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Abstract: This paper examines the dual problems of "women don't ask" and "women don't say
no" in the academic profession. First, we consider whether female faculty bargain more or less
frequently than male faculty over such resources as salary, research support, clerical support,
moving expenses, and spousal accommodation. Analyzing a 2009 American Political Science
Association survey, we find that women are more likely to ask for resources than men when
considering most categories of bargaining issues. This goes against conventional wisdom in the
literature on gender and bargaining which suggests that women are less likely to bargain than
men. Second, we seek to understand if women are reluctant to say no when asked to provide
service at the department, college, university, or disciplinary levels. We find that women are
asked to provide more service and that they agree to serve more frequently than their male
colleagues. We also find that the service women provide is more typically “token” service, as
women are less likely to be asked by their colleagues to serve as department chair, to chair
committees, or to lead academic programs. We discuss the implications of these results for the
leaky pipeline in the academic profession.
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In this paper, we examine the dual problems of "women don't ask" and "women don't say no" in
academia. The first issue, “women don’t ask”, deals with the potential differences between men
and women in bargaining situations. Surveying the literature on negotiations and the gender
divide, Babcock and Lashchever (2003) report that women bargain less frequently than men in a
wide variety of situations from salary negotiations to the timing of promotion reviews in
academic careers. Failure to negotiate an initial salary offer can have lifelong repercussions that
may cost a job candidate several hundred thousand dollars over the course of a career. This gap
is also difficult to close; even if women receive higher percentage annual raises, women’s
salaries lag behind men’s salaries if they have a lower starting salary (Gerhart 1990). The lack of
bargaining for promotion may contribute to the leaky pipeline in the academic profession, as
women represent a smaller percentage of scholars within higher academic ranks, especially at the
full professor level (Allen 1998; Bellas and Toutkoushian 1999; Hesli and Lee 2011).
The second issue, “women don’t say no”, relates to whether female academics engage in
professional service more often than their male peers. While some studies find few differences
in the number of hours male and female faculty devote to service (Russell et al 1991; Singell,
Lillydahl, and Singell 1996; Bellas and Toutkoushian 1999), others find that female faculty and
faculty of color are more likely than their comparative counterparts to engage in service to their
institution and their profession (Turk 1981; Turner 2002; Turner & Myers 2002). Women may
also be asked to provide less prestigious service (Twale and Shannon 1996). i Misra et al (2011)
find that women are more than twice as likely as men to be asked to serve as the director of
undergraduate students, but they are less likely to be tapped for prestigious service such as
department chair or program director. The provision of more frequent and less prestigious
service could contribute to women scholars spending less time on research relative to male
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scholars, which could explain the overall lower number of total career articles published by
women relative to men (Allen 1998; Hesli and Lee 2011).
We examine these important issues for the political science profession by analyzing a
2009 survey conducted by the American Political Science Association (Hesli and Lee 2011).
This survey of 1,399 faculty members of political science departments throughout the United
States asks a variety of questions about resources and service. To address the question of
“women don’t ask”, we consider whether female professors bargain more or less frequently than
male professors over such issues as salary, research support, clerical support, moving expenses,
and spousal accommodation. Our analyses show that women are more likely than men to ask for
and report receiving most of these resources. This goes against conventional wisdom in the
literature on gender and bargaining, which suggests that women are less likely to bargain for
what they need. ii
The APSA survey also allows us to analyze the issue of “women don’t say no” by
tapping a variety of different types of professional service at the department, college, university,
and disciplinary levels. The survey also usefully distinguishes between volunteering for service,
being asked to serve, and agreeing to serve for each category of service. We find that female
professors are asked to provide more service than their male colleagues and that they agree to
serve more frequently. We also find that the service women provide is more typically “token”
service, as women are less likely to be asked by their colleagues to serve as department chair,
committee chair, or the director of an academic program.
The paper is organized as follows. We begin with a discussion of the leaky pipeline in
the academic profession and discuss how bargaining and service relate to the leaky pipeline.
Next, we summarize previous literature on the topics of gender, negotiation, and service. We
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then provide a brief description of the survey instrument and methodology employed. Finally,
we present the empirical results from the APSA survey and discuss the implications of our
findings for women’s status in political science and academia more generally.

The Leaky Pipeline
Many studies have evaluated the status of women in the academic profession over the past three
decades. Evidence for a significant gender gap has been demonstrated with respect to salaries
(Bell 2001; Henehan and Sarkees 2009; Blackaby, Booth, and Frank 2005), publication rates
and journal/book press placement (Mathews and Andersen 2001; Bruening, Bredehoft, and
Walton 2005; Bruening and Sanders 2007; Jaschik 2005; Hesli and Lee 2011), employment at
research versus teaching institutions (Sarkees and McGlen 1999), satisfaction with graduate
school training (Hesli et al. 2003), and attrition rates at all academic levels (Sarkees and McGlen
1999). While recent studies show some decline in the academic gender gap (Henehan and
Sarkees 2009; Hesli et al. 2006), female scholars are still under-represented at high rank levels
relative to the number of women receiving undergraduate degrees.
The 2009 faculty survey conducted by the American Political Science Association (Hesli
and Lee 2011) shows that the empirical pattern of a leaky pipeline exists in the political science
profession. Table 1 shows that women faculty constitute smaller percentages at higher academic
ranks. Among female respondents, three percent are lecturers, forty two percent are assistant
professors, twenty six percent are associate professors, and twenty nine percent are full
professors. This compares to two percent lecturers, twenty six percent assistant professors,
twenty eight percent associate professors, and forty four percent full professors among male
respondents. These differences are statistically significant at the ninety nine percent confidence
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level. iii The leaky pipeline in political science accords with analyses of data in other academic
disciplines, where studies control for numerous factors that explain promotion to higher
academic ranks. Toutkoushian (1999) finds that women professors are significantly less likely to
achieve the ranks of tenured professor or full professor than male professors, controlling for the
faculty member’s race, years of experience, and research productivity such as career total of
books, journal articles, and book chapters. Perna (2001) reaches similar conclusions in her
analysis of data from the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty. She finds that women at
four year institutions are significantly less likely than men to be promoted to the rank of full
professor when controlling for differences in human capital, research productivity, and structural
characteristics.
[Place Table 1 Here]
The issues of “women don’t ask” and “women don’t say no” are crucial for analyzing the
leaky pipeline in academia. First, the lack of women at senior ranks increases the service burden
of women at the upper ranks. Administrators and professional associations seek to create
committees that are representative of different constituent groups, which typically increases the
service burden for more senior female faculty and other minority groups, such as African
Americans or Latinos. If women devote more time to service activities relative to research, this
could slow their research productivity and contribute to the gender publication gap. Lower
productivity could in turn slow the pace of women’s salary trajectories. Second, if women are
more reluctant to bargain their initial faculty salaries, this could enhance gender differences in
salary at all ranks. The most recent 2010-2011 salary data from the American Association of
University Professors (AUP) shows that women faculty members earn eighty one percent of
male faculty’s salaries when considering all types of academic institutions. iv At doctoral
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granting institutions, the gap is even wider, as women’s salaries are only seventy eight percent of
male salaries. Many institutions grant significant salary increases at promotion steps, thus the
two problems are related, as the lack of progress for some women up through the academic ranks
suppresses their salaries relative to male peers. Yet we have little evidence about whether these
problems of less bargaining and excessive service are pervasive in the political science
profession. Empirical analyses of the 2009 APSA survey can provide valuable insight into these
important issues.

Women Don’t Ask?
In their book, Women Don’t Ask: Negotiation and the Gender Divide, Babcock and Laschever
(2003: 1-3) argue that women negotiate much less frequently than men, with men renegotiating
offers three to four times more often than women (Babcock et al 2006). The authors’ research
confirmed this pattern when examining starting salaries of graduates with masters’ degrees from
Carnegie Mellon Universities. Male graduates renegotiated their initial salary offers eight times
as often as women, which translated into a $4,053 starting salary differential. The findings were
also demonstrated in experimental settings, where men asked for more money after playing the
game Boggle nine times as often as female experimental subjects (Bowles, Babcock, and Lai
2006). The authors confirmed in several experiments that women negotiate less frequently than
men and that women are often made worse off when they initiate negotiations -- both male and
female participants evaluate females less favorably when females are observed initiating
negotiations. Rudman’s (1998) experiments showed that these backlash effects might be
stronger when women negotiate with other women as they are perceived to violate their gender’s
cooperative negotiation norms.
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There are several negative consequences when women negotiate less frequently than
men, especially in workplace situations. First, failure to negotiate contributes to the salary gap
between men and women in professional settings. Babcock and Laschever (2008: 64-65)
provide a useful example of a female plant biologist at a large state university who realized she
was underpaid relative to her male coauthor when they jointly applied for a research grant.
When she spoke to her colleague about the salary difference, he told her that he negotiated his
salary each year, with a goal of achieving a three percent or higher increase. The female scholar
had not negotiated her salary until she realized she was underpaid given her publications and
grants record. The backlash against women may also hurt them in negotiating situations. When
women try to negotiate their salary, they receive lower wages than their male counterparts
(Gerhart and Rynes 1991). Women are also less likely to receive outside job offers and they are
less likely to receive matching counteroffers from their current employers when they are
successful in obtaining outsider offers (Blackaby, Booth, and Frank 2005).
Second, the leaky pipeline described earlier could be a function of women not pushing
for promotion to higher academic ranks. Grieg (2008) analyzed negotiation and promotion
patterns in a large US investment bank, surveying over 300 employees. She had access to
detailed information about the number and dates of promotions for each employee. At the end of
the survey, she gave participants an option to receive a Starbucks gift card and to specify the
amount of the gift card. She found that women were significantly less likely to ask for a gift card
in comparison to male employees; close to 25 percent of all women did not ask for a card,
compared to 10 percent of men. She also found that this lower frequency of negotiation was
consequential for employees’ careers at the bank as well; women who negotiated less for the gift
cards also experienced longer time periods since their last promotion. “People who made a
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Starbucks card request were promoted more than seventeen months sooner at each
promotion…These findings provide strong evidence that propensity to negotiate is associated
with quicker advancement” (Grieg 2008: 502). Similar patterns have been observed in academic
settings. Controlling for productivity and experience, women are less likely to achieve higher
academic ranks than men (Toutkoushian 1999). Studies also show that women faculty members
are less likely to put themselves forward for administrative positions (Chesterman, Ross-Smith,
and Peters 2005), which could contribute to the male-female academic salary gap. As we show
in the next section, this could be exacerbated by male colleagues failing to ask their female
colleagues to take on important administrative positions.

Women Don’t Say No?
In this section, we review research on allocation of faculty time, focusing on gender differences
in the amount and type of service provided to the university and the academic profession.
Knowledge of how academics allocate their work time to different aspects of their job helps
explain the leaky pipeline in political science and other academic professions. If women spend
more time on teaching and service relative to research, this could contribute to the publication
gap between male and female faculty. With fewer women at higher academic ranks, fewer
women are available to do the service required at associate professor and full professor levels
and thus senior women could be doing more service than senior men.
Several empirical studies have analyzed data from the National Survey of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF) which has collected data on 7,000 to over 18,000 faculty members across all
disciplines. The survey was conducted in several waves: 1987-1988, 1992-1993, 1998-1999, and
2003-2004. Earlier studies examining these survey data find that faculty work fifty to fifty five
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hours per week on average (Jacobs 2004: 7; Link, Swann, and Bozeman 2008: 365). The
number of hours faculty spend on research, teaching, and service has increased over time
(Milem, Berger, and Dey 2000). In a 2008-09 survey, Misra et al (2011) find the average
number of faculty weekly hours worked is sixty four hours. Several factors explain variance in
the amount of hours worked by full-time faculty including marital status, rank, age, institution
type, administrative positions, and field (Jacobs 2004).
Gender patterns have been analyzed in studies of faculty time allocation. Some NSOPF
studies find few differences in the total hours male and female faculty devote to service (Russell
et al 1991; Singell, Lillydahl, and Singell 1996; Bellas and Toutkoushian 1999), while other
scholars find that female faculty and faculty of color are more likely to engage in service to their
institution and their profession (Turk 1981; Turner 2002; Turner & Myers 2002). A recent 20082009 study of 350 faculty members at the University of Massachusetts by Misra et al (2011)
found that women are often taxed to do more service in academia, especially as they become
more senior. In an analysis of female faculty in science and engineering disciplines, Link,
Swann, and Bozeman (2008: 366) reach a similar conclusion: “women work slightly more hours
than men, and they spend more time on teaching, grant writing, and service but less time on
research.”
Female faculty members also tend to be more involved in university governance than
their male peers. While overall differences in committee participation is small, “Female faculty
at doctoral universities report serving on…about one half more total committees than
males….females at doctoral institutions spend 15% more hours on committee work than males.”
(Porter 2007: 532-534). Similar patterns were uncovered in studies examining participation by
faculty on university wide committees. “An analysis of academic governance in the California
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university system found that female faculty were more likely than male faculty to have positions
on university-wide committees.” (Porter 2007: 527) This confirmed an earlier study by Turk
(1981: 221) that analyzed faculty participation on university committees for nineteen California
schools; she found “a consistent pattern of marked overparticipation by women”.
Analyses of faculty time allocation also suggest that women faculty spend more time on
teaching than male faculty (Singell, Lillydahl, and Singell 1996; Winslow 2010). v Allen’s
(1998) analysis of the 1993 NSOPF survey found that female faculty devote a higher percentage
of their overall time to teaching: “Women faculty…devoted large proportions of their
professional time to instruction…Women gave 47 percent of their time to teaching, 18 percent to
research, and 29 percent to administration and service. Men devoted only 41 percent of their
time to teaching, but gave 27 percent of their time to research” (Allen 1998: 33). Misra et al
(2011) confirm the gap between male and female faculty in terms of time devoted to research,
with men spending seven and a half extra hours on research per week, which could help to
explain why women have significantly fewer published articles. Misra et al (2011) found that
differences in time allocation were particularly stark at the associate professor level: “male
associate professors spent 37 percent of their time on research, while women associate professors
spent 25 percent of their time on research. While women associate professors spent 27 percent
of their time on service, men spent 20 percent of their time on service…Men and women
associate professors spent about the same amount of time on service to the profession (5.4 hours
a week), but women spent much more time on service to the university (11.6 hours versus 7
hours)” (Misra et al 2011: 2).
Explanations for differences in service provision include the argument that women and
minority faculty are often selected for committee work by administrators to ensure diversity and
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fair representation (Park 1996). Females are more likely than their male peers to view service as
vital to their university and important for mentoring students. Women also report stronger
feelings of guilt for burdening other faculty and graduate students with service they fail to
provide (Misra et al 2011). A perceived need to change policies and practices in the university
governing system can also result in women and minority faculty members engaging in a higher
level of service (Park 1996).
In addition to differences in the amount of service female faculty provide, studies also
reveal differences in the types of service that men and women provide. Some studies conclude
that women are more likely to provide “token” service, as men are more likely than women to be
tapped for prestigious service positions such as department chair, program chair, journal editor,
or dean. In the field of educational administration, Twale and Shannon (1996: 119) found that
male faculty had more years of administrative experience, especially at the department level.
Misra et al (2011:1) also found that men were much more likely to have served as department
chair: “among full professors—35 percent of men have chaired, while only 14 percent of women
have done so”.
Misra et al (2011) found that women were taking on less prestigious, time consuming
service jobs, being twice as likely to serve as director of undergraduate studies than their male
faculty peers. Monroe et al (2008) describe the pattern of women holding less prestigious
administrative positions as gender devaluation, whereby administrative positions lose their aura
or authority when held by women. Women faculty are also reluctant to apply for administrative
jobs unless asked to do so (Chesterman, Ross-Smith, and Peters 2005), which contributes to a
higher percentage of their overall service duties being less prestigious. Studies of committee
work have confirmed this pattern, showing distinctions across types of committees:
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“Qualitatively, the type of committees on which women served differed. Women reported
serving on nominating, membership, awards, graduate student, and steering committees, while
men reported sitting on leadership, policy, and assessment committees” (Twale and Shannon,
1996: 120-121). In short, females might be agreeing to do more service to their universities and
their professions, but these activities may not be paying off in the same way they do for their
male peers given the token nature of many of these roles. The recently collected APSA survey
data is extremely useful for determining if the patterns of “women don’t ask” and “women don’t
say no” are pervasive in the political science profession.

Research Design
To see how these issues influence women in the academe, we analyze a 2009 American Political
Science Association (APSA) survey of 1,399 faculty members of U.S. political science
departments. We describe the survey methodology in detail in Appendix B (see also Hesli and
Lee 2011). Political science data provides a good sample for generalizing to the broader sample
of university faculty given that the percentage of females receiving PhDs in political science is
fairly close to the average for all academic professions. vi The questions in the survey are ideal for
analyzing gender patterns of bargaining and service. To capture potential gender differences in
bargaining, we employ a question, Bargaining for Resources, that asks whether respondents have
received various resources as a result of their own negotiations (asked/bargained for by me), as
part of an external award, or as part of an offer by the university. This includes any resources
received since the initial contract for the respondent’s current position. The resources that are
listed include course release time, research assistants, discretionary funds, travel funds, summer
salary, special timing of tenure track, moving expenses, housing subsidies, child care,
12

partner/spouse position, and clerical/administrative support. For each respondent, we generated
a count variable for all resources received within each category of how the resources were
obtained: asked/bargained for by me (1.46), part of an external award (0.53), or offered by
university (2.27). vii
To examine gender differences in academic service, we look at a variety of different
types of service at the department, college, university, and disciplinary levels. Our first
indicator, Undergraduate Projects Supervised, counts the total number of honors theses,
independent studies, and senior projects that a respondent supervises each semester (mean =
3.73). The second measure, Total Advisees, captures the number of students that a respondent
advises in an official capacity at the undergraduate, M.A., and Ph.D. levels, as well as the
number of post-docs and junior faculty that the respondent supervises (mean = 24). We then
generate count variables to capture Service to Department, College, and University by summing
across department, college, and university level committee assignments. We calculate counts of
committee assignments on the basis of how respondents were recruited: volunteered (0.52),
asked to serve (1.23), served (2.69), and chaired (1.03). We also examine a question of whether
respondents are asked by their colleagues to serve as department chair (41 percent yes, 59
percent no) or to direct a department program or section (41 percent yes, 59 percent no). Our
final measures for service denote Service to Discipline including (means in parentheses) number
of books reviewed (2.52), number of articles reviewed (8.74), number of editorial boards (0.71),
and number of professional committees (1.05). We also generated a count variable for Total
Service that sums across all types of disciplinary service (mean = 15.46).
To test our hypotheses relating gender to bargaining and service, we also estimate
multivariate models that control for a variety of factors. Since the dependent variables are event
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counts, we employ negative binomial models to allow for the possibility that events are not
independent from each other. The first control variable, Rank, consists of four possible
appointment levels (1 = instructor/post-doc/lecturer/fellow, 2=assistant professor, 3=associate
professor, 4=professor; see Table 1 for distribution). viii Female is coded one for females (25
percent), zero for males (75 percent). Minority is coded one if the respondents identify
themselves as a member of an ethnic or racial minority group (11 percent yes, 89 percent no).
Children is a dummy variable that equals one if the respondent or their spouse or partner has any
children (53 percent yes, 47 percent no). We also control for structural factors that could vary
across institutions by distinguishing between Ph.D. granting programs (32 percent), M.A.
granting programs (19 percent), and other types of universities and colleges (these are primarily
bachelor degree-granting institutions -- the omitted baseline, 49 percent). To capture structural
or climate differences at the department level, we include a dummy variable for Tenured Female
Faculty in Department that equals one if the respondent’s department has one or more female
tenured faculty (9 percent yes, 91 percent no). Our final variable, Outside Offer, helps to
consider a respondent’s potential for outside options (27 percent yes, 73 percent no). It is
important to include this variable given that resources, especially those that faculty may ask for
or receive through an external award, may occur as the result of receiving an offer from another
university.
Empirical Results
We begin with an analysis of the question “women don’t ask” by looking at differences between
male and female faculty in terms of resources that they bargain for and report receiving. As
noted earlier, we separate the bargaining count variables by considering how the resources were
obtained: asked for/bargained for by me, part of external award, or part of university offer. We
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can see in Table 2 that female respondents are significantly more likely to bargain for and report
receiving a higher number of resources in each of these categories. Respondents at higher rank
are more likely to obtain resources through external awards. Respondents with children and
those who work at a Ph.D.-granting institution report a significantly higher level of bargaining
across all measures. ix Obtaining an outside offer also leads to bargaining for and receiving more
resources.
[Place Table 2 Here]
We also estimated the bargaining models in Table 2 for split samples of assistant
professors only and tenured professors (associate/full) to determine how rank might influence the
relationship between gender and bargaining. x For the “part of external award” category, Female
is positive and significant only for the assistant professor sub-sample and insignificant for the
associate/full professor sub-sample. Junior women may wait for good opportunities to bargain,
such as when they receive an outside offer. However, the model for the “offered by university”
category shows that Female is positive and significant in both sub-samples (assistant or
associate/full). For the “asked for/bargained for by me” resources category, Female is positive
and significant only for the associate/full professor group. This reflects a more active decision
by tenured female faculty to bargain for (and report receiving) resources, something they may
learn as their advance through their career. This could also occur if senior women have fewer
external options for career advancement due to spousal or family issues.
In Table 3, we look at gender differences across eleven different types of resources that
may benefit faculty members in their careers. Using a simple bivariate analysis, we see that in
the “asked for” category, females are more likely than males to pursue course release time,
research assistants, discretionary or travel funds, moving expenses, or a position for their partner
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or spouse. In contrast, females are not significantly more likely to request summer salary,
special timing, housing subsidy, child care or clerical assistance. It is surprising that women are
not more likely to bargain for issues that may impact them more directly than men, such as child
care or the special timing of the tenure track. Of course, we do not have information about the
policies that exist at the respondents’ institutions on these issues, so the lack of bargaining on an
issue like tenure clock timing could simply reflect a policy already in place that provides this
support to probationary faculty. xi On the other hand, we see women bargaining more for many
resources that could be treated as “gender neutral” issues, such as travel funds, discretionary
funds, or research assistants. Overall our evidence suggests that women bargain more frequently
than men, suggesting that the behavior of women faculty may be different compared to the
women that have been the focus of earlier studies relating gender and bargaining.
[Place Table 3 Here]
Noteworthy is that the survey question asks if respondents have received any of the
resources through the three primary mechanisms (asked for/bargained by me, part of an external
award, or offered by university). It could be that some non-response cases reflect situations
where respondents have asked for these resources but did not receive them. If women are less
successful than men overall in negotiations, the coded data could come from a biased subset of
women (and men) who have been particularly successful in asking for and receiving various
resources. While the APSA survey does not include a question about the respondent’s salary, it
does include a question about whether a respondent felt any salary discrimination on the basis of
gender. A small percentage of total respondents answer affirmatively to this question (7.93%),
and female respondents are significantly more likely to report gender-based salary discrimination
than male respondents (79.28% of the respondents in the 7.93% group are female). With respect
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to salary, this preliminary evidence indicates that women may feel like they are not adequately
compensated and that such differences stem in part from gender-based discrimination. Thus
engaging in bargaining activities and being satisfied with the outcomes of bargaining may
represent different dynamic processes. xii
We turn now to an analysis of the second question, whether “women don’t say no” when
it comes to providing service to their department, university, and the profession. In Table 4, we
present difference of means tests for a variety of the service variables used in the multivariate
models. In Table 5, we estimate multivariate event count models for the total number of
undergraduate projects supervised for the full sample and separate sub-samples for male and
female respondents. We can see in the analyses for the full sample that the coefficient for
Female is positive but not statistically significant. This lack of significance can also be seen in
the difference of means test in Table 4 for each component measure (honors theses, independent
studies, and senior projects). The sub-sample results for gender in Table 5 suggest that at higher
ranks, male respondents supervise more undergraduate projects than female respondents (0.268
coefficient for males versus 0.158 coefficient for females), while females employed in
departments offering a Ph.D. supervise fewer undergraduate projects than do males.
[Place Table 4 Here]
[Place Table 5 Here]
On the other hand, women have a significantly higher number of total advisees, as we can
see in Table 6. The coefficient for Female is positive and statistically different from zero
(p<.05), thus women are working with a larger number of advisees than their male peers. The
sub-sample results show that women supervise more advisees as they progress through higher
ranks as well. The coefficient for Rank is more than three times larger (0.386) for females than
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males (0.117). We can see in Table 4 that the aggregate findings for Table 6 are driven primarily
by female faculty advising more undergraduate students than male faculty; men show a higher
average level of supervision only for post-docs, arguably a more prestigious advising role.
Among the control variables in Table 6, faculty who work at Ph.D. granting universities tend to
have fewer total advisees than faculty at MA or BA granting institutions. Having children
reduces the total number of advisees but increases the number of undergraduate projects
supervised, especially for female faculty. xiii
[Place Table 6 Here]
In Table 7, we look at respondents’ service to the department, college, or university
summing across various types of committee service relative to the manner of recruitment
(volunteered, asked to serve, served, chaired, etc.). We also look at whether respondents have
been asked by their colleagues to serve as department chair or to head a program in the
department. With respect to volunteering for service, we see no statistically significant
difference between male and female respondents. On the other hand, the coefficient for Female
is positive and statistically different from zero (p<.05) for being asked to serve and for agreeing
to serve. This confirms previous findings in the literature showing that women faculty are doing
more service than male faculty. The difference of means tests in Table 4 also show that gender
differences are driven by service to the department and college, but there is no significant
difference at the university level. We also see in Table 7 that rank has a positive and significant
effect on being asked to provide service and doing more service work. However, our results also
support the notion that women academics tend to provide service of a more “token” nature. We
see that female respondents are significantly less likely than male respondents to report that they
have been asked by their colleagues to serve as department chair or to direct a program.
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[Place Table 7 Here]
In Table 8, we look at gender differences in service to the academic profession. In terms
of the aggregate count of total service, we find no statistical differences between male and
female respondents. However, women are more likely to serve on professional committees than
their male peers, which is consistent with the push for descriptive representation in professional
settings. This is confirmed in Table 4 as well when we consider the difference of means tests.
Women are less likely to review books than men. Male faculty report a significantly higher
number of articles reviewed than female faculty for the bivariate difference of means test in
Table 4. On the other hand, no differences in terms of the number of articles reviewed or service
on editorial boards appear in the multivariate count models. xiv Rank has a positive and highly
significant relationship with all types of disciplinary service. Working at a Ph.D. granting
program and reporting an outside offer at one’s current institution also increase the amount of
service that faculty provide to their discipline. Yet the presence of tenured female faculty in a
department reduces the total service faculty in the department provide to their discipline,
especially in terms of fewer articles reviewed and fewer editorial board positions.
[Place Table 8 Here]

Discussion
Our paper addresses two important issues in academia: 1) whether women bargain less often than
men for resources that help their careers, such as travel funds, research assistants, and special
timing of the tenure clock; and 2) whether women provide more service to their universities and
to their professions relative to their male peers. We analyze 1,399 respondents in a 2009 APSA
survey of political science faculty members. With respect to the question of “women don’t’
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ask”, our results suggest that women bargain more frequently than men for a wide variety of
resources. The higher level of bargaining for female faculty is somewhat surprising given the
broader set of findings in the literature which typically find the reverse pattern. xv One possible
explanation of this empirical relationship is the selection effect for this particular sample. The
APSA survey targets only those employed in faculty positions. It could be that females who are
successful in gaining such positions have skills that make them more aggressive bargainers than
their male counterparts. A second possible explanation is that women faculty members,
especially those at more senior ranks, feel compelled to bargain for additional resources. This
could occur if they perceive their male colleagues to be offered more salary or resources for a
similar level of effort or if they are constrained in terms of their mobility by their personal or
family situation. xvi Or conversely, perhaps junior women bargain more aggressively for
resources than their senior women peers because they have more bargaining opportunities early
in their academic careers. If women provide more service than their male faculty peers, they
might also bargain more frequently to redress inequities in service loads. xvii
With respect to the second question of “women don’t say no”, we find solid evidence to
support the claim that women faculty are asked to provide more service and that they engage in
more service than male faculty. These differences are strongest at the local, university level,
whereas women’s disciplinary service is larger for only some categories of service (e.g.
professional committees). It is noteworthy that women also engage in less prestigious service
than men. Women are less likely to be asked to be department chair or to run a program than
their male colleagues. The service that women are engaging in is not necessarily helping to
advance their careers. This result is troubling in light of the leaky pipeline in the academic
profession because the results show that women are doing more service at higher ranks, but it is
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not translating into the type of prestigious service that may advance their salary or career more
generally. There are no gender differences with respect to editorial board service, despite the
perception that many editors try to ensure diversity on their boards (Stegmaier, Palmer, and van
Assendelft 2011).
Future analyses should consider the outcomes of women’s bargaining situations more
carefully, such as job and salary satisfaction. Much of the bargaining literature suggests that
women are less successful when they initiate negotiations and that they are perceived more
negatively by their peers when they bargain. We have begun some preliminary analyses in the
APSA survey to look at the effect of bargaining on these types of outcomes. Our initial results
suggest that women who bargain more are not more satisfied with their salary relative to men
and that women respondents are more likely to report gender-based salary discrimination. We
also find that bargaining for more resources does not result in a significant improvement in a
respondent’s perceived influence on important decisions facing their department, such as tenure
or hiring decisions. We will explore these outcomes of bargaining more fully in future research.
In terms of the leaky pipeline in academia, it is important for department chairs and deans
to consider the additional service burden that women faculty may face. We should consider
ways to protect the time of female faculty, especially in the years of the associate rank, as this is
often when women are asked to do more service. Other studies have shown that this extra effort
to service, teaching, and advising all extract a negative toll on female scholars’ careers in terms
of fewer hours devoted to research and fewer published articles. We should also consider
policies that could reward women faculty for additional service, such as course load reductions,
to help offset the time spent on service. Given that women faculty are bargaining more
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frequently than their male peers, they might also use those bargaining opportunities to negotiate
better service loads as well.
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Table 1: Leaky Pipeline
APSA 2009 Survey Data 1
Rank
Lecturer
Assistant Professor
Associate Professor
Full Professor
Total

Females
11 (3.2%)
144 (42.1%)
88 (25.7%)
99 (29.0%)
342 (26.2%)

Males
20 (2.1%)
252 (26.2%)
269 (27.9%)
422 (43.8%)
963 (73.8%)

χ2 (3) = 36.9**

1

** significant at 95% level
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Total
31 (2.4%)
396 (30.3%)
357 (27.4%)
521 (39.9%)
1,305

Table 2: Bargaining for Resources 2

Independent Variables
Rank
Female
Minority
Children
PhD program
MA program
Tenured female faculty
in department
Outside offer
Constant

Observations
Test of α = 0

2

Total Resources
Asked for/Bargained
0.012
(0.04)
0.245**
(0.08)
0.298**
(0.11)
0.219**
(0.07)
0.304**
(0.08)
0.049
(0.10)
0.167
(0.12)
0.399**
(0.08)
-0.109
(0.15)

Total Resources,
External Award
0.501**
(0.08)
0.284*
(0.15)
-0.179
(0.21)
0.587**
(0.14)
1.087**
(0.15)
0.588**
(0.18)
-0.183
(0.25)
0.641**
(0.14)
-3.491**
(0.31)

Total Resources,
Part of University Offer
-0.043
(0.03)
0.164**
(0.06)
0.019
(0.08)
0.366**
(0.06)
0.210**
(0.06)
0.115
(0.07)
0.004
(0.09)
0.263**
(0.06)
0.563**
(0.11)

1,305
χ2=461.6**

1,305
χ2=442.8**

1,305
χ2=317.7**

Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 90% level; ** significant at 95% level.
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Table 3: What Do Women Bargain For?

Category
Course Release Time
Research Assistant
Discretionary Funds
Travel Funds
Summer Salary
Special Timing of Tenure Track
Moving Expenses
Housing Subsidy
Child Care
Partner/Spouse Position
Clerical/Administrative Support

Asked For
Females 3
Males
32.7%*
23.3%
23.5%*
14.7%
21.5%*
16.1%
31.2%*
23.9%
20.1%
18.1%
11.2%
9.4%
20.6%*
15.3%
1.2%
1.5%
0.9%
0.6%
8.3%*
3.6%
6.0%
7.3%

Part of External Award
Females
Males
13.5%
10.1%
13.5%
10.4%
3.2%
6.6%*
8.6%
10.5%
14.3%*
8.9%
0%
0.1%
0.6%
0.7%
0%
0.5%
0%
0%
0%
0%
2.3%
4.7%*

3

Offered by University
Females
Males
40.1%*
29.9%
28.4%
23.6%
23.5%
22.1%
64.8%*
49.3%
26.4%
27.9%
9.2%*
6.1%
37.5%*
28.6%
4.3%
4.1%
4.3%*
1.5%
2.3%
2.0%
24.9%*
18.4%

The percentages represent the percentage of men and women who asked for or received the designated item from their university. An asterisk indicates the chisquare test for independence produces a value greater than the 95% critical value.
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Table 4: Gender and Academic Service
Females 4

Males

0.79
1.23
1.20

0.67
1.32
1.00

Advisees
Undergraduates
MA students
PhD students
Post-docs

15.63**
3.18
0.92
0.01

13.18
2.28
0.99
0.03*

Service (Internal) 5
Department level committees
School/college level committees
University level committees

1.64**
0.80**
0.61

1.37
0.63
0.56

Service (External)
Book reviews
Article reviews
Served on editorial boards
Served on professional committees

2.58
9.51
1.00
1.75**

3.47**
11.85**
0.99
1.35

Category
Undergraduate Projects Supervised
Number of honors thesis
Number of independent studies
Number of senior projects

4

The values represent the means for each group. An asterisk indicates the t-test for the difference of means between groups produces a calculated value greater
than the 90 percent critical t-score; two asterisks indicate significance for the difference of means test at the 95 percent level.
5
The service variables provide a summary count only for the category of “served”.
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Table 5: Total Number of Undergraduate Projects Supervised 6
Independent Variables
Rank
Female
Minority
Children
PhD program
MA program
Tenured female faculty
in department
Outside offer
Constant

Observations
Test of α = 0

6

All Respondents
0.236**
(0.047)
0.059
(0.081)
0.108
(0.108)
0.149*
(0.082)
-0.197**
(0.085)
-0.075
(0.101)
0.260**
(0.117)
0.132
(0.084)
0.436**
(0.162)

Males
0.268**
(0.058)
----

Females
0.158**
(0.078)
----

0.238*
(0.136)
0.089
(0.103)
-0.052
(0.106)
-0.050
(0.123)
0.440**
(0.137)
0.069
(0.102)
0.300
(0.196)

-0.154
(0.176)
0.244*
(0.134)
-0.466**
(0.141)
-0.103
(0.172)
-0.350
(0.227)
0.225
(0.150)
0.816**
(0.244)

981
χ2=2666.79**

668
χ2=2056.54**

313
χ2=551.04**

Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 90% level; ** significant at 95% level.
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Table 6: Total Number of Advisees: Undergraduates, Graduates (MA, PhD), Post-Docs 7
Independent Variables
Rank
Female
Minority
Children
PhD program
MA program
Tenured female faculty
in department
Outside offer
Constant

Observations
Test of α = 0

7

All Respondents
0.212**
(0.049)
0.167**
(0.082)
0.057
(0.111)
-0.142*
(0.082)
-0.348**
(0.089)
0.115
(0.103)
0.029
(0.122)
-0.069
(0.085)
2.664**
(0.167)

Males
0.117**
(0.058)
----

Females
0.386**
(0.093)
----

0.094
(0.130)
-0.138
(0.099)
-0.319**
(0.106)
0.234*
(0.121)
0.187
(0.138)
-0.054
(0.098)
2.894**
(0.198)

-0.012
(0.207)
-0.149
(0.150)
-0.411**
(0.161)
-0.136
(0.192)
-0.317
(0.249)
-0.037
(0.169)
2.434**
(0.283)

1,020
χ2=50.68**

696
χ2=31.96**

324
χ2=28.23**

Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 90% level; ** significant at 95% level.
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Table 7: Service to Department, College, and University8

Independent Variables
Rank
Female
Minority
Children
PhD program
MA program
Tenured female faculty

in department
Outside offer
Constant

Observations
Test of α = 0

Recruitment 9
Asked to
Volunteered
Serve
0.146**
0.122**
(0.05)
(0.04)
0.010
0.110*
(0.089)
(0.06)
-0.056
-0.138*
(0.12)
(0.08)
-0.013
0.038
(0.09)
(0.06)
-0.296**
0.149**
(0.10)
(0.06)
0.158*
0.092
(0.10)
(0.08)
0.222*
0.100
(0.12)
(0.09)
0.103
0.113*
(0.09)
(0.06)
0.235
0.552**
(0.17)
(0.13)

Served
0.155**
(0.02)
0.101**
(0.04)
-0.070
(0.06)
0.058
(0.04)
0.025
(0.04)
0.115**
(0.05)
0.055
(0.06)
0.064
(0.04)
0.712**
(0.09)

Chaired
0.207**
(0.04)
-0.137**
(0.065)
0.010
(0.08)
0.045
(0.07)
0.027
(0.07)
0.017
(0.07)
-0.005
(0.09)
0.004
(0.06)
0.091
(0.16)

329
χ2=0.29

882
χ2=8.23**

571
-- 11

517
χ2=11.56**

Status

8

Asked to Administrate 10
Department
Dept. Program or
Chair
Section Director
1.769**
0.904**
(0.12)
(0.09)
-0.491**
-0.346**
(0.18)
(0.16)
-0.086
0.393*
(0.23)
(0.20)
0.280
0.338**
(0.18)
(0.16)
-1.133**
0.344**
(0.19)
(0.16)
-0.443**
0.538**
(0.22)
(0.19)
0.519**
-0.064
(0.26)
(0.23)
0.261
0.273*
(0.174)
(0.16)
-5.673**
-3.610**
(0.41)
(0.32)
1,046

992

Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 90% level; ** significant at 95% level.
The first four models in Table 3 are estimated only for counts greater than zero due to a large number of missing values.
10
The final two models are estimated with logit models, with a value of one indicating a respondent was asked to serve in the designated administrative role; zero
otherwise.
11
A Poisson model is utilized because the negative binomial model fails to converge.
9
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Table 8: Service to Discipline 12

Independent Variables
Rank
Female
Minority
Children
PhD program
MA program
Tenured female faculty
in department
Outside offer
Constant

Observations
Test of α = 0

12

Total
Service
0.312**
(0.04)
-0.080
(0.06)
-0.135
(0.08)
0.108*
(0.06)
0.794**
(0.07)
0.269**
(0.08)
-0.331**
(0.10)
0.220**
(0.07)
1.253**
(0.12)

# of Books
Reviewed
0.442**
(0.05)
-0.229**
(0.08)
-0.026
(0.10)
0.006
(0.08)
0.060
(0.08)
-0.067
(0.10)
-0.185
(0.12)
0.187**
(0.08)
-0.341**
(0.16)

# of Articles
Reviewed
0.236**
(0.05)
-0.068
(0.09)
-0.222*
(0.12)
0.146*
(0.09)
1.076**
(0.09)
0.362**
(0.11)
-0.365**
(0.13)
0.138
(0.09)
0.911**
(0.17)

# of Editorial
Boards
0.864**
(0.07)
0.155
(0.11)
0.208
(0.15)
-0.032
(0.12)
0.945**
(0.11)
0.239
(0.15)
-0.651**
(0.22)
0.619**
(0.10)
-3.893**
(0.27)

# of Professional
Committees
0.509**
(0.06)
0.422**
(0.10)
0.085
(0.13)
0.123
(0.10)
0.566**
(0.11)
0.530**
(0.13)
-0.261
(0.17)
0.477**
(0.10)
-2.209**
(0.22)

1,035
χ2=8137**

1,071
χ2=1438**

1,071
χ2=9086**

1,071
χ2=241**

1,071
χ2=507**

Standard errors in parentheses; * significant at 90% level; ** significant at 95% level.
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i

Some of the most prestigious academic service positions include serving as department chair or a higher level administrator (e.g. dean, provost), editing a major
journal, serving on editorial boards of highly reputable journals, chairing important committees at the university or professional level, or serving as director of an
institution within one’s university.
ii
However, bargaining for more resources does not necessarily translate into higher job satisfaction or efficacy for women, especially if those bargaining attempts
are unsuccessful (Babcock and Laschever 2003).
iii
As seen in Appendix A, the APSA survey has a higher percentage of female respondents at the full professor level in comparison to the association at large,
which is closer to 20-21 percent women for all APSA faculty.
iv
See http://www.aaup.org/AAUP/comm/rep/Z/ecstatreport10-11/.
v
Analyzing the 1987 NSOPF survey, Singell, Lillydahl, and Singell (1996) also found significant differences in time allocation across different types of
institutions (premier, doctoral, comprehensive, or liberal arts colleges/universities), which has a gender dimension given that women are more highly represented
at comprehensive and liberal arts colleges.
vi
According to data compiled by the National Science Foundation in 2009, 40 percent of political science PhD recipients are female, compared with the national
average of 46.8 percent female. The representation of women in academic fields ranges from 13 percent to 95 percent of PhDs.
<http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/nsf11306/appendix/excel/tab15.xls >
vii
The number in parentheses reports the mean for each count variable.
viii
The APSA survey combines information about position and tenure to create this scale. There are a few individuals who are assistant professors with tenure
(N=15) and a few individuals who are associate or full professors without tenure (N=21), but these represent a small total of the overall number of respondents.
Ninety seven percent of associate and full professors have tenure while ninety six percent of assistant professors do not have tenure. The overall number of
respondents who fall into the lecturer/instructor/fellow category is small (N=31) and there is a mixture of tenured/non-tenured positions at this level.
ix
We find a similar result when counting the number of children at home. Respondents with a higher number of children at home are more likely to bargain for
resources.
x
This also allows for us to drop the instructor/post-doc/lecturer group from our sample, who may have different opportunities for service and bargaining than
tenure-track faculty. These results are available from the authors upon request.
xi
For a summary of parental leave policies for the top fifty ranked political science departments in the United States, see http://www.saramitchell.org.
xii
These results are available from the authors upon request.
xiii
Analyses using a measure for number of children at home show a positive relationship with all forms of service, both to the university and the discipline.
xiv
However, serving on editorial boards and reviewing articles and books are certainly correlated with research productivity, which has been shown to be lower
for women using this APSA survey data (Hesli and Lee 2011). The bivariate correlation between number of published articles and number of editorial boards
served on is 0.50 while the bivariate correlation between number of articles reviewed and number of articles published is 0.49.
xv
Yet this finding does not tell us whether women have higher or lower success rates than men when bargaining. As noted above, the survey question reports
cases where respondents received the various resources (e.g. research assistants) by asking for them, receiving them as part of an external award, or having them
offered by the university. If a gendered difference in bargaining up front exists, this could bias the sample for which we have data on these indicators to a group
of women who are particularly successful in bargaining.
xvi
The 1999 MIT study on the status of women faculty in the sciences (http://web.mit.edu/fnl/women/women.html), for example, found that female junior faculty
perceived no differences in the treatment of male and female faculty, whereas senior women perceived that men had higher salaries, larger labs, and more
resources in general.
xvii
It is possible that there are differences between the business and academic job sectors that creates different patterns of gendered bargaining. Academia offers
a wide range of non-salary items that are negotiable.
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