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I. OVERVIEW AND METHODS

The Departmental Directors play a key role in recruiting, developing and retaining faculty as well determining the quality of the workplace environment.  The Committee appointed a subcommittee to interview the Department and Center or Institute Directors (30) to provide data about the recruitment and retention of faculty, as well as systems they have in place for faculty development.  Interviews covered essential areas of recruitment, advancement and retention, performance assessment, communication, and mentoring, as well as departmental structures for decision-making and resource allocation.  Finally, the topics of workplace satisfaction and the specific experiences of women and gender-based obstacles were explored throughout the interview, which were generally conducted by two person (1 male and 1 female) teams.  The subcommittee reviewed the responses to identify current trends and practices, key themes, and best practices.

II. RESULTS
1)  Recruitment.  Of the 30 Directors interviewed, the majority (21) reported use of a search committee for the recruitment of some, if not most, faculty.  Many Directors reported difficulty recruiting female faculty (11).  One prominent theme listed by a number of Directors was the limited number of women choosing certain areas of study and/or specialization – limitations in the pipeline.  While some Directors spoke of successful attempts to address these problems, others saw this as a national problem related to their field of specialty.

2) Advancement and retention.  The Directors expressed concerns about helping all faculty -- particularly women -- manage the often competing demands of work and personal life, an issue that influenced recruitment, retention, and advancement.  The majority of Directors (24) indicated that ‘worklife issues needed to be addressed’ to advance and retain women faculty.  Among the worklife issues cited frequently were childcare or child-rearing and the greater responsibilities that women assume and its impact on their academic careers.  Another worklife issue mentioned almost as frequently was flexibility, both in scheduling and structuring of work as well as expectations for time to promotion.  Other worklife issues mentioned with some frequency were pregnancy and maternal leave, and quality of life or greater balance needed between work and personal life.  Finally, the issue of dual career spouses in academia was described as a retention issue, as women seem to follow their spouse’s choices and adapt their own careers and jobs.  In many of these descriptions, the Directors said that institutional approaches need to be more proactive and concrete in addressing worklife issues. The challenges of raising young children were mentioned frequently, but the Directors showed a keen appreciation for the burden that female faculty often have throughout the development of their children.  Although the majority of Directors (22) mentioned using counter offers when informed that an individual was considering leaving, some perceived women faculty as less likely to use the threat of leaving as leverage for personal gain and, in some specific cases, women were described as less likely to negotiate for gain even when "legitimately" considering other offers.  Directors perceived that one factor in women's choice to leave is a lack of confidence that JHUSOM provides an environment in which they can thrive while raising a family.  Another common recruitment/retention factor is the inability to find satisfactory jobs for spouses.  Many Directors believe that, for men and women, deliberate thoughtful planning and assessment of career progression would help retention.
3) Performance assessment, communication, and departmental structures.  Interviews with the Directors suggest significant variability across Departments in practices, structures and systems.  The majority of Directors (20) reported a faculty evaluation process that includes use of standard or adapted forms (20).  The evaluation focus ranged from an analysis of effort and financial issues to mentoring and a detailed discussion of career goals.  Most Directors oversee the evaluation process for the faculty, either conducting it themselves or expecting that Division Directors will conduct the evaluation.  The timing and structure of these meetings varies widely across departments: some conduct these reviews informally whereas others provide the faculty with a written summary including identification of specific goals.  This evaluation process tended to be more detailed and systematic with junior faculty and those in line for promotion.  A large majority (23) of the Directors indicated that the process in place works well for them.
The majority of Directors have an Executive Committee or leadership group (18), formal or informal/ad hoc, comprised of senior faculty (Division Heads, Full Professors and their 

Administrators) – and there are very few women involved in these committees (ranging from 0-40%; the upper range often include women representing nursing or administration who are not faculty; when women faculty were included, the rate is 28%).  Almost universally, important decisions are made primarily by men.

4) Mentoring.  Mentoring was identified as a primary and significant way to advance and retain faculty and may be most helpful for women as they overcome barriers to their advancement.  The majority (19) of the Directors cited mentoring that focused on assuring that the stages, tasks and requisite skills were achieved. Most Directors (16) described organized and structured formal mentoring activities, whereas 12 indicated no formal activities.  The formal activities varied in their approaches, including the use of mentoring committees, having a formal process for women and minorities only, required participation, or each junior faculty choosing a Professor as a mentor.  Having women as mentors, as well as in leadership roles, was seen as desirable.    

5) Workplace Satisfaction.  The Directors provided a broad range of responses to three workplace satisfaction questions.   Directors each cited multiple factors, including camaraderie (20), flexibility (12), resources (12), money (12), control or autonomy (8), and prestige (8). The majority of directors felt the factors were the same for men and women, junior and senior faculty.  The factors cited more frequently for women included flexibility and environments that support the greater demands some individuals face for balancing work and family.  There were differences in the manner in which faculty departures were evaluated.  For example, one group saw limited value in doing exit interviews as they believed the key issues are usually known while another group expressed interest in exit interviews as one tool to understand and anticipate faculty dissatisfaction.

6) Gender Schemas and Continuum of Gender-based Obstacles.  

The Directors were asked about the presence of unconscious and conscious slights to women faculty that may limit their career success or satisfaction.  All Directors asked about these slights noted that some continue to persist, although less frequently and less blatantly than in the past. Some Directors acknowledged that assertive comments by female faculty lead to quick change.  In many cases the Director felt these conscious and unconscious actions did not arise currently in their own department, but thought that there were still examples in the SOM system.  A number commented that invisibility and exploitation in the form of excess teaching or clinical demands continue.  Also, committee obligations are of special concern, since there is a need for women to be represented on committees, yet it places greater demands on women because of their lower representation in the senior as well as overall faculty ranks.  A few Directors suggested that information and education about these gender based obstacles needs to be disseminated and discussed with the assistance of experts.
III. CONCLUSIONS

The interview data suggest that there are perceptual, attitudinal and environmental challenges that prevent JHUSOM collectively, and faculty members individually, from achieving their full potential. There is the perception that to be a successful faculty member at Johns Hopkins one must devote 24/7 to credible scholarship in science, practice, and education with few options for career path flexibility and little time or energy for non-work activities.  Further, although options for flexibility may exist, faculty are not aware of, encouraged to pursue, or perceive as viable flexibility in promotion time lines and career paths. 

The large variability in departmental practices, structures and systems appears to contribute to the school-wide difficulties in recruiting, advancing, and retaining women faculty.  With some notable exceptions, few women faculty are involved in leadership positions within many departments.  The Directors described many different practices for implementing the Dean’s mandate for annual reviews of faculty progress, with one quarter of the departments having no such system.  Mentoring programs, although developed and formal in some departments, remain quite variable across departments.  Despite this, mentoring was identified as a primary and significant way to advance and retain faculty and was recognized to be most helpful for women as they overcome barriers to their advancement.  The current availability of mentors and role models to teach strategies on how to balance work and life responsibilities is less than optimal or at least uneven.
Concern was expressed by some Directors that without understanding and responding to the needs of faculty, lower satisfaction and reduced success in recruiting and retaining certain subgroups will continue, if not escalate.  Many Directors suggested that the Dean’s Office could help promote an environment more conducive to the academic success of women faculty by school-wide implementation of successful examples of departmental structure and systems.  
