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Value Added:

The Georgia Tech (GT) NSF ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Program took an integrated approach to institutional factors to support the full participation and advancement of women and to establish a model of best practices in academic science and engineering, constituting the core intellectual merit and broader impacts of the initiative. In June 2006, GT ADVANCE requested a no-cost extension for the grant to complete certain activities during 2006-2007. An extension was granted on September 28, 2006, to end the grant period December 31, 2006. During the grant period and after September 30, 2006, Georgia Tech ADVANCE activities migrated to units such as Faculty Career Development Services and the Center for the Study of Women, Science, and Technology, as described below. In this way, various initiatives of the ADVANCE program continue to make an impact at Georgia Tech and nationally through a wide range of activities.

The following ADVANCE activities demonstrated intellectual merit and broader impacts:
1) Creating an inter-college network of termed professorships to promote goals of ADVANCE: in 2001-06, four ADVANCE Professors built networks of communication, mentoring, and exchange among female faculty.

2) Institutionalizing a formal training process for committees involved in tenure and promotion: The Promotion and Tenure Advance Committee (PTAC) surveyed the faculty to examine academic faculty perceptions concerning the promotion and tenure process at Georgia Tech and to explore a range of areas related to faculty development and evaluation. The committee also identified best practices in unit promotion and tenure (P&T) practices and generated a report that was disseminated to all deans and chairs and made available on the ADVANCE web site. The Awareness of Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure (ADEPT) interactive tool became part of promotion and tenure review process and is now required of all members of promotion and tenure committees.

3) Collecting and using resource-allocation data for equity and development of best practices: Georgia Tech collected data for analysis by ADVANCE team members. Evidence of our success can be found in the increases in the number of women who have advanced at Georgia Tech. For example, between 1998 and 2005, the number of women professors in the institute increased from 13 to 40 and the number of women Associate Professors increased from 30 to 54.  Two women (from Computing and Management) attained the highest rank of Regents' Professor. In a period when the Georgia Tech faculty significantly expanded (from 850 to 1027 in the four NSF-related colleges alone), recruitment of female faculty also improved, although this issue was not part of activities described in the original proposal. For example, in 2005, there were as many female faculty members (2) hired as male faculty (2) in the College of Engineering. Over the course of the grant, female faculty in the College of Sciences increased from 12% of the total faculty in the college to 20%, from 31 to 35% in Ivan Allen College, and from 11% to 14% in Engineering. In Computing, women were 21% of the faculty in 2001 and 2006.  (See Outcome 1 data in the Findings attachment of the Year 5 annual report.)
4) Holding annual retreats of women faculty, provosts, deans and school chairs to review and refine goals and progress: Four GT Conferences and one National Conference were held.  Evaluations of the conferences show that the participants find them useful and valued the networking opportunities with the GT administrators enabled by the meetings. 
5) Strengthening and extending the scope and impact of family-friendly practices: The Active Service Modified Duties process, lactation facilities, and the daycare center helped both male and female faculty balance commitments to family and work and remain part of the infrastructure at Georgia Tech.  Discussions about these topics in the context of career development were held throughout the grant period; these were well-attended and contributed to the institutional transformation occurring at Georgia Tech. The Office of Faculty Career Development Services was created in 2006 to expand institutional efforts related to work life and is responsible for processing all academic faculty personnel transactions including appointments, reappointments, promotions, tenure, post-tenure reviews, leaves of absence, and salary adjustments.
6) Defining the problem/issues and developing strategies for advancement, using our ADVANCE research as rich base-line data toward assessment of change: A full description of accomplishments can be found in the research report included in this report.

During the period of NSF funding, Georgia Tech NSF ADVANCE benefited from the leadership of key administrators, notably Georgia Tech’s original PI (Provost Jean-Lou Chameau), PI and former Co-PI (Dean Sue Rosser), and former Co-PI Mary Lynn Realff, and that of faculty working on issues related to gender and higher education organizations, notably Co-PI Mary Frank Fox and other ADVANCE professors Jane Ammons, Mei-Yin Chou, and Mary Jean Harrold.  Implementation of initiatives was efficiently accomplished with the assistance of staff, including successive ADVANCE program directors and coordinators and central administration staff in Sponsored Programs, Institutional Research, Assessment, and the office of the Provost. At the same time, GT NSF ADVANCE encouraged broad participation in the program, encouraging all deans, chairs, and faculty of all ranks to take part in workshops and conferences and to advise on activities. The combination of high-level administrative attention to ADVANCE issues and widespread participation across campus in ADVANCE activities enabled Georgia Tech to institutionalize ADVANCE initiatives and to respond to concerns about climate, advancement, and infrastructure evidenced by faculty in different ranks and noted by NSF program reviewers in their midterm report (2003-04). In 2005-06 Carol Colatrella succeeded Mary Lynn Realff as Program Director of Georgia Tech NSF ADVANCE, and began facilitating all bi-weekly team meetings, coordinating cross-college activities, and overseeing NSF reporting in addition to continuing to be responsible for other initiatives. 

ADVANCE Professors during the course of the grant developed and maintained mentoring and networking activities at the college and institute levels and joined with other members of the ADVANCE team to sponsor cross-college initiatives.  The professors also furthered their research programs and contributed to the development of female faculty.  For accounts of their activities from January 2002-December 31, 2006, see pages 20-28 of this report. 

To highlight:  The ADVANCE Professor in College of Sciences, Mei-Yin Chou, Chair of the School of Physics, coordinated a college-level mentoring program and networking events within the college. The ADVANCE Professor in the Ivan Allen College, Mary Frank Fox, provided linkages between ADVANCE and the Georgia Tech Center for Study of Women, Science, and Technology (WST) and hosted themed networking events in the college, including co-sponsorship of annual grants workshops. In the College of Engineering, Jane Ammons promoted activities related to the advancement of women faculty. As Associate Dean, she interacted with engineering faculty, the Dean, and School Chairs to define needs and formulate career strategies for female faculty. College of Computing ADVANCE Professor, Mary Jean Harrold, mentored women in the college and pursued national outreach for women in computing.  She serves on the Leadership Team of the newly formed NSF-funded National Center for Women and Information Technology and as Director of Georgia Tech Hub for the Center, partnering with the ADVANCE Professor in the Ivan Allen College, Mary Frank Fox. All ADVANCE Professors mentored junior female faculty in addition to coordinating college-level activities supported by ADVANCE.

Demonstrating the commitment of the institute to institutional transformation, ADVANCE Professors in all six colleges of Georgia Tech were appointed to serve five-year terms beginning in fall 2006.  Two original ADVANCE professors, Mary Frank Fox (Ivan Allen College) and Mary Jean Harrold (College of Computing), received 2006-2011 appointments.  Cheryl Contant (College of Architecture), Mary Ann Ingram (College of Engineering), Christina Shalley (College of Management), and Wing Suet Li (College of Sciences) were newly appointed as ADVANCE Professors to serve 2006-2011.  As indicated in the letter of appointment, the charge of each ADVANCE professor includes “1) developing a network of female faculty committed to institutional transformation; 2) advising the dean of the respective College and the Provost on issues vital for the success of women faculty; and 3) facilitating and organizing events related to the advancement of women faculty.” 
Each professorship position includes funds in the amount of $40,000 per year to assist with research activities and other endeavors that develop and advance women faculty.  Under NSF funding, four professors were funded at $60,000 each; under institutionalization, six professors are funded at $40,000. The total amount committed now matches that committed during the award period.

In a transition meeting in August 2006, the ADVANCE team of original professors and others, including Monique Tavares of Faculty Career Development Services (FCDS), spoke with the new ADVANCE professors. The group discussed institutionalization of ADVANCE initiatives and agreed to a new distribution of responsibilities for ADVANCE initiatives: FCDS assumed institutional oversight of lactation facilities, the Active Service Modified Duties procedure, and convening chairs’ meetings, and the Center for the Study of Women, Science, and Technology (WST) will continue coordination of activities such as inter-college career coaching, grants workshops, and developing cross-college networks. 
During the period of NSF funding, the Center for the Study of Women, Science and Technology (WST), founded in 1998 and co-directed by Carol Colatrella, Mary Frank Fox, and Mary Lynn Realff (now on leave from GT to work at NSF), partnered with Georgia Tech NSF ADVANCE by sponsoring technical and scholarly presentations, career development workshops, and focused research programs on campus, and in mentoring faculty and students, including those students in the WST Residential Learning Community. Specific information about these programs is posted on the web at www.wst.gatech.edu. 
The Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee, appointed by Provost Chameau and chaired by David McDowell, Regents’ Professor, Mechanical Engineering, inventoried units, developed best practices in faculty evaluation, and consulted on a computer instrument to reduce bias in faculty tenure and promotion. Carol Colatrella and her design team further developed the ADEPT (Awareness of Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure) tool by enhancing design and program elements of existing activities. Flash versions of activities are now available on the website. The ADEPT team also created storyboards for the proposed Annotated Vita activity. The tool continues to be available on-line at www.adept.gatech.edu. 
Georgia Tech ADVANCE supported its Nursing Moms Program, supervised by Program Coordinator Angela Shartar until August 31, 2006 when the program was moved to Faculty Career Development Services, where it is now coordinated by the FCDS Director, Monique Tavares, and maintained by FCDS staff member Donna Redmon. Approximately six women used three centers during most months. A fourth lactation center opened in late fall 2006 in the College of Computing.

The Active Service Modified Duties Procedure (ASMD) addresses circumstances that significantly alter an academic faculty member's ability to maintain a standard workload; the procedure allows faculty members dealing with family events (pregnancy, childbirth, adoption, illness of a family member) to request flexible workloads.  Since ASMD was implemented in spring 2003, thirty-three faculty members received funding.  To date, GT has provided over $290,000 to ASMD with funds over and above those provided by NSF through the ADVANCE grant ($56K total for FY 2006). Although these funds were not budgeted in the originally proposed cost share, Georgia Tech remains fully committed to the new process, which is now coordinated by Monique Tavares, Director of Faculty Career Development Services.

Building on earlier survey research focusing on Georgia Tech and on benchmark institutions as well as results of interviews conducted at Georgia Tech, in 2005 Dr. Fox and her ADVANCE research team conducted a follow-up survey of GT faculty that assessed changes since the baseline survey in 2002. The follow-up survey also assessed awareness of and participation in the GT ADVANCE program and perceptions about increased administrative attention to issues of faculty advancement. Results were presented at the Georgia Tech ADVANCE Conference in March 2006 and at the ADVANCE Institutional Transformation 5th Annual Principal Investigators Meeting in Arlington, Virginia, in May 2006. As outlined in the original proposal, the GT ADVANCE Research Program, led by Mary Frank Fox, conducted surveys and interviews to measure and assess perceptions, needs, and experiences in teaching and research, work environment, processes of evaluation, and work-family arrangements. The research team has generated reports, presenting and discussing the findings of interviews and previous surveys of GT and of peer institutions, in comparative context. The results of the research activities continue to be used to help guide the program. Reports written to date are available on our web site (http://www.advance.gatech.edu/measure.html).  A summary report on the research program initiatives is also included here on page 7 and following pages.
The Georgia Tech ADVANCE program published annual reports describing the above activities, celebrating achievements of women faculty, including the ADVANCE professors, and publicizing events, including conferences.  Four issues of Energeia (2002-2005), which written by the GT ADVANCE team and edited by Carol Colatrella, are available online at http://www.advance.gatech.edu/news.html. Print copies were mailed annually to all Georgia Tech faculty, all ADVANCE institutions, NSF ADVANCE, and many university women’s programs.
Difficulties in Implementing Proposed Activities: 

The GT ADVANCE Institutional Transformation Program has remained on schedule with the activities described in the original proposal. However, three areas of operation encountered some difficulties: data, personnel, and products. First, the collection of data and its entry into usable format constituted a significant amount of staff time in the first year of the project. (As the external evaluators’ final report notes, 2002 is the baseline year for data comparison.) Second, there were a number of personnel shifts among those managing the grant that caused activities to lag a bit, especially in the first year of operation. Third, the ADVANCE management team decided to enlarge the scope of activities originally proposed to NSF by supporting the development of a computer instrument to eliminate bias in the promotion and tenure process (ADEPT).  
Over the five-year course of the project, different individuals occupied leadership and management positions, as evidenced by the NSF site visit report indicating that there was some confusion about project management in 2003. CoPI April Brown left Georgia Tech in 2002, and Sue Rosser and Mary Lynn Realff became CoPIs, joining original CoPI Mary Frank Fox. Realff became an NSF program officer in summer 2005, when she stepped down from GT NSF ADVANCE. In the last phase of the project, the original PI and former Provost Jean-Lou Chameau, who became President of the California Institute of Technology, was replaced with Dean Rosser in January 2007. Four individuals served successively as ADVANCE Program Directors at Georgia Tech: Ruth Hardy (2001-02), Mary Hunt (2002), Mary Lynn Realff (2003-05), and Carol Colatrella (2005-06). Two individuals successively served as Program Coordinator: Beth Gourbiere (2001-03) and Angela Shartar (2003-05).
Efforts in the area of promotion and tenure (P&T) training were expanded beyond those described in the proposal with regard to the development and implementation of ADEPT, as it was not included in the GT ADVANCE plan of activities.  Georgia Tech NSF ADVANCE focused on advancement as a key issue because earlier studies determined female faculty faced significant hurdles in promotion, and because advancement was the key issue in the NSF announcement for ADVANCE proposals. 
In 1996-97, only 4.3% of full professors, 13.1% of associate professors, and 25.4% of assistant professors at Georgia Tech were female. According to InGEAR: Report on the Status of Women, 1993-98, an NSF-supported project: “Available faculty demographic data and the InGear Promotion and Tenure Study strongly suggest that women are promoted more slowly at Georgia Tech than men. This conclusion is supported by data that compares Georgia Tech to other similar institutions. When compared to 21 benchmark institutions, Georgia Tech ranks 5th highest in the percentage of engineering professors who are women. But it ranks 15th highest in the percentage of associate professors.” (See http://www.academic.gatech.edu/study/report.htm#sec2).  The slow, limited progress of female faculty toward promotion and tenure at Georgia Tech provided the impetus for focusing much effort in the GT NSF ADVANCE program on researching processes of advancement and implementing enhanced mentoring and networking for female faculty. 

Supported by GT ADVANCE Research, the ADVANCE team, and the Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee appointed by then PI/Provost Chameau, the ADEPT (Awareness of Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure) tool became part of the promotion and tenure process at Georgia Tech.  All members of college level P&T committees were required in fall 2004 to consult the tool, to discuss the best practices document generated by the PTAC, and to discuss two of the fictional cases that are part of the tool. During fall 2005, all members of unit-level P&T committees were required to consult cases, activities, and best practices and, in many units, to discuss these with their peers.  

Some questions remain regarding ADEPT: 1. How to fund the further development of the ADEPT tool?  2. How will we support and maintain ADEPT in the future? Carol Colatrella, the primary developer of ADEPT, will continue to coordinate ADEPT as an initiative supported by WST, a research center sponsored by the Office of the Provost, and by Faculty Career Development Services (FCDS). She will consult with ADVANCE professors and FCDS to update and maintain it.  Georgia Tech remains committed to maintaining the tool and will endeavor to support its expansion if adequate extramural funding can be obtained.  
Despite consistent improvement of the institutional climate for women during the course of the grant, a continuing challenge for Georgia Tech concerns increasing recruitment and retention of women faculty.  While some units in NSF-related fields have been successful in the past five years in attracting, retaining, and advancing a high number of women, other units have found it more challenging to attract female candidates, and in some cases, to retain them. Additionally, women successful at Georgia Tech receive many outside offers to relocate; a number of women have exited, for reasons noted (anecdotally or in response to ADVANCE research instruments) as concerning family or enabling promotion to an administrative position.  

School chairs reported in the last two years of the grant that a number of excellent female candidates decline offers because of dual career issues, while others accept appointments at even more prestigious institutions. Tracking the reasons and prospects of those who refused appointments has been noted as an Institute need; while many units individually pursue such information, there is not currently a centralized process of data gathering concerning those who leave or those who decline appointments. Consequently, some mechanisms to address these difficulties remain ad hoc at the present time.

Approaches to Address the Difficulties:

We are working to find future external support for the Awareness in Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure (ADEPT) tool so that it can be adapted for use at other sites. In January 2006 Drs. Fox and Colatrella partnered with faculty at North Carolina A & T State University, a historically black technological university, and submitted a proposal to the ADVANCE Partnerships for Adaptation, Implementation, and Dissemination Awards (PAID) program.  This partnership proposed to adapt, implement, and disseminate key elements of Georgia Tech’s ADVANCE initiative, particularly as they relate to equitable climate, evaluation, and practices/policies for promotion. The proposal included further development of the ADEPT tool, as it applies especially to women of color in science and engineering, and development of additional tools that could enable other universities to tailor ADEPT by building and implementing their own cases. Although the Georgia Tech/NC A & T PAID proposal was not funded in 2006, it will be revised and resubmitted at the next opportunity.

Georgia Tech established a new office of Faculty Career Development Services (FCDS); Monique Tavares began serving as the Director in January 2006. FCDS is responsible for processing all academic faculty personnel transactions, including appointments, reappointments, promotions, tenure, post-tenure reviews, leaves of absence, and salary adjustments. The new Director was also given responsibility for coordinating the Active Service Modified Duties Procedure as of spring 2006, for maintaining the Nursing Moms’ Centers as of fall 2006, and for coordinating the activities of the ADVANCE Professors appointed in fall 2006.  
In the future, FCDS will continue to incorporate a number of family-friendly practices initiated by ADVANCE and might also be able, depending on workload and staffing, to collect data concerning those who exit the institute or do not accept appointments. The ADVANCE team included Tavares in discussions concerning how infrastructural improvements will be continued. The team was particularly interested in establishing ongoing faculty leadership on career development. FCDS will continue data collection of the twelve NSF data indicators tracked by GT NSF ADVANCE (some annually and other bienially) and will work towards tracking information related to faculty who exit or refuse offers.

The Center for the Study of Women, Science, and Technology will continue to work with FCDS and other units on campus to sponsor career-coaching sessions, grant workshops and other programs designed to promote faculty development, networking, and cross-college mentoring.

Data Indicators:

Georgia Tech ADVANCE annually collected data outcomes for the following twelve NSF determined indicators throughout the grant period:

1. Number and % of women faculty in science/engineering by department

2. Number of women in tenure-line positions by department

3. Tenure promotion outcomes by gender

4. Years in rank by gender 

5. a.Time at institution and b.attrition by gender 

6. Number of women in S & E who are in non-tenure-track positions (teaching and research)

7. Number and % of women scientists and engineers in administrative positions

8. Number of women S & E faculty in endowed/named chairs

9. Number and % of women S & E faculty on promotion and tenure committees

10. Salary of S & E faculty by gender (controlling for department, rank, years in rank)

11. Space allocation of S & E faculty by gender (with additional controls such as dept., etc.) 

12. Start-up packages of newly hired S & E faculty by gender (with additional controls such as field/department, rank, etc.) 

[Note: Data files including cumulative information for 2001-05 appear in an attachment to the Year 5 Annual Report Findings.]

Evaluation Findings:

The Georgia Tech ADVANCE Research program surveyed and interviewed faculty about ADVANCE in fall 2005.  Data analysis is included in the research report within this report (see page 8 and following).  Findings indicate that many female faculty members and some male participated in ADVANCE events, are aware of the range of ADVANCE initiatives, and report that administrative attention to faculty advancement has increased over the period the ADVANCE award.

The Georgia Tech Assessment Office administered evaluations of the 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006 conferences.  Their report on the 2006 conference (attached to the Year 5 GT NSF ADVANCE annual report) indicated the following:

· A number of attendees have observed changes in the policies and culture at GA Tech. Specifically noted was that more women are receiving in higher ranking academic positions. This is very encouraging as it clearly depicts that the ADVANCE program is meeting its objective. 

Other conference evaluations and evaluations of the program by the NSF site visit team and the external evaluators for Years 1-4 are included annual reports. The Year 4 external evaluation was received in 2006 and was attached as a supplement to the April-June 2006 quarterly report. The external evaluators noted in their Year 4 report some fluctuation in hiring and retaining women during the course of the project but also notice continuing progress at meeting project objectives.  
The Final Report of the GT External Evaluators is attached to Findings of this annual report.  Using data provided by the GT Institutional Research office, the external evaluators’ report provides analyses of comparative data from 2002 and 2006 referencing faculty in the 4 NSF-related colleges on the key issues addressed by GT ADVANCE: promotion and retention, recruitment, and resource allocation. The external report indicates (1) “representation of senior women has risen,” (2) “attrition rates of senior women may have increased in relation to those of senior men,” (3) “the number of senior women in administrative positions increased slightly,” (4) “the representation of women in other influential and honors positions remained stable,” (5) “faculty recruitment rates reflected more gender equity,” and (6) that fluctuations in benefits packages and in allocations of space were not statistically significant. They also studied salaries, noting that “almost all colleges allowed average salary gaps in favor of males,” but that gaps “disappeared” in comparing male and female professors in administrative positions. (See their complete report in Findings attachment.)
Conclusions of the external evaluators in their final report emphasize the general enhancement gender equity at Georgia Tech.  The GT ADVANCE program initiated a considerable number of activities (offered institute-wide and in particular colleges) during this period that could accommodate all faculty members (see pages 27-30).  GT ADVANCE developed these initiatives to meet concerns evidenced by faculty in Research, Assessment, and external evaluations and a survey under the auspices of the Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee. 
Supplementary Documentation

GEORGIA TECH ADVANCE
RESEARCH PROGRAM AND FINDINGS
Report to NSF for Five Year Period:  October 2001–December 2006
January 2007


Mary Frank Fox
Co-Principal Investigator
Georgia Tech ADVANCE Program
The GT ADVANCE Research Program is tied to the GT ADVANCE initiative’s integrated institutional approach to organizational factors that shape positive outcomes among faculty and best practices in academic science and engineering.  The GT ADVANCE research program helps to identify what is known and what can be done to support positive outcomes among faculty through factors including continuing leadership, departmental climates, processes of evaluation, and work-family arrangements.

The components of the GT ADVANCE Research Program are these:
1)  In 2002/03 a survey was conducted of all tenured and tenure-track women faculty and a stratified random sample of men, in (4) Colleges:  Computing, Engineering, Sciences, and Ivan Allen College.  The survey, focusing upon faculty members’ perceptions, needs, and experiences, addressed key areas of teaching/research, work environments, processes of evaluation, and work-family arrangements.  The number surveyed was 271; the response rate was 76% (70% men, 85% women). The report for this survey appears on-line in three versions:  the entire report, a three page summary, and a one page summary at:  http://www.advance.gatech.edu/measure.html  Findings are summarized below. The full report and corresponding graphics appear in Appendix I.

 2)  In 2004, interviews were conducted by Dr. Mary Frank Fox and Dr. Carol Colatrella with 20 GT women faculty across ranks, units, race/ethnicities.  The interviews were a following stage to the initial survey, which pointed to continuing issues for investigation in participation, performance, and advancement of women faculty.  Findings from the interviews appear on-line at http://www.advance.gatech.edu/measure.html and are summarized below. The full findings appear in a report (Appendix II) and a paper (Appendix III).

 3)  In 2003/04, a survey was conducted of women and men faculty in (8) peer institutions in fields of computing, engineering, and sciences.  The aim was to provide comparative context for the survey of GT faculty in these fields.  The number of faculty surveyed was 965 (527 men, 438 women), with a response rate of 65% (among both women and men).  The summary of findings of the GT survey in comparative context to the peer institutions appears below; and the more detailed findings and graphics appear in Appendix II.

4)  A follow-up survey of Georgia Tech faculty was conducted in 2005 to assess areas of change and/or stability since 2002, and levels of awareness of and participation in the GT ADVANCE program, as well as perceptions about levels of administrative attention to issues of faculty advancement.  Surveyed were 305 tenured and tenure-track faculty members in the same (4) Colleges as in 2002; the response rate was 71.4% (65% men, 78% women).  Findings are summarized below; and the more detailed findings and graphics appear in Appendix IV.

5)  A fifth component of the ADVANCE research program is interface with the GT Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee (PTAC)—providing research, literature, findings, and context for PTAC’s canvass of departments, depiction of best practices, as well as research and context for the Awareness of Decisions in Evaluation of Promotion and Tenure (ADEPT) website, including hypothetical case studies, instrument, and reference materials (http://www.adept.gatech.edu).  This interface is summarized below.  A list of PTAC members, the committee report, including best practices and survey results are online at http://www.advance.gatech.edu/promotion.html.

I.  Survey of Georgia Tech Faculty

A.  Aim
The GT survey of faculty in 2002/03 is key to the ADVANCE research program’s aim to specify and portray organizational barriers and facilitators for faculty, by gender, in academic science and engineering.  The survey provides base-line data on the experiences and perceptions of women and men faculty in four areas:  teaching and research, work environments, processes of evaluation, and work-family arrangements.  The findings have implications for Georgia Tech’s momentum for equity and success among faculty, and for development of practices for advancement.

B.  Method
Surveyed are the population of women and a stratified random sample of men in Georgia Tech’s Colleges of Computing, Engineering, Sciences, and Ivan Allen College.  The population of women are included because of the relatively small number of women involved (N=110).  The sample for men is stratified by College because the GT ADVANCE initiative focuses on issues of organizational settings, and these may vary by College/area.  Thus, in order to ensure representation by Colleges, the sample was stratified with 25% of men sampled in each of the four Colleges.  Further, within Engineering, the School of Electrical and Computer Engineering and the School of Mechanical Engineering are of such size in number of male faculty that each of these Schools constituted a stratum for sampling of 25% of men in each.  The other Engineering Schools, together, constituted a stratum and a sample of 25% of men was taken.  Likewise, within Sciences, the number of male faculty in the School of Mathematics is sufficiently large that this School constituted a separate stratum; and the other Schools in the College of Sciences were sampled as one stratum.  The resulting number of men surveyed was 164.

The survey method involved a pre-survey notice, and a timed protocol of up to four mailings to those who did not respond initially (Dillman, 2000).  Seventy-six percent (76%) of the GT faculty responded, 70% of the men and 85% of the women.  Response rates were somewhat higher than average in Sciences, and lower in Computing.

C.  Key Findings


Research and Teaching
Women and men faculty (over 90%) report “great” interest in research, and “moderate” to “great” interest in teaching (67% report great interest in teaching, and 30% report moderate interest).  High interests in both research and teaching co-exist among the faculty; and no gender differences appear in these interests.

A clear (77%) majority of GT faculty report collaborating in research proposals and publications with faculty in their home units within the past three years.  In Engineering, women (85%) report significantly higher collaboration than men (69%) outside of the home unit but on campus.  In Computing and in Sciences, all women report collaborating with faculty outside the institution, while 50% of the men in Computing, and 92% of the men in Sciences do so.

In frequency of speaking with faculty about research in their home units, a significant gender difference appears:  30% of men, compared to 13% of women, speak daily about their research.  This pattern appears across Colleges. 


Work Environments
The vast majority (90% men, 89% women) report that they have colleagues in their home units who are working in areas that are the same or related to their own.  At the same time, among those faculty members who report having colleagues, men (93%) are more likely than women (86%) to report the willingness of colleagues to collaborate.  In Engineering, the gender difference is significant.

Women and men faculty perceive as relatively high (better than “good”) three aspects of their position and unit:  the quality of faculty, the quality of undergraduates, and chances for promotion.  Two aspects rated as less than “good” are space and recognition from college/administration.  A significant gender difference appears in the rating of equipment available.

In characterizations of their work environments, men are more likely to characterize their home units as “exciting” (compared to “boring”), “helpful” (compared to “unhelpful”), and “creative” (compared to “uncreative”).  The most significant gender difference is in ratings of the dimension of “helpfulness.” 

Less than half of faculty report “being a mentor” for faculty on campus; and the pattern varies significantly by gender.  Virtually no men are mentors for women only; few women are mentors for men only; and women are more likely than men to be mentors for both women and men faculty.  In Sciences, especially, it is striking that over 50% of the women, compared to a little over 20% of the men, are mentors for both women and men. 
A significant gender difference appears also in responses of “having a mentor.”  Over 40% of women, compared to 30% of men, report having a mentor.  Notable is the proportion of women (close to 30%) compared to men (less than 10%) who report that they have both women and men faculty mentors. 


Processes of Evaluation
In their perceived importance of ratings of factors in home units’ decisions about promotion and salary, faculty report three factors to be most important:  1) research grants received, 2) quantity of publications, and 3) quality of publications.  In Engineering, women, compared to men, report significantly lower importance of classroom teaching, advising graduate students not on one’s team, and advising undergraduates.  In Sciences, women, compared to men, report significantly higher importance of research grants and quantity of publications in decisions made on promotion and salary in home units.

Across Colleges, men and women faculty report that criteria for tenure and promotion are “moderately clear.”  Although some variations occur by College, overall, 90% of men and women faculty report annual reviews of performance by chairs or another supervisor.


Work-Family
The survey asks to what extent “work interferes with family”; and to what extent “family interferes with work.”  Faculty report a higher interference of work upon family than of family upon work.  Men and women are almost identical in reporting that work interferes “somewhat” with family.  However, women report a higher interference of family with work.  Women are also more likely than men to report that the availability of childcare options either positively or negatively affects their work.

D.  Implications and Conclusions

The survey findings point to implications for understanding the perceptions, needs, and experiences of women and men in academic science and engineering.

1.  Women report somewhat less willingness of colleagues in home units to collaborate with them.  This is noteworthy because with the growth of increasingly technical and specialized teamwork in these fields, collaboration is important for initiating, funding, and sustaining research (Fox and Mohapatra, 2007).

2.  Women speak less frequently about research with faculty in their home units.  The gender difference in patterns of speaking may reflect patterns of access and ease of interaction as they operate for women and men (Fox, 1991, 1996, 2001). Because speaking about research has been shown to activate interests, test ideas, and reinforce work (Blau, 1973; Reskin, 1978; Pelz and Andrews, 1976), such interaction is an area that departments can address for the support of women faculty.
3.  Women are less likely than men to characterize their home unit as “exciting,” “helpful,” and “creative.”  Perceived work climate is important potentially in stimulating or stifling performance (Kopleman et al., 1990), and may be shaped by leadership in units.

4.  The pattern in some Colleges (i.e., Sciences) of women compared to men reporting higher importance of research grants and numbers of publications in the reward structure may reflect women putting more importance upon factors are “quantifiable,” and perceived to give “reliable results” for advancement.

5.  The higher interference of family upon work and the greater effect upon work of the availability of childcare options, reported by women, point to the salience of particular GT ADVANCE work-family initiatives:  the GT and Home Park Childcare Center, the Campus Nursing Moms program (nursing locations on campus), and the Active-Service Modified Duties procedure (to allow a more flexible schedule for family-related issues).  

These survey findings also led us to continuing inquiries including: 1) what is associated, not just with success, but with satisfaction together with advancement to senior rank; and 2) what is involved in “critical transitions” between career-stages.  These issues are tied to the GT ADVANCE initiative’s commitment to satisfaction, success, and advancement of faculty—and are the bases for research in the interviews reported in the following section. 

II. Interviews with GT Women Faculty

A.  Aim and Issues
The survey of GT faculty pointed to areas for continuing inquiry in face-to-face interviews.  Among these are three particular sets of issues:

· Issues of participation: importance of having an academic career, and involvement in decision making.

· Issues of performance: meanings of “success” as an academic, and levels and areas of “satisfaction” with one’s academic career.

· Issues of advancement:  reported criteria for promotion to different ranks; application of those criteria; and understandings of critical transitions between ranks.

B.  Method
Data were collected in semi-structured interviews with (20) tenured and tenure-track women faculty in computer science, engineering, sciences, (biology, chemistry and biochemistry, environmental sciences, mathematics, psychology), and social sciences within NSF funded-fields, at Georgia Tech.  Subjects were identified with an aim for distribution across fields, ranks, and racial/ethnic groups.  Using these criteria, in spring 2004, requests for interviews were sent by email to 24 women faculty so identified; 20 (83%) of those contacted agreed to be interviewed.  

In spring/summer 2004, interviews were conducted in-person or in the case of three interviewees, by phone, because of inability of interviewees to meet in-person.  The interviewers were conducted by either Dr. Mary Frank Fox or Dr. Carol Colatrella. The interview time was 60-90 minutes.  During the interview, written notes were taken into a template containing the questions.  All respondents were presented the same questions, and with opportunities to talk about the questions and offer explanations and elaborations.

Because of the limited number (20) of interviewees and the commitment/assurance to protect the identities of those interviewed, the data were examined by rank and field, but explicitly reported only with reference to rank because partitions by rank and field could potentially identify respondents.  Further, any particular references in interviews that identify a person by department, field, or other area were removed.  Of those interviewed, eight (8) were assistant professors, eight (8) were associate professors, and four (4) were full professors.  (The numbers/percentages are not shown, by field and rank, because doing so would violate assurances of non-identification of respondents.)

C.  Key Findings

Key findings include these: 

1.  Participation and Performance
In this Research I university, the vast majority of women faculty interviewed say that they value autonomy and freedom in research and teaching, and interaction with students, as the most important reasons for having an academic career.  Likewise, for these women faculty, “success” means “having recognition and impact in research.”  It also means having “positive impact upon students,” which frequently is expressed as “launching” students into graduate education, post-doctoral positions, and careers.  For some respondents, the two types of impact–research and teaching–are integrated, as in the idealized model of a research university.

Further, a vast (89%) majority report that they are “moderately” or “very satisfied” with their academic careers–again, citing “research impact” and “teaching activities” a their chief area of satisfaction.  Thus, the important aspects of having a career, meanings of success, and levels/areas of satisfaction tend to converge for these academic women.

Participation–as involvement in decision making–however is a complex issue, fraught with expressions of “tension and stress” among the women.   Across ranks and fields, the (65%) majority of those interviewed report that faculty in their home units are “not at all” or only “slightly” involved in decision-making.  Yet, three-quarters of the women say that they, themselves, are “somewhat” or “very” satisfied with their own level of involvement in decision making.

A significant number recognize limitations upon decision-making; some express a certain level of “relief” in being left out of decisions that are called “acrimonious” or “a waste of time”; and others, either by default or design, forego involvement in decision making in their units, in order to have more time for research.

2.  Advancement
For advancement from assistant to associate professor, the respondents consistently pointed to particular criteria for this advancement:  publication productivity, grants awarded, and adequate teaching.  However, the (75%) majority believe the application of these standards/criteria “vary with the candidate.”

For advancement from associate to full professor, women across ranks cite general attributes needed:  research performance, academic recognition, and to a lesser extent, service and leadership.  But assistant and associate professors are uncertain and unclear about what achievements constitute or fulfill these attributes.  Further, almost all (95%) of the respondents believe that in promotion from associate to full, standards applied “vary with the candidate.”  As a consequence, the means for promotion to full, compared to associate, professor are less known, less understood, and viewed as somewhat beyond the control of the candidate with respect to their own achievement.  This is a notable issue.

In addition, when asked explicitly about the role of “personal factors,” gender, race, and personality, in academic advancement, almost (95%) of the respondents believed that these factors influence advancement.  And at the same time, 90% say that it is “risky” to discuss the role of such factors, because doing so would cause offense, or do damage.

D.  Implications and Conclusions 


1.  Clear, written, and transparent guidelines for advancement will help support fairness, reduce bias, and enhance faculty’s sense of efficacy in the means to advancement.  This is consistent with the recommendations of the GT ADVANCE Promotion and Tenure Committee, and previous research (Fox, 1991; Long and Fox, 1995).

2.  To support advancement of faculty into decision-making roles—either with or without administrative appointments—improved pathways for participation and involvement may need to be structured.  Women faculty interviewed positively evaluate areas of work, primarily research and teaching, where they experience autonomy, satisfaction, and success.  They more negatively describe involvement in decision making, where they perceive exclusion or experience frustration.

III. Survey of Peer Institutions

A.  Aim
The survey of women and men faculty in peer institutions is designed to provide comparative context for Georgia Tech (GT) data.  The questions covered are those in the GT survey:  perceptions and experiences in research and teaching, work environments, processes of evaluation, and work-family arrangements.

B.  Method
Surveyed in 2003/04 were a stratified random sample of men (by field) and the population of women (except for sampling in life sciences and psychology) in computing, engineering, and sciences (chemistry, biology/life sciences, earth/atmospheric, mathematics, psychology, physics) in eight peer institutions.  The total number surveyed was 527 men and 438 women, and the response rate was 65% for both men and for women.

C.  Key Findings
The GT survey was of all tenured and tenure-track women faculty and stratified random sample of men faculty in four Colleges (Computing, Engineering, Sciences, Ivan Allen College of Liberal Arts).  The data presented here for GT are for three of those Colleges:  Computing, Engineering, and Sciences, corresponding to the fields in the survey of peer institutions.  Thus, the data for GT in this section will be somewhat different from the data reported in the findings above for the 2002 survey, which contain respondents from Ivan Allen College as well.  

Experiences in Teaching and Research 

Interest in research is reported as “great” by the vast majority of GT faculty.  Interest in teaching is lower than in research, but still is between “moderate” and “great.”  The pattern is similar at peer institutions.

A fundamental experience with research is frequency speaking with faculty in home unit about research.  At GT, a notable gender difference exists in frequency of speaking about research–particularly in the higher proportion of men (32%) compared to women (18%) who speak daily about research, and the higher proportion of women (42%) compared to men (24%) who speak less than weekly.  In peer institutions, the pattern is similar.

A third aspect of research is collaboration. The vast majority of GT faculty (over 90%) report that they have colleagues in home unit who are working in same/similar areas to their own.  The pattern is similar in peer institutions.
Reported “willingness of colleagues to collaborate” is a more complex dimension, going to availability of collaborators.   At GT, men are more likely than women to report “willingness of faculty in units to collaborate with them.”  The gender disparity is greater at GT than in peer institutions.


Work Environments
Among GT faculty, three (3) aspects of unit/position are rated as better than “good” by both women ad men faculty.  These aspects are–in order–1) quality of faculty; 2) quality of undergraduate majors; and 3) chances for being promoted.  The two (2) aspects with lowest rating–less than “good,” better than “fair”–are:  1) space available for research; and 2) recognition of accomplishments from the College/or central administration.

Differences appear between GT and peer institutions in mean ratings of aspects of unit/position reported by faculty.  First, compared to GT, a larger number–six (6)–of the aspects are rated as better than “good” at the peer institutions:  quality of faculty, quality of graduate students, chances of promotion, reasonableness of teaching load, sense of inclusion and space.  The one area in which ratings are higher among GT faculty than those in peer institutions is in “start-up packages.”  Further, although ratings at peer institutions are higher, gender disparity appears in these institutions:  women’s ratings of aspects of unit/position are lower than men’s.

In considering reasons for lower ratings among faculty at GT:  (1) Aspects of units/positions may in fact be experienced as being less positive at GT.  (2)  Alternatively, GT faculty may be “more critical” in reporting ratings of their unit and position. (3) Peer institutions may be giving a “rosier,” more positive report to researchers outside their institutions.

Another feature of work environments is the way that faculty characterize their home units along a series of dimensions.  Compared to faculty at GT, faculty at peer institutions characterize their settings more positively, specifically, as more “exciting,” “creative,” and “fair.”  While characterizations of home units may be more positive in peer institutions than at GT, gender disparity appears in the peer institutions, with women characterizing their units as significantly more “stressful” and more “formal,” and as less “exciting,” “helpful,” “creative,” and “inclusive” than do the men.


Processes of evaluation 
At GT, criteria for tenure and promotion are reported as “moderately clear” by both women and men faculty.  Differences appear for GT compared to peer institutions in the following ways:  (1) Overall, faculty at peer institutions report significantly higher clarity in evaluation than do faculty at GT.  (2) Male faculty at peer institutions report significantly higher clarity than do men at GT.  (3) Women’s ratings, however, are about the same at both GT and peer institutions.  Accordingly, then, gender disparity is greater in the peer institutions–with higher levels of clarity reported among men compared to women.

A second aspect of evaluation is the importance of criteria for rewards.  At GT, four factors are reported as “moderately” or “more than moderately” important:  (1) research grants received; (2) quantity of publications; (3) advising graduate students in own research or research-team; and (4) quality of publications. Of these, publication quantity is rated significantly higher by women.
Four factors stand out as only “slightly” or less than slightly, important at GT.  In decreasing order, these are:  (1) involving undergrads in research; (2) committee work outside of the home unit; (3) advising graduate students not on one’s team; (4) advising undergraduates.  Of these four, two are rated as significantly more important by men:  involving undergraduates in research, and advising graduate students not on one’s team.
In peer institutions, the top four factors are those found at GT.  But the order differs.  For GT, the most important factor is grants received.  At peer institutions, it is quality of publications. The bottom four factors are the same as for GT.  Further, at peer institutions, compared to men, women give more emphasis to the importance of grants and quantity of publications.  One interpretation is women’s greater emphasis upon quantifiable (reliable) criteria.

The area of greatest difference between GT and peer institutions is the percentage of faculty reporting that a chair (or other supervisor) reviews performance with them at least once a year:  90% of the faculty at GT, compared to 55% of faculty at peer institutions, report having these reviews. This is an important because organizational research has pointed to review of performance as positive, central element in assessment and reinforcement for performance (Niven, 2002).   GT is doing exceptionally well in this practice.


Work-Family Arrangements
At both GT and peer institutions, men are more likely than women to be parents of children.  Among those who do have children, however, women are more likely than men to have preschool children.  Further, at GT, compared to peer institutions, a smaller proportion of women report that work is negatively affected by childcare options for childcare.

D.  Implications and Conclusions

The data point to shared areas of response among GT and peer institutions; areas in which GT may improve relative to peers; and areas in which GT is ahead.

1.  In speaking with faculty about research in home unit, we find consistent gender differences at both GT and peer institutions:  men are more likely to speak daily about research.  This may point to patterns of access and ease of interaction, by gender (Fox, 1991, 1996)–and represent an area that individuals and their units may address.

2.  Areas in which GT may stand to improve relative to peers include:  characterizations of home units as being “exciting,” “creative,” and “fair”; and ratings of aspects of unit and position that may be malleable, such as allocations of space and recognition of faculty by college.

3.  GT is way out front in chairs (or other supervisors) reviewing performance with faculty.  GT is also somewhat ahead in women’s reports of positive effect of childcare options on their work.

What is important and encouraging is that just as an organization is structured, so it may continue to be restructured in ways that support participation and performance (Fox, 1991, 1996, 2001).  The findings suggest that this can occur through ways that include:  improved access to exchange about research; clarity of criteria for evaluation; and supportive work-family arrangements.

IV. Follow-up (2005) Survey of GT Faculty

A.   Aim
The follow-up survey of GT faculty aims to assess two areas:  1) stability or change since 2002 in key areas of needs and experiences of faculty; and 2) awareness of and participation in the GT ADVANCE program, as well as perceptions about levels of administrative attention to issues of faculty advancement.

B.  Method
In 2005, the group surveyed included all women in tenured and tenure-track ranks in the Colleges of Computing, Engineering, Sciences, and Ivan Allen College (that is, all women surveyed in 2002, deleting those who had departed, and including those who had joined the faculty since 2002).  The group surveyed also included all men surveyed in 2002 (deleting those who have departed), plus a (25%) stratified random sample of tenured and tenure-track men who had joined the faculty since 2002.  The strata for the 25% sample of new male faculty are:  1) College of Computing, 2) College of Engineering, with Electrical Engineering and Mechanical Engineering comprising separate strata (owing to their size), 3) College of Sciences, with Mathematics comprising a separate strata (owing to its size), and 4) Ivan Allen College.  (These are the same strata used for the original 2002 sampling of male faculty.)  The total number of faculty surveyed was 305.  The response rate was 71.4%.

C.  Key Findings
Findings indicate some areas of relative stability between the years; and other areas of change in the period.


Research
In frequency of speaking about research, the pattern retains of men compared to women faculty being more likely to speak daily about research with others in their home unit.  This represents an area for continuing observation and consideration.


Work Environments
The order of the most to least highly ranked aspects of one’s position and unit remains fairly stable between years:  in both years, the (3) aspects ranked by faculty most highly (as “good” or “good to excellent”) by are:  1) quality of the faculty, 2) quality of the undergraduate students, and 3) chances of being promoted.  However, in 2005 compared to 2002, women report significantly higher mean ratings—that is, improvement—in three reported aspects:  1) reasonableness of teaching load; 2) equipment available for research; and 3) space available for research.  Space available is also ranked significantly higher for faculty overall between the years.

In characterizations of dimensions of about the “character” or “conduct” of home units, women faculty’s characterizations are further to the left on a five point scale, that is, less “positive” for most dimensions, such as “exciting” or “helpful.”  However, significant differences between the years appear 1) among faculty overall in reports of “fairness”; and 2) in reports among men of higher “competitiveness” of units in 2005 compared to 2002.


Evaluative processes
Reported clarity of criteria for evaluation is important because “clarity” is associated with greater equity and less bias in evaluation (Long and Fox, 1995).  Among faculty overall, clarity in evaluation is reported as higher in 2005 compared to 2002.  Considering the patterns by College, we find that in College of Sciences, reported clarity is significantly higher in 2005 compared to 2002 for the faculty overall and for the men (the lack of statistical significance among women reflects the small size of the N).  The College of Sciences has instituted a website on Evaluation for Promotion and Tenure, and this practice may be related to the significant rise in reported clarity of evaluation.


Awareness of –and Participation in--ADVANCE Initiatives/Activities
Not surprisingly, gender differences are notable in awareness of and participation in ADVANCE activities, with women being significantly more aware and participating significantly more. 

Among women faculty, reported level of awareness is “moderately high” or “moderately to very high” for:  1) the GT annual, ADVANCE conferences; 2) panels/workshops on faculty development; and 3) the active service/modified duties family leave.  Among women, level of awareness is “moderately high” for the awareness of equity in promotion and tenure (ADEPT) instrument and the PTAC committee; and “slightly to moderately high” for the ADVANCE magazine and the nursing moms program.

On the average, women faculty report participating one to two times in College lunches, in the annual GT ADVANCE conferences, and in faculty advancement workshops; and once in workshops on awareness of equity in promotion and tenure (ADEPT).


Perception of Administrative Attention to Faculty Advancement
Faculty report that GT administrators (college and Institute-level) have shown increased attention to issues of faculty advancement over the past four years (period of the ADVANCE award).  Women faculty report that administrative attention has increased “moderately.” Men faculty members report less attention—but still perceive that attention has increased “slightly” to “moderately.”  In each of the Colleges, women report attention of GT administration to faculty advancement has increased “moderately” or nearly “moderately.”  In Computing, Engineering, and Sciences, men report that attention to faculty advancement has increased “slightly” or more than slightly; and interestingly, in Ivan Allen College, men report even higher increased attention than do the women.

D.  Implications and Conclusions
1.  The surveys of GT faculty, interviews, and data in comparative context and over time point to a range of ways in which positive institutional transformation is occurring—or can occur in the future—through a) practices of frequent exchange about research; b) improvement already evidenced in access to space and to equipment, which are key areas in a technological university; c) positive “climates” in departments; and d) increasing clarity for evaluation, as already evidenced. 

2.   Awareness of and participation in GT ADVANCE activities is pervasive among women faculty, especially.  Further, the data suggest that the ADVANCE program is associated with perceptions/experiences among both women and men of positive administrative attention to advancement.  This points, in turn, to the importance of leadership for institutional transformation in academic science and engineering.  

3.  The GT ADVANCE initiative has been grounded in research-based transformation—and the findings of the ADVANCE research program will continue to be applied toward transformation for the advancement, satisfaction, success and achievement of faculty.

V. Interface with ADVANCE Promotion and Tenure Committee (PTAC) and ADEPT Instrument

The GT ADVANCE program approaches participation, performance, and advancement as organizational issues, subject to institutional transformation.  Because processes of evaluation are critical to positive outcomes for women faculty in science and engineering, they are an indispensable part of institutional transformation.  Enhancing fair processes of evaluation entails understanding theory and research on social conditions associated with equity in evaluation; and implementing practices and policies that enhance those conditions.  Toward that end, the GT ADVANCE Research Program has interfaced with the GT Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee, providing theory, research, and background toward the specification of best practices and policies, and for the Awareness of Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure (ADEPT) website and instrument, led by Dr. Carol Colatrella.  

The research-based practices and policies of the GT ADVANCE program represent one of its original, defining, and continuing characteristics.  This interface, and its implications, have been analyzed and described in a forthcoming article: Mary Frank Fox, Carol Colatrella, David McDowell, and Mary Lynn Realff, “Equity in Tenure and Promotion:  An Integrated Institutional Approach.” In Transforming Science and Engineering:  Advancing Academic Women.  Edited by A. Stewart, J. Malley, and D. LaVaque-Manty.  Ann Arbor, Michigan:  The University of Michigan Press, forthcoming 2007.

VI. Contents of Appendices of Research Reports


1)  Georgia Tech ADVANCE Survey of Faculty Perceptions, Needs, and Experiences (Annual Report to NSF, 2003); with 37 Figures/graphics.

2)  Georgia Tech ADVANCE Research Program and Findings (Annual Report to NSF, 2005 – on Interviews and Survey of Peer Institutions); with 13 Figures/graphics.

3)  Article with detailed method and findings from Interviews: Mary Frank Fox and Carol Colatrella, “Participation, Performance, and Advancement of Women in Academic Science and Engineering:  What is at Issue and Why.”  Journal of Technology Transfer (issue on Women in Science) 31 (2006): 377-386.
  

4)  Georgia Tech ADVANCE Research Program (Annual Report to NSF, 2006 – on Follow-up Survey); with 12 Figures/graphics.
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Professor Activities:

As outlined in the original proposal, GT ADVANCE created an inter-college network of termed professorships in 2002.  Brief summaries of activities of the four NSF ADVANCE Professors who served in 2002-06 are outlined below with start dates noted during the grant period.
Jane Ammons, College of Engineering, for time period January 2002-December 2006

A. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of research within discipline

1) Research supported directly by NSF ADVANCE grant

a) New projects on electronics recovery (2002); reverse logistics (2003) resulted in

     journal papers published beginning in 2003

b) ADVANCE supported Professor Ammons’ time to work on several projects during 2002-06 where funding for the students was obtained from other sources: green supply chain, international supply chain; human-industrial systems, returns management, reverse production systems.

c) In 2003-04 Ammons collaborated with faculty in Architecture and Chemical Engineering to prepare a proposal for the EPA

d) Ammons participated in exploratory health systems research collaboration workshop (2005)

2) Research and research awards not supported by ADVANCE but significant toward the ADVANCE Professor’s own advancement at GT and in their field 

a) NSF DMII and State of Georgia Department of Natural Resources – P2AD funding for research in Reverse Production Systems [diverse research team].  Five manuscripts from this research have been submitted for journal review (2006) with more forthcoming.  Case studies from this project supported the evaluation of recycling infrastructure alternatives designated by the state of Georgia’s Computer Equipment Disposal and Recycling Council (CEDRC), a legislated state body chaired by Professor Ammons. The final report was submitted and incorporated within the final report of the CEDRC in 2005, and in January 2006 accepted for publication by the IEEE Transactions on Electronics Packaging Manufacturing.  
b) The grant proposal “CONDIE:  Committee on the Next Decade in Industrial Engineering (CONDIE) Workshop” was funded in October 2005 by the National Science Foundation. Jane Ammons is collaborating with PIs at the University of Michigan and Texas A&M University to lead this research road mapping workshop that was held in Ann Arbor in February 2006.  
c) Worked with Fulbright scholar to investigate electronics recycling (2003-04)
B. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty within the Professor’s home College

1) Interactions with approximately 45 women engineering faculty (as of 2006), the School Chairs in Engineering, and the Dean of the College of Engineering to define needs and opportunities for female faculty, formulate strategies for career success, and discuss the NSF ADVANCE program.

a) Distributed an ongoing stream of information and resources via email and hard copy mail to the women engineering faculty.

b) Organized 3-6 lunches per year for women faculty in the college.

c) Met regularly with College of Engineering School Chairs to discuss ADVANCE issues, and acted to support various efforts, including recruiting women faculty, CAREER proposal preparations, retention, active-service/modified duties, and faculty development.

d) Panelist/organizer for 6-8 GT lunch meetings per year 

e) Celebrated with the faculty and women students at the SWE Awards spring Banquets 

f) Annually hosted faculty coaching lunches for engineering faculty (men and women) to receive mentoring from senior faculty as they prepared their packets for promotion and tenure review.

 2)   Undergraduate student hired Fall Semester 2003 helped coordinate ADVANCE in College of Engineering 

C. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty throughout the institute

1) Served as a representative in the Georgia Tech Faculty Senate (2005-06)

2) Served as chief advisor to the Georgia Tech student chapter of Tau Beta Pi, the engineering honor society.  (2005-06)

3) Served on the faculty advisory committee for the School of Industrial & Systems Engineering.

4) Participated in biweekly luncheons with the other ADVANCE professors, Co-PI’s and Directors of the NSF ADVANCE project to plan the campus-wide workshops

5) Panelist for Women’s Awareness Month (2004); Society for Women Engineers (2003-2004)

6) Collaborated on planning GT NSF ADVANCE conferences (2002-2006)

7)   Contributed to annual report magazine Energeia (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005)

8)   Consulted on ADEPT case studies (2003-04)

D. Activities related to the promotion of women in science, engineering and computing at a national level. Outreach through professional organizations, boards, etc.  The promotion of the NSF Advance Program.

1) Service on the Engineering Advisory Board, University of South Florida.

2) Service on the ADVANCE Advisory Board, Virginia Polytechnic Institute.

3) Service on the NSF Waterman Award Committee

4) Hosted Big 10+ Associate Dean’s Meeting in Atlanta (2006).

5) Presented research, including invited seminars (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006); 4 talks on reverse production systems (2003); discussions of ADVANCE at various universities (2002-06); talk on strategies for career success, IIE New Faculty Colloquium (2006)

6) Chair, Computer Equipment Disposal and Recycling Council, State of Georgia (2002-2005 )

7) NAE LEAP Conference on Gender Equity (2003)

8) Attended ABET PEV Training at the IERC National Meeting, Orlando, FL, May 21, 2006.

9) Served on NSF ADVANCE review panel (2003)

Mei-Yin Chou, College of Sciences, for time period January 2002-December 2006 

A. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of research within discipline

1) Research supported directly by NSF ADVANCE grant

a) A research project on modeling semiconductor nanostructures (2002-2006)

b) Published eight refereed journal papers (2002-2006)

2) Research and research awards not supported by ADVANCE but significant toward the ADVANCE Professor’s own advancement at GT and in their field 

a) An NSF ITR grant on simulations and modeling of quantum wires (one-dimensional nanostructures that represent the smallest dimension for efficient transport of electrons and holes) has been funded.  Chou is the lead PI of the multi-university effort. (2002-2006)

b) Continuation and renewal of a research grant from the Department of Energy to study the electronic structure of complex materials.  Currently we are concentrating on modeling the change in the optical and electronic properties of metals induced by hydrogen absorption. Chou is the sole PI on this grant. (2002-2006)

B. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty within the Professor’s home College

1) Developed and coordinated mentoring program in College of Sciences; hired part-time coordinator to assist with mentoring program and to serve as ombudsperson (2002-05).

2) Sustained networking of female faculty within the College through women faculty luncheons with research presentations (2002-06).

3) Worked with the Associate Dean to hold annual promotion and tenure workshop.

4) Organized workshops on writing proposals (2002). 

5) Helped with the transition of the ADVANCE mentoring program to become an activity run by the Dean’s office.

6) Met with Dean and School Chairs in College of Sciences regarding ADVANCE.

7) Met with female faculty candidates in College of Sciences.

C. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty throughout the institute

1) Biweekly luncheons with the other ADVANCE professors, Co-PI’s and Directors of the NSF ADVANCE project to plan the campus-wide workshops.

2) Developed and distributed color brochure summarizing family friendly policies at Georgia Tech. This brochure is used in recruiting women faculty at all Colleges.

3) Hosted a workshop for School Chairs and Search Committee Chairs on Recruiting at the annual conference.

4) Collaborated on planning GT NSF ADVANCE conferences (2002-2006).

5)   Contributed to annual report magazine Energeia (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005).

6)   Consulted on ADEPT case studies (2003-04).

D. Activities related to the promotion of women in science, engineering and computing at a national level. Outreach through professional organizations, boards, etc.  The promotion of the NSF Advance Program.

1) Invited talks/keynotes: TMR Workshop (2002); American Physical Society (2002, 2004, 2006); Symposium on Metal Hydrogen Systems (2002); NSF Workshop on Materials Theory (2002); Electrochemical Society (2003); 9th Conference on Electronic Spectroscopy and Structure (2003); NIST Center for Neuron Research (2003); NSF Workshop on Methods in Computational Science (2004); Trends in Nanotechnology (2004); Materials Research Society Meeting (2005); GE Symposium on Computational Techniques for Nano-scale Physics (2006).

2) Organization Committee, Conference on Computational Physics (2005).

3) Steering Committee, Workshop on Methods of Electronic Structure Calculations (2005).

4) Plenary speaker and panel member on Diversity and Excellence at the International Conference on Physics Education and Frontier Physics (2006).

Mary Frank Fox -- Ivan Allan College (IAC), for time period January 2002-December 2006

In her ADVANCE Professorship, Mary Frank Fox has focused upon networks of communication, interaction, mentoring, and exchange in Ivan Allen College and beyond.

A. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of research within discipline

1) Research supported directly by NSF ADVANCE grant

a) NSF ADVANCE funds used to extend research on faculty and graduate students in doctoral granting departments in science and engineering, including i) issues of gender, family characteristics, and productivity and ii) social-organizational features of work and productivity among faculty; and continuing research on programs for undergraduate women in science and engineering.

b)  NSF ADVANCE funds used to support:      

      i. Monica Gaughan, Public Policy, as ADVANCE Research Partner in development of a catalog of “Female Friendly Practices for Faculty –Template of Variables”                          (2003), and presentation of paper on “Managerial Best Practices for the Promotion of Female Faculty,” at Second Sino-US International Conference (2004).  Both are posted on the IAC-ADVANCE website.

      ii. Research initiation for Cheryl Leggon, Public Policy, on “Women and Exits

          from Academic Science” (2004)

c)  In this period, 8 graduate students were supported with the NSF ADVANCE funds to assist with research on faculty and students in doctoral-granting departments in science and engineering, and programs for undergraduate women in science and engineering; and to develop and maintain the following websites:  ADVANCE - Ivan Allen College Network for Women Faculty, the IAC ADVANCE Professor website, and the Faculty in the Study of Human Resources in Science/Technology website (listed below, under B) .

d)  From Oct. 2001-Dec. 2006, Fox published 13 articles/book chapters, including those accepted/forthcoming, and co-edited and contributed to the anthology, Women, Science, and Technology (University of Illinois Press, 2006).

e)  During this period (October 2001-2006), Fox gave 24 invited presentations (addresses, lectures, symposia) for institutions/associations, including the Academy of Management, American Association for the Advancement of Science, American Association for University Women, American Chemical Society, American Mathematical Society, American Sociological Association, Association for the Study of Higher Education, Carnegie Mellon University, Computing Research Association, National Academy of Engineering, National Center for Women and Information Technology, National Science Foundation, Women in Engineering Programs and Advocates Network, Tufts University, University of Alabama-Huntsville, University of Pennsylvania.


f) As Co-PI of the ADVANCE project, Dr. Fox is responsible for the research of the ADVANCE initiative, which is discussed in detail in another part of this report.  This includes

i. the survey of GT faculty,

ii. the follow-up face-to-face interviews with women faculty, 

iii. survey of bench-mark institutions, 

iv. survey in follow-up to the base-line survey of GT faculty, 

v. development of case studies for tenure and promotion with PTAC.

vi. publications reporting research findings.

2) Research and research awards not supported by ADVANCE but significant toward the  Professor’s own advancement at GT and in their field:

a) Research on “Careers of Women in Academic Computer Science” as part of the Georgia Tech HUB of the National Center for Women and Information Technology, supported by NSF.  Mary Jean Harrold (PI), Mary Frank Fox (Co-PI).

b) Programs for Women in Science and Engineering, funded by NSF.

c) Listing in Who’s Who in America, Who’s Who of American Women, and Who’s Who in American Education, including title as NSF ADVANCE Professor. 

d) Betty Vetter award from Women in Engineering Programs (WEPAN), 2002.

e) Outstanding Faculty Member/Woman of Distinction award, Georgia Tech, 2006.

f) Research Mentor for E. Vedernikova, graduate student in sociology and political science, European University, St. Petersburg, Russia who was a Research Fellow at GT in 2003.  Arranged through the Regional Scholar Program of the International Research and Exchange Program (IREX), funded through the Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, US Department of State.

B. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty within the Professor’s home College, Ivan Allen College (IAC):

1) Developed and conducted continuing, electronic means to support networks, communication, and exchange:

a) IAC – ADVANCE Listserv (with postings each week).

b) ADVANCE Professor website – www.prism.gatech.edu/~mf27 ​–  contains links to

i. initiatives/units at Georgia Tech (pertinent to women, science, and engineering);

ii. professional societies and associations of/for women in science and engineering; and

iii. women, science, and engineering:  data, bibliographies, and references. A graduate student assistant maintained this website, supported by ADVANCE Professorship funding. 

c) NSF ADVANCE – Ivan Allen  College  Network of Women Faculty website – www.advanceiac.gatech.edu
i. Profiles faculty women by School (unit) within the College,

ii. Fosters/supports collaboration and networks; and 

iii. Provides source of information for current and potential students and faculty.  A graduate student assistant helps maintain this website, supported by ADVANCE Professorship funding.

d) Faculty in the Study of Human Resources in Science and Technology website --  http://www.spp.gatech.edu/hrst/ new – launched October 2005.  

Profiles School of Public Policy Faculty in the Study of Human Resources in Science/Technology, including research areas, and links to publications, with significant inclusion of research on women in science/technology.  A graduate student assistant helped to develop this website, supported by ADVANCE Professorship funding.
2) Mentored the individual women faculty in IAC through individual meetings and counsel on professional development.  Also continued roles as “semi-formal” mentor for a woman faculty member in School of Public Policy, and a woman faculty member in School of History, Technology, and Society.

3) Organized two (2) to four (4) themed luncheons each year for IAC women faculty related to professional development issues.

4) Participated in “Panel of Successful Grant Writers” for the IAC Workshop on Grant Writing (Jan. 2002)

5) Organized Panel on “IAC – ADVANCE and Academic Transitions,” with six (6) IAC panelists  (2003).

6)   Co-organized (with Ann Bostrom, associate IAC dean for research) annual grants workshops for IAC faculty and graduate students (also attended by other GT faculty), 2004-2006
C. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty throughout the Institute

1) Bi-monthly luncheons with the other ADVANCE professors, Co-PI’s and Director of the NSF ADVANCE project, and Women, Science, and Technology (WST) Center Co-directors.

2) Organized and developed continuing link between ADVANCE and Center for Study of Women, Science, and Technology (WST), including organizing two research panels per term and annual lectures (2002-2006). 

3) Organized cross-college lunch presentations on professional development of women in science, engineering, and technology (2003, 2004, 2006).

4) Collaborated on planning GT NSF ADVANCE conferences (2002-2006).

5)   Contributed to annual report magazine Energeia (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005).

6)   Consulted on ADEPT case studies and development of computer instrument (2002-06).

7)   Organized/posted periodic listings of Achievements of GT women faculty on the WST listserv (2002-2006).

D.  Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women in science, engineering, and computing at a national level.  Outreach through professional organizations and boards – that promote the NSF ADVANCE Program:  

1) Promoted the NSF ADVANCE program by including links on ADVANCE Professor web page to provide to foster connections between women’s roles in professional societies and roles as faulty and administrators.

2) Promoted the topic of and research on women in science, engineering, and computing through i.) Associate Editorship of Sex Roles: Journal of Research, ii) Editorial Advisory Board, Social Studies of Science, iii) co-editorship of book series, Women, Gender, and Technology, published by University of Illinois Press. 

3) Review Panel, NSF ADVANCE, 2002.

4) Member, Blue Ribbon Panel on Higher Education and Workplace Diversity, BEST (Building Engineering and Science Talent), 2001-02.

5) Chair, Social Science Advisory Board of the National Center for Women and Information Technology (2004).

6) Member, Social Science Advisory Board of the National Center for Women and Information Technology, 2004-2006.

7) Member, Committee on Professional Ethics, American Sociological Association (ASA), 2006-08.

8) Member, Science and Engineering Human Resources Expert Committee, Directorate for Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences, National Science Foundation, 2006 -

9) Advisory Review Panel, Using Human Resource Data from Science Resources Statistics, National Science Foundation Workshop, 2006.

10) Gave 24 presentations on issues of advancement of women and family in science and engineering—listed in Section A. above.

11) Published 13 articles/chapters and one co-edited book.
Mary Jean Harrold, College of Computing, for time period January 2002-December 2006

A. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of research within discipline

1) Research supported directly by NSF ADVANCE grant

a) With Ph.D. student Taweesup Apiwattanapong and CoC assistant professor Alessandro Orso, Ph.D. student Raul Santelices, and research scientist Pavan Kumar Chittimalli, wrote a paper entitled “MaTRIX:  Maintenance-oriented Test Requirements Identifier and Examiner,” accepted for publication in Proceedings of Testing:  Academic & Industrial Conference, Practice and Research Techniques; presented in August 2006 (TAIC PART 2006).

b) GAMMA project (2002), including organizing 1st workshop on remote analysis and measurement of software (2003)

c) With assistant professor Alessandro Orso and colleagues Gregg Rothermel and David Rosenblum, and graduate student Hyunsook Do, wrote a paper entitled “Using Component Metadata to Regression Test Component-Based Software,” which was accepted for publication in Journal of Software Testing, Verification, and Reliability; will appear in 2007.

d) Had several other papers published related to this research (2002-2006), a number co-authored with students
2) Research and research awards not supported by ADVANCE but significant toward the Professor’s own advancement at GT and in their field 

a) Secured funding from NSF for GAMMA (2002); from Boeing (2002, 2004, 2006); from Tata Consultancy (2004)

b) Elected as an ACM fellow, 2004

c) Serving on the Steering Committee for the ACM SIGPLAN/SIGSOFTACM SIGSOFT International Symposium on Software Testing and Analysis,

d) Serving on editorial board of ACM Transactions on Programming Languages and Systems, 2002-present

e) Serving on editorial board of ACM Transactions on Software Engineering and Methodology, 2005-present.

f) Serving as member of Computing Research Association Board of Directors, July 2004-present.

g) Serving on external advisory board for Department of Computer Science, University of Maryland, 2004-present.

h) Serving on program committees of International Conference on Software Engineering 2006, ACM SIGSOFT International Symposium on Software Testing and Analysis 2006, ACM SIGSOFT Foundations on Software Engineering 2006.

i) Received funding from NSF CCP for $403,430 for research in automatic fault-localization.

j) Session chair for ICSE 2006 in Shanghai, China.

k) Served as Chair for NSF CISE/CCF Committee of Visitors in June 2006.

l) Participated in CRA Snowbird Conference on Computing Research in June 2006.

m) Published a total of 17 conference papers and 7 journal papers.

B. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty within the Professor’s home College

1) Serving on  the Leadership Team of the newly formed National Center for Women and Information Technology and Director of Georgia Tech Hub for the Center

2) Distributed an ongoing stream of information and resources to female faculty in College of Computing

3) Compiled report of best practices for women faculty at other universities (2002)

4) Mentored particular women computing faculty (2002-06) on various issues on an as-needed basis.

5) Held lunch-time workshops each year for non-tenured faculty members to explain and discuss the criteria and process for promotion and tenure at Georgia Tech

6) Held frequent lunches with faculty and graduate students to promote networking

7) Established and maintained NSF ADVANCE College of Computing website and created a college co-web for faculty and students to chat online

C. Activities related to the promotion and advancement of women faculty throughout the institute

1) Participated in bi-monthly luncheons with the other ADVANCE professors, Co-PI’s and Directors of the NSF ADVANCE project

2) Received funding from NSF for the Georgia Tech Hub of the National Center for Women and Information Technology (additional funding for 2005-06)

3) Served on GT Committee for the Celebration of 50th Anniversary of Women in Computing

4) Collaborated on planning GT NSF ADVANCE conferences (2002-2006)


5)    Contributed to annual report magazine Energeia (2002, 2003, 2004, 2005)

      6)    Consulted on ADEPT case studies and development of instrument (2002-06) 

D. Activities related to the promotion of women in science, engineering, and computing at a national level. Outreach through professional organizations, boards, etc.  The promotion of the NSF ADVANCE Program

1. Served in 2006 as Communications co-chair of Computing Research Association Committee on the Status of Women in Computing Research (CRA-W).

2. Elected co-chair of CRA-W in 2002; participated in CRA-W Steering Committee and Committee meetings

3. Submitted proposal nominating CRA-W for a Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Engineering, and Mathematics mentoring (awarded   2004)

4. Serving on the Leadership Team for the National Center for Women and Information Technology, for which Georgia Tech is a hub, February 2003-present

5. Participated in monthly meetings of the National Center for Women and Information Technology, 2004-present.

6. Spoke at 10th Workshop on Program Comprehension (2002); ICSE New Faculty Workshop (2006)

7. Serving on the Board of Computing Research Association.

8. Participated in periodic NCWIT meetings presenting sessions on faculty mentoring developed at Georgia Tech.

9. Served on ACM SIGSOFT program committee (2002, 2004) and Chair of Student and Diversity Programs (2002)

10. Served on National Research Council NASA Panel on Computing, Information, and Communication (2002)

11. Served on editorial boards for IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering, ACM Transactions on Programming Languages and Systems, and Empirical Software Engineering Journal; served as guest editor of IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering

Other Activities:

Institutionalizing ADVANCE:  

The ADVANCE Team met every other week during fall and spring terms and occasionally in summer in the period from October 2001 through December 2006 to plan initiatives and events, including career development workshops and conferences. The ADVANCE team discussed integrating program initiatives within the institute, focusing on RPT procedures, the role of school chairs and senior faculty in recruiting and retaining faculty, and on tracking faculty career development needs, including those related to advancement and appointment to administrative positions. Meetings in the last year of the grant were primarily devoted to activities and planning for the continuance of ADVANCE initiatives in future years, largely through the development of Faculty Career Development Services and the continuing work of the Center for the Study of Women, Science, and Technology.
Nursing Moms Centers:

With increasing participation from interested individuals on campus, GT ADVANCE supported the Nursing Moms Program. Space was dedicated in a building in the College of Computing, which increased the number of centers to four in fall 2006. The main purpose of the ADVANCE Nursing Moms Program is to provide Georgia Tech’s mothers with private, sanitary locations in which to express and store breast milk. Access to these facilities diminishes the physical and emotional stress a mother may feel when separated from her newborn over the course of a work day.
ADVANCE Workshops, Lectures, and Other Events:

This section summarizes activities sponsored during the grant period 2001-2006.  In addition to supporting activities within colleges organized by the ADVANCE Professors, GT NSF ADVANCE sponsored/cosponsored events in a variety of formats to attract participation across campus.
· Four Georgia Tech Conferences (2002, 2003, 2005, and 2006) and one National Conference (2004) were held during the grant period. Attendance averaged about 110 faculty and administrators per year for the local conferences and numbered 274 for the national.
· In years 3, 4, and 5, ADVANCE annually sponsored grant/proposal writing workshops for female faculty; in years 4 and 5, these were co-sponsored with WST.  Each of the grants workshops attracted approximately 40 participants.
· Career development workshops: campus-wide career coaching sessions were held each term in years 3- 5 for all interested female faculty, some co-sponsored by WST. Information about family-friendly practices and procedures and strategies for career development were shared. Each of the 12 career development workshops offered attracted approximately 30-35 faculty members.
· Two Town Halls were held in conjunction with WST, on Community Building (2003) and Institutionalizing ADVANCE (2006), each attracting 75 faculty and students.

· Focused Research Panels organized by WST and co-sponsored with ADVANCE on a variety of topics, including “Gender in Scientific Labs,” “Interdisciplinary Teams,” “Frankenstein and Films” in 2004; “Rosalind Franklin,” in 2005;  “International Mobility of Scientists” in 2006,  were co-sponsored with WST and attracted between 25 and 45 faculty on each occasion.
· Lectures organized by WST (2003-2006).  Distinguished Lecturers include Allan Fisher, Josephine Beoku-Betts, Angela Ginorio and Yue Xie.  Additionally, Anne Mellor’s lecture was co-sponsored with Literature, Communication, and Culture. Approximately 75 faculty and students attended each lecture.
· School chair meetings coordinated by ADVANCE were annually held in 2004, 2005, 2006, and an additional session on recruitment with guest speakers from the University of Washington and the University of Wisconsin was held in fall 2005, attracting 25-30 chairs.
· Annual receptions to welcome new female faculty and to share information about women’s programs on campus (WST, Women’s Resource Center, Women in Engineering, and ADVANCE) were cosponsored by WST and ADVANCE in 2003, 2004, 2005, and 2006.

· The film festival on “Women and Science” in March 2005 attracted approximately 100 participants to 4 films on 4 nights.
· A lactation facilities session for faculty, staff, and students was held September 2005; this session had eight participants.

Publications and Presentations Relevant to ADVANCE:

Citations to all pertinent publications are appended to the report in the Fast Lane section “Publications and Products”.

Sue Rosser

As Co-PI on Georgia Institute of Technology's ADVANCE grant, Sue Rosser, Dean of the Ivan Allen College, enjoyed a diverse range of responsibilities and activities during the five years of the grant.  In addition to serving as a member of the management team directing the project, Dean Rosser served as the spokesperson for GT ADVANCE to the institutional, national, and international communities.  In this capacity, she convened the External Advisory Board for the GT Project, served on the external advisory boards of ADVANCE projects at the University of Wisconsin---Madison, the University of Maryland---Baltimore County, and the University of Alabama---Birmingham.  In addition to writing approximately 15 articles and chapters that included information about ADVANCE and coauthoring 4, as documented in the five annual reports to NSF, during the five-year period, Dean Rosser also delivered almost 100 invited talks at other institutions or at national or international conferences that incorporated information about our ADVANCE project.  On campus she represented GT NSF ADVANCE to numerous constituencies ranging from the Executive Board of the Faculty Senate through the President's Cabinet to the College of Engineering Advisory Board about the ADVANCE institutional transformation at Georgia Tech.  As the NSF funding phase of the Georgia Tech ADVANCE project ends, Dean Rosser continues her involvement in ADVANCE by serving as Chair of the External Advisory Board for the ADVANCE project at the University of Illinois-Chicago, a third-round ADVANCE awardee institution.

Mary Lynn Realff

As Co-PI on the GT NSF ADVANCE grant from 2002 to 2005, Realff gave several presentations and collaborated on two book chapters describing program initiatives.

Carol Colatrella

Carol Colatrella served in a variety of capacities during the grant period, including as editor of the annual report and general consultant on publications, research associate to the GT NSF ADVANCE Research program, liaison to the Promotion and Tenure ADVANCE Committee, ADEPT coordinator, and most recently as program director.  During the grant period, Colatrella delivered 8 invited presentations and 4 other presentations, wrote one book chapter, and coauthored 5 articles/book chapters that referenced GT NSF ADVANCE.  In addition, in 2005-2006 she held an appointment as a Fulbright New Century Scholar, using Mary Frank Fox’s GT NSF ADVANCE interview protocol in Denmark and collaborating on research related to the professoriate and globalization. This research data will in the future be analyzed in consultation with Fox to produce comparative arguments concerning women in the profession in the US and Denmark.
INTERNET  DISSEMINATION:  
Awareness of Decisions in Evaluating Promotion and Tenure
ADEPT activities have been migrated to Flash for direct distribution online.  Storyboards and content for ADEPT's Annotated Vita activity under construction are also available. Improved versions of Simulated Meeting and Navigating Your Career are now available for download at http://www.adept.gatech.edu.
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