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Introduction 

In this paper we will examine the implementation of a women's research development 
program at the University of NSW (UNSW) over the course of this year (2000). The aim of 
our paper is to highlight the issues involved in embedding an equity program like this within 
the University, particularly within the context of a changing research policy and funding 
context both nationally and within the University. 

Our intention is to draw attention to some of the key features of the environment in which we 
are implementing the program, and further, to illustrate how we have sought to use the 
policy context to take up issues of systemic discrimination against women. In this, we will 
draw on the conceptual framework developed by Susan Prentice (2000) in her analysis of 
the discursive practices of campus politics over equity initiatives in Canadian universities. 

Introduction to Women Research 21 

WomenResearch 21 is a development program targeted at women 'beginning researchers' 
or "... those just starting out as researching academics who lack training, experience and 
confidence in research" (Bazeley et al 1997 p. xvi). The program offers women support, 
training and advice, and strategic direction in order that they may better tackle the 
challenges they face in building a research focus into their academic careers. The program 
has been funded for a period of two years by the former Committee for University Teaching 
and Staff Development (CUTSD). The program includes: 

• a series of seminars on research related topics over the course of the year 
• an individual research project under the guidance of a research adviser, and 
• a $500 research grant. 

The aim of the individual research project is to give participants a targeted research activity 
on which to focus during their 12 months participation in the program. The nature of the 
research activity depends on the discipline from which the participant is drawn, and on the 
stage of the woman's career. Some of the projects being undertaken include writing a 
conference paper, writing an ARC grant application, preparing a thesis for publication, and 
developing a PhD. proposal to name a few. 

The program was designed following an extensive review of the literature on women in 
academia and on evaluations of similar programs at other universities. 

The position of women in academia 

In Appendix 1, we summarise some of the key issues for women in academia as drawn from 
the literature. These are in brief: 

• lack of access to mentors 
• the male dominated research cultures of universities 
• difficulties of balancing teaching, research, administration and personal commitments 
• Location of women in short term contract jobs where it is very difficult to establish a 

research program 
• Many women (more than men) do not have their PhD. on appointment, 
• Isolation and lack of support from colleagues, and 
• lack of confidence in themselves as researchers. 



These are the same issues which women in our program have raised at seminars we have 
held (see for example, Appendix 2, Institutional Barriers to Research, compiled in 
conversation with participants, 6/4/00). 

The theoretical framework 

We have found the work of Susan Prentice, a Canadian academic, very useful as a model 
for considering some of the issues we have faced in implementing this program. In her 
article "The conceptual politics of Chilly Climate controversies", Prentice develops a 
framework for analysing the discursive practices of campus politics over equity initiatives 
(2000). 

The term 'chilly climate' was coined in 1982 in America to capture the combined effect of a 
number of practices which " ... cumulatively communicate lack of confidence, lack of 
recognition and devaluation, and which result in women's marginalisation"(Hall & Sandler, 
1982, cited in Prentice, 2000:196). 

Prentice draws a distinction between 'formal equality' and 'substantive equality'. The former 
refers to the traditional model of equality according to which rights and opportunities are 
distributed by individual merit and personal accomplishment. This model is of course 
premised on classic liberalism. Under substantive equality on the other hand, rights and 
opportunities may be ascribed on the basis of personal or group characteristics such as sex 
or race (2000:198). 

We have in Australia had affirmative action for women legislation since 1986- legislation 
which recognised the existence of direct and indirect discrimination against women, and 
which allowed for the implementation of initiatives to redress the effects of past or present 
discrimination against women. The argument can be put that the equal opportunity or 
affirmative action model (as it has been construed in the Australian context) cannot bring 
about systemic change as it too is based on the liberal notion of formal equality. We will 
argue that the notion of formal equality remains firmly entrenched in our University. How 
then do we theorise a practical politics with which to address systemic discrimination? What 
are the necessary conditions for change? 

Staff development programs, while a common and sometime helpful response to issues of 
gender discrimination, can be problematic. WomenResearch 21 is based on the research 
evidence of systemic discrimination against women-on an appreciation of disadvantage 
based on sex. However staff development programs like WomenResearch 21 give 
expression to the liberal premise that women can advance on their merits with appropriate 
forms of support and development. There is a question we continuously ask ourselves as to 
whether the solution addresses the problem. 

Prentice argued that campus equity conflicts are founded on practical and political struggles 
around four questions: namely, how we define equality, how we attribute responsibility, how 
discrimination can be proven, and how it can be remedied (Prentice, 2000). How you 
respond to the first 3 questions greatly influences the remedies you put in place. 

Prentice suggests that the 'first zone of contention' revolves around the definition of equality, 
with formal and substantive definitions being used by equity opponents and equity 
supporters respectively. Equity opponents that everyone has the same opportunities and 
that failure to progress is due to individual factors, such as ability or choices. Equity 
supporters argue that this approach does not address the effects of a history of past (and 
present) discrimination, and that the real measure of equity should be equality of outcomes. 



The second zone revolves around the understanding or acceptance of indirect or 
unintentional discrimination. Equity supporters take a position which is grounded in human 
rights law that discrimination can be unintentional and that differential treatment can occur 
without conscious design (2000:199). 

Prentice argues that if it is accepted that discrimination can be unintentional, then the 
institution is responsible for addressing the discrimination. 

On the other hand, equity opponents do not accept that systemic under-representation of 
women-such as at UNSW-indicates inequality exists. Opponents respond to critiques from 
equity supporters as personal attacks, reframing the debates with men as victims 
(2000:200). This effectively naturalises their position, and positions equity supporters as 
people wanting to 'destroy higher education as we know it'-undermining both academic 
standards and the merit principle. Prentice argues that at the heart of this resistance is a 
wish by opponents to avoid the responsibility and obligations which would flow from an 
acceptance of institutional responsibility (200). 

Opponents argue that equity claims are simply the sounding off of disaffected individuals. 
Their tactics often include attacking the methodology of equity studies and reports, or 
drawing on their own experience that 'they like women' or 'they have never had any 
complaints from women' as a means of denying a problem exists (202). Opponents 
objections transpose supporters generalised observations about systemic gender privilege 
into personalised accusations about individual wrong doing. This transposition is made 
possible by the greater social power associated with the discourse of formal equality, direct 
discrimination and fault based approaches (204). 

Case study: Intervening in the RRTMP 

We decided to use our program as a platform from which to challenge institutional policies 
and practices which discriminate against women. 

Earlier this year we intervened in the development of UNSW's Research and Research 
Training Management Plan (RRTMP). In doing so we were following in the footsteps of 
feminists at our institution and in dozens of other organisations, in making strategic 
interventions at a time of review and restructure. The 1980s and 90s period of award 
restructuring and national training reform were marked by such interventions. 

As some of you may know, universities were required to lodge an RRTMP with the 
Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs this year. This was a requirement of 
universities following on from the release of the Commonwealth Government's White Paper 
on research and research training entitled 'Knowledge and Innovation' in December, 1999. 

At UNSW, a Working Party was set up by the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research and 
International) to draft the plan. We focussed on this working party as the point of 
intervention. We prepared a submission for the Working Party which drew on the input of 
women in the program and on the published literature, and were offered a place on the 
working party. 

We won't go in to the details of our submission but some of the key points we made were: 

• Unless specific measures are implemented in a systematic way within the University, 
then the position of women will not improve, and may in fact worsen depending on 
the University's response to the White Paper. Specific frameworks and strategies are 



required to address the problems confronting women researchers in establishing a 
research career; 

• Research training and development should be possible over the course of a working 
life and not just at the start or pre-employment; 

• More systematic forms of development are needed for beginning and early career 
women researchers which offer equitable and transparent forms of support; 

• Policy decisions and strategies should be monitored for their impact, by sex and by 
classification and status (contract/continuing); 

• Fractional time staff should not be expected to perform at the same rates as full-time 
staff; and, 

These are the same issues which women in our program have raised at seminars we have 
held (see for example, Appendix 2, Institutional Barriers to Research, compiled in 
conversation with participants, 6/4/00). 

The theoretical framework 

We have found the work of Susan Prentice, a Canadian academic, very useful as a model 
for considering some of the issues we have faced in implementing this program. In her 
article "The conceptual politics of Chilly Climate controversies", Prentice develops a 
framework for analysing the discursive practices of campus politics over equity initiatives 
(2000). 

The term 'chilly climate' was coined in 1982 in America to capture the combined effect of a 
number of practices which " ... cumulatively communicate lack of confidence, lack of 
recognition and devaluation, and which result in women's marginalisation"(Hall & Sandler, 
1982, cited in Prentice, 2000:196). 

Prentice draws a distinction between 'formal equality' and 'substantive equality'. The former 
refers to the traditional model of equality according to which rights and opportunities are 
distributed by individual merit and personal accomplishment. This model is of course 
premised on classic liberalism. Under substantive equality on the other hand, rights and 
opportunities may be ascribed on the basis of personal or group characteristics such as sex 
or race (2000:198). 

We have in Australia had affirmative action for women legislation since 1986- legislation 
which recognised the existence of direct and indirect discrimination against women, and 
which allowed for the implementation of initiatives to redress the effects of past or present 
discrimination against women. The argument can be put that the equal opportunity or 
affirmative action model (as it has been construed in the Australian context) cannot bring 
about systemic change as it too is based on the liberal notion of formal equality. We will 
argue that the notion of formal equality remains firmly entrenched in our University. How 
then do we theorise a practical politics with which to address systemic discrimination? What 
are the necessary conditions for change? 

Staff development programs, while a common and sometime helpful response to issues of 
gender discrimination, can be problematic. WomenResearch 21 is based on the research 



evidence of systemic discrimination against women-on an appreciation of disadvantage 
based on sex. However staff development programs like WomenResearch 21 give 
expression to the liberal premise that women can advance on their merits with appropriate 
forms of support and development. There is a question we continuously ask ourselves as to 
whether the solution addresses the problem. 

Prentice argued that campus equity conflicts are founded on practical and political struggles 
around four questions: namely, how we define equality, how we attribute responsibility, how 
discrimination can be proven, and how it can be remedied (Prentice, 2000). How you 
respond to the first 3 questions greatly influences the remedies you put in place. 

Prentice suggests that the 'first zone of contention' revolves around the definition of equality, 
with formal and substantive definitions being used by equity opponents and equity 
supporters respectively. Equity opponents that everyone has the same opportunities and 
that failure to progress is due to individual factors, such as ability or choices. Equity 
supporters argue that this approach does not address the effects of a history of past (and 
present) discrimination, and that the real measure of equity should be equality of outcomes. 

The second zone revolves around the understanding or acceptance of indirect or 
unintentional discrimination. Equity supporters take a position which is grounded in human 
rights law that discrimination can be unintentional and that differential treatment can occur 
without conscious design (2000:199). 

Prentice argues that if it is accepted that discrimination can be unintentional, then the 
institution is responsible for addressing the discrimination. 

On the other hand, equity opponents do not accept that systemic under-representation of 
women-such as at UNSW-indicates inequality exists. Opponents respond to critiques from 
equity supporters as personal attacks, reframing the debates with men as victims 
(2000:200). This effectively naturalises their position, and positions equity supporters as 
people wanting to 'destroy higher education as we know it'-undermining both academic 
standards and the merit principle. Prentice argues that at the heart of this resistance is a 
wish by opponents to avoid the responsibility and obligations which would flow from an 
acceptance of institutional responsibility (200). 

Opponents argue that equity claims are simply the sounding off of disaffected individuals. 
Their tactics often include attacking the methodology of equity studies and reports, or 
drawing on their own experience that 'they like women' or 'they have never had any 
complaints from women' as a means of denying a problem exists (202). Opponents 
objections transpose supporters generalised observations about systemic gender privilege 
into personalised accusations about individual wrong doing. This transposition is made 
possible by the greater social power associated with the discourse of formal equality, direct 
discrimination and fault based approaches (204). 

Case study: Intervening in the RRTMP 

We decided to use our program as a platform from which to challenge institutional policies 
and practices which discriminate against women. 

Earlier this year we intervened in the development of UNSW's Research and Research 
Training Management Plan (RRTMP). In doing so we were following in the footsteps of 
feminists at our institution and in dozens of other organisations, in making strategic 
interventions at a time of review and restructure. The 1980s and 90s period of award 
restructuring and national training reform were marked by such interventions. 



As some of you may know, universities were required to lodge an RRTMP with the 
Department of Education Training and Youth Affairs this year. This was a requirement of 
universities following on from the release of the Commonwealth Government's White Paper 
on research and research training entitled 'Knowledge and Innovation' in December, 1999. 

At UNSW, a Working Party was set up by the Deputy Vice Chancellor (Research and 
International) to draft the plan. We focussed on this working party as the point of 
intervention. We prepared a submission for the Working Party which drew on the input of 
women in the program and on the published literature, and were offered a place on the 
working party. 

We won't go in to the details of our submission but some of the key points we made were: 

• Unless specific measures are implemented in a systematic way within the University, 
then the position of women will not improve, and may in fact worsen depending on 
the University's response to the White Paper. Specific frameworks and strategies are 
required to address the problems confronting women researchers in establishing a 
research career; 

• Research training and development should be possible over the course of a working 
life and not just at the start or pre-employment; 

• More systematic forms of development are needed for beginning and early career 
women researchers which offer equitable and transparent forms of support; 

• Policy decisions and strategies should be monitored for their impact, by sex and by 
classification and status (contract/continuing); 

• Fractional time staff should not be expected to perform at the same rates as full-time 
staff; and, 

• We reject the separation of research and teaching at a time when teaching release 
was being mooted as a means of freeing up successful researchers' time. 

Our intervention in this process met with mixed success. On the working party was a highly 
regarded woman professor who had been one of the founders of the Women In Research 
Committee back in 1992. With her support we were able to exert some influence on the draft 
plan. Our most significant achievement was to prevent the publication of a list of staff 
designated research 'active' and those designated 'inactive' as an appendix to the Plan and 
for circulation within the university. The women in the program developed a stinging critique 
of this proposal-labelling the list 'the shame file'-and the proposal was dropped. 

The handful of references to the provision of specific support for women academic staff 
which were inserted in early drafts were deleted either by the DVC or by Academic Board 
and do not appear in the final Plan. It was argued that women's needs were being dealt with 
under general categories such as 'early career researcher', and 'young researcher'. The sole 
reference to women appears in reference to women postgraduate students (UNSW, 2000:7). 

Many of the recommendations in our submission went to a level of detail below that of the 
RRTMP itself, for example, involving the policies and funding of sabbatical leave. The 



women in the program have made a commitment to meet in the new year to discuss ways in 
which we can pursue these issues further in the University . 

UNSW and the zones of contention 

UNSW has taken some initiatives over the years to identify and address the issues for 
women, and-of particular relevance to this paper-to improve the representation of women in 
senior positions. 

These initiatives include a Merit Working Party on Senior Academic Women in 1995 chaired 
by the then Deputy Vice Chancellor, and the setting up of a Child Care Fund for women 
incurring additional child care costs when presenting papers overseas. The University also 
funded for three years the position of Women's Research Development Officer (WRDO), 
reporting to the DVC. 

It is important to note that these initiatives were generally taken in response to the activism 
of women on campus, including the Women In Research Committee, the Association of 
Women In NSW University, and women through their trade unions. The goodwill 
demonstrated by the University in taking these initiatives is rarely sustained. The substantive 
recommendations of the Merit Working Party, and the Mentoring plan proposed by the 
outgoing WRDO, have not been implemented. 

A number of important staff development strategies have been supported-such as seminars 
organised by the WRDO-and have been highly valued by those who participated but these 
strategies have not made any appreciable impact on systemic issues. 

We argue that the measures taken by the University are still based on the model of support 
for women through marginal programs whilst the policy framework and institutional practices 
remain unchanged. Within this approach to 'dealing with' discrimination, senior Executive 
members are able to support a program like WomenResearch 21 while not tackling the 
issues of the direct and indirect discrimination of the operation of institutional practices. 

According to Prentice's model then, support for specific initiatives would suggest that UNSW 
accepts that the under-representation of women indicates discrimination, and that they must 
therefore assume institutional responsibility. This is not reflected in the remedies supported, 
which focus on changing or supporting the individual rather than changing the system. 

A further problem arises with the ways in which that responsibility is discharged within the 
University. UNSW is a highly devolved University and acceptance of responsibility by 
members of the University Executive does not mean acceptance by the Deans or Heads of 
Schools. In the annual Performance Review and Evaluation Process (PREP) the Deans are 
asked by the Vice Chancellor to provide an account on statistics for their Faculty on the 
representation of women academics. This process is confidential however, and so there is 
no transparency surrounding the penalties the Deans might face should their account be 
inadequate or false. 

Concluding comments 

It is our view that the remedies put in place within UNSW fall well short of the requirements 
of the University flowing from its institutional responsibility for addressing discrimination 
against women. Initiatives are taken and changes made at the boundaries of institutional 
policy, which are then never fully implemented in practice, a fact often excused by the highly 
devolved nature of the University. 



This is not to downplay the significance of many of the programs to which we have referred-
including WomenResearch 21-in supporting and resourcing women, and in their symbolic 
and actual value as a site of challenge to some of the worst aspects of institutional practice. 

Our experience of recent years leads us to believe that while it is important to continue to 
intervene around University wide policy frameworks, our most effective work in future may lie 
in a more devolved approach, too; in working for change to practices at the Faculty or even 
school level, as the site at which the most pitched conflicts occur over distribution and 
access to opportunity and support. 

There are a number of challenges of working at this level. One of these will be to find the 
resources. A second may arise from the answers to the first three of Prentice's four 
questions: namely how we define equality, how we attribute responsibility, how 
discrimination can be proven. We suspect the closer to the workplace, the more personal 
and heated the conflict over these questions is likely to be. That is, does under-
representation mean discrimination is occurring? If yes, is that discrimination based on sex? 
Is the institution responsible? And so on. 

Now to the name of the paper-why 'let a Thousand flowers bloom' ? This sweeping 
metaphor is employed to describe the benevolent approach UNSW wishes to take to 
supporting researchers. According to this philosophy, UNSW will nurture researchers across 
the University not just those in the high performance areas. While this is not always the 
'philosophy-in-use', it is an important discursive tool for women. Women at UNSW are 
mainly clustered in the arts and social sciences and not in the high profile, high performance 
areas which attract large research grants, such as photovoltaics. A more 'strategic' allocation 
of research support would see the further concentration of research funds and rewards in 
high performance areas and individuals, with the rest doing the teaching. On the basis of the 
existing patterns of research grant participation at UNSW, the researchers would be 
overwhelmingly men and the teachers women. This pattern would further exclude women 
from the cycles of opportunity and support for research. 

Paradoxically then, even though the overall institutional practices are based on formal 
equality, within that framework there is a rhetoric about supporting diversity. This provides a 
platform for our work. 

  



APPENDIX 1 

Women in academia 

Review of the literature (in brief) 

Patterns of women's employment in Universities 

Patterns of academic women's employment are remarkably consistent across universities 
and countries where academic women make up a significant proportion of staff, yet are 
concentrated at the lower levels (see Acker, 1992; Bacchi, 1993; Castleman et al, 1995, 
Probert, 1998). In Australia, women are 34% of academic staff, yet constitute 52% of 
lecturers Level B and A, and only 13% of senior lecturer Level C or above. In addition, 
women make up 42% of limited term contracts and 28% of tenured staff, with only 45.6% of 
women in tenured positions compared to 61.4% of men (Burton, 1997, p140). 

A study of selected Australian universities by Probert et al (1998, see also Probert 1998) 
found that the Sandstone universities (a term used to refer to the older, established 
universities, including UNSW) had far fewer academic women in tenured positions than 
other universities. A mere 34% of all women in these universities were tenured compared to 
62% of women in the post-Dawkins universities group. Probert et al also found that women 
were more likely to start at a lower level of appointment than men. Nearly 70% of women in 
their sample started either as a research assistant or at Level A, compared to 50% of men, 
while 41% of men got their first job at Level B compared to 26% of women. Probert also 
reports that men were far more likely to have a PhD than women at Level A (34% compared 
to 25% of women) or at Level B (49% compared to 30% of women). 

The national picture is reflected in UNSW staff statistics. In October 2000, 65% of all women 
academic staff at UNSW were in contract positions, and 13% were on contracts of less than 
one year's duration (UNSW, 2000b). 

At UNSW, women make up the smaller number of applicants for large grants to the 
Australian Research Council, and have less likelihood of success when they do apply. In the 
1998 round of Large ARC Grants, for example, women submitted approximately an eighth of 
the UNSW applications, and made up approximately a quarter of academic staff. Only 11% 
of the women were successful in securing funding, compared with 22% of the men. This is 
due, in part, to the very high numbers of women on short term contracts within UNSW 
compared with men, and the high percentage of women at Levels A and B. 

Deane et al (1996) in their study of women and research in post-1987 universities, confirmed 
that the participation of women academics in research is lower than for their male 
counterparts, as measured by traditional markers. They identified a number of obstacles for 
women in pursuing their careers. 

• Balancing roles 

There is considerable evidence that women academics struggle for balance between 
teaching, research, and family and personal commitments. Women in the lower levels, in 
particular, often have high teaching and administrative workloads, allowing little time for 
research (Deane et al 1996; Burton, 1997; Castleman, 1995; Soliman, 1995). 

Waller & Grieve (cited in Burton, 1997) report that women experience a greater conflict 
between high teaching loads and research productivity than men. A number of authors 
(Cass, 1992; Deane et al 1996; Moses, 1995; McAuley 1987) take care to point out that this 



is not necessarily because they are women per se, but because these tasks are likely to be 
given to more junior staff to perform. 

Family responsibilities can have considerable impact upon women's academic careers 
where, for instance, women's greater responsibility for children is a factor in explaining 
women's lower level of formal qualifications and their reduced number of years in higher 
education (Probert et al 1998). It has been argued that as it is a women's choice to have 
children, that this is not an equity issue. Probert et al's data suggests, however, that it is not 
simply a matter of choice for women. Women in their study indicated they are as committed 
to pursuing their academic careers as their male colleagues. But as the main carers of 
children, and with the intensification of work making work and family increasingly 
incompatible, women described their decisions to work irregular or reduced hours or years 
as a matter of necessity rather than choice, a 'choice' men may not face. 

• 'Male' dominated research culture 

A problem discussed extensively is the patriarchal nature of universities and the impact of 
this on the research culture (Acker, 1992; Allen, 1990; Bagilhole, 1993; Butler & Schultz, 
1995). 

Burton describes a 'blokey' culture, which has also been referred to as the old boys' club, 
which is expressed through behaviours associated with close-knit all-male groups such as, 
for instance, high school locker room humour, or work related social activities that can 
degenerate into 'booze-ups' (1997:29). The relations of familiarity arising out of these social 
activities, from which women are typically excluded, can have consequences for how and 
where decisions are made, for instance 'on the golf course', and they may serve to limit the 
effectiveness and the incidence of mentor relationships with junior women and the informal 
communication of information and news. 

Robbins & Kahn (cited in Burton, 1997) report that women who are entering traditionally 
male dominated discipline areas who may not necessarily conform to the prevailing research 
ethos, may face particular difficulty and a degree of isolation, where there are few other 
women to offer support and where their research issues are not valued by peers. 

Deane et al quote many women who report that universities are not readily accepting of a 
diversity of ways of operating, nor of a diversity of research paradigms within disciplines. 
The successful research career is often seen in terms of a linear progression reflecting a 
male life cycle. The published studies suggest the majority of women do not fit this model 
(Deane et al, 1996; Soliman, 1995). 

Feelings of isolation and lack of collegial support emerge in many studies, across a range of 
disciplines: women experience universities as alienating, male dominated and stereotyping 
environments (Caplan, 1993; Hawkins and Shultz, 1990; O'Leary and Mitchell 1990; 
Soliman, 1995) Bagilhole (1993b) for instance, in a study of academic women in a university 
in the UK, describes an environment where there is an undervaluing and stereotyping of 
women where the majority had experienced discrimination, such as not being included in 
networks or colloborative research, in the type of responsibilities they were allocated or did 
not get, and being generally excluded. The consequence for women being low self esteem 
and morale and professional and social isolation. 

• Lack of confidence of women 

Many women, it is argued, show a lack of confidence in their research ability compared to 
their male colleagues (Soliman, 1995; Eade et al, 1996), which may be a consequence 



arising out of their isolation in academe (Garrett & Middlehurst, 1999). Asmar noted in her 
study of PhD graduates (1999) that this was particularly prevalent in science where the 
number of women PhDs are small. 

In order to succeed as researchers in what is considered an extremely competitive 
environment they need to have a 'ruthless single mindedness' (Curthoys, 1995; Wood, 
1990). 

• Lack of access to mentors 

Women have less access to mentors than men, and related to this, have a lack of female 
role models (Curthoys, 1995; Deane et al, 1996; Soliman, 1995; Cullen & Luna, 1993). 

Research mentoring relationships have been explored in numerous studies (Balint et al, 
1993; Johnston & McCormick 1997; Maack & Passat 1994). While a number of studies 
report mentoring schemes that operate successfully (Cullen & Luna, 1993; Wunsch, 1993), 
there are also a number that report negative consequences arising from mentoring 
relationships, such as the potential for exploitation due to the unbalanced nature of the 
relationship, and the lack of senior women available, or willing and able, to take on a 
mentoring role given their already large workloads (Poiner & Temple, 1990). 

In a recent study, where mentoring formed the basis on which the program was built, the 
main reported benefit to the participants was the chance to interact and network with other 
inexperienced researchers, which was a largely unintended outcome (Johnston & 
McCormack, 1997). The authors here suggest programs which combine mentors and 
participants should rely on group support rather than pairs. Boice (1992) also proposes 
mentoring committees which may be more likely to provide successful mentoring. 

  

  



Appendix 2 

Institutional frameworks for Women's Research 

Notes from session 6 April 2000 

Barriers/issues for women's participation 

• Workloads and models-transparent and equitable; procedural and distributive justice 

• clear specification of roles and expectations eg. Weighting 

• forward planning-balancing out roles over the year so not trying to do all 
simultaneously 

• rights and parameters-what can I expect? Eg. By way of statement. Transparency 
around these 

• build in research development in schools and faculties 

• within the industrial framework...union action 

• needs to be university wide-not just discretion with Dean and Head. 

• Paternalism/ indirect discrimination-consequences of their plans/actions 

• Research culture that is open/inclusive...how do we do this? 

• Importance of how we measure/define research performance 

• Values around culture-performance issues for senior researchers 

• Require senior academics to mentor/develop staff as part of their job description 

• Require accountabilities/targets of Deans/Heads around early career development 

• Fear of consequences of raising questions of rights and entitlements...where can we 
go for information? 

• Research only staff-specific issues 

• Outside faculties...less time for research development where demands from different 
faculties 

• What is it 'reasonable' to ask for? 

• Challenge/issues in establishing a power base. 
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