OXIDE 2014 Falculty Demographics Survey: Gender Results for AY2013-14 (NSF-13)

Total Faculty in Department, MM’:.::‘EM.M % Gender Assistant Profs % Gender Associate Profs % Gender Full Profs % Gender Faculty
AY2013-14 AY2013-14 AY2013-14 AY2013-14 AY2013-14 AY2013-13
[ Assistant professors || Associate professors || Full _professors Totals % URM by Gender Totals Totals Totals Totals
Fer Institution et ot mate] ot watel O ot watel *o! ot Mately vy il Female | wle. || % Assistant n | Snsssant ] s6hseant |y pssoiate, i | ASqme | K Asolate ol Moran,  rematel|Fur,  mate|  *%Faut T
T |California Inst of Tech. T 0 0 0 6 2 7 2 26% | 00% | 3% 128% 26% 103% 00% 0.0% 0.0% B.2% T5a% T18% 7.9% B21%
2 |Georgia Inst. of Tech. (Atianta) 1 3 3 7 1 2 5 32 | 162% | 200% | 1s6% 108% 27% 81% 27.0% 8% 18.9% 622% 27% 59.5% 135% 365%
3 |Hanvardu 2 o 0 2 4 20 6 2 7a% | oo% | eax 71% 7.0% 0.0% 7% 0.0% 7.0% 85.7% 143% 714% 21.4% 78.6%
4 |Northwestern U 1 4 1 1 2 2 4 % 00% | o0o% | 0o% 167% 33% 13.3% 67% 33% 33% 76.7% 67% 700% 13.3% 867%
5 |California, U of, San Diego 1 2 1 5 5 21 7 3 | uaw | me% | 79% 289% 2.2% 267% 13.3% 22% 1.1% 578% 1% 67% 15.6% 84.4%
6 |llinois, U of, Urbana-Champaign™*| J 4 0 3 4 18 4 25 6.9% 0.0% 8.0% 13.8% 0.0% 13.8% 10.3% 0.0% 10.3% 75.9% 13.8% 62.1% 13.8% 86.2%
7 |california, U of, Berkeley 3 3 1 1 5 30 s 37 22% | oo% | 27% 196% 65% 13.0% 43% 22% 22% 76.1% 109% 65.2% 19.6% 804%
8 |Rutgers U, New Brunswick o 1 2 7 s 2 10 3 am% | oo% | 1% 23% 0.0% 23% 209% 4% 16.3% 76.7% 18.6% 58.1% 23.3% 76.7%
9 |iohns Hopkins U" 1 2 1 2 o 12 2 16 oo% | oo% | oox 167% 56% 11.1% 16.7% 56% 11.1% 66.7% 00% 66.7% 1.1% 88.9%
10  |Texas, U of, Austin 2 5 0 3 1 24 32 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 5.7% 14.3% 8.6% 0.0% 8.6% 71.4% 2.9% 68.6% 8.6% 91.4%
11 |North Carolina, U of, Chapel il | 3 9 1 2 a 19 8 30 26% | 125% | 00% 316% 79% 23.7% 7.9% 26% 53% 605% 105% 500% 21.1% 789%
12 [Michigan, U of, Ann Arbor 4 7 1 3 5 20 10 30 7.5% 0.0% 10.0% 27.5% 10.0% 17.5% 10.0% 2.5% 7.5% 62.5% 12.5% 50.0% 25.0% 75.0%
13 |Wisconsin, U of, Madison 2 s 0 3 . 2 6 2 oo% | oo% | oo% 18.4% 53% 13.2% 79% 0.0% 79% 737% 105% 62.2% 15.8% 842%
14 |Calfornia, U of, Irvine* 2 4 4 2 2 2% 8 2 75% | 00% | 9.4% 15.0% 50% 100% 15.0% 100% S0% 70.0% 0% 65.0% 20.0% 300%
15 [Texas A&RM U, Colege Station 0 1 1 4 s 2 6 30 sex | oo% | 67 28% 0.0% 28% 13.9% 28% 11.1% 833% 13.9% 69.% 16.7% 833%
16 [Notre Dame, U of 2 6 2 5 2 21 6 32 2.6% 0.0% 3.1% 21.1% 5.3% 15.8% 18.4% 5.3% 13.2% 60.5% 5.3% 55.3% 15.8% 84.2%
17 |Cornell U (ithaca) 2 2 0 4 2 19 4 25 6.9% 0.0% 8.0% 13.8% 6.9% 6.9% 13.8% 0.0% 13.8% 72.4% 6.9% 65.5% 13.8% 86.2%
18 [Stanford U 3 a 0 3 1 1 4 21 a0% | oo% | as% 280% 120% 160% 12.0% 0% 12.0% 60.0% 4.0% 56.0% 16.0% 84.0%
19 [Akron, Uof 2 3 0 1 1 8 3 12 oo% | oo% | oo% 333% 13.3% 200% 67% 0.0% 67% 500% 67% 533% 20.0% 300%
20 {Indiana U, Bloomington 4 6 1 7 2 16 7 2 0o% | oo% | oo% 27.8% 11.1% 167% 22% 28% 10.4% 500% S6% aaa% 10.4% 206%
21 |colorado, U of, Boulder 1 6 1 6 s 28 7 W 43% | oo% | so% 18.9% 21% 12.8% 14.9% 21% 12.8% 702% 106% 59.6% 14.9% 85.1%
22 |Massachusetts Inst, of Tech. 1 6 1 o 3 16 s 2 00% | o0o% | 00% 25.9% 3% 22% 37% 37% 00% 704% 111% 593% 185% 815%
23 |Massachusetts, U of, Amherst 2 4 3 2 o 15 5 21 7% | 200% | as% 21% 7.7% 15.4% 19.2% 15% 7% 57.7% 00% 57.7% 19.2% 508%
2 [emoryu 2 3 0 4 o 13 2 ) 0o% | oo% | oo% 27% 9.1% 13.6% 18.2% 0% 18.2% 59.1% 0.0% 59.1% 91% 209%
25 |California, U o, Los Angeles 2 2 1 3 8 32 1 37 63% | oo% | s1% 83% 42% 2% 83% 21% 63% 833% 167% 6.7% 2.9% 77.0%
26 |Pennsylvania State U (Univ. Park) | 1 6 0 6 3 18 4 30 20% | oo% | 33% 206% 2% 17.6% 17.6% 0.0% 17.6% 6L8% 88% 52.9% 11.8% 882%
27 |Washington, U of, Seattle 2 9 0 3 3 18 s 30 se% | oo% | 100% 314% 57% 25.7% 86% 00% 86% 600% 86% s14% 14.3% 857%
28 (Stony Brook U 1 5 3 4 2 18 6 27 6.1% 0.0% 7.4% 18.2% 3.0% 15.2% 21.2% 9.1% 12.1% 60.6% 6.1% 54.5% 18.2% 81.8%
29 |rizona, U of 3 4 3 7 3 2 s 3 ag | 1% | 30% 167% 7.0% 9.5% 28% 7.0% 16.7% 595% 71% 524% 21.4% 78.6%
30 |Chicago, Uof o 3 0 1 2 19 2 2 0o% | oo% | oo% 120% 0.0% 12.0% a.0% 0% 0% 84.0% 80% 76.0% 80% 920%
31 |pittsburgh, U of, Pittsburgh 2 8 2 3 1 13 5 27 3% | 200% | oo% 313% 63% 25.0% 25.0% 63% 18.8% 438% 31% 206% 15.6% 844%
32 |princeton U 1 3 2 1 1 17 4 2 a0% | oo% | as% 160% 0% 12.0% 12.0% 80% 0% 72.0% 4.0% 68.0% 16.0% 840%
33 [purdue U, West Lafayette 3 4 4 4 s 21 12 29 73% | 3% | e 17.1% 7.3% 98% 195% 98% 98% 634% 122% 512% 20.3% 70.7%
34 |Rice U 1 2 0 3 2 17 3 22 8.0% 0.0% 9.1% 12.0% 4.0% 8.0% 12.0% 0.0% 12.0% 76.0% 8.0% 68.0% 12.0% 88.0%
35 |Minnesota, U of, Twin Cities 3 6 3 3 2 2 s 31 26% | oo% | 3% 21% 7.7% 15.4% 15.4% 7.7% 7% 615% 51% 56.4% 205% 795%
36 |Arizona state U 0 2 6 8 2 2 8 36 oa% | 250% | se% as% 0.0% 5% 318% 1.6% 18.2% 63.6% 45% 59.1% 18.2% 818%
37 |valeu 0 3 1 2 1 16 2 2 a3% | oo% | as% 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% 13.0% 43% 87% 73.9% 43% 69.6% 87% 913%
38 |california, U of, Davis" [ 4 2 3 7 23 9 30 2.6% 0.0% 3.3% 103% 0.0% 10.3% 12.8% 5.1% 7.7% 76.9% 17.9% 59.0% 23.1% 76.9%
39 |Florida State U (Tallahassee) o 3 1 s 3 17 4 31 oo% | oo% | oox 17.1% 0.0% 17.1% 257% 29% 2.9% 571% 86% 86% 11.4% 88.6%
40 [Southern California, U of 1 6 0 s 2 13 3 2 37% | oo% | a4 25.9% 3% 2.2% 185% 00% 185% 55.6% 74% 48.1% 11% 88.9%
41 [Kansas, Uof 0 a 3 5 3 12 6 21 7% | oo% | as% 10.8% 0.0% 14.8% 29.6% 11.1% 18.5% 55.6% 1% aaa% 2.2% 778%
42 |Michigan State U 0 8 1 8 2 2 3 2 aa% | oo% | as% 17.8% 0.0% 17.8% 200% 22% 17.8% 622% 4% 57.8% 67% 93.3%
43 |Ohio State U (Columbus) 3 6 2 7 7 2 12 35 ss% | s3% | 6% 191% 64% 12.8% 19.1% 43% 14.9% 6L7% 14.9% 468% 255% 74.5%
44 |Vanderbitt U* 1 o 1 4 1 3 3 17 so% | oo% | 5% 5.0% 50% 0.0% 25.0% 5.0% 20.0% 70.0% S0% 65.0% 15.0% 850%
45 |Florida, U of* 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 - - - — — — — — - - — - - -
46 [California, U of, San Francisco® - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — - - -
47 |pennsylvania, U of 1 4 0 4 3 16 4 2 6% | oo% | a2 17.9% 36% 14.3% 14.3% 0.0% 14.3% 679% 107% 57.1% 14.3% 857%
48 |Columbia U o 3 1 s 3 13 4 2 s0% | oo% | os% 120% 0.0% 12.0% 20.0% 4.0% 20.0% 64.0% 12.0% 52.0% 16.0% 84.0%
49 [Bostonu 2 3 2 6 1 9 5 18 az% | oo% | sex 21.7% 87% 13.0% 3a8% 87% 26.1% 435% 43% 39.1% 21.7% 78.3%
50 |utah, Uof 2 4 2 4 3 17 7 2 3% | 1a3% | oox 188% 63% 12.5% 18.8% 63% 125% 625% 9.4% 531% 21.9% 781%
51 |Montana State U, Bozeman 1 1 0 1 3 10 4 2 00% | oo% | oo% 125% 63% 63% 63% 00% 63% 813% 18.8% 625% 25.0% 75.0%
52 [Southern Mississippi, U of 1 s 1 3 1 1 3 9 8% | oo% | 111% 500% 83% 7% 33% 83% 25.0% 16.7% 83% 83% 25.0% 75.0%
53 |Buffalo, Uat 2 3 0 5 3 16 5 2 6o% | oo% | 8% 17.2% 69% 103% 17.2% 0.0% 17.2% 65.5% 103% 55.2% 17.2% 828%
sa poech. i 2 2 1 8 3 15 6 2 32% | 00% | a0% 129% 65% 65% 290% 32% 25.8% 58.1% 9.7% 8% 19.4% 506%
55 [Maryland, U of, College Park” 0 4 [ 6 6 20 6 30 5.6% 0.0% 67% 111% 0.0% 111% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7% 72.2% 16.7% 55.6% 16.7% 83.3%
56 |California, U of, Santa Barbara 1 1 0 2 s 23 6 2% sa% | oo% | 3s% 63% 3% 3% 63% 0.0% 63% 87.5% 15.6% 71.9% 188% 813%
57 |Lovisiana State U (Baton Rouge) | 2 s 1 5 3 2 6 2 7% | oo% | ea% 25.0% 71% 17.9% 21.4% 36% 17.9% 536% 107% a29% 21.4% 78.6%
58 |Northeastern U 0 1 1 6 3 12 a 19 87% | soo% | 00% 43% 00% a3% 304% 43% 26.1% 65.2% 13.0% 522% 17.4% 826%
59 |Colorado State U, Fort Collins 3 4 2 3 4 12 s 19 6% | 111% | oo% 25.0% 107% 14.3% 17.9% 7.0% 10.7% 571% 143% 2.9% 32.1% 679%
60 |oregon, Uof 0 5 1 2 s 15 6 2 00% | oo% | oo% 17.9% 0.0% 17.9% 107% 36% 71% 7L4% 17.9% 536% 21.4% 78.6%
61 |Virginia, U of (Charlottesvile) 0 2 2 2 1 14 3 18 oo% | oo% | oo% 95% 0.0% 95% 19.0% 95% 95% 704% 48% 6.7% 14.3% 857%
62 [Wayne State U° 3 4 3 3 3 13 9 20 103% | 111% | 100% 24.1% 103% 13.8% 207% 103% 103% 55.2% 10.3% 44.8% 31.0% 69.0%
63 |Oklahoma, U of (Norman) 1 a 1 s 3 10 5 19 83% | 200% | s3% 208% 42% 16.7% 25.0% 42% 208% 542% 125% a7 208% 79.2%
6 [Brownu 2 1 1 a o 10 3 15 oo% | oo% | oo% 167% 11.1% 56% 278% 6% 2.2% 55.6% 0.0% 55.6% 16.7% 833%
65 [South Carolina, U of, Columbia 3 6 3 4 2 17 s 27 20% | 125% | oo% 25.7% 86% 17.1% 200% 6% 11.4% 543% 57% 86% 22.9% 771%
66 |lowaState U 0 7 2 1 3 1 5 2 74% | 200% | as% 25.9% 0.0% 259% 11.1% 7.4% 3% 63.0% 11.0% 51.9% 185% 8L5%
67 [Tennessee, U of, Knowvile 1 3 0 3 1 18 2 2 oo% | oo% | oo% 15.4% 38% 11.5% 115% 0.0% 115% 73.% 38% 69.2% 7.7% 923%
68 |Georgia, U of, Athens 2 3 0 7 o 15 2 2 74% | oo% | sox 185% 7.4% 11.1% 25.9% 0.0% 25.9% 55.6% 00% 55.6% 7.4% 926%
69 |North Carolina State U 2 a 2 4 1 15 5 3 7a% | 200% | 43% 21.4% 71% 14.3% 21.4% 71% 14.3% 571% 36% 536% 17.9% 821%
70 |Virginia Commonwealth U 5 6 2 5 3 5 10 16 77% | 100% | 63% 23% 19.2% 23.1% 269% 77% 19.2% 308% 115% 192% 385% 615%
71 |Delaware, U of, Newark 3 4 1 5 2 17 6 2% 3% | 167% | oo% 21.9% 9.4% 12.5% 18.8% 31% 15.6% 59.4% 63% 531% 18.8% 813%
72 |Washington State U - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
73 |calfornia, U of, Riverside® 3 s 1 3 2 15 6 23 | 103% | 167% | &7 27.6% 103% 17.2% 13.8% 34% 10.3% s8.6% 69% s17% 20.7% 70.3%
74 |New YorkU 1 3 1 2 1 1 3 19 o1% | 333 | s3% 182% as% 13.6% 13.6% as% 01% 68.2% as% 63.6% 13.6% 86.4%
75 |pukeu 3 3 1 2 o 2 4 7 00% | oo% | o0o% 286% 14.3% 14.3% 143% 48% 95% 571% 0% 57.1% 10.0% 81.0%
76 |Puerto Rico, U of,Rio Piedras 3 2 0 3 a 13 7 18 || o20% | 1000% | sso% 200% 120% 80% 12.0% 0% 12.0% 68.0% 16.0% 520% 28.0% 720%
77 |New Mexico State U (Las Cruces) | 0 4 2 2 1 9 3 15 |[ 1% | oow | 133% 22% 0.0% 2.2% 22% 11.1% 11.1% 55.6% 56% 500% 16.7% 833%
78 |North Dakota State U (Fargo)” - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
79 |Texas Techu o 6 0 s 2 10 2 2 74% | oo% | so% 22% 0.0% 22% 333% 0.0% 33.3% 4aa% 74% 37.0% 74% 926%
80  [Binghamton U 0 4 0 3 2 6 2 13 6.7% 50.0% 0.0% 26.7% 0.0% 26.7% 20.0% 0.0% 20.0% 53.3% 13.3% 40.0% 133% 86.7%
82 |Houston, U of, Downtown 0 s 1 4 o 12 1 2 00% | oo% | o0o% 2.7% 00% 2.7% 27% 45% 18.2% 545% 00% sa5% 45% 95.5%
83 |Washington U in St. Louis" J 4 2 6 o 11 2 21 4.3% 50.0% 0.0% 17.4% 0.0% 17.4% 34.8% 8.7% 26.1% 47.8% 0.0% 47.8% 87% 91.3%
84 ilinois, U of, Chicago 2 a 0 8 1 9 3 21 a2% | oo% | as% 25.0% 83% 167% 333% 0.0% 33.3% 417% 42% 37.5% 125% 875%
85 |Rochester, Uof 0 4 0 2 2 1 2 17 s3% | oo% | 5% 211% 0.0% 211% 105% 0.0% 105% 68.4% 105% 57.9% 105% 895%
8 |lowa, UoP - - - - - - - - - - - — — — — - - - - - -
87 [North Texas, U of 0 2 0 2 2 12 2 16 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 111% 0.0% 11.1% 11.1% 0.0% 111% 77.8% 11.1% 66.7% 111% 88.9%
88  [Nebraska, U of, Lincoln 1 5 1 3 1 13 3 21 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 4.2% 20.8% 16.7% 4.2% 12.5% 58.3% 4.2% 54.2% 12.5% 87.5%
89 |Calfornia, U o, Santa Cruz 1 1 0 3 2 13 3 17 oo% | oo% | oo% 100% 50% 50% 15.0% 0.0% 15.0% 75.0% 10.0% 65.0% 15.0% 85.0%
90 [Bowling Green State U 1 2 1 3 o 3 2 8 oo% | oo% | oo% 300% 100% 200% 400% 10.0% 30.0% 300% 0.0% 300% 20.0% 800%
91 |Georgia State U 1 5 0 6 4 1 B 2 | nmaw | 200% | e1% 22% 37% 18.5% 22% 0.0% 2.2% 55.6% 14.8% 207% 185% sL5%
92 |CentralFlorida, U of, Orlando 2 s 0 5 1 7 3 1w | 2sox | e | 17.6% 35.0% 100% 250% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 400% 0% 35.0% 15.0% 85.0%
93 [lackson State U 0 2 1 4 1 7 2 13 26.7% 50.0% 231% 133% 0.0% 13.3% 333% 6.7% 26.7% 53.3% 6.7% 46.7% 13.3% 86.7%
94  [South Dakota, U of* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
95 |Hunter College 1 1 1 2 5 6 7 9 0% | 286% | 222% 125% 63% 63% 18.8% 63% 125% 68.5% 313% 37.5% 438% 56.3%
96 |Kentucky, U of (Lexington) 4 4 0 4 2 1 6 19 | 120% | oox | 1s8% 320% 160% 16.0% 16.0% 0.0% 16.0% 52.0% 8.0% a.0% 20.0% 76.0%
97 [Texas, Uof, ElPaso 1 5 2 5 o 7 3 17 || esox | oox | 76s% 300% 5.0% 250% 35.0% 100% 25.0% 35.0% 0.0% 35.0% 15.0% 85.0%
98 [Boston College 1 3 0 3 1 1 2 17 oo% | oo% | oox 211% 53% 15.8% 15.8% 0.0% 15.8% 632% 53% 57.9% 105% 895%
99 |Tuftsu 2 4 0 2 2 s 4 1 00% | o0o% | 0o% 00% 13.3% 267% 133% 00% 13.3% 467% 133% 333% 26.7% 73.3%
100 [South Florida, U of* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
101 |Arkansas, U of, Fayetteville® - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
102 |Portiand State U 3 3 0 a 1 8 4 12 63% | oo% | 3% 37.5% 188% 18.8% 63% 0% 63% 56.3% 63% 500% 25.0% 75.0%
105 [Alabama, U of, Tuscaloosa 1 6 1 7 1 10 3 23 2% | oo% | 8% 269% 38% 231% 308% 38% 26.9% 23% 38% 385% 115% 885%
106 |New Orleans, U of 0 1 0 0 o 7 0 [ oo% | oo% | oox 125% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 87.5% 00% 87.5% 0.0% 100.0%
107 [Temple U* = = = = = — = = = = — = = = = = = = = = =
108 |Cincinnati, U of (Cincinnati) 1 3 2 7 2 9 5 19 8% | oo% | 105% 167% a2% 12.5% 37.5% 8.3% 20.2% 458% 83% 37.5% 208% 792%
111 |Mississippi State U (Starkville)* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
112 |Case Western Reserve U 3 3 0 4 2 8 s 15 || 200% | 200% | 200% 300% 15.0% 15.0% 200% 0.0% 20.0% 50.0% 100% 00% 25.0% 75.0%
113 |Duquesne U 0 o 3 4 o 8 3 2 67% | oo% | 3% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 467% 200% 26.7% 53.3% 0.0% 533% 200% 300%
114 [Texas, U of, Arington 1 6 0 4 o 8 1 18 || 10s% | 1000% | se% 36.8% 53% 316% 211% 0.0% 211% 21% 00% a21% 53% %4.7%
115 |Connecticut, U of (Storrs) 2 a 2 ] 1 10 5 23 71% | oo% | 87% 21.4% 71% 14.3% 393% 71% 32.1% 393% 36% 35.7% 17.9% 821%
116 |ClemsonU 0 4 1 4 1 2 2 2 00% | oo% | oo% 182% 00% 18.2% 27% 45% 18.2% 591% as% s5a5% 91% 209%
117 |Rockefeller U* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
118 |Caregie Mellon U 1 2 1 6 2 1 4 19 am% | oo% | s 13.0% 43% 87% 30.4% a3% 26.1% 565% 8% a78% 17.4% 826%
121 |Maryland, U of, Baltimore County | 1 s 2 3 1 5 4 13 so% | 00% | 7% 35.3% 59% 29.4% 29.% 1.8% 17.6% 35.3% 5.9% 29.4% 235% 76.5%
126 |Wisconsin, U of, Milwaukee 3 2 1 8 1 7 5 17 o1% | oo% | 118% 27% 13.6% 9.1% 409% 5% 36.4% 364% 45% 318% 2.7% 77.3%
127 |Kent tate U* - - - - - - - - = - — = = — — = = = — —
128 |Rensselaer Polytech. Inst 0 1 1 1 1 1 2 13 6% | oo% | 77% 67% 00% 67% 133% 67% 67% 800% 67% 73.3% 13.3% 867%
129 |0ld Dominion U 0 o 3 6 1 5 4 1 6% | oo% | % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 600% 200% 00% 400% 67% 33.3% 26.7% 733%
132 |Dartmouth College” 1 1 0 1 1 13 2 15 5.9% 0.0% 6.7% 11.8% 5.9% 5.9% 5.9% 0.0% 5.9% 82.4% 5.9% 76.5% 11.8% 88.2%
137 |Brandeis U. 0 2 1 o 2 6 3 8 00% | oo% | oo% 182% 00% 18.2% 9.1% 9.1% 00% 72.7% 18.2% 54.5% 27.3% 72.7%
145 |Nevad, U of, Las Vegas 1 2 1 4 o 9 2 15 so% | oo% | e7% 17.6% 5.9% 11.8% 29.4% 59% 235% 529% 00% 52.0% 11.8% 88.2%
157 [Brigham Young U.* - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - — — — - -
161 |Oregon State U (Corvalis) 2 s 2 2 1 s 5 18 00% | oo% | oo% 435% 87% 308% 17.4% 87% 87% 391% a3% 348% 21.7% 78.3%
#NJA_[reses, o, w0 anderson cancer center | — = = = = = = = - - - - _ — — _ — — _ _
total (# departments)’ 152 a2 123 428 251 1592 526 2443 192 a 151 - - - = = - - - - - _
Eﬂ:s';‘;:l"m":k’“""" bygenden Within [ oo : 7ae% | 223% 7% | 136% : seaw | 1% ;s | es% | 1e% | six - - - - - - - - - - -
2::‘;‘:::::::::‘“"" bygender, within | s 1o ¢ 1a2% | a1% ¢ 1aa% || ss% : s3ex - - - - - - - - - = - - -
[Camulative % of faclty, within e e @ _ — _ _ _ — _ _ _ — _ _ _
professional rank
NOTE: This data reflects the numbers of research-active tenured and tenure-track faculty with atleast a in most closely as
* Not included in survey pool for
® Race-ethnicity of 1 male
 URM calculations do not include
“ Did not provide race-ethnicity
‘“ Did not reply to requests for
Race-ethnicity of 1 male full
# URM calculations do not include
" Declined to participate
! Rankis based on including the
Totals across llraces-ethnicities
* Of the 10 faculty listed as multi-race, 7 individuals are not included in URM calcul: be their g)or
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