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Representing CSWP, 1 recently partici-
pated in this very stimulating confer-
ence which was organized by Marsha
Lakes Matyas and Shirley M. Malcom
of the American Association for the
Advancement of Science, and spon-
sored by the AAAS Office of Oppor-
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tunities in Science. About 200 people
attended the 21.day conference, the
majority of whom were involved in sci-
ence education and/or with interven-
tion programs to increase the partici-
pation of girls and women in science.
In this report I shall attempt to sum-
marize the contents of the conference.
While the emphasis will be on those
aspects which I perceived to be most
relevant to women in physics, there
will be an additional bias toward the
particular presentations which | per-
sonally found the most interesting.

The WISE conference began at lunch-
time on 29 July with an “International
Panel Debate: Gender and Science Is-
sues,” held in conjunction with the
Fourth International Conference on
Girls and Science and Technology
(GASAT). GASAT, which had been
held in the same location just preced-
ing the national WISE conference, was
attended by 131 participants rep-
resenting 24 nations.

Leslie Parker of the Secondary Educa-
tion Authority of Western Australia
started the joint session with a
synopsis of recent advances in feminist
analysis of the institutional patterns of
science, as it is currently practiced,
which inhibit the participation of girls
and women. This is an approach
which has not been pursued extensive-
ly in this country, but which appears to
be the underlying theme of the inter-
national community. They tend to
focus on the question “What’s wrong
with science that makes girls not like
it?”, rather than “What'’s wrong with
girls that they don't like science?” In
other words, the approach in the US,
has more frequently been to help
women fit into the existing structure of
science, rather than an attempt to
change the structure of science so that
it meshes better with women’s interests
and lifestyles.

Some of the examples given by Leslie
Parker of the ways in which the struc-
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ture of science may be seen to reflect
the historical restriction of science to
people socialized along masculine
tracks (i.e., men) are:

*Science is usually taught, and often
practiced, as if social context and so-
cial impact do not exist.

*Scientific models are often dualistic,
considering only two possible
choices, and acknowledging only
“right” or “wrong” answers, rather
than allowing for a diversity of
answers and approaches.

*Similarly, scientific models are usual-
ly hierarchical, not allowing for diver-
sity on an equal footing.

*Scientific principles are presented as
isolated abstractions that focus on
control and domination of nature,
rather than as an aid to understand-
ing the role of one piece as part of
an interactive whole.

*Scientists often confuse the cognitive
tools used to model a system with
the system itself. For example, just
because we choose to analyze a sys-
tem in a dualistic (or hierarchical)
framework, that does not mean that
the system itself has an inherently du-
alistic (or hierarchical) nature.

*Science as taught in schools tends to
isolate subject matter by disciplines,
stressing what is different about each
area, rather than focusing on the
commonality and interrelatedness of
all areas of science.

A second talk on a similar topic was
presented by Jan Harding of Chelsea
College, UK. She pointed out that
science (especially physics) is present-
ed in terms of attributes and interests
in tune with the socialization of boys,
but not with that of girls. Girls are
trained to value interactive, socially
relevant and socially constructive ac-
tivities, and tend to choose fields
which have a reputation of being peo-
ple oriented, socially relevant, and
helpful. The presentation of science
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has unnecessarily played down these
aspects, and has stressed instead the
isolation of effects, a total autonomy
from social issues, and an object rather
than people related orientation. Like-
wise, scientists have traditionally been
characterized in Western cultures as
people who exhibit strong abilities in
the areas of objective, abstract and
analytical thinking, attributes historical-
ly associated with males. In fact, to do
good science, one must have abilities
that span the whole range of human
attributes, including creativity, intui-
tion, and good interpersonal skills, to
name a few characteristics commonly
associated with females in Western so-
cieties.

Jan Harding also stressed that the very
way in which a problem is stated can
affect the relative level of interest on
the part of girls and boys. For exam-
ple, are you looking for a technical
“fix” to an abstract problem, dissociat-
ed from its origin and social context,
or are you trying to find solutions to a

problem  with  social significance,
whose outcome will affect real people?

The final talk of the lunch session was
presented by Lili S. Hornig of Higher
Education Resource Services, and
Wellesley College Center for Research
on Women. She suggested that some
interesting tests of these ideas might
be possible by making comparisons
with other professional fields which
women have entered in large numbers,
e.g., law and medicine, etc. She also
brought up the issue of inherent
gender differences in cognitive style,
pointing out that if such differences
exist, then the structure of science
must also reflect a one-sided approach
in this area.

The first afternoon session, entitled
“Defining the Problem,” included pre-
sentations by Shirley Malcom of
AAAS, Betty M. Vetter of the Commis-
sion on Professionals in Science and
Technology, and John H. Moore of
NSFE. Some of the major points made
by these speakers included:

*The U.S. is rapidly losing its ability to
compete technically with the rest of
the world. This is due to an overall
drop in the level of scientific literacy
of our population, and to a declining
number of highly trained people gra-
duating in scientific fields.

*These problems can only be expected

to intensify if ignored. The baby
boom has peaked, so the total
university age population is drop-
ping. Fewer white males, historically
the source of most scientists in our
country, are choosing to study sci-
ence, and they also represent an ever
diminishing fraction of the popula-
tion. Finally, the teaching resources
of our country, in terms of the num-
ber of trained science teachers and
the level of instrumentation available
to schools, have been allowed to
deteriorate to a deplorable degree.

*Meanwhile women and minority
groups remain highly underrepresent-
ed in science and engineering, espe-
cially in the physical sciences, and
thus are an important untapped
resource. All 3 speakers stressed that
efforts to increase the participation of
women and minorities in science can
no longer be viewed solely as an is-
sue of equity and faimess, the suc-
cess of these efforts has become a
matter of national survival.

*The differences in fields selected by
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men and women cannot be con-
sidered merely a manifestation of
free will. Strong social and institu-
tional barriers remain which inhibit
full participation of women in sci-
ence. Science has evolved in a
manner consistent with the lifestyles
of white males in our society, without
regard for the biological and social
agenda of women.

*Finally, it is important to remember
that we are not discussing equity
versus excellence, but excellence
through equity!

The second session of the afternoon
was focused on “Policy Responses to
the Challenge,” and included talks by
individuals representing the US.
Congress Office of Technology Assess-
ment, a state board of regents, 2 state
university systems, and a county public
school system. Daryl E. Chubin of
OTA discussed a recent assessment of
the education and employment of
scientists in the U.S. which examined
differences by race, gender, field, and
institution. The 2 speakers from state
university systems talked about recent
task forces which had studied various
aspects of the crisis in science educa-
tion. However, none of these speakers
was able to give a very optimistic re-
port on any actions taken to increase
the participation of women in science
as a result of these studies. Part of the
problem is that task forces and assess-
ment studies do not, in general, have
the power to bring about the im-
plementation of their recommenda-
tions. In contrast, Michael Hickey,
School Superintendent of the Howard
County Public School System, report-
ed on a wide variety of intervention
programs at the primary and secon-
dary school levels which had been suc-
cessfully implemented following an
evaluation of the school system that
examined the science curriculum,
teacher training, and participation by
female and minority students. These
projects include programs aimed at
teacher training and equity sensitiza-
tion, changes in the curriculum to in-
clude more hands-on experiences and
a greater emphasis on the contribu-
tions of outstanding female and minor-
ity scientists, and workshops to en-
courage the participation of female
and minority students.

A dinner panel, “International Per-
spectives——Para]]els and Differences,”



provided additional perspectives on
educational systems and intervention
strategies in other countries. One of
the main differences in the internation-
al arena is an emphasis on programs
that will impact all students, not just
the scientifically gifted ones. Efforts in
the US. have often emphasized the
importance of helpina  ontstanding
women to pursue careers in science.
In contrast, the international communi-
ty has focused more on the need to in-
crease the participation of women in
science and technology at all levels.
Another area more frequently exam-
ined outside the U.S. than within is
that of reentry and retraining. (Joan
Kowalski is currently organizing a
CSWP symposium on this topic to be
held at the 1988 APS March Meeting.)
Later that evening conference partici-
pants gathered for informal discus-
sions at a reception. Various written
resources brought by participants were
made available at this time. Some
references to this literature, along with
instructions for obtaining copies, are
provided at the end of this report.

For the second day of the conference,
3 parallel sessions were held which
focused on precollege, undergraduate,
and  graduate/professional issues,
respectively. | attended the latter ses-
sions, in which graduate issues were
discussed in the morning, and profes-
sional issues in the afternoon. For
both parts of the day, the program
started with formal presentations on
these issues, followed by discussion
periods in which we were further split
into small groups numbering about 15
people. Our charge during the small
group discussions was to generate a
list of recommendations for action in
terms of (a) future research, (b) inter-
vention programs, and (c) policy
changes. | acted as a moderator for
one of the afternoon groups. The
recommendations generated by the
discussion groups in the 3 paralle] ses-
sions were summarized for all partici-
pants during the closing session of the
conference.

During the morning’s formal session
we heard 3 talks on Graduate Issues.
(There was to have been a fourth talk
on “Minority Women Graduate Stu-
dents,” but the speaker was, unfor-
tunately, taken ill) First Lili Hornig
gave a talk on “Enrollment and Reten-
tion.” She noted that there is still little
effort made to recruit female graduate

students. For example, many of the
brochures make no reference to wom-
en students or faculty. Significant
qualitative differences also still exist
between the letters of reference written
for female and male applicants. The

. former often stress appearance and

personality, with little attention given
to scientific ability and poleiitial. Pos-
sibly many professors still have difficul-
ty considering female students as fu-
ture professional colleagues. Female
candidates’ grade point averages are
significantly higher on the average, but
their Graduate Record Exam scores
are slightly lower. Thus acceptance
rates for male and female applicants to
graduate school depend on how these
various assessments are weighed at
any particular institution. The reci-
pient to applicant rate for NSF Fellow-
ships remains lower for women than
for men. The retention rate for female
graduate students in the physical sci-
ences is 0.75-0.77.

The second talk by Susan Coyle of the
National Research Council on “Sex
and Race differences in Financial Aid
Patterns,” provided some interesting
information on recent changes in fund-
ing patterns for men and women grad-
uate students. There are three main
sources of graduate support; funds ad-
ministered by the institution (primarily
through research and teaching assis-
tantships), direct Federal funding to
the student (for example, NSF Fellow-
ships), and self-support (mainly sav-
ings, assistance from relatives, and
concurrent outside employment.) A
larger fraction of the men receive
university-administered funding than is
true for women, and this gap is grow-
ing. Women are more likely than men
to be self-supporting and/or to receive
direct Federal funding, although the
latter gap is shrinking. Thus the
current decline in direct Federal fund-
ing programs is having a dispropor-
tionate impact on women. There is
also cause for concern as a larger frac-
tion of the available funds are admin-
istered at the discretion of individual
professors, predominantly male, who
are selecting students to work with
them. Given the inherently personal
and subjective nature of these selec-
tions, the inequitable effects of subjec-
tive biases may increase concomitantly,
thus perpetuating the skewed propor-
tions of men and women professionals
in science.
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An interesting correlation between the -
rate  at which students receive
university-administered funds and their
marital status has been noted. The
rates decrease in the order single
men, married men, single women, mar-
ried women. The rates for self-support
are in exactly the reverse order. At the
tine the Ph.D. is granted, 45% ot the
women and 60% of the men are mar-
ried.

A strong correlation has been found
between the type of graduate support
and the length of time to the Ph.D.
Students receiving university-admin-
istered funds take the shortest time,
followed by those receiving direct
Federal funding. This discrepancy
may reflect an increased personal in-
terest on the part of the professor to-
ward students supported on his/her
own grant monies. After all, the suc-
cess of the next grant application de-
pends directly on the progress of the
projects these students have been
hired to work on. When a student on
fellowship joins the group, the profes-
sor can afford to be more laid back
about the rate of progress. Self-
supporting students take the longest,
on the average 24 more years are re-
quired. Women supporting themselves
through outside employment take
longer than the equivalent group of
men. Perhaps the lower salaries
earned by women require them to
work more hours for the same level of
income.

Carolyn M. Jackson of Purdue Univer-
sity described a fascinating demo-
graphic study of men and women en-
gineers. The study showed that
discrepancies in salary, job satisfaction,
and promotion to management posi-
tions become exaggerated after 6 years
of professional experience, and that
these discrepancies cannot be attribut-
ed to differences in education, self-
confidence levels, or career breaks. A
disturbing note: More than half of the
surveyed male engineers, in each age
bracket, did not agree with the state-
ment “Women with small children can
be as good on the job.”

During lunch, (I think they scheduled
almost every minute of this 25-
day conference), Gertrude Scharff.
Goldhaber of Brookhaven National
Laboratory presented a lecture entitled
“Eminent Women Scientists of the
Last Two Centuries: What Can We



Learn from Their Lives and Achieve-
ments?” This uplifting talk by Dr.
Scharff-Goldhaber, herself an eminent
physicist, described the remarkable
contributions made by some of these
exceptional women. In describing the
perverse conditions under which they
worked, she also reminded us implicit-
ly of how far we have come toward
full equity of opportunity for women.

The afternoon’s formal session of the
graduate/professional section focused
on professional issues. Marie Cassidy
of George Washington University
Medical School started the session
with a discussion of “Academic Career
Patterns.” She characterized the main
barriers to a successful academic
career as first, gaining access (earning
a Ph.D. and getting a job); second, at-
taining tenure; and third, achieving a
powerful position within the institu-
tion. While women have had a diffi-
cult time surmounting each of these
barriers in significant numbers, she
noted that the structure of academic
science appears to be changing, with
more value placed on good interper-
sonal skills, for example. Next, Ho-
ward P. Tuckerman of Memphis State
University spoke on some studies he
has carried out on patterns of part-
time faculty careers. Part-time employ-
ment by both men and women has
been expanding, but not always be-
cause it is the desired work status.
Currently about 40% of the women
and 70% of the men in part-time work
are seeking full-time employment. He
ended his presentation with a strong
statement that part-timers continue to
experience discrimination in benefits
received, and more often than not find
their jobs to be a dead-end road, offer-
ing little opportunity for professional
advancement.

The third talk by Lois Peters, Rensse-
laer Polytechnic Institute, focused on
“Women Scientists in Industry.” There
is little data on this subject, even
though about 73% of all R&D takes
place in industry. In the industrial sec-
tor, women constitute approximately
25% of all scientists and engineers,
and 11% of all physical scientists.
Nevertheless, only 6 out of the 609
members of the Industrial Research
Institute—consisting of the top techni-
cal people of major corporations—are
women. Polling women themselves,
she found that those who have recent-
ly entered industry are generally happy

with their work situations, and do not
perceive any barriers to their career
plans. Women at the middle manage-
ment levels, on the other hand, are fre-
quently angry with the inequitable
treatment they have received to date,
but are still not discouraged about
prospects for their future in the com-

pany.

Some statistics on women in academe
were provided by Gretchen Klein of
NSF. She noted that women still lag
men considerably in tenure attainment.
While 63% of the men on U.S. Science
and Engineering faculty have tenure,
only 37% of the women do. On the
other side of the coin, 31% of women
are in non-tenure track positions, while
only 14% of the men are. Even when
these figures are corrected for field,
quality of the Ph.D. institution, and
years of professional employment
since the PhD. inequalities still
remain. Women are also less likely
than men to be principal investigators
on NSF grants.

Gretchen Klein also presented a sum-
mary of existing NSF programs for
women. The revised Research Oppor-
tunities for Women (ROW) Program
contains 3 parts: Research Initiation
Grants (equivalent to the original
ROW Program, these are research
grants for women who have not previ-
ously been principal investigators);
Research Planning Grants (for support
while a grant proposal is being draft-
ed); and Career Advancement Awards
(for support while making a career
change to an adjacent field). The ratio
of awards to proposals last year was
160/711, with a total of $7.2 million
being awarded. The Visiting Profes-
sorships for Women (VPW) Grants are
also still available from NSF. [ noted
from a breakdown of the fields, that
only 1 of the 24 VPW awards granted
this year was in physics. Apparently
we need more strong applicants for
this program.

The final talk in this session by Mary
Frank Fox of the University of Michi-
gan provided some data on publica-
tion records of male and female scien-
tists as a measure of professional pro-
ductivity. She noted that while wom-
en publish at only about one-half the
rate of men, this discrepancy is not
due to differences in IQ, institution of
degree, or marriage/parenthood pat-
terns. In fact, married women publish
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more than single women, and the pres-
ence of children does not affect publi-
cation records. The strongest correla-
tion is found to be with the prestige of
the institution where the person is em-
ployed. In addition, there is some in-
dication that the causal direction of
this effect is that publication records
conform to the local environment,
rather than that frequent publishers
tend to be offered employment at
these prestigious institutions.

The final morning of the conference
started with a plenary session in which
Heidi 1. Hartmann of the National
Research Council discussed a recent
NRC study on the effects of computer
technology on women’s employment.
The results showed that while the ad-
vancement of computer technology
enhances the level of many jobs by
taking over drudgery and mindless ac-
tivities, it also dehumanizes others. In
general it is the higher-level, more
powerful positions which are en-
hanced, and the lower-level, and cleri-
cal positions which become less in-
teresting and more removed from hu-
man interactions. Since women tend
to be in less powerful positions, they
are more frequently adversely affected
by these technological advances than
men are. In addition, women are less
likely to be involved in the design of
the new technologies, the stage at
which some of these deliterious effects
could be taken into account and avoid-
ed. Minority women in clerical jobs,
who are less likely than white women
to be assigned work involving human
interactions, are especially vulnerable
to the dehumanizing effects.

The recommendations generated dur-
ing the previous day’s small group dis-
cussions were reported back to the full
conference during the final session. In
the area of research programs and in-
formation dissemination, the following
proposals were made:

#Studies of women students’ self-

confidence.

*The impact on women students of
the increase in foreign nationals as
graduate  students and faculty
members.

*A determination of the reasons some
schools are more successful than oth-
ers in producing women graduates in
science.

*The establishment of a centralized
data base covering previous research



and intervention programs. (To
some extent, CASET, the Center for
the Advancement of Science, En-
gineering, and Technology of
Hutson-Tillotson College, offers this
capability.)

*More follow-up studies on the effec-
tiveness of intervention programs.

Manu intervention nrograms were sug-
gested, along with a plea to place a
stronger focus on the evaluation and
dissemination of program results, and
to continue those programs with prov-
en effectiveness.  Suggestions for
precollege programs included:

*More career awareness through col-
lege orientation programs, teachers,
and parents.

*Outreach programs at meetings of
professional organizations.

*Out of school science programs.

*Undergraduate science majors acting
as role models for grade school and
high school students.

*Intervention programs for all stu-
dents, not just for the particularly
bright ones, to increase the general
interest in science, and thus the level
of science literacy in our country.

*Better science training as part of the
teacher education curriculum, and
more in-service programs to increase
science knowledge of practicing
teachers.

*Evaluation of teachers to include
their sensitivity to equity issues.

*In-service programs for teachers to
increase their sensitivity to equity is-
sues and to a diversity of learning
styles.
*Text book evaluation vis-a-vis equity
issues.

The following suggestions were made
for intervention programs at the under-
graduate level:

*More career literature.

*Programs to sensitize male faculty to
the importance of mentoring female
students.

*Offer single-sex classes.

*Replications of effective programs at

more schools. (For example, the
highly successful Purdue University
program for engineering students
could be adopted by other schools.)

Finally, the following recommenda-
tions were made for programs at the
graduate and professional levels:

*Intra- and inter-institution support
groups for isolated female graduate
students, researchers, and faculty.

*Assertiveness training.

*Encourage mentoring of non-tenured
female faculty by tenured faculty,
male and female.

*More outreach programs by corpora-
tions.

*Make university deans more aware of
the severe national impact of de-
creasing science enrollments.

*Make department chairs more
answerable for the ratio of male to
female faculty.

*Encourage dialogues on sexism be-
tween students and faculty.

*Workshops on sexual harassment.

*Reward faculty mentoring activities
more highly.

*Workshops for graduate students and
young professionals on how the “sys-
tem” works — how to get through
school with a degree, how to get a
job, how to get promoted, how to
negotiate the industrial and academic
environments, etc.

Sue Kemnitzer summarized the recom-
mendations related to policy and fund-
ing changes. One of the repeated sug-
gestions was for longer funding cycles
for intervention programs, and the
continued funding of existing pro-
grams with proven effectiveness. (At
the current time funds are much more
readily available to experiment with
“new” programs and ideas than to re-
peat “old” programs with a new group
of people.) It was also noted that the
Commission on Professionals in Sci-
ence and Technology is suffering a
severe funding shortage. Since this or-
ganization is the sole source of many
of the statistics on women and minori-
ties in science and engineering, there
was a strong consensus that it should
be funded on a more consistent basis,
rather than having to rely on short-
term grants. Other specific sugges-
tions generated by the small groups in
the area of policy issues included:

*Stronger efforts to enforce existing

EEO laws and policies.

*More funding for undergraduate
research.

*Enhanced access to capital for female
and minority entrepreneurs.
*Requirement of specific plans to uti-
lize underrepresented groups as part
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of proposals for (and evaluation of)
research  grants, government-sup-
ported centers, etc.

*More support for summer science
programs  for  underrepresented
groups.

*Funding for programs to assist womn-
en and minorities in preparing
rescarch  granl  proposals, and (o
write papers in preparation for tenure
evaluation.

*National policies to support day care

and parental leave, and national
goals for equity in science and en-
gineering.

Finally, using the example of the
Federal Task Force on Women, Minor-
ities, and the Handicapped in Science
and Technology, of which she is the
chair, Sue Kemnitzer stressed how im-
portant it is to include as part of any
panel those people who have the
power to implement recommendations
that are generated.

A full proceedings of the conference
will be available from AAAS. Contact
Marsha Lakes Matyas, AAAS Office of
Opportunities in  Science, 1333H
Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20005.

Related Literature

The following publications were
among those brought to the attention
of conference participants:

Science, Technology and Women: A
World Perspective. (1985) AAAS
Publication 85-14.

Partial List of Precollege Mathemat.
ics and Science Programs for Minori-
ty and/or Female Students by State.
(1987) Compiled by the AAAS Of-
fice of Opportunities in Science.

Equity and Excellence: Compatible
Goals. (1984) AAAS Publication
84-14.

Problems and Solutions in the Edu-
cation Employment and Personal
Choices of Minority Women in Sci-
ence by Paula Quick Hall. (1981)
Available from AAAS Office of Op-
portunities in Science.

Associations and Committees of or
for Women in Science, Engineering,
Mathematics and Medicine. (1986)
Available from AAAS Office of Op-
portunities in Science. (1987 edition
currently in preparation.)

Other publications associated with ma-



terial presented at the conference:

Engineering Careers: Women in a
Male-Dominated Field, Carolyn M.
Jagacinski, Psych. of Women Quar-
terly, 11, 97 (1987).

Comparison of Women and Men in
the Engineering Work Force, Carolyn
M. Jagacinski and William K. Le-
Bold, IEEE Trans. in Ed., E-28, 204
(1985).

Computer Chips and Paper Clips,
Editors: Heidi 1. Hartmann, Robert
E. Kraut and Louise A. Tilly, 1986,
National Academic Press, Wash-
ington. (NRC study on-the impact of
computer technology on women’s
employment.)

Women in Pure and Applied Science,
a Bibliography, compiled in 1987 by
Sheila Bertram, Faculty of Library
Science, Univ. of Alberta, Edmonton,
Alberta, Canada.

PUBLICATIONS OF INTEREST

“Women in Science and Engineering”
is the topic covered in the Spring
1987 (Volume 18, Number 1) issue of
the National Science Foundation’s
Mosaic magazine. In the lead article
entitled “Women’s Progress,” author
Betty Vetter writes “Despite evidence
of some continuing inequality for
women students—and particularly for
women who have entered the science
community—as shown by unemploy-
ment rates, academic rank and tenure
status, and salary levels, women have
made real strides in increasing their
participation in science and engineer-
ing over the past decade at every de-
gree level, and in every field and em-
ployment sector. However, their in-
crease in science and engineering de-
gree awards appears to have been pri-
marily related to their increased parti-
cipation in higher education. The ra-
pid increases in number and propor-
tion of these degree awards to women
that have marked the past decade ap-
pear to be ending well before women’s
participation in these fields match
their proportion of the population.
Bachelor’s degree awards to women in
several science and engineering fields
already are leveling off, and recent sur-
vey of freshman-class women indicate
a decrease in interest in these fields.
Although some continuing increases in
the participation of women in science
at the graduate level are probable, fu-
ture increases are not assured, and

some gains of the past decade may
not last.”

A limited number of copies of this is-
sue of Mosaic are available from the
National Science Foundation. Write
Distribution, Mosaic  (527), NSF,
Washington, D.C. 20550.

CSWP SYMPOSIUM AND TEA
CRYSTAL CITY, VA
25 JANUARY 1988

The CSWP is sponsoring a tea and a
symposium entitled “Career Reentry in
Physics — What Physics Teachers Can
Do for Themselves and for Others” at
the 1988 Annual Joint Meeting of the
American Physical Society and the
American Association of Physics
Teachers to be held in Crystal City,
Virginia, 25-28 January 1988. The
CSWP symposium will be held on
Monday afternoon, 25 January, and

-will be followed immediately by the

tea. Talks will include discussions of
demographics and problems of reentry
at both the B.S. and Ph.D. levels. A
complete list of invited speakers will be
presented in the next issue of the
Gazette.

Other highlights at the Joint APS/
AAPT Meeting include plenary ses-
sions on Superconductivity, DEW/SDI,
and Supernova. In addition, the
American Institute of Physics is organ-
izing their annual placement center
during the meeting, where interviews
will be arranged between employers
and prospective employees.

Forms for both meeting preregistration
and hotel reservations were published
in the October issue of the Bulletin of
the American Physical Society.

NSF PRESIDENTIAL
YOUNG INVESTIGATOR
AWARD ANNOUNCED

Jacqueline Krim, assistant professor of
physics, is one of 200 engineers and
scientists nationwide to receive a
Presidential Young Investigators (PY])
Award from the National Science
Foundation.

The awards, which fund research by
faculty members near the beginning of
their careers, are intended to help
universities attract and retain outstand-
ing young Ph.D.s who might other-
wise pursue non-teaching careers, ac-
cording to an NSF spokesman.
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Krim, who has been at Northeastern
since the fall of 1985, conducts
research in low temperature surface
physics. She is investigating ways to
predict, theoretically, how films grow
on surfaces. The research holds po-
tential wide-range industrial applica-
tions.

The Presidential Young Investigator
awards carry an annual base grant
from NSF of $25,000 for five years.
In addition, NSF will provide up to
$37,500 per year to match industrial
support to individual researchers,
bringing the possible total fund to
$100,000 per year.

Krim and the other award recipients
were selecied from a field of 1,122
nominations from 197 institutions.
Other women PYI recipients whose
work is in physics-related areas are:
Susan L. Brantley (Pennsylvania
State University), Dee Denice Den-
ton (MIT), Ellen C. Hildreth (MIT),
Marjorie A. Olmstead (Berkeley),
Jane Selverstone (Harvard), and
Lynne D. Talley (Scripps Institute of
Oceanography).

ROSTER OF WOMEN IN PHYSICS
QUESTIONNAIRE

This issue of the Gazette includes the
new questionnaire for the Roster of
Women in Physics, the data base on
women physicists maintained by
CSWP. The format is slightly dif-
ferent, and there are a couple of addi-
tional questions reflecting the in-
creased capabilities of the new
software system. Please return the
form to update your entry, showing
CHANGES IN RED. Also, we have
run into some difficulty accessing the
data on the institutions from which
people received their degrees, so
please take the time to COMPLETE
THE SECTION ON DEGREE INSTI-
TUTIONS.

As described in the last issue, the Rost-
er now resides on a PC at APS head-
quarters in New York, where it is more
readily accessible. In fact, we hope to
work much more aggressively on ex-
panding the data base so that it can be
used for meaningful demographic
studies. If you know other women
working as phuysicists and/or holding
degrees in physics who may not yet be
listed in the Roster, please pass along

(continued on page 11)



QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE ROSTER OF WOMEN IN PHYSICS

The Roster of Women in Physics is a data base compiled by the American Physical Society Committee on the Status of Women in Physics. Itis used to form
a mailing list for the CSWP Gazette, to select women to receive announcements of probable interest to them, and to compile demographic data on women
physicists. The Roster will not be made available to commercial or political organizations as a mailing list, and all information provided will be kept strictly
confidential. Being listed in the Roster only identifies you as a physicist, and does not imply agreement with or support for the activities of CSWP. Please
give a copy of this form to other women who work as physicists and/or have a degree in physics if you think they may not be listed in the Roster.

INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE COMPLETE ALL ENTRIES ON BOTH SIDES OF THE FORM, AND INDICATE CHANGES IN RED. Print one character
withing Sachi ok, ablivvialing as nocsssary. Aller wunipleting e fori, fold itin Giids aid fasten it su iial ihe isturn addisss is visible aid the badk is blank
NAME: L L NN GENDER: FEMALE | |
(last) 16 (first) 14
T T T O O O O I I I R T T T TN Y T IO IO I N MALE | |
(middle) 14

16 -

The data providedis: I__| a new entry, I__l arevised entry, or I__I 1 don't know which. If this is a revised entry, please enter your Registration
numbser, if known. It appears in the upper right hand corner of a mailing label produced from the Roster, suchasa Gazette label: | [ | | | | |

On the following line please print your full name and title exactly as you wish it to appear on your mailing label;

30
Please enter address at which you prefer to be contacted. Indicate whether : |__| Home, or |__! Business.
ADDRESS line 1 N T O W O T T T T T O OO IO IO O O
28 : Foreign addresses:
ADDRESS fline 2: N N Y N S N T T T T O O O O Use only the first 3 lines,
28 abbreviate as necessary.
ADDRESS line 3: I_I_ﬁl_I_I_I__I_‘I_I_l_Iﬁl_l_l_l‘l_l_I_I_I_I_le_l_l_l_ﬂl_|_l
28
CTY/STATEZIP: 4 1L b N T N T O A I
(city) 19 (state) (zip code)

Daytime phone: [ T I 2 e I Alternate phone: 1__1_1_ I/ 11 1-1_1 1 1 |

DEGREES YEAR RECEIVED OR EXPECTED NAMES OF INSTITUTIONS
(circle date for degree not yet completed) (abbreviate as necessary)
BA or BS e I_I*I—|_l‘|_|_l_l“l“'_I_l"“’l_l_l_I‘I‘“I“I_l_|_'“l_l_|_'2‘al
MA or MS (N I_I_I_I_I_I_I_I_J_I_I_|_I_l__|_!_L_I_I_I_I_I__I_I_l_l_l_lﬁl
PhD [ I I | I_I_I_l_I__I_I_|_J_I_I_I__I_I_I_I_l_~l_l_l__l_l_l_l_l_l__l_lﬁl
THESIS TITLE (for highest degree) I_|_~|_|__I_I_I_I_J~I_I_I_I_I_I_J_I_I_L'I_l_I_I_I_I_I_I_lﬁl
(abbreviate if necessary) I_I_I__I_I_I_I_I_l__l_I_I_I_I_I_I_|_I___I__I_I_I_I*I__I_I_I_Iﬁl
EMPLOYER: l_“Ivl_l~l_l_l~l_l_l_l__l_l__l_l_l_l_‘I__I_I_QI_I_I_J_I_I_J__I_;
DEPT/DIV: I_I_R‘I‘_I_l_l__l_l_I_I__I_I__l__l_l_l*I_I_I_I_l__l_l_l_I_I_|2_l
POSITION: I__I_I_Ihl_l_l_l_l_l_l_‘l_l__I_‘I_I_I_I_I_I___I_I_L_I_I_l___l_lfl
28
Highest Current CURRENT WORK STATUS TYPE OF WORK ACTIVITY
degree FIELD OF PHYSICS interest (Please check one or more categories (Please enter a 1 for the activity in
(check one) (check one) as applicable, up to four) which you engage most frequently,
1___  Astronomy & Astrophysics 1_ 1___ Student 5___ Employed a 2 for the second most frequent
2___ Acoustics _ 2___Post Doc/Res Assoc  6____Self-Employed activity, etc., up to four, for your
3___ Atomic & Molecular Physics 3__ 3___Unemployed 7___Full Time current or most recent work.)
4____ Biophysics 4 4___ Retired 8__ PartTime 1___Basic Research
5___ Chemical Physics 5 2__ Applied Research
6___  Education 6__ DEGREE TYPE (for highest degree) 3__ Development and/or Design
7___  Electromagnetism 7 1___Theoretical 4___ Engineering
8 Electronics 8 2___ Experimental 5___ Manufacturing
9___ Elementary Particles & Fields 9 3__ Both 6__ Technical Sales
10____ Geophysics 10__ 4___ Neither (please explain below) 7____Administration/Management
11___ High Polymer Physics 11 8___ Writing/Editing
12___ Low Temperature Physics 12_ 9___ Teaching - Undergraduate
13___  Mathematical Physics 13 10___Teaching - Graduate
14___  Mechanics 14 TYPE OF WORKPLACE FOR CURRENT 11___Teaching - Secondary School
15___ Medical Physics 15__ OR LAST WORK (please check one or more 12___Committees/Professional Org.
16 Nuclear Physics 16__ categories as applicable, up to four) 13__ Proposal Preparation
17 Optics 17__ 1___ University 14___ Other (please specify below)
18 Plasma Physics 18_ 2__ College - 4 Year
19 Physics of Fluids 19_ 3___College - 2 Year
20____  Thermal Physics 20_ 4___Secondary School
21___  Bolid State Physics 21 5____Government RACE
22____ General Physics 22 6__ Technical Sales 1___Black (non-Hispanic)
23___ ondensed Matter Physics 23_ 7___Industry 2___ Hispanic
24 3Space Physics 24 8___ Non-Profit Institution 3___Native American
25 Physics - Other (please specify) 25__ 9___ Consultant 4___ Asian or Pacific Islander
10___Other (please specify below) 5___Caucasian (non-Hispanic)
26___ Non-Physics 26 6___Do not wish to specify




ROSTER QUESTIONNAIRE PAGE 2

YEARS OF PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE SINCE HIGHEST DEGREE: TOTAL YEARS OF PROFESSIONA!. EXPERIENCE:

(include postdoc, if any, exclude study time towards degrees)
Are you interested in receiving information on employment opportunities? __Yes __No (If you check no, you will be excluded from mailing lists generated
when the Roster is searched to identify potential candidates for professional employment opportunities that have been brought to the atiention of CSWP )

Are you an APS member? _ Yes __No. If not, check here if you wish to receive an application: 1__|
If you are an APS member, please provide your membership number, if available, from the top left of an APS mailinglabel: |__|_ 1 1 1 | | |

(3 letters) (6 numbers)
TODAY'S DATE I A I A I O I
(month) (day)  (year)
COMMENTS:

Thank you for your participation. The information you have provided will be kept strictly confidential, and will be made available only to CSWP members.
Please fold the form into thirds and fasten it so that the retum address is visible on the front and the back is blank, attach a stamp, and place it in the mail.

The Roster of Women in Physics is compiled by the American Physical Society Committee on the Status of Women in Physics. (BAW for CSWP 9/14/87)

FOLD
FOLD
RETURN ADDRESS: AFFIX
STAMP
HERE

Dr. Miriam Forman
American Physical Society
335 East 45th Street

New York, NY 10017




The American Physical Society

335 EAST 45 STREET, NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10017 ¢ (212) 682-7341

————— A PPLICATION FOR APS MEMBERSHIP

I, ' on , My degrees and positions:
(Signature) (Date)

apply for:
0 REGULAR MEMBERSHIP

0 LIFE MEMBERSHIP

O I have previously been an APS member.

O STUDENT MEMBERSHIP 0O I wish to be listed in the Roster of Women in Physics.

Application for STUDENT MEMBERSHIP requires the following certification

I certify that the above named applicant is a full-time student attending

{(Name of Institution)

(Signature of Dept. Head or Faculty Member) Date

My mailing address is:

Name L L L UL ULttt ettty ettt

Last Name First & Middle Names

agdress| L L L L L L L Lt

Lttty bt

City State or Province Country Zip Code

My telephone number, to be listed in the APS Directory is | )

SEE REVERSE FOR DETAILS ABOUT MEMBERSHIP BENEFITS, SECTIONS, DIVISIONS, TOPICAL GROUPS, AND RATES FOR PERSONAL SUBSCRIP-
TIONS. WHEN FILLING IN AMOUNT, SELECT RATE APPROPRIATE TO MAIL DELIVERY DESIRED.

DUES: Regular $50; Life Member $600;

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY Student $10; Student with SPS membership $16. $
PHYSICAL REVIEW ABSTRACTS will be sent only if yo
confirm that you wish to receive it by checking heref vou U | No Charge
GENERAL PHYSICS ADVANCE ABSTRACTS will be sent only [0 | No Charge
Membership Approved by: if you confirm that you wish to receive it by checking here. g

JOURNALS FOR MY PERSONAL USE ONLY:

Date

MISC. SOCIETY DATA DIVISIONS/FORUM: No Charge
96| 97|98 {99 {100}101(102(103|104{105] SECTION/TOPICAL GROUPS: No Charge
AIB|C|DIEIF{GIH|I1]|J TOTAL | $

Make check payable to The American Physical Society. Payments may also be made by International Money Order, or by
perseonal credit card. Foreign checks must be drawn on a bank in the U.S. Mail this form to the Society. Do not send cash.

CREDIT CARD NUMBER EXPIRATION DATE AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE
[] american [ masTER [ wisa

EXPRESS CARD




You are Invited To Join

The American
Physical Society

...an association of more than 37,000 scientists from
around the world who work, teach, study, or do
research in the field of physics or in related fields
such as mathematics, astronomy, chemistry, and
engineering. Since its founding in 1899, to “advance
and diffuse the knowledge of physics,” the Society
has held well over 400 meetings of a general scope
and has sponsored many meetings of a more special-
ized nature.

The American Physical Society also contributes to
the advancement of physics through its membership
in the American Institute of Physics. The Institute,
which is comprised of ten member societies repre-
senting specialized fields of physics, undertakes
those activities best done in common by and for
them.

BENEFITS OF MEMBERSHIP. Membership is
open to individuals only and commences with the
date of acceptance into the Society. The subscrip-
tions of a member will begin on the July 1 of the
calendar year in which the annual dues are received.

Free of extra charge, members are sent the BULLE-
TIN, PHYSICS TODAY, and if requested—PHYSICAL
REVIEW ABSTRACTS and GENERAL PHYSICS
ADVANCE ABSTRACTS from the time their names
are added to the distribution lists. No back issues are
provided on these subscriptions.

Members may also subscribe for their personal use
only to journals published by the Society or offered
by the American Institute of Physics at the reduced
member rates designated. These subscriptions begin
with the July issues.

MEMBERS MAY JOIN, WITHOUT CHARGE,
AN APS SECTION, THE FORUM, DIVISIONS
AND TOPICAL GROUPS which best serve their

interests. Indicate your choice on the form on the
reverse side.

SECTIONS
New England Ohio Texas
New York State Southeastern
International Physics Group
DIVISIONS/FORUM
Astrophysics High Polymer Physics
Atomic, Molecular & History of Physics
Optical Physics Nuclear Physics

Particles & Fields

Plasma Physics

Forum on Physics &
Society

Biological Physics
Chemical Physics
Condensed Matter
Fluid Dynamics

TOPICAL GROUPS
Computational Physics
Few-Body Systemns & Multiparticle Dynamics
Instrument & Measurement Science
Laser Science
Materials Science
Particle Beam Physics
Shock Compression of Condensed Matter

REGULAR MEMBERS have the option of obtain-
ing “life membership” by making one payment equal
to twelve times the regular annual dues.

HOW TO JOIN: Complete all areas of the applica-
tion and billing form on the reverse side. Mail to The
American Physical Society with your payment.

APS MEMBER DUES AND JOURNAL RATES
JULY 1, 1987-JUNE 30, 1988
DUES: Regular Members, $50. Life Members, $600.
Student Members, $10; or with joint SPS membership, $16.

JOURNALS at these rates are avallable to APS Members for their
personal use only. Dues and subscription rates may be changed for
applications received after January 31, 1988. .

APS JOURNALS No 1 Forgign Optﬁ)nal Airfr:ight

lssues  Domestic (Surface) Europe  Asia

PHYSICAL REVIEW A (Generai) 24 $7500 $150.00 $200.00 $275.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW B
{Condensed Matter) 36 145.00 250.00 310.00 405.00
Part I—1st of month (Atoms,

Nuciei, etc. in matter. Collective

Effects in Solids, Magnetic

Materials) 12 70.00 100.00 110.00 130.00

Part I1—15th of month (Metals,

Semi-Conductors, Insulators) 24 75.00 150.00 200.00 275.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW C (Nuclear) 12 45.00 75.00 85.00 105.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW D

(Particles & Fields) 24 90.00 130.00 150.00 180.00

Part I—1st of month
(Elementary Particles) 12 45.00 65.00 75.00 90.00
Part I—15th of month (Fields,

General Relativity) 12 45.00 65.00 75.00 90.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW ALL

(All sections) 96 355.00 605.00 745.00 965.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS 52 70.00 110.00 135.00 160.00
REVIEWS OF MODERN PHYSICS 4 20.00 30.00 35.00 40.00
BULLETIN OF THE AMERICAN

PHYSICAL SOCIETY 11 On Membership 2500 35.00
PHYSICAL REVIEW ABSTRACTS 24 On Membership 20.00  30.00
AIP JOURNALS
APPLIED PHYSICS LETTERS 52 40.00 7500 90.00 115.00
CURRENT PHYSICS INDEX 442 65.00 90.00 100.00 125.00
JOURNAL OF APPLIED PHYSICS 24 80.00 140.00 180.00 230.00
JOURNAL OF CHEMICAL PHYSICS 24 100.00 175.00 225.00 300.00
JOURNAL OF MATHEMATICAL

PHYSICS 12 50.00 75.00 8500 100.00
JOURNAL OF PHYSICAL AND

CHEMICAL REFERENCE DATA 4 55.00 65.00 80.00 90.00
THE PHYSICS OF FLUIDS 12 45.00 65.00 75.06 90.00
REVIEW OF SCIENTIFIC

INSTRUMENTS 12 30.00 50.00 60.00 . 70.00
PHYSICS TODAY 12 On Membership 25.00 35.00
GENERAL PHYSICS

ADVANCE ABSTRACTS 24 On Membership 20.00  30.00

MICROFICHE EDITIONS are available by First Class AirMail at the Domestic
prices with the exception of the Bulletin of the APS, Physical Review Abstracts,
Current Physics Index, and Journal of Physical and Chemical Reference Data.

1. Domestic rates apply to U.S. and Possessions ONLY.

2. Foreign (surface mail) rates apply to all countries, including CANADA and
MEXICO, not served by airfreight and to subscribers not electing optional
airfreight. Same rates (in US$) provide airfreight service on subscriptions to
JAPAN if remitted through Kinokuniya Co. Ltd.

3. Airfreight Europe rates are optional for subscribers in Europe, Near and
Middle East, and North Africa. Subscriptions are shipped by airfreight to
Holland and are then distributed by surface mail.

4. Airfreight Asia rates are optional for subscribers in Oceania and Asia, includ-
ing subscribers in JAPAN who do not remit through Kinokuniya Co. Ltd.
Subscriptions are shipped by airfreight to Japan and are then distributed by
surface mail.

STUDENT MEMBERS, in addition to the regular
benefits, receive a reduction in dues, and are also
entitled to a choice of one only of the following:

(1) a $20 reduction in the subscription price for
Physical Review A or C; or Part 1 or Part 2 of
Physical Review B or D; or for Physical
Review Letters; or for Reviews of Modern
Physics;

or (2) a $10 reduction in the subscription price for
one of the following journals published by
the American Institute of Physics: Applied
Physics Letters, Journal of Applied Physics,
Journal of Chemical Physics, Journal of
Mathemnatical Physics, Physics of Fluids,
Review of Scientific Instruments.
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a copy of the questionnaire. Be sure
to include BOTH SIDES.

WOMEN AND THE NATURAL
SCIENCES: A CONFERENCE
AT BARNARD COLLEGE

(14 NOVEMBER 1987)

Barnard Center for

s i

This fall the

™ 1 Lo VRY e (o msrse e, s AN
Izedcarcly vil vvuilicii 1o paioliitiliyg i
evening lecture series and a one-day
conference on ‘“Women and The
Natural Sciences.” The lecture series
consisted of four evening conversa-

tions 16 September, 14 October, 28
October, and 4 November, where prac-
ticing women scientists talked about
their work. The lectures will culminate
in a one-day conference on 14 No-
vember. The morning session will be
opened by Professor Evelyn Fox-
Keller, author of Gender and Science,
and will focus on Feminist Theory and
Scicnce. The afternocn will he infro-
duced by Prof. Judy Young, an astro-
physicist at the University of Amherst,
and Betty Vetter, Executive Director of
the Commission on Professionals in

Science and Technologies, and will
discuss Developmental Stages of
Women in the Sciences. All events are
free and open to the public; lunch may
be purchased at the conference for $8.
The Barnard Center for Research on
Women is located at 101 Barnard
Hall, at 117th and Broadway.

For further information, please call Dr.
Temma Kaplan, Director of the Bar-
nard Center for Research on Women,

at (212) 280-2067.

CHANGING YOUR ADDRESS?

PLEASE PRINT

LAST NAME

FIRST NAME

MIDDLE NAME

ADDRESS

ADDRESS

ADDRESS

CITY, STATE, PROVINCE, & COUNTRY

ZIP CODE

NAIRE*

Mail to:
CSwp

SOCIETY

USA.

AMERICAN PHYSICAL

335 EAST 45th STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10017

AREA CODE/TELEPHONE NO.
(0 CHECK HERE IF YOU WISH TO RECEIVE THE CSWP ROSTER QUESTION-

*The Questionnaire is also printed in the APS Membership Directory

r

(1

ATTACH GAZETTE MAILING LABEL HERE

-

J
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