may be afraid to advocate for
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themselve s out of fear of getting punishe d in future decisions for speaking
out in the past.

Little systematic data exist on the hiring processes in academic
psychology departments (Sheehan, McDevitt, & Ross, 1998) . Central to
the processes of hiring and tenuring is the peer review of a job applicant’ s
or candidate ’s work. Peer review has been criticized on many grounds,
including poor interrater reliability, lack of obje ctivity, and nepotism
(Cole, Cole , & Simon, 1981; Ernst, Resche , & Uher, 1992; Wenneras &
Wold, 1997) . Both women and men rate the quality of men’s work
highe r than that of women when they are aware of the sex of the person
to be evaluate d, but not when the same person’s gender is unknown
(O’Leary & Wallston, 1982) . In addition, female faculty members rate
themselve s lower than do their colle ague s in teaching ability, numbe r
of publications , and profe ssional reputation. In contrast, male faculty
members view themselve s more favorably than do the ir colle ague s on
these identical criteria (Widom and Burke , 1978) . Female profe ssors
matched in rank and teaching experience receive lower teaching evalua-
tions from students, particularly from male students, yet male faculty
members are more like ly than female faculty members to exhibit such
behaviors as willingne ss to cance l class. Teaching style does not in¯uence
evaluations of male faculty to the same extent (Rothblum, 1988) .

In the present study, we were interested in determining whether sub-
jects would be in¯uenced by the gender of the name on a curriculum
vitae (CV) in determining the person’s hireability and tenurability. To our
knowledge this is the ®rst study of its kind. The close st empirical data we
could ®nd was gathe red almost 30 years ago. Fidell (1970) sent 155 depart-
ment heads 10 descriptions of hypothe tical candidate s for faculty positions.
The descriptions of the candidate s were identical in all aspects except for
gender, as implied by ®rst names. Department heads were signi®cantly
more like ly to indicate that they would hire female candidate s at the assis-
tant profe ssor level and male candidate s at the associate professor level.
In the present study, we used CVs coming from a real scientist to promote
be lievability. In addition, we sent the questionnaire to potential external
reviewers at all faculty levels because department heads are certainly not
the only ones to make hiring and tenure decisions. However, as in the
Fide ll study, our subjects spanne d all discipline s within psychology. We
also sought to limit the extent to which respondents would give politically
correct answers by using a comple tely between-groups design (i.e ., the
subjects were sent only one vitae and were thus answering questions about
only one gender), and by not asking the subje cts the ir gender, although
we knew the ir gender by discretely modifying the titles on the question-
naire s for male versus female subjects.
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METHOD

The participants in this experiment were 238 academicians in United
State s who listed a unive rsity address in the Directory of the American
Psychologic al Association (1997) . The participants were picked in block
random fashion, by selecting the ®rst female academician on every other
odd-numbered page (e.g., pages 1, 5, 9, etc.) and the ®rst male academician
on the alte rnating odd numbered page s (e.g., pages 3, 7, 11, etc.) Each
subject’s gender was determined by their name, and for the 7 androgynous
names we encounte red we discre tely telephone d the ir departments and
asked if they were male or female . We decided randomly to select the
participant’s names, rathe r than selecting equal numbers of male and female
academicians at each rank (e.g., full, associate , and assistant professors).
We felt that our procedure would ensure that the demographics of our
sample would match the national trends in department composition, search
committees, and tenuring executive committees. After all, it is this composi-
tion of individuals who are large ly making the hiring and tenuring decisions.
Thus, it is like ly that our participant pool matches national trends in aca-
demic institutions, which would be middle to uppe r middle class White s.
A lso, we did not ask subje cts whether they were department heads because
we were afraid they would fear the loss of their anonymity. The procedure
we used yielded 800 potential participants . Only 582 had listed veri®able
or delive rable addre sses. Thus, 582 questionnaire s were sent out to potential
participants . Participants were asked on the questionnaire if they recognize d
any of the names appearing on the vitae and we elected to eliminate the
14 participants who indicated that they did recognize names (i.e ., only the
candidate ’s name was fake and all other names appearing on the CV were
real scientists working in the ®eld) to eliminate undue in¯uence through
familiarity. We also eliminate d 4 participants who did not indicate that
the ir primary work setting was in an academic department, all of whom
told us that they were at a unive rsity counse ling center. The ®nal participant
pool consisted of 118 male s and 120 female s. In the ®nal analysis 238 of
those questionnaire s were returned to us, for a response rate of 41%. This
response rate is consistent with similar surveys of profe ssionals (Wunder &
Wynn, 1988; McNevin, Leichne r, Harper, & McCrimmon, 1985) .

In order to prevent participants from trying to give gender-conscious
response s, they were NOT asked the ir gender or name. However, we knew
the male participants because they were sent questionnaire s with the head-
ing CURRICULUM VITAE STUDY and female participants were sent
questionnaire s with the heading CV STUDY. In addition, the quality of
the institution was also known by stamping the back of the questionnaire
with one of ®ve different coded stamps of vague meaning in relation to
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the study (i.e ., Department of Psychology, Con®dential, etc.) . The quality
of the program each participant listed in the ir addre ss was coded as eithe r
®rst, second, third, or fourth quartile (or uncodeable ) according to the
National Research Council (1995) . Therefore , when responde nts returned
the ir questionnaire s we already knew the participant’ s gender and the
quality of the ir institution.

The questionnaire s asked participants whether they would hire the
applicant, tenure the applicant, and what starting salary they would offer
the applicant. They were also asked if the applicant had adequate teaching,
research, and service experience to be hired or tenured. Participants were
also asked to rank order what factors in¯uenced them most when reviewing
the vitae (e.g., research topics studied, number of publications and poste r
presentations, quality of publication journals, extramural funding history,
applicant’s training prior to applying, teaching contributions, or service
contributions.) The questionnaire also gathered demographic information.
Participants were asked on the questionnaire if they recognize d any of the
names appearing on the vitae . They were asked where their primary work
setting was. They were asked the ir rank, number of publications , the number
of times they had served as an external reviewer and the number of times
they served on search committees. Participants were asked how many vita
they had reviewed in the ir life time, whether they worked in a PhD-granting
institution, and what the ir primary work setting was. They were also asked
to rank order the qualitie s they looke d for in a colleague (e.g., ability to
establish an independent research program, collaboration prospects with
you or other faculty members, colle giality /personality factors, or ful®lling
af®rmative action requirements). They were asked whether they thought
they could serve as an adequate mentor to the applicant /candidate and also
whether they personally supporte d the continuation of the tenure system.

Two versions of the CVs of a real-life scientist at diffe rent stage s in
her career were used as the review materials in this study. The ®rst vitae
was the one she had actually used to get a tenure -track job right out of
graduate school and the second vitae was the one she had actually used to
get early tenure. The use of a real research record would promote believabil-
ity via real journal title s that are recognizable and empirical ®ndings that
are be lievable . A lso, the real institutional af®liations were le ft on the vitae
to promote be lievability. The real-life scientist was both a clinical psycholo-
gist and biological psychologis t and this expertise was re¯ected in the sample
vitae . Four sample CVs were used to represent the following four condi-
tions: (1) a female job applicant, (2) a male job applicant, (3) a female
tenure candidate , and (4) a male tenure candidate . The vitae include d
standard information on the scientist’s educational background , current
institutional af®liation, teaching, research, and service . The female and
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male job vitae at both leve ls were identical to each other, except for the
use of a female or male name . In all cases, the female name used was
``Karen Miller’’ and the male name used was ``Brian Miller.’’ These names
were selected because (1) they have been empirically demonstrated to be
representative of each gender exclusive ly, without indication of either age
or race (Kasof, 1993) , and (2) to avoid confusing them with real psycholo-
gists, given there were no psychologist s with those exact names appearing
in the APA Membership Directory. In addition to changing the name of
the applicant or candidate ’s CV, two other minor change s were made to
the real-life CV: (1) Four years were added to each date appearing on the
job applicant’ s CV, but not the tenure candidate ’s CV, in order to avoid
giving the impression that the job applicant had been unemployed for
several years, or had been working somewhere else and was denied tenure
at that institution for publishing nothing, and (2) memberships in scienti®c
groups for women were removed from all of the CVs, regardle ss of the
name appearing on the CV, to avoid inducing subjects to hire or tenure
the person because of any political ideology they may appear to have .
Otherwise , the CVs were identical to the one the real-life scientist had
used as a job applicant and a tenure candidate . The numerical contents of
the CV sections of the job applicant and the tenure candidate are presented
in Table I. The questionnaire s accompanying each of these CVs were
printed on different colored pape r so that we could tell which group each
subject was in, without having to ask the subje cts whether they had received
a male or female vitae . Using diffe rent-colore d pape r and diffe rent headings

Tab le I. The Num erical Values of the Curricu la Vitae Used as Stimuli in this Study

Criterion Job Applicant Tenure Candidate

Formal education Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Arts,

Maste rs in Science, Maste rs in Science,

PhD in Psychology PhD in Psychology

Postdoctoral expe rience None None

Honors and awards 10 14

Publications 9 19

Manuscripts in submission None 2

Manuscripts in preparation None 3

Professional presentations 9 37

Invited presentations None 4

Manuscripts review experience None 3 Journals, 2 textbooks

Courses taught 2 10

Department committees None 9

University committees None 16

Community committees None 2

Professional membe rships 3 10
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allowed us to avoid directly asking questions about gender, facilitating the
disguise of purpose of the study.

Procedure

This study was approve d by the inve stigator’s Institutiona l Review
Board for the Protection of Human Subjects. The participants were sent
the questionnaire , a self-addre ssed enve lope , a brief cover le tter, and one
of four diffe rent CVs. The cover le tter informed participants that the pur-
pose of the study was to examine the factors that in¯uence the review of
CVs during hiring and tenuring decisions. Participants were also told that
the ir response s to the questionnaire s were comple tely anonymous and that
they should be frank in the ir responses.

RESULTS

The demographic information was analyze d on the poole d data, regard-
less of which curriculum vitae they had been sent. There were several
signi®cant diffe rences between the male and female subje cts which is consis-
tent with national trends in psychology departments. Some of these differ-
ences are highlighte d in Table II.

The male participants he ld highe r academic ranks than the female
participants , so they were signi®cantly more like ly to have tenure than the
female s (t 5 4.7, p , .0001) . The male s also had more publications than
the female s (t 5 5.3, p , .0001) . The male s had signi®cantly more experience
serving as an external reviewer for tenure cases (t 5 3.75, p . .0001) , and
more experience serving on a search committee to hire a new faculty

Table II. Demograph ic Data of the Subject Poo l by Sub ject Gende r

Information category Female Subjects Male Subjects Signi®cance Value

Percent tenured 61% 87% p , .001
Percent working in a 55% 68% p , .05

PhD program
Percent expe rienced as 27% 41% p , .0001

external reviewer on
tenure cases

Biopsychology /neuroscience 4% 5% p . .05
Clinical psychology 15% 18% p . .05
Developmental psychology 12% 8% p . .05
Experimental psychology 3% 12% p . .05
Social/personality psychology 16% 6% p . .05
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member (t 5 3.41, p , .001) . The males also reported examining more
CVs in their life time than the females (t 5 2.62, p , .01) . The males were
also more like ly to work in a PhD-granting program than the female s ( t 5
2.37, p , .05) . Male and female participants did not differ in terms of the ir
primary work setting (t 5 2.24, p . .05) , which was predominantly in a
unive rsity setting for both males and females. Male and female participants
did not differ in terms of the quality of the program they were in, as indexed
by the National Research Council’s (1995) rating system (t 5 .13, p . .05) .
A lso, male and female participants did not diffe r in the extent to which
they reported be ing able to serve as an effective mentor to the person
whose CV they were reviewing (t 5 2.73, p . .05) . Participants were also
asked if they supporte d the continuation of the tenure system, and the
overwhelming majority of both male and female participants indicate d that
they did, with no signi®cant gender diffe rence in this trend (t 5 2.75,
p . .05) .

There were other similaritie s between the male and female participants.
Male s and female s had a strikingly similar patte rn of ranking the qualitie s
that are most important to them in the selection of a new colle ague . The
participant’s rankings of these qualitie s were analyzed using paired-sample s
t tests and the ranks presented below are signi®cantly diffe rent from one
another (p , .001) . Both genders ranked ``ability to establish an indepen-
dent research program’’ as the most important quality. Both genders ranked
``collegiality /personality factors’’ as the second most important quality, and
``collaboration prospects with you or other faculty members’’ was ranked
third. Interestingly, both genders ranked ``ful®lling af®rmative action re-
quirements’’ last, with only ®ve subjects in the entire pool ranking this
quality as the most important.

Recall that participants were sent identical questionnaire s regardle ss
of whether they were sent the curriculum vitae of a hireable applicant or
a tenure candidate . The data for the participant’s responses regarding the
hireability of all of the job applicants and tenure candidate s are presented
in Fig. 1 and the ir response s regarding the ir tenurability are presented in
Fig. 2. These data were analyzed separate ly with respect to the questions
be ing asked (e.g., hireability vs. tenurability) , as well as the profe ssional
leve l of the targe t vitae (e.g., job applicants vs. tenure candidate s). However,
the data are combine d in both Figs. 1 and 2 to illustrate clearly that the
participants were in agreement about the general quality leve l of the CVs
they received. Thus, even though we assumed that an individual with only
nine publications would not ordinarily be given tenure, the participants
were asked whether or not they would vote to give the job applicant tenure.
This was done in an effort to make sure that our CV stimuli matched most
academicians’ perceptions of what is an appropriate record for hiring versus
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Fig. 1. Hireability of the job applicants and tenure candidates based on the quality of the
curriculum vitae the participants were asked to evaluate .

tenuring. There were no signi®cant main effects or inte ractions for the
participants responding to the questions about tenuring an applicant who
only had a hireable record, with the vast majority of the participants re-
porting that they would not vote to tenure them, and that they had not
done enough teaching, research, and service .

As a furthe r check on our hireable versus tenurable CV manipulation ,
we analyze d the data to determine if the participants selected a highe r
starting salary for the tenure candidate s compared to the job applicants.
An independent-sample s t test indicate d that all of the tenure candidate s
would have been offered a highe r starting salary on average , compared to

Fig. 2. Tenurability of the job applicants and tenure candidates based on the quality of the
curriculum vitae the participants were asked to evaluate .
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Fig. 3. The sugge sted starting salarie s participants offered for the job applicants and tenure can-
didates.

the job applicants ( t 5 11.69, p , .0001) . This was true regardle ss of whether
or not the subjects voted to hire or tenure the applicant /candidate . These
data are presented in Fig. 3. A 2 3 2 analysis of variance revealed no
signi®cant effects for the gender of the applicant, F (1, 117) 5 .63, p . .05,
the gender of the participant, F (1, 117) 5 .62, p . .05, or the interaction
between these two factors, F(1, 117) 5 .17, p . .05. Thus, there was no
effect for gender on the selection of starting salarie s.

We were also inte rested in whether or not participants were in¯uenced
by diffe rent factors when reviewing the job applicant versus tenure candi-
date CVs, and these results are shown in Fig. 4. Regardle ss of the CV they

Fig. 4. The number of participants ranking each factor the most most in¯uential in the review
of the vitae of the job applicants versus the tenure candidate s.
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had reviewed, the factor that was ranked ®rst most often was the ``number
of publications and poster presentations.’ ’ This was the only factor that
was ranked ®rst signi®cantly more often than the other factors (p , .001) .
To determine if there were different in¯uencing factors at the hiring versus
tenuring leve l, paired-sample s t tests were performed on each factor. Partici-
pants reviewing the tenurable candidate CVs were signi®cantly more in¯u-
enced by the history of extramural funding (p , .0001) compared to the
subjects reviewing the job applicant CVs. In contrast, the participants re-
viewing the job applicant CVs were signi®cantly more in¯uenced by the
number of publications (p . .05) , and the subject’s training (p . .001) ,
compared to the participants reviewing the tenure candidate s’ records.
There were no signi®cant gender differences in the factors that in¯uenced
the participants when reviewing the CVs.

All of the remaining data were divide d into groups of participants who
had received hireable vita versus tenurable vita and these data sets were
analyze d separate ly, using a 2 3 2 analysis of variance with a comple tely
between-groups design. Participants were asked if they would vote to hire
the person whose CV they were sent to review for a tenure track position
in the ir department, and these results are shown in Fig. 5. There was a
signi®cant main effect for applicant gender, F (1, 124) 5 11.34, p , .001,
such that participants were more like ly to hire the male applicants than
the female applicants. There was not a signi®cant main effect for the partici-
pant’s gender F (1, 124) 5 1.31, p . .05, so both males and females demon-
strated the same gender bias in favor of male applicants. In addition, the
inte raction between the participant’s gender and the hypothe tical candidate
was not signi®cant, F (1, 124) 5 0.01, p . .05. Participants were asked if
they thought that the hypothe tical job applicant had adequate research

Fig. 5. Hireability of the job applicants as a function of the participant’s gender.
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experience to be offered a tenure track position. There was a signi®cant
main effect for applicant gender, F (1, 126) 5 8.15, p , .005, with participants
be ing more like ly to report that the male applicant had adequate research
experience . There was no main effect for participant gender, F (1, 126) 5
.88, p . .05, and the inte raction between the participant’s gender and the
hypothe tical candidate was not signi®cant, F 5 2.13, p . .05. Participants
were also asked if the applicant had adequate teaching and, separate ly,
service experience . The data analysis yie lded similar patte rns to the ®rst
two questions, with signi®cant main effects for the applicant’ s gender on
adequacy of teaching experience , F (1, 123) 5 10.53, p , .005, and service
experience , F (1, 119) 5 8.97, p , .005. In eithe r case there was no main
effect for the gender of the participant [F (1, 123) 5 .37, p . .05, and F (1,
119) 5 .05, p . .05, for teaching and service , respectively] or the inte raction
between gender of the participant and gender of the applicant [F (1, 123)
5 .62, p . .05, and F (1, 119) 5 .99, p . .05, for teaching and service , respec-
tive ly] .

A diffe rent patte rn of results was found for the review of the tenure
candidate ’s CVs, which was conside rably more competitive for tenurability
than the job applicant’ s CV was for getting hired. With respect to voting
to tenure the candidate , there were no main effects for participant gender,
F (1, 102) 5 1.44, p . .05, candidate gender, F (1, 102) 5 .07, p . .05, or
the inte raction between these two factors, F (1, 102) 5 3.23, p . .05. When
participants were asked if the candidate had signi®cant research experience ,
again there were no main effects for participant gender, F (1, 103) 5 1.42,
p . .05, candidate gender, F (1, 103) 5 .1.42, p . .05, or the interaction
between these two factors, F (1, 103) 5 1.42, p . .05. These results are
reported in Fig. 6. There were no main effects for the gender of the partici-

Fig. 6. Tenurability of the candidates by participant gender.
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pant, candidate gender, or the inte raction between these two factors
with respect to the ir perception of the adequacy of the candidate ’s
teaching experience [F (1, 99) 5 .7, p . .05; F (1, 99) 5 1.2, p . .05;
and F (1, 99) 5 .7, p . .05, respective ly] . There were also no main effects
for the gender of the participant, candidate gender, or the interaction
between these two factors with respect to the ir perception of the ade -
quacy of the candidate ’s service contributions [F (1, 102) 5 .14, p . .05;
F (1, 102) 5 1.35, p . .05; and F (1, 102) 5 .23, p . .05, respectively].

Given that the sample vitae be longe d to a biopsycholog ist, we did look
to see if participants who shared the applicant/ candidate ’s subdisciplin e
within psychology were more or less like ly to hire or tenure the applicant.
We found that the participant’ s subdiscipline made no diffe rence in terms
of whether or not they were like ly to hire the job applicant, F (6, 120) 5
.57, p . .05, and the same was true of subdisciplin e impact on the review
of the tenure candidate s, F (6, 89) 5 1.19, p . .05) . We did look to see if
profe ssional rank had an in¯uence over whether or not participants were
more or less like ly to vote to hire or tenure the applicant or candidate . A
2 3 2 analysis of variance failed to reveal signi®cant diffe rences in vote s
between profe ssors of diffe rent ranks in terms of their voting to hire , F (3,
228) 5 .203, p . .05, or voting to tenure , F (3, 209) 5 .66, p . .05. The
impact of program quality on like lihood to hire or tenure was also examine d.
Again, there was no effect for participant rank on decision to hire the
applicant, F (4, 229) 5 1.1, p . .05, or tenure the candidate , F (4, 209) 5
1.4, p . .05.

DISCUSSION

To our knowle dge , this is the ®rst study to determine the impact of
the gender of the job applicant or tenure candidate on potential search
committee member’s and outside reviewer’s decisions to hire or tenure . In
the present study, both male and female academicians were signi®cantly
more like ly to hire a potential male colle ague than an equally quali®ed
potential female colle ague . Furthermore , both male and female participants
were more like ly to positive ly evaluate the research, teaching, and service
contributions of a male job applicant than a female job applicant with an
identical record. These results are consistent with previous research that
has shown that department heads were signi®cantly more like ly to indicate
that they would hire female candidate s at the assistant profe ssor leve l
and male candidate s with identical records at the associate profe ssor leve l
(Fide ll, 1970) . These results are also consistent with the research on how
both women and men evaluate their own work (Widom and Burke , 1978)
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and the work of others (O ’Leary & Wallston, 1982) . Indeed others have
argued that although most men and women sincerely hold egalitarian be-
lie fs, those be lie fs alone do not guarante e impartial evaluation of others
(Valian, 1998) . The ®ndings from this study support that contention and
unde rscore the notion that women are as capable of gender bias as men
are . Furthermore , these ®ndings are particularly disturbing coming from
psychologist s, who unlike scientists in many other discipline s, would have
been exposed to research on gender bias through course work, colleague s,
and colloquia.

The present ®ndings did not indicate that potential female tenure
candidate s are evaluate d more negative ly than potential male tenure candi-
dates, although participants were four times as like ly to write cautionary
comments in the margins of the ir questionnaire if they had reviewed a
female tenure candidate than if they had reviewed the male tenure candi-
date. These cautionary comments include such comments as, ``We would
have to see her job talk,’’ ``It is impossible to make such a judge ment
without teaching evaluations,’ ’ ``I would need to see evidence that she
had gotten these grants and publications on her own.’’ Such cautionary
comments on the male tenure candidate ’s vitae were quite rare.

There are two possible explanations for the diffe rential ®ndings be-
tween hireability and tenurability. The ®rst possible explanation is that
academicians are somehow immune to gender bias when making tenure
decisions, but not hiring decisions. It is intuitive ly appealing that it might
be more dif®cult to make a decision that would cause someone to lose
the ir job they already have than to turn someone down for a job they have
not yet lande d. However, the task in the present study with respect to
tenuring was more similar to the task of an external reviewer, rather than
an executive committee member voting on tenuring a colle ague . Similarly,
the methodology for the hiring conditions was akin to the task of search
committee members prior to face-to-face inte rviews of the job applicants.
Both tasks required the participants to make a decision about someone
they had never met, and the participants were able to make equivale nt
decisions about the male and female tenure candidate s. Therefore, we think
it was unlike ly that discomfort about making a decision about a colle ague ’s
job retention playe d a role in these ®ndings.

We offer a more plausible explanation for the diffe rential results be-
tween the tenurable and hireable ®ndings. We believe the results are a
direct re¯ection of the quality of the tenurable CV. To promote plausibility,
we chose the CV of a real-life scientist at two diffe rent stages in her career
for both the male and female CVs. The CVs were identical to the one the
real-life scientist had used to get hired right out of graduate school and, 5
years late r, tenured. We understood that the hireable vitae could not get



524 Ste inpreis, A nders, and Ritzke

an applicant hired at many unive rsitie s around the country, given the lack
of postdoctoral experience, as well as limited research, teaching, and service
experience . Our belief is supporte d by research that shows that signi®cant
predictors for success in pursuing an academic job in psychology are, in
fact, publications and research grants awarded (Ng, 1997) . Unfortunately,
we believe that we unde restimated the quality of the real-life tenurable
CV. The real-life scientist had gotten early tenure at her institution, and
had extensive research experience (frequent publications and extramural
grants) , teaching experience (i.e ., including deve loping multiple course s
at both the unde rgraduate and graduate leve ls), and service experience
(membership in multiple committees at the departmental, unive rsity, state,
and national leve l). The vast majority of the participants said they would
tenure the tenurable candidate regardle ss of the gender of the candidate .
In other words, our tenurable candidate appears to be in®nite ly more
tenurable than our hireable candidate was hireable . The participants may
have been responding to a kind of ceiling effect for the quality of the
tenurable candidate s. Taken toge ther, these ®ndings indicate that a superb
record may indeed function as a buffe r for gender bias when making promo-
tional decisions.

We asked the participants what salary they would offer the applicant
or tenure candidate . A lthough we realized that these decisions are usually
out of the hands of individual faculty members, we knew that such individu-
als might have input into evaluating their colle ague s during merit raise
exercises or might be called upon by administrative bodie s to sugge st start-
ing salarie s if they are serving on search committees. We also hoped that
the ir salary selections would match national starting leve ls, which would
furthe r legitimize the extent to which the study was a re¯ection of real-life
hiring, tenuring, and pay scale decisions. The results indicate d that there
were no main effects for participant gender or applicant gender for salary
selection. This ®nding could be a function of the presentation of the choice s
participants were given to endorse . There was a $5,000 gap within each
choice . Perhaps this gap was too large to detect subtle gender biase s in
salary decisions that might be demonstrable if we had used narrowe r gaps
of $1,000 or if we had used a free-form response for this question. Anothe r
possible explanation could be that participants were aware that the ir hiring
and tenuring decisions are completely unlinke d to the ir own profe ssional
lives. In contrast, unive rsitie s sometimes have to make salary adjustments
to level the playing ®eld for gender-inequity reasons, for academicians who
have similar records but dissimilar salary rates, etc. Perhaps the unde rstand-
ing that the salarie s that participants select for job applicants or tenure
candidate s can be tied to their own in the future caused the participants
to make fair decisions about salary offers. After all, the salarie s that the
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entire participant pool selected were consistent with national trends in
academic salarie s (Black & Holden, 1998) . Clearly furthe r inve stigation of
this important issue is of paramount concern to all academic discipline s,
including psychology.

With respect to participants ’ be lie fs about whether they would serve
as an effective mentor to the job applicants or the tenure candidate s, we
found no overall diffe rence between the genders. A lthough there was a
nonsigni®cant trend for the female candidate s to rate themselve s as a poor
potential mentor to the applicant /candidate more often and the male candi-
dates to rate themselves as an exce llent mentor, this is like ly a function of
the distribution of the genders in the ranks. In other words, as expected,
the full profe ssors were more like ly to rate themselve s as an exce llent,
good, or average mentor than the associate or assistant profe ssors. This
makes intuitive sense and other authors have pointed out that experienced
mentors at high ranks may have a great ability to he lp their proteges’
careers than novice mentors at lower ranks (Ragins, 1999) . The mentorship
picture is like ly to be diffe rent from the mentee’s point of view. Ragins
and Cotton (1991) found that women are more like ly than men to report
restricted access to mentors. A lthough both male and female academicians
may see themselves as competent mentors, the proportiona tely fewer fe-
male academicians taken toge ther with the perceived barriers to getting a
mentor may more closely re¯ect the state of mentorship in academia.
Indeed, the proportion of women psychology mentors has increased, but
not as rapidly as the proportion of women among doctoral recipients (Willis
and Diebold, 1997) .

It was inte resting to note that there were no gender diffe rences in
terms of the qualitie s men and women were looking for in a colleague . In
contrast to the myth that female academicians put all of the ir effort into
ful®lling af®rmative action goals, both men and women ranked this quality
last. This may be a function of the desirability of the other options. Both
genders were looking for the ability to establish an independent research
program, as well as colle giality and personality factors. Research has shown
that af®rmative action is seen as relative ly positive by both males and
female s (Parke r, Balte s, & Christiansen, 1997) , but that female s are signi®-
cantly more like ly than male s to think that the standard af®rmative action
practice s are a good idea (Ozawa, Crosby & Crosby, 1996) . However, the
failure to see a lot of emphasis on ful®lling af®rmative action goals in the
present study is consistent with our ®ndings that ne ithe r men or women
seemed willing to give the female job applicant an equal chance . It may
be that people agree with the concept in principle , but have dif®culty
applying the concept to hiring decisions.

The present ®ndings indicate that at the ¯edgling stage s of the career
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of a young profe ssional, gender is seen as an indicator of success. A lthough
it is unclear at what point the burgeoning record begins to speak for itself
regardle ss of gender, it does seem clear that there comes a time when a
scientist’s record becomes strong enough to outweigh the gender bias. Two
main line s of future inquiry seem mandatory. First, we need to unde rstand
better the speci®c factors that tip the scale s in terms of ensuring that a
record is evaluate d on its own merit rather than in light of the scientist’s
gender. And second, academic departments need to be educated about this
gender bias and as a discipline we need to deve lop selection systems that
attenuate the gender bias by evaluating candidate s on easily identi®able
objective criteria. Obviously, this last step is a pretty tall order. Research
has shown that both the job applicant’ s demeanor and sex-role stereotyping
can in¯uence hiring decisions (Gallois, Callan, & Palmer, 1993) , such that
candidate s who used an assertive communication style were clearly favore d
by inte rviewers over aggressive and nonasse rtive candidate s. Appearance
and gender have been shown to impact hiring recommendations, particu-
larly for positions that require high achievement, shrewdness, and leader-
ship (Zebrowitz, Tenenbaum, & Goldste in, 1991) . For example , male s and
mature -faced applicants are perceived as shrewder and more dominant
than female and baby-face d applicants, and they are consequently favore d
for jobs that require such qualitie s. Furthermore , physical appearance in
the absence of resume information has been linked to stereotype -guide d
processing in hiring recommendations (Branscombe & Smith, 1990) . Thus,
when there is no written documentation to go on, appearance is even more
important. It is unlike ly that gender-blind hiring and tenuring can ever be
a reality, particularly when reviewers eventually end up considering the
applicant’s demeanor at the job talk and during inte rview. However, more
research needs to be done on the factors that can promote fairne ss in the
hiring process, and faculty need to be educated about the existence of
this bias.
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