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Abstract
One opportunity to realize the diversity
goals of academic health centers comes
at the time of hiring new faculty. To
improve the effectiveness of search
committees in increasing the gender
diversity of faculty hires, the authors
created and implemented a training
workshop for faculty search committees
designed to improve the hiring process
and increase the diversity of faculty hires

T

he National Institutes of Health, the
American Medical Association, and the
Association of American Medical
Colleges have all expressed concern about
the underrepresentation of women in
academic medicine—particularly in
leadership positions. Despite impressive
increases in the number and percentage
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at the University of Wisconsin–Madison.
They describe the workshops, which they
presented in the School of Medicine and
Public Health between 2004 and 2007,
and they compare the subsequent hiring
of women faculty in participating and
nonparticipating departments and the
self-reported experience of new faculty
within the hiring process. Attendance at
the workshop correlates with improved

of women who have earned MD degrees
since the 1970s (9% in 1970, 25% in
1980, 36% in 1990, 43% in 2000, and
49% in 20071), women physicians
continue to be underrepresented in the
faculty ranks. In 2008, 40% of assistant
professors, 29% of associate professors,
and 17% of full professors were women.1
Rectifying this gender imbalance in the
highest levels of academic medicine is a
national imperative, not only to ensure
that U.S. medical schools make optimal
use of the talent they train2 but also to
help ensure that future physicians train in
institutions that reflect the composition
of the population of the United States,
that women medical students will have
access to role models who may inspire
them to consider careers in academic
medicine,3–7 and that women’s health
issues continue to receive attention in
curricula, research, and public policy.8,9
The National Science Foundation (NSF)
has noted a similar gender imbalance in
the leadership of academic science and
engineering. After years of attempting to
increase gender diversity in U.S.
academic science and engineering
leadership through awards to individual
women (e.g., Research Opportunities
for Women, Visiting Professorships for
Women, Career Advancement Awards,
Faculty Awards for Women, and
Professional Opportunities for Women
in Research and Education), the NSF
changed course in the early 21st century
and chose to focus on the institutions in

hiring of women faculty and with a
better hiring experience for faculty
recruits, especially women. The authors
articulate successful elements of
workshop implementation for other
medical schools seeking to increase
gender diversity on their faculties.
Acad Med. 2010; 85:999–1007.

which academic scientists and engineers
work rather than on individuals within
those institutions.10 In 2001, the NSF
announced the ADVANCE program with
a new solicitation for proposals that
would result in “institutional
transformation.” The goal of the
ADVANCE program is to increase the
participation and advancement of
women in academic science and
engineering; as such, it is an effort
focused primarily on transforming the
policies, practices, and climates for
faculty in U.S. research institutions.10,11
The University of Wisconsin–Madison
(UW-Madison) received one of the first
ADVANCE Institutional Transformation
grants in January 2002. The ADVANCE
team coprincipal investigators (M.C.,
J.H., J.T.S.) at UW-Madison formed a
research center—WISELI: Women in
Science & Engineering Leadership
Institute12—to centralize all ADVANCErelated activities. WISELI focused
immediately on the faculty hiring process
as an essential element of success.
Although multiple junctures in a
scientist’s career determine whether an
individual reaches the highest leadership
levels (e.g., sequential promotion from
assistant professor to associate professor
to professor),13,14 perhaps one of the
most critical junctures in the faculty
career is the point of hire. The faculty
hiring process of any university
determines the demographic
composition of its faculty for decades

999

Gender Diversity

because a faculty career can span 20 to 40
years. Emphasizing the search and screen
process and working to add more women
to the faculty by reforming that process is
an important place to begin in order to
achieve the goal of increasing both the
proportion and number of women
faculty. To accomplish this goal, WISELI
designed an intervention for UWMadison faculty hiring committees that
incorporated the following:
• principles of adult learning, including
peer teaching and active engagement in
the learning process15–19;
• tenets of intentional behavioral change,
which state that an individual must first
recognize the existence of a problem
(e.g., gender bias) before committing to
behaviors aimed at reducing the
problem20 –24; and
• recommendations from organizational
change research that emphasize the
importance of leadership, resources,
engaging employees in the change, and
creating a sense of urgency.25–31
The University of Wisconsin School of
Medicine and Public Health (UWSMPH)
participated in this campus-wide
initiative.
Needs assessment
The persistent gap between the number
and percentage of women medical
graduates and their representation on the
faculties of U.S. medical schools
demonstrates the need to address the
process of hiring faculty. Additionally, in
2003, the UWSMPH fell below the
national average for recruiting women
faculty.32 We began to assess the need for
a new hiring approach by examining
existing institutional practices of
recruiting and hiring new faculty. In the
UWSMPH, the general practice for
faculty recruitment is for the department
chair to appoint search committees of
approximately 4 to 10 faculty and staff
members and to assign a committee chair
or two cochairs. The UWSMPH dean
appoints faculty and staff to serve on
search committees for department heads.
These search committees are responsible
for conducting national searches, for
recruiting and evaluating job applicants,
and for selecting the final candidates who
will visit campus and interview for the
available position. The role search
committees play in determining which
candidate receives a job offer varies
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across departments. Search committees’
responsibilities may end with the
selection of finalists; committees may
rank the finalists and submit their
rankings to the department chair and/or
the departmental executive committee
(composed of all faculty members at the
associate professor level or higher); or the
committee may recommend a particular
finalist for hire. The departmental
executive committee has final
responsibility for either approving the
selection made by the search committee
or department chair or for actually
selecting the candidate. These procedures
are in accordance with UW-Madison’s
policies on faculty hires.33,34
After the evaluation of existing hiring
practices, we embarked on a series of
discussions about the search process with
administrative leaders, department
chairs, senior women faculty, and human
resources personnel. We also compared
typical faculty search processes with those
for senior academic leadership positions
(e.g., assistant professor versus dean). We
reviewed many documents regarding
women and minorities in academia along
with research from multiple disciplines
on unconscious biases that might
influence the hiring process.35–38 During
these discussions, faculty, chairs, and
administrators expressed a genuine desire
to increase the gender diversity of their
departments but recognized that they did
not have the knowledge, skills, or
experiences to actually effect this change.
They acknowledged that search
committees frequently served primarily
as evaluating bodies and did not engage
extensively in recruiting, that committee
members and chairs may or may not have
had previous experience on search
committees, and that neither committee
chairs nor members received any form of
training or systematic guidance on how
to recruit and evaluate faculty. Although
the UW-Madison Search Handbook34
exists, most faculty and chairs have not
been aware of it. This handbook provides
valuable and useful information, but the
information is primarily procedural in
nature and does not directly address the
unconscious biases and assumptions that
may affect the evaluation of and behavior
toward candidates.
These discussions with faculty and
administration, together with the
research literature, identified two
primary areas of concern: (1) search

committees do not actively recruit
women and minorities into the pool of
applicants, and (2) unconscious biases
may be influencing evaluations of women
and/or minority applicants. In addition,
discussions with women faculty indicated
that women and underrepresented
minorities frequently endured negative
experiences (e.g., questions about marital
status or future childbearing plans)
during on-campus interviews and that
providing education about inappropriate
questions and creating a positive
interview experience was critical for
hiring women and minority faculty.
Finally, all parties expressed the need for
providing search committee members
with both basic training in good search
practices and practical advice for the
logistics of conducting a search.
The discussions conducted during this
needs assessment confirmed that the
decentralized nature of our campus and
the strong tradition of faculty governance
combine to form a culture at UWMadison in which faculty generally view
workshops emanating from campus
administration as a nuisance. Faculty and
administrative leaders, however, place
high value on programs that the faculty
initiate, especially when they include
research and scholarship. Thus, we chose
to locate the orchestration of the
workshops within a research center
(WISELI) rather than in the Office of the
Provost or other administrative office.
WISELI sought to create a sense
of urgency for institutional change—
capitalizing on individuals’ motivations
to be more effective members or chairs of
search committees and aligning its
approach to faculty development with
institutional core values— by using a
data-driven, evidence-based method. To
accomplish all these objectives, WISELI
sought and received visible support from
campus leaders including an
endorsement from the dean of the
UWSMPH who publicly agreed that the
effort to diversify faculty and improve
hiring addressed an institutional need.
We also consistently emphasized that
these workshops were part of a research
program supported by the NSF with
faculty principal investigators. To
increase self-efficacy among search
committee participants for recruiting and
evaluation tasks, the workshops
integrated research-based content
knowledge with practical skills that
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participants could immediately apply and
practice in a real-world context.
Workshop Design

WISELI convened a design team of 12
members consisting of faculty and staff
from across the campus to develop a
workshop or workshop series that would
educate faculty and staff about effective
practices surrounding the hiring of
faculty. The design team included
WISELI codirectors who have experience
in education39 and behavioral change24;
WISELI staff (J.T.S., E.F., C.M.P., J.H.,
M.C.); and other stakeholders from
across the campus such as faculty and
chairs from a variety of departments
(including from the UWSMPH),
directors and personnel from human
resources, the UWSMPH ombudsperson,
and representatives from the Office of the
Provost. WISELI leaders selected these
members on the basis of their experience,
expertise, and commitment to improving
the hiring process and increasing
diversity in faculty ranks. Relying on the
initial needs assessment, the design team
extensively discussed workshop content
and structure as it developed materials.
The design team met once a month over
an eight-month period, with each
meeting lasting approximately two hours.
Several team members spent additional
time outside of the meetings locating
materials, talking to colleagues and
experts, and preparing research
summaries to inform the team’s work.
The result was a first workshop piloted in
2003. As part of an ongoing development
process, participants in the pilot
workshop provided feedback that
influenced the final materials and
workshop design. Formally named
“Searching for Excellence & Diversity,”40
WISELI began implementing the
workshops campus-wide in 2004.
WISELI advertised the workshops
primarily to chairs and members of
search committees but also encouraged
others (department heads and
departmental administrators who assist
with a search) to attend as well.
Workshop Format and Content

Whereas the goal of the NSF ADVANCE
program is to increase the participation
and advancement of women in academic
science, the goal of an academic unit is to
increase diversity more broadly,
including (but not limited to) gender and
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racial/ethnic diversity. In the Searching
for Excellence & Diversity workshops,
WISELI emphasizes that the concepts
and practices put forth in the workshop
are broadly applicable to recruiting
individuals from any group that has been
historically underrepresented on the
faculties of academic health centers.
WISELI evaluated the workshops with
regard to gender, but the actual
workshop content defines diversity more
broadly.
The content of the workshops revolves
around the “Five Essential Elements of a
Successful Search.”41 The first element,
Run an effective and efficient search
committee, provides tips and techniques
for organizing the search process,
running committee meetings, and
successfully utilizing the time and energy
of all search committee members.
Presenters stress the importance of
following state laws and university
policies and procedures for the search,
and they introduce relevant selections
from the university’s official search
handbook.34 Presenters also advise
committees to establish consensus about
ground rules and guidelines they will rely
on to conduct their search. Ground rules
and guidelines should include items such
as a clear understanding of committee
members’ roles and responsibilities,
policies on attending committee
meetings, decision-making procedures,
and evaluation criteria for the position.
In the second workshop element, we
discuss the importance of Actively
recruit[ing] an excellent and diverse pool of
candidates. Before addressing
recruitment, we recommend that search
committee members engage in a general
discussion about diversity and the
benefits a diverse faculty offers to
the university, the UWSMPH, the
department, and the students. We
provide participants with the background
and language needed to discuss diversity
within the search committee. We provide
participants with examples of comments
or opinions search committee members
might share (e.g., “I would not want to
compromise excellence for diversity”)
and with evidence-based responses they
can use (e.g., “Excellence and diversity
are not mutually exclusive”). We also
provide participants with research they
can rely on to argue for diversity (e.g.,
diversity is essential for achieving
excellence42–44). We then turn to small-

group discussion and ask participants to
share successful strategies they have used
to build a large and diverse applicant
pool. We supplement this discussion by
providing additional tips and resources
for building the pool. These resources
include publications targeted toward
diverse audiences and information about
the following: organizations serving
underrepresented groups, scholarship/
fellowship programs for members of
underrepresented groups, and schools
with a history of awarding degrees to
members of underrepresented groups.
Our advice stresses the need to actively
recruit diverse applicants by making
personal contact with prospective
candidates, by expanding individual
professional networks to include
members of underrepresented groups,
and by relying on these networks to
recruit applicants. We raise awareness
about some common myths and/or
assumptions that might limit the
diversity of the applicant pool, and we
counteract these myths with research
findings and other arguments.37 For
example, one common assumption is
that “there are no women/minorities
in our field, or no qualified
women/minorities.” We highlight that
although women or minorities may be
scarce in some fields, it is rarely the case
that there are none. Another common
assumption is that “excellent candidates
need the same credentials as the person
leaving the position.” We note the many
examples of highly successful people who
have taken nontraditional career paths,
and we point specifically to the fact that
several successful women in academic
leadership positions did not serve as
chairs before becoming deans.45
The third element, Raise awareness of
unconscious assumptions and their
influence on evaluation of candidates, is
the most innovative piece of this
workshop. In this section, we present to
workshop participants research on
unconscious biases and assumptions
from a variety of fields including
psychology, sociology, economics,
linguistics, and organizational behavior.
This research shows that “even the most
well-meaning person unwittingly allows
unconscious thoughts and feelings to
influence seemingly objective
decisions,”46 that both men and women
share the same assumptions about
gender, and that when women enter
historically male-dominated arenas, these
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assumptions can lead both men and
women to underestimate the competence
and potential of women,47–49 to
undervalue women’s contributions,50 to
fail to recognize women’s leadership
abilities, and/or to regard competent
women as overly aggressive or hostile.51–53
We target our presentation of this
research to implications for the hiring
process. We also discuss how participants
might inform the other members of their
committees about this research and its
implications for the review of candidates.
We provide participants with a case study
as a basis for discussion during the
workshop and with multiple copies of a
brochure entitled “Reviewing Applicants:
Research on Bias and Assumptions,”54
which they can take back to their
committees to help initiate discussion
with their colleagues. We intend for this
portion of the workshop, especially its
research-based focus, to enable
participants to recognize both the
existence and the power of unconscious
gender bias and to motivate them to
commit to intentional behavioral change
in the context of their own search
committees.
The fourth element of the workshop,
Ensure a fair and thorough review of
candidates, provides concrete logistical
advice for organizing the review of
candidates and draws on relevant
research studies to provide strategies for
minimizing the influence of bias and
assumptions on the evaluation of
candidates. We emphasize studies with
randomized controlled designs of
interventions that have successfully
mitigated the impact of bias. One
example is a study suggesting that an
inclusive decision-making strategy (i.e.,
deciding whom to keep in the pool) is

more effective at minimizing bias than an
exclusionary decision-making process
(i.e., deciding whom to remove from the
pool55).
The fifth element, Develop and implement
an effective interview process, provides
advice and suggestions for arranging
campus visits and interviewing
candidates. This section encourages
search committee members to regard the
campus visit not only as an opportunity
to evaluate candidates but also as an
opportunity for the candidates to
evaluate the department, the UWSMPH,
the university, and the community. To
concentrate attention on the perspective
of the candidate, participants engage in
paired discussions of their own
experiences interviewing for an academic
position. Then, formal presentations
provide practical advice for ensuring that
the campus visit is a good experience for
the candidate—whether or not that
candidate is hired. We encourage search
committees to create an environment in
which the candidate can perform to the
best of his/her abilities. This includes, but
is not limited to, recommending that
participants educate all departmental
members and others who will interact
with candidates about which questions
are and are not appropriate to ask. We
also stress the importance of
personalizing the visit for each candidate
by determining his or her needs and by
providing opportunities for the candidate
to learn about the campus and the
community. We strongly recommend
providing every candidate with the
opportunity to meet with someone on
campus who is not involved in the
evaluation process but who can answer
questions about local resources, services,
communities, lifestyle, and culture that

may be crucial to the candidate’s decision
to accept a job offer.
The materials we have developed for the
Searching for Excellence & Diversity
workshops are flexible, and they allow us
to reach search committees in any
number of ways. In the UWSMPH, we
implemented a one-session workshop,
2.5 hours in length, which we offer to
faculty twice each semester to
accommodate busy schedules. (The first
two workshops offered in 2004 were 2
hours, and this was not long enough, so
subsequent workshops were all 2.5
hours.) Each workshop begins with an
introduction from the dean or vice dean
of the UWSMPH. This allows the dean’s
office to demonstrate strong support for
the effort to improve the search process
and diversify the faculty. To foster peer
learning and answer questions of
particular relevance to the UWSMPH,
faculty and staff from the UWSMPH
present most of the material and serve as
small-group facilitators. Each small
group consists of 6 to 10 participants. In
addition to faculty and staff from the
UWSMPH, we include WISELI
personnel, the director of the campus
Office of Equity and Diversity, and
occasionally (depending on availability)
representatives from UW-Madison’s
Offices of Legal Services, the Office of the
Provost, and/or the Office of Community
Relations. All presenters and facilitators
invite participants to consult with them
throughout the search process. The
workshop concludes by providing
participants with “Top Ten Tips” to
summarize the content of presentations
and discussions (List 1).
In the UWSMPH, WISELI offered 12
workshops between 2004 and 2007.

List 1
Searching for Excellence & Diversity: Top Ten Tips for Faculty Search
Committees*
1. Build rapport among committee members by setting a tone of collegiality, dedication, and open-mindedness.
2. Run efficient meetings and empower all committee members.
3. Make sure committee members know what is expected of them, and establish ground rules for such items as attendance, decision making,
treatment of candidates, etc.
4. Assign tasks and hold committee members accountable.
5. Air views about diversity and other controversial issues.
6. Identify people and places who can refer you to potential candidates.
7. Search broadly and inclusively; save sifting and winnowing for later.
8. Recruit aggressively and make personal contact with potential candidates.
9. Discuss research on assumptions and biases and consciously strive to minimize their influence on your evaluation of candidates.
10. Ensure that every candidate interviewed on campus—whether hired or not—is respected and treated well during his or her visit.
* Source: “Searching for Excellence & Diversity: A Guide for Faculty Search Committee Chairs.” Available at:
http://wiseli.engr.wisc.edu/docs/SearchBook.pdf. Back Cover.
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Attendance at each workshop varied from
approximately 12 to 40 participants.
Tenured or tenure-track (TT) faculty
from 17 of 26 departments participated
in at least one workshop from 2004
through 2007. Of the approximately 385
TT faculty in UWSMPH, 35 (9%) have
participated in a workshop. Thirteen of
these faculty attendees were UWSMPH
department chairs or section heads.
Evidence of Workshop Success

The UW-Madison institutional review
board (IRB) approved the data-collection
protocols that allowed WISELI to
evaluate the effectiveness of the
workshops on a variety of measures. The
IRB approved evaluation forms and a
faculty-climate survey instrument. We
obtained signed consent from every
workshop participant, allowing us to link
workshop attendance with both
individual and department-related
outcomes. As part of the confidentiality
agreement with the IRB, we could collect
department-level data as long as we
presented only data that are aggregated
above the department level.
Postworkshop evaluations completed
anonymously online within 72 hours of
the workshops provide encouraging
evidence that participants have a good
experience in the workshops. WISELI
staff, workshop facilitators, and
presenters do not complete evaluations.
Fifty-nine of 78 (76%) faculty and staff
workshop participants in the UWSMPH
completed postworkshop evaluations. All
respondents indicated that time spent in
the Searching for Excellence & Diversity
workshops was well spent. Approximately
93% (n ⫽ 55) would recommend the
workshop to other faculty, and the
majority (n ⫽ 42; 71%) indicated that it
was “very useful” (as opposed to
“somewhat useful” or “not useful”).
Fifty-four respondents (92%) included
write-in comments, and of these about
half (n ⫽ 25; 46%) indicated that
“recognition of unconscious bias and
assumptions” was the most valuable
knowledge gained in the workshop.56
Although knowing that the
postworkshop evaluations are positive is
important, knowing whether the
workshops are meeting their goal of
diversifying new faculty hires in the
UWSMPH is even more so. Because we
emphasize actively increasing the number
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and percentage of women in the
applicant pool, analyzing pool data
before and after implementation of the
workshops would be useful; however, we
have not had access to reliable pool data
at UW-Madison. Instead, we have relied
on hiring data to analyze the effectiveness
of the Searching for Excellence &
Diversity workshops. We employed a
quasi-experimental design, comparing
the outcomes for departments that sent at
least one TT faculty member to a
workshop between 2004 and 2007 with
outcomes for departments that sent no
TT faculty to the workshops in that time
period. We compared hiring outcomes in
2000 –2004 (prior to the 2004 workshop
implementation) with those in 2005–
2008. We also examined whether a dose–
response effect exists, such that
participation by one department in more
workshops would result in an improved
outcome in terms of hiring women
faculty to that department. We have four
years of postworkshop data and five years
of preworkshop data. We use five years
for the preworkshop period rather than
four because this allows us to include all
26 departments in the UWSMPH in our
analyses. Two departments did not hire
any faculty between 2001 and 2004. They
would have had to be excluded from
analysis if we used just the four-year
window. Because we are comparing
percentages and not raw numbers, the
addition of one extra year to the
preworkshop period does little to change
the overall percentages, but it does allow
us to have a larger sample size, thus
increasing our statistical power. The
participating departments (N ⫽ 17) had
88 total hires in the preworkshop (2000 –
2004) period and 75 total hires in the
postworkshop (2005–2008) period. The
nonparticipating departments (N ⫽ 9)
had 35 hires in the 2000 –2004 period and
18 hires in the 2005–2008 period. Ten
UWSMPH departments participated in
one workshop between 2004 and 2007,
and seven departments participated in
two or three workshops during that
period.
In addition to examining whether
participating departments hired more
women faculty than they had in the past,
we compared newly hired UWSMPH
faculty (male and female) satisfaction
with the hiring process before and after
workshop implementation to determine
whether satisfaction differed for faculty
hired into departments that participated

in the workshops compared with faculty
hired into departments that did not
participate. For this, we used data from
the Study of Faculty Worklife at UWMadison in 200357 and 2006.58
WISELI conducted the Study of Faculty
Worklife at UW-Madison survey in 2003
(prior to workshop implementation) and
in 2006. All faculty at UW-Madison
received the survey instrument. The
campus-wide response rate was 60%
(n ⫽ 1,338) in 2003 and 56% (n ⫽ 1,230)
in 2006. In the UWSMPH, 57% (n ⫽
208) of faculty responded to the survey in
2003 and 54% (n ⫽ 208) responded in
2006. As is common in most surveys of
this type,59 women in the UWSMPH
responded at higher rates than men in
both survey waves. Nonwhite faculty
responded at lower rates than white
faculty in 2006; however, whites and
nonwhites responded at similar rates in
2003. Response rates for both surveys are
very similar across other demographic
characteristics (rank, years of service,
department, etc.).
Hiring outcomes
UWSMPH departments participating in
at least one workshop between 2004 and
2007 experienced an increase in the
percentage of women faculty hired
between 2005 and 2008, compared with a
decrease in the percentage of women
hired into departments that did not send
one faculty member to a workshop
between 2004 and 2007 (P ⬍ .05,
Figure 1). Because of the small number of
observations (N ⫽ 26 departments), we
ascertained statistical significance by
bootstrapping the odds that a
participating department increased the
proportion of women hired in the period
after training began compared with
departments that did not participate
(OR ⫽ 6.29; 95% confidence interval ⫽
1.05–24.86).
Because some departments participated
in more than one workshop over the
course of four years, we had the
opportunity to examine whether a
relationship exists between the number of
workshops a department was exposed to
and subsequent hiring of women faculty
in that department. As shown in Figure 2,
a dose–response effect does seem to exist:
More women have been hired in
departments participating in more
workshops (though the marginal increase
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Percent women faculty hired

35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
2000-2004 (before workshop implementation)

20.0%
2005-2008 (after workshop implementation)

15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Participating departments (N=17)*

Nonparticipating departments (N=9)

Figure 1 Percentage of new women faculty hired in the University of Wisconsin School of
Medicine and Public Health by any workshop attendance, 2000 –2008.

in proportion of women hired does not
necessarily increase).
Although attendance at the WISELI
Searching for Excellence & Diversity
workshops is not likely to be the only
explanation for the improved record of
hiring women in participating
departments, some evidence does seem to
show a relationship between attendance
and increased hiring of women faculty in
the UWSMPH at UW-Madison.

implementation of the workshops) and
new UWSMPH faculty in 2006 (hired
between 2003 and 2005, after the
implementation of the workshops). This
analysis relies on only 2004 workshop
attendance because workshop attendance
in 2005 or 2006 could not have affected
the new hires that came in those years.
We have included only UWSMPH new
faculty hires in these analyses; applicants
who are not hired are not asked about
their experience with the hiring process
in the UWSMPH.

departments, but men in any department
showed a decrease in their strong
agreement that interactions with the
search committee were positive. New
faculty in participating departments were
slightly more likely to agree strongly that
faculty in their departments made an
effort to meet them, compared with new
faculty in nonparticipating departments.
Women in participating departments
were much more positive in 2006 than
were other groups (both all men, and
women in nonparticipating
departments). In general, we conclude
that participation in the Searching for
Excellence & Diversity workshops
correlates with a more positive search
process experience for women and
showed no change for men. However, in
departments that did not participate,
newly hired men reported significantly
less overall satisfaction with the process
from 2003 to 2006.

Elements of Workshop Success

Figure 2 Percentage of new women faculty hired in the University of Wisconsin School of
Medicine and Public Health by number of workshops attended, 2000 –2008.

We attribute the successes of the
Searching for Excellence & Diversity
workshops to three main features of the
workshop curriculum. The first is the use
of peers to lead and facilitate the
workshops.60,61 When we present these
workshops, we rely on faculty leadership
both for the short presentations and the
facilitation of the small-group discussions
that occur in the workshops.62 The
second reason these workshops have been
successful in the UWSMPH is the use of
active learning techniques in their
implementation.39,63 Educational
research shows that the most effective
way for a person to learn a new concept is
to discover it for him- or herself,
especially if the new concept (e.g., “We all
have biases and assumptions that may
affect evaluation of candidates”) is in
direct conflict with a deeply held belief
(e.g., “I am a fair person who evaluates
each person on his/her merit alone”).64
We use as little lecture/presentation as
possible in our workshops, relying
instead on small- and large-group
discussion and case studies to make our
points. The real learning takes place
through the active discussions with other
respected faculty colleagues around the
table; the presentations serve only to get
the conversation started. In this way, we
do not present ourselves as the “experts”
on hiring; instead, we regard the people
seated around the room as the real
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Satisfaction of new faculty with the
hiring process
We examined the percentage of new
faculty who “agree strongly” to the
following three survey items in the Study
of Faculty Worklife at UW-Madison
survey:
• “I was satisfied with the hiring process
overall.”
• “Faculty in the department made an
effort to meet me.”
• “My interactions with the search
committee were positive.”
Table 1 shows the responses of new
UWSMPH faculty in 2003 (hired between
2000 and 2002, prior to the

New TT faculty (hired between 2003 and
2005) in departments with TT faculty
who participated in the hiring workshops
were more satisfied with the hiring
process overall (nonsignificant; 56% were
satisfied with the hiring process in 2003
compared with 71% in 2006), whereas
new faculty (hired between 2003 and
2005) in those departments without TT
faculty participants actually showed
significantly less satisfaction with the
hiring process compared with their peers
hired in 2000 –2002 (81% were satisfied
in 2003 compared with 50% in 2006; P ⬍
.05). Interactions with the search
committee showed a positive increase for
women faculty in participating

45.0%
Percent new women faculty hired

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%

2000-2004 (before workshops were
implemented)

20.0%

2005-2008 (after workshops were
implemented)

15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
0 workshops (n=9)

1 workshop (n=10)

2 to 3 workshops (n=7)

Number of workshops department representatives attended

Gender Diversity

Table 1
Satisfaction of New* University of Wisconsin School of Medicine and Public
Health Faculty With the Hiring Process: Data From the 2003 and 2006 Study of
Faculty Worklife at the University of Wisconsin–Madison
New* women faculty
Measure
Sample size
% Strongly agree:
I was satisfied
with the hiring
process overall
% Strongly agree:
Faculty in the
department made
an effort to
meet me
% Strongly agree:
My interactions
with the search
committee were
positive

New* men faculty

All new* faculty

Participating Nonparticipating Participating Nonparticipating Participating Nonparticipating
Year departments‡
departments‡ departments‡
departments‡ departments‡
departments‡
2003

5

5

11

16

16

21

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

2006

4

6

10

12

14

18

2003

60.0

80.0

54.6

81.3†

56.3

81.0†

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

2006

100.0

66.7

60.0

41.7†

71.4

50.0†

2003

75.0

80.0

63.6

75.0

66.7

76.2

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

2006

100.0

60.0

60.0

58.3

71.4

58.8

2003

50.0

100.0

62.5

75.0

60.0

81.0

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

2006

100.0

80.0

55.6

75.0

69.2

76.5

* For 2003, “new” faculty are those hired between 2000 and 2002; for 2006, “new” faculty are those hired
between 2003 and 2005.
†
Bold indicates significant t test at P ⬍ .05 level.
‡
Workshops were not yet offered in 2003. “Participating departments” indicates those departments that
participated in the workshops offered in 2004. Nonparticipating departments did not attend a workshop in
2004. Workshop attendance in 2005 or 2006 could not have influenced faculty hired between 2003 and 2005.

experts, and we encourage them to all
learn from each other.
The third reason that the workshops have
been successful is our employment of
peer-reviewed research on unconscious
biases and assumptions and our very
specific targeting of the implications of
this literature for the search process. Our
use of the literature to establish the
pervasiveness of biases and assumptions,
coupled with the connections we draw to
the evaluation of candidates in the
academic hiring process, helps to
convince many faculty that these issues
are relevant for all search committee
members. Even those faculty who are
aware of the research on biases and
assumptions have often not taken the
step to apply the research findings
directly to their own work in evaluating
candidates in the hiring process. Most
faculty we have worked with are
genuinely grateful for the opportunity to
learn about their own unconscious biases
so that they might work to lessen their
impact, because most faculty want to be
fair in their reviews. They find the
specific tips and advice we give, based on
the research literature, to be very
helpful— especially the concise summary
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we provide to them in the form of our
“Reviewing Applicants”54 brochure.
In Sum

Institutional transformation requires a
multilayered approach, and the
workshops for hiring committees are
only one initiative created by WISELI to
increase the gender diversity of faculty in
the sciences and engineering at UWMadison. We recognize the vital
importance of retaining newly hired
diverse faculty. As part of our efforts to
foster retention, WISELI collaborates
with UW-Madison’s Women Faculty
Mentoring Program,65 offers a smallgrants program to promote networking
among women faculty and increase the
representation of women among invited
speakers for department colloquia and
seminars,66 offers a workshop entitled
“Enhancing Department Climate” for
department chairs,67 offers workshops to
new PIs,68 and administers an awardwinning grant program to help faculty
maintain their research programs when
adverse life events affect productivity.69
The leadership of the UWSMPH has been
pleased with the faculty’s reception of the

Searching for Excellence & Diversity
workshops, as well as with the results.
The period of funding from the original
ADVANCE grant has ended, but the
UWSMPH and the Office of the Provost
have committed resources to sustain the
workshops in order to continue building
a more diverse faculty. In 2007 and 2008,
we trained even more faculty than we had
in the past as new schools and colleges
have asked us to present the workshops
in their colleges, and as department
chairs have requested workshops for all
the faculty in their departments. We
continue to monitor the diversity of hires
across both the UWSMPH and the
university as a whole.
Importantly, the results we present are
correlations and are not necessarily causal
as we did not employ an experimental
design. Participation in the Searching for
Excellence & Diversity workshops is
voluntary. Likely, those faculty who have
an interest in issues of diversity and who
are already committed to increasing the
diversity of academic medicine are more
likely to attend the workshops and more
eager to implement any process changes
suggested in the workshop. However,
temporal correlation between
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implementation of workshops and hiring
outcomes, the presence of a
dose–response effect, and the greater
satisfaction of new hires in participating
departments all provide evidence of a
positive impact on the desired
outcome—that is, a more diverse faculty
in academic medicine.
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