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Chapter 1: Introduction
What do art history PhDs do after they have completed the long and arduous journey
through graduate school? Do they find the kinds of jobs they want, and is it possible for
them to balance the demands of work and family? Are they happy with the career choices
they have made? Do their experiences in academic and BGN-sector1 job markets
demonstrate the need for changes in the way graduate programs are structured and
implemented? Various people are interested in the answers to these questions: art
historians themselves, current and prospective graduate students, faculty and department
chairs, graduate deans, members of professional associations, decision makers in funding
agencies, and researchers in higher education and the humanities. They all know about
the limited academic job market for humanities graduates and the under-funding of
humanities departments. But they may not be well informed about the employment
histories of the last generation of art historians, those who completed their degrees ten
and more years ago. A common belief is that there are no jobs in art history and that
today’s students are likely to be forced out of the discipline entirely. Others spin the
argument a little differently and say that one would have to be independently wealthy in
order to prosper in a field where underemployment is so likely.
Graduate students, increasingly anxious about such gloomy forecasts, want information
about employment outcomes after the PhD from program administrators and university
officials. But that information has proven elusive. “The humanities community itself,
including its funders,” American Academy of Arts and Sciences fellow Robert M. Solow
writes, “knows deplorably little about what is taught to whom and by whom, how long it
takes, where graduates and post-graduates go, what they do when they get there, and how
many of them there are” (2002:2). And Francis Oakley, in the same publication, quotes
Bowen and Sosa (1989) about the importance of data to those who are responsible for
planning graduate studies in the humanities. “In thinking about education,” they declare,
“many of us are autobiographical. We tend to make judgments about the future on the
basis of our own experiences and the experiences of friends, which makes it difficult to
anticipate changes in circumstances” (2002:10).
The cohort for this study included those who earned their PhDs in art history within the
seven-year window from 1985 through 1991. We contacted almost 800 graduates of all
the art and architectural history programs in the United States during those years and we
asked them to tell us where they were now, 10 to 15 years after degree completion, and
how they got there.2
Our previous work on academic and non-academic career paths in the “PhDs – Ten Years
Later” study3 provided us with a basis on which to structure our investigation. That study,
with its analysis of professional development among holders of the doctorate in English
1

Business, government, non-profit sectors
Hamovitch and Morgenstern (1977), as quoted by Muller (1985), stress that “'longitudinal data are needed
to enable the researcher to obtain a ‘moving picture’ as opposed to a ‘snapshot.’”
3
Nerad and Cerny (1999)
2
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and five other disciplines, answered, in part, the question of what humanities PhDs do
after they graduate. But unlike English studies, art history opens up viable work
opportunities outside the limited academic job market in areas of curatorship and art
conservation in museums, commercial and corporate galleries, and auction houses; thus,
our study of art historians promised us a view of multiple career trajectories.
A second reason for studying art history PhDs is the strong representation of women in
the field. Over the past 15 years, women earned more than two-thirds of the PhDs in art
history each year in the United States. The representation of women with PhDs in Art
History is not a new phenomenon. In 1977, women accounted for 40 percent of all PhDs
in the discipline; by 1995, 59 percent of the PhDs in art history were women.4 However,
the numbers of women faculty in Art History programs remain low. In a field that is
home to so many highly educated women, so-called “pipe-line”5 problems cannot be
blamed for less desirable career outcomes for female respondents. This study, given its
particular gender demographic, allows us to investigate more closely other likely
influences on career outcomes. One obvious potential factor is the intersection of work
and family.
Our findings are derived from a survey that solicited 1) factual data on issues such as subfield, dates and types of employment, work during graduate school, income, membership
in professional associations, demographic data about self, spouse or partner, and children;
2) answers to closed questions about such topics as career goals, job satisfaction, support
from faculty, and value of the PhD; and 3) narrative answers to open-ended questions
about choices respondents made with respect to work and family, their views of the
discipline, their advice for graduate students, and their recommendations for graduate
programs. We chose this multi-layered approach because we hoped to paint a more
detailed and nuanced picture of career outcomes, one that included qualitative
assessments as well as bare facts, and because we knew that our articulate and selfconscious respondents would insist on adding such details. One respondent pointed out
that even open-ended questions may be too reductive: “Can’t be explained in a box,” she
noted. Another art historian reminded us that even a thorough questionnaire tends “to
make life seem so much simpler than it actually is.” We have tried to avoid the trap of
simplification in this report, to honor the trust our respondents placed in us. We thank
them for their participation.
We also owe a major debt of gratitude to the members of our advisory board, Jacquelynn
Baas, former Director of the Berkeley Art Museum and Pacific Film Archive (19891999); Susan Ball, Executive Director, College Art Association; John Driscoll, Babcock
Gallery, New York; Darcy Grimaldo Grigsby, Associate Professor, Art History, UC
Berkeley; Susan Huntington, Graduate Dean, Ohio State University; Therese O’Malley,
Associate Dean of the Center for Advanced Study in the Visual Arts, National Gallery of
Art, Washington, D.C.; E. Bruce Robertson, Professor, History of Art & Architecture,
4

National Research Council, Humanities Doctorates in the United States: 1985 Profile; 1989 Profile; 1991
Profile; 1993 Profile; 1995 Profile. National Academy Press, Washington D.C.
5
A term that suggests that high numbers of workers in the early phases of a career should, after a certain
time, be reflected in the advanced positions later in the career.
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UC Santa Barbara; Lowery Stokes Sims, Director of the Studio Museum of Harlem, New
York; Cristin Tierney, Resident Faculty, Christie’s International, New York; and the late
John D’Arms, President, American Council of Learned Societies. They helped us design
the questionnaire, locate respondents, and interpret findings, and their comments on this
report have been invaluable.
For their observations about the culture of the discipline and their views of current
problems in the field of art history, we thank Emily J. Sano, Loren Partridge, Janis
Tomlinson, Elizabeth Pendleton Streicher, Ann Whiteside, Michelle Greet, Therese
O'Malley, Jeffrey Weiss, and Elizabeth Hutton-Turner. Our former colleagues, Elizabeth
Armstrong and Elizabeth Rudd, enlightened our efforts to create the survey instrument.
The graduate deans of the participating universities6 provided access to the survey
participants; Susan Hill, National Science Foundation (NSF), and Lance Selfa, National
Opinion Research Center (NORC) of the University of Chicago, gave us access to basic
data about the survey cohort. Many professional associations endorsed the study; some
provided us with their membership directories, and worked to persuade their members to
respond to the survey.7
Most active of all was the College Art Association, to whose executive director, Susan
Ball, and director of governance and advocacy, Marta Teegen, we are very much
indebted. A data-driven study like ours could not succeed without creative data people:
Deepak Gupta, Marc Goulden, Ken Wahl, Ellen Liebman, and Michael Enriquez were -at different stages -- responsible for the database, the technical side of the web-based
questionnaire, and data reduction, and Katalin Hausel designed our web site and the web
questionnaire. Lucy Sells helped us locate survey participants. Mei Chin, Richard Lee,
Martha Johnson, and Song Seto, our student assistants, made the timely mailing of the
survey possible. They also worked on data entry, tables and graphs, and many other tasks.
Rebecca Aanerud helped with constructive comments and editing in the final stages of
this report. We want to thank our editor, Joan Zirker, for her bold cuts and the
transformation of this text into a readable document. Finally, we thank the Getty Grant
Program, Los Angeles for being with us from the beginning, for making it possible to design,
administer, and now report the results of this study.
Structure of the Report
Chapter 2 focuses on the value respondents attach to the PhD in art history and on the
culture of the discipline. Why did respondents study art history and was it worth the
effort? Would they do it again? The open-ended responses to the questions in this chapter
are especially illuminating.
Chapter 3 describes career outcomes in the academic and museum sectors. We focus on
the gender difference in career achievement, income, and job satisfaction. We also
describe career paths and typical career trajectories.
6
7

See participating universities on page 102
See endorsing organizations on page 103
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Chapter 4 looks at the family development of the respondents. We focus on marital and
parental status, currently and during graduate school, on family types and trajectories.
Household income is another focus.
Chapter 5 combines our findings about work and family. First, we listen to respondents
describe the impacts of families on careers and careers on families, both for themselves
and for their partners. Second, we concentrate on the multiple influences of marriage and
children during graduate school, and the intersection of career trajectories and family
types and trajectories.
Chapter 6 examines many of the issues that come into play between the beginning of
graduate school and degree completion: career goals, choice of sub-field, financial
support, interruptions in study, time-to-degree, professional development, job search, and
the importance of job skills.
Chapter 7 presents respondents’ advice to graduate students today and recommendations
to graduate faculty, program administrators, and deans. Chapter 8 summarizes our
findings and our conclusions.
Survey Design
This study surveyed all PhDs who graduated from the then existing U.S. Art and
Architectural History doctoral programs during the academic years 1985 to1991. This
time frame was selected because these individuals, having completed their degrees 10
to15 years ago, were likely by now to have settled into more or less stable employment.
The survey was administered from April to December 2001 via paper and web-based
questionnaires; data collection closed in January 2002. Of more than 80 survey questions,
20 demanded narrative answers. The survey focused on respondents’ employment histories
from degree completion to the present and on the intersection of career and family. We
asked about respondents’ career goals, prior work experience, job search processes, factors
important to the choice of their first jobs and their current jobs; we also asked for
retrospective evaluations of their doctoral programs and the usefulness of the doctoral
degree; sought information about the number and kind of their publications and
memberships in professional organizations; and collected demographic information about
respondents, their spouses and life partners, and their children.
More information about the survey design and administration can be found in the
appendix.
Response Rate
According to the Survey of Earned Doctorates (SED), 792 art history students received a
PhD between 1985 and 1991. It turned out that 6 percent were ineligible for the study.8
8

See page 99 in the appendix.
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Thus 746 PhD recipients built the survey population. Five hundred and eight responded
(359 women and 149 men), for a response rate of 68 percent. As is the case for most
surveys, racial and ethnic minorities—only 8 percent of the original survey
population—responded at a lower rate (55 percent) than whites. Sixty-five percent of
international students responded to the survey. Men were likelier than women to respond
via the web; women were likelier than men to return the paper questionnaire. We
obtained names and addresses through the participating universities.9
(See appendix for details on response rate.)
Demographics
Seventy-one percent of the 508 respondents were female; twenty-nine percent were male.
Ninety-four percent were white Americans, 2 percent were Latino, and 3 percent were
Asian/Pacific Islanders. Less than one percent of respondents were African American or
Native American. Unfortunately, this very low number of non-white participants (30)
makes it almost impossible to do extended analysis on race and ethnicity.10 Ninety
percent of the female respondents and 84 percent of the male respondents were U.S.
citizens or permanent residents. The respondents were in their mid thirties when they
completed their PhD. The majority were married and had children
Table 1.1: Characteristics of Respondents
Women
(N=359)
%

Men
(N=149)
%

US Cit./Perm. Res. At PhD

90%

84%

Race/Ethnicity
White
African American
Latino American
Native American
Asian or Pacific Islander

94%
1%
2%
3%

94%
1%
3%
0%
2%

Ever Married
Any children

80%
66%

73%
55%

36 Yrs

35 Yrs

Median Age at PhD

9

SED data was released by the graduate dean of each participating university.
We discuss the "whiteness" of the discipline in Chapter 2: The Value of the PhD in Art History and
Culture of the Discipline.
10
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Our group of art historians came from highly educated families; half had at least one
parent with an advanced degree. (Table 1.2)
Table 1.2: Parents' Education by Gender
Women
(N=359)
%

Men
(N=148)
%

Most Educated Parent has High School Or Less

12

18

Most Educated Parent has Some College

12

12

Most Educated Parent has 4 Years Of College

25

24

Most Educated Parent has A Masters Or Professional Degree

28

22

Most Educated Parent has PhD

23

24
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Chapter 2: Value of the PhD in Art History and Culture of the Discipline
Motivation to Study Art History
Art History is a relatively young field in U.S. universities, a field that is chosen by a
fairly small number of doctoral students. Annually an average of 120 PhDs are awarded
in art history compared to 600 on average in English and 500 in history.
What attracted these select students to undertake an advanced degree in art history? Did
they regret their choice? In short, we wanted to know what was their attitude towards this
field and how did they value having a PhD in art history.
We begin with narrative responses to the third question in our survey: How did you come
to choose to study art history? The undergraduate experience proved crucial for largest
proportion of respondents (42 percent); they had been introduced to the discipline in
college and encouraged to pursue the graduate degree by their professors.
The next larger proportion (at 27 percent) reported that museum internships, gallery
work, and travel, especially study abroad, had triggered their commitment to the visual
arts and inspired what one woman described as her “passion for the objects and for the
study of history within a cultural focus.” Some combined these two responses: “My
interest was awakened in an art history survey class I took as a first semester college
student. I had been exposed to art during family travels in Europe (and, more fleetingly,
during school trips to museums), but had not felt drawn to what I saw. I think it took the
historical framework to make the art interesting to me.”
Another group (16 percent) said that art history complemented their creative ambitions or
substituted for careers in studio art. “I started as an artist (painter),” one man reported,
“and my explanation of my work was better than the work itself.” Another art historian
cited a kind of conversion experience. “I was a practicing artist but realized during the
course of an MFA (not completed) that I preferred to discuss art with intellectuals rather
than with talented and visionary but decidedly not intellectual practitioners,” she
declared. Early acquaintance with art inspired the choice of career for about one-tenth (13
percent)11 of respondents. “I was taken to museums a lot by my parents,” one man told us.
“I typically hated this, but during high school, on a trip to the Wallraf-Richartz Museum
in Cologne, I became fascinated with gory scenes of saints’ martyrdoms from the 15th
century. This stimulated an interest in iconography, furthered by a high school internship
in the medieval department at the XYZ Museum of Art. I then studied art history in
college and graduate school.” Another art historian traced her career choice back to
fourth grade, when she read A Child’s History of Art over and over. “In following years,
I forgot art history for a while. But the [general education] required course in art history
in my sophomore year of college opened the flood gates of fascination, and I took every
available art history course.”
Some discovered their passion for art objects later in life: “[When] I was working as a
clerk at XYZ Museum, I fell in love with the collection and asked an art history professor
11

Percentages add up to more than 100 because several overlapping answers were possible.
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at the university how one could get PAID to research such things.” A few presented art
history as the default option: “I couldn’t handle organic chemistry requirements for other
fields,” one woman explained. But “great professors [who] inspired, stimulated, and gave
meaning” to the discipline were important, too.
In addition, many respondents said they were attracted to the interdisciplinary character
of art history, which merges the visual arts, literature, social sciences, languages, history,
culture, travel, and even, according to one woman, “an interest in food.” “I chose art
history because it allows for independent thinking, financial stability, and endless
explorations across cultural time and space,” another woman said.
A few described their interest in the discipline almost in terms of compulsion: I was
“hooked,” or “seduced,” or “chosen for the field,” they said. “I could not NOT study art
history.”
Would They Do the PhD Again? Was it Worth the Effort?
It was clear from their responses that the majority of PhD recipients in our study felt a
strong initial dedication to and love of art history. But often the early passion felt for a
field of study must be complemented by a sense of its value over time. In order to
determine how the respondents evaluated the value and satisfaction with the PhD in art
history, we asked them: Knowing what you know today, would you do the PhD in art
history again? We wanted to know their opinion on whether it was worth the effort to
have completed the PhD in art history and whether the PhD was important in their career
advancement.
Table 2.1: Do the PhD Again? By Gender

PhD in Art History
PhD in a Different Sub-field
PhD in a Different Field
Professional Degree (e.g., MD, JD, etc.)
Professional Master's Degree
Academic Master's Degree (e.g., MA, MS, etc.)
No Graduate Degree
Total

Women
(N=308)
%

Men
(N=127)
%

76
8
4
6
2
2
2
100

83
8
3
2
1
3
.
100

56
16
28
100

58
11
31
100

At the Same University?
Yes
No
Maybe
Total
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A vast majority of respondents would again pursue a PhD in art history. (Table 2.1) A
few would choose other sub-fields. Of those who had wanted to become professors at
degree completion but who did not currently hold tenured or tenure-track positions, 83
percent would repeat the PhD in art history. Similarly those who wanted to work in
museums at degree completion, but who were not currently doing so, would repeat the
PhD in art history.
Although a large majority of respondents would choose to do a PhD in art history again,
not as many of them would choose the same doctoral program. More than 40 percent
expressed uncertainty about their chosen program. Comments about program choice
mainly referenced negative experiences in graduate school or current awareness of the
prestige and ranking of the program. For example, one woman spoke bitterly of “the
absolutely loathsome treatment of most art history graduate students at [my] university.
Except for a few favorites, we were cattle that enabled the faculty to conduct their
research.” One man commented, “It is still painfully obvious that a degree in art history
from a more ‘prestigious’ school than [the one I attended] carries a lot more weight on
that basis alone.” A woman made a similar observation, “I would pay more attention to a
given field and the prominence of the faculty.”
A substantial majority (81 percent of women and 88 percent of men) said that the PhD
was very important for career advancement. An even larger proportion of respondents (95
percent) believed that it was worth the effort to finish their PhD. Interestingly, even when
we looked at those respondent who held jobs unrelated to art history, we found a high
level of satisfaction with the PhD; in fact 75 percent of this group reported that it was
worth the effort to complete the PhD. The argument that too many people are obtaining a
PhD, and are inevitably doomed to dissatisfaction as a result of being over-educated, is
not true for this population.
Would They Encourage the Pursuit of an Art History Doctoral Degree?
In order to probe more deeply into the issue of the value of the PhD in art history, we
asked respondents whether they would encourage a young person to pursue the PhD in art
history today. While their responses were less enthusiastic than when asked whether they
themselves would get the PhD again, nevertheless roughly half (52 percent) of our
respondents indicated that they would encourage a new generation of graduate students to
follow in their footsteps. However, many colored their encouragement with admonitions,
conditions, and caveats into their open-ended replies: “Depends on which young person,”
a man wrote. “It’s a hotly competitive field, but richly rewarding if the ‘young person’ is
good enough.” Forty-five percent of male and 35 percent of female art historians
demonstrated this guarded attitude in the open-ended responses. “I encourage only my
best undergraduate students to pursue an art history PhD,” a colleague observed. “These
are the students that are committed to the field, as if it were a calling.” More than onethird (36 percent) of survey participants were unable to decide whether they would
encourage young people to work on PhDs in art history. Only 15 percent of men and 11
percent of women would not encourage pursuit of the degree.
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Clearly, such factors as the job market (cited in 40 percent of answers) and low salaries
(cited in 20 percent) colored respondents’ decisions about whether to encourage others.
“Despite the terrible job market, I advise students that they should pursue a doctorate IF
they feel that they would die if they do not do so,” one woman wrote. “Otherwise, the
sacrifices demanded are too many. I explain the sacrifices as great debt, probable
unemployment, the unethical behavior they will encounter in others, and the suppression
of other sides of one’s life.” Her bleak assessment of career opportunities
notwithstanding, she underlined her belief “that it is good for the individual and for our
society to pursue higher learning and to spend some part of one’s life doing something
that one loves.”
For some respondents (30 percent of women and 24 percent of men) the experience of
earning the PhD seemed valuable in itself: “In [an] age of scientific dominance, the arts
and knowledge of them should not be lost,” a woman observed. Indeed, some asserted
that young people should pursue the PhD even though it does not pay off financially: “As
long as they do not think of a PhD as leading to a job, it’s an extremely satisfying
experience,” a woman who valued the visual arts for their own sake remarked. But
intellectual satisfaction has its limits, and for many, the only justification for long years
of study is the academic or curatorial career that ought to materialize after the PhD.
Value of the PhD in Art History
The humanities, as a field of study and particularly art history, have been in recent
decades under attack from sectors of the public and politicians who argue that the PhD in
this field is a luxury and its contribution to society is small. Thus it should not receive
taxpayer support. We therefore asked the survey participants how valuable they
themselves thought the field was to society and asked them what arguments they would
make about the value of a doctoral education in their field if they were asked to testify
before a legislative committee. Three-quarters of them responded, often with passion.
Almost one-half emphasized their love for the discipline and their belief in the crucial
contribution art history makes to preservation of the cultural heritage and to efforts to
understand other cultures. “The arts are among the highest expressions of our humanity,
and people who study the history of art and transmit their understanding to succeeding
generations keep us connected to our past,” one woman wrote. “[They also] become
citizens of the world; in their teaching they help students become less trapped in their
American-ness.” A male respondent made the same point: “By studying art and its
history we understand a great deal about the world, its conflicts, its ideals, different
cultures, different ways of expressing conflicts and ideals in different cultures.” A
colleague widened the discussion to geopolitics: “The United States needs citizens
whose education in the humanities matches the range and quality of [those in] other
nations in Europe and Asia. The overall benefits would far outweigh the costs and would
strengthen American ability to form cultural and political alliances with other nations. It
is part of the new global economy in which we participate. Throughout history, great
nations have encouraged the production and study of the arts and humanities as an
expression of their greatness.”
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Many respondents reported that they would stress the important contributions art
historians make to scholarship and to the preparation of the next generation of scholars
and teachers if they were testifying before a legislative committee. “Advanced research,
like virtue, is its own reward,” one woman observed. “In some mystic way it all
contributes to the evolution of the universe.” For another respondent, “The best art
history PhDs will instill in future generations a knowledge of some of the highest
achievements of humanity, and therefore a devotion to some of humanity’s highest ideals.
Those ideals include the value of human life, the miracle of creativity, and the power of
beauty. It’s pointless to be subtle or modest with legislative committees,” she concluded
firmly. “One main point,” a female respondent noted, “[is that] museums are the primary
venues of object-based (‘authentic’) lifelong learning for the general public. It is critical
that the information delivered is crafted/shaped by individuals trained to write well,
conduct sound research, extract central themes from complex topics, and distinguish
polemic from informed debate.” In universities, too, “we teach EVERYONE’S children,”
a male respondent reflected, “and expose them to a world they would otherwise have no
access to. We empower them to think, and provide a possible example of the value of
thought.”
Many women highlighted self-enrichment in their hypothetical testimony. “For me, the
greatest value [of the PhD] was confidence building: that I knew a lot but also that I had
the stamina and nerve to complete the rigorous requirements to fulfill the degree,” one
woman wrote. “It is a measure of devotion to learning in general as much as it is to one’s
discipline, and for teaching in colleges and universities, that devotion is essential.”
“Learning to think, write, analyze, synthesize, work hard alone, take the initiative” – all
these skills contribute to creative problem solving, a female respondent said. But another
art historian warned that the imperatives of the workplace limit the exercise of such
skills. Like most museums today, she explained, her institution “is trying to reach out to
the general public and as a result lowering the intellectual standards of the materials it
presents. Therefore, I feel that a doctoral degree is primarily of value for reasons of
personal achievement.”
Male respondents stressed the importance of the PhD as a credential. “In practical terms,
[the degree] provides a benchmark for appointments and career advancements,” one man
commented. “Without it, one’s chances of a fruitful and satisfying career in art history are
slim. More subtly, it provides (or should provide) the tools necessary for a productive
career in the field, and it is a useful indication, early in one’s career, that one has the
commitment, the industry, and the ability to succeed in the profession.” Many others
argued the same position. More men than women voiced criticism of the narrowness of
academic training in the discipline, but only a minority of respondents (6 percent of men,
2 percent of women) would be willing to provide negative testimony to a legislative
committee. Here is what one man said: “1.The humanities (art history is only one
member of a larger body in crisis) ought to play a central role in our society, but 2. the
humanities have the concurrent obligation to be relevant to our society, and 3. the
humanities in recent years have thought that relevance meant carrying out political
agendas in scholarship related to race, class, gender, and sexual identity, without making
the value of the research and the language with which it is written clear to the general
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public.” Another critic felt compelled to silence. “I would not testify. I am too bitter to
address this question in any rational way.”
Women assessed the value of the degree in terms of personal intellectual development as
well as learning academic rigor. Men, in contrast, looked upon the degree in more
practical terms, as a stepping-stone to employment and career advancement. Can we
conclude that women studied art history more out of a devotion to the field while men
studied with a clear professional goal in mind? Did men seek, therefore, to learn research
skills as the tools of the trade, while women went for the pursuit of their interest and
passion? The results from this survey do not lead to a definite answer, but the findings
point in an interesting direction worth further research as well as a gender-based
comparison in another humanities field.
Is the Field for Everyone? Impact of Identity
How did categories of identity affect the respondents’ professional lives? In this section,
we examine how respondents perceived and measured the impacts of social class/parents’
education, age, gender, race/ethnicity, marital status/children, religion, regional and
national origin, and sexual orientation on the experiences in graduate schools and the
development of their careers.
Let us begin the discussion of this question by reviewing demographic data. Ninety-four
percent of survey respondents are white; three percent are Asian; two percent are Latino;
one percent of respondents are black and less than one percent are Native American. The
vast majority (90 percent of women, 84 percent of men) were U.S. citizens or permanent
residents while they were in graduate school; only 12 percent (10 percent of women and
16 percent of men) came as students from abroad. Thirty percent of men in this almost
all-white population cited race as an advantage; twenty-nine percent mentioned the
positive impact of social class; twenty-two percent indicated that gender had a positive
influence on their careers. (Table 2.2) “Anyone who is male and white and doesn’t think
he automatically has a foot up in this business is a fool,” one man commented. But
paradoxically, 27 percent of men ranked race as the second most negative influence on
their careers and 35 percent regarded their gender as an obstacle to professional
development. (Table 2.3)
More than one-fifth of women PhDs indicated that none of the domains of identity listed
in the survey question influenced their professional lives for good or ill. Fewer of the men
denied such influences: Sixteen percent reported no positive impacts on career
development; twenty percent reported no negative impacts. For example one man
reported, “While social class, regional origin, parents’ education, and religion may affect
how I am accepted by my peers in the discipline, they have not influenced my career
progress significantly.” However, he went on to say, “I attribute this to the emergence of
art history as a component of general education on virtually every campus. I could get a
great education, and find great jobs, at state universities where my origins were more of
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Table 2.2: Positive Influences on Career by Gender

Social Class/Parents' Education
Age
Gender
Race/Ethnicity
Marital Status/Children
Religion
National Origin
Regional Origin
Reputation of Doctoral Program
Sexual Orientation
None

Women
(N=191)
%

Men
(N=77)
%

47
28
24
19
19
12
10
9
7
5
23

29
14
22
30
21
6
(4)
(1)
(3)
(4)
16

Table 2.3: Negative Influences on Career by Gender

Gender
Age
Marital Status
Children
Social Class/Parents Education
Regional Origin
National Origin
Religion
Race/Ethnicity
Reputation of Doctoral Program
Sexual Orientation
None

Women
(N=187)
%

Men
(N=62)
%

52
26
25
24
18
12
10
9
8
4
3
21

35
16
8
(2)
19
(2)
(3)
(3)
27
(3)
8
20

an asset than a liability. I do feel that all of the above factors can have both positive and
negative effects on a career in art history, though. When I was in graduate school in the
late 70s, all the old biases were still there. My female colleagues were given a much
harder time by their faculty advisors when it came to progress on their theses or
dissertations. Being male may have kept my path a bit clearer (but I prefer to think that it
did not mean an inferior product was acceptable). And the tired old principle of family
was routinely applied: if a male student had one it was good; if a female [student had a
family, it was] bad. It is fair to say that my professors, most of whom were male, were
quicker to buy into the idea that I needed a job than they were for my women friends.”
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Others were less ambivalent in their assessment. "I never faced gender, racial or any
other kind of discrimination" one women wrote. Another exclaimed, "Oh goodness, I
don't think any of the above had much influence. I WAS older, as student and as teacher,
but so what? The QUALITY of the work produced is what counts, not the above factors."
A male peer voiced the same sentiment, "I think my accomplishments as a graduate
student, and my experiences teaching and doing museum work, were the major factors,
NOT race, ethnicity, gender, etc." One woman explicitly characterized the field as nondiscriminatory. "One thing I love about art history in general is that most of these factors
didn't matter at all. In my experience the field is wide open and accepts everyone."
Social Class
“My origins are blue collar, and art did not play a large role at all in my early
development,” one male respondent wrote. “Neither of my parents went to college, but
my father became a competent industrial engineer on sheer determination. It was a great
disappointment to my dad that I switched my career path, especially to a field he had
never heard of or saw value in.” This respondent told us that he was able to demonstrate
his success as an art historian to his father before he died. “I like to think that my unusual
start in art history gives me an unusual and valuable perspective on the field, and I am
proud of the recognition I have been given for my scholarship and my teaching. But, after
all this, I can still feel the effects of the differences between me and the majority of my
colleagues, who had a more typical art historian’s up-bringing . . .. Many of my peers
[still] count value on the basis of where you went to school, who you know, where you
have been, or even where you grew up. I’d like to think I‘m not paranoid in this, or
socially inept. But there have been legitimate times when I would meet a new colleague,
and literally watch the interpersonal barriers go up as they learned more about my
plebeian origins and experiences.”
Although this respondent is convinced that his career had an “unusual start,” 42 percent
of his colleagues also claimed to have awakened to the beauty and fascination of the
visual arts as undergraduates. So why is this now successful academic preoccupied with
his blue-collar beginnings? The answer is simple: He can actually see “barriers go up”
when he meets other art historians and engages in the obligatory exchange of educational
and personal information. “Outside the university environment” in the museum sector,
another man argued, the situation is even worse. “Art history is a snobbish and socially
narrow-minded world, in which social class, gender, parents’ education, race, religion
and sexual orientation all play unfortunately powerful roles.” Both suggested that class
background outscores intellectual achievement in the discipline, and both asserted the
determinative power of social class association and the factors by which it is established.
Is this an accurate picture?
One indicator we have for social background is the education of our respondents’ parents.
Eighteen percent of men and 12 percent of women come from families in which neither
parent had gone beyond high school. As we have seen, some respondents noted that
ignorance of art and the absence of intellectual stimulation during childhood put them at
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serious disadvantage as art historians. Those whose parents had not earned college
degrees (50 percent of the women and 33 percent of the men among respondents who
said that social class played a negative role) felt that impact very strongly.
“I come from an immigrant, working class background. My family actively discouraged
me from continuing my education, and my high school/college education did little to
prepare me for grad. school, which therefore came as a huge shock,” one man
commented. “ Because I came from a working class culture, I not only had little
understanding of the profession but was also disadvantaged by the fact that I attended a
public university and had never had an art history course until a I was a junior in
college,” a woman explained to us. Regional origin increased disadvantage, art historians
who did not study at East Coast artistic centers and Ivy League universities alleged. But
some said that these very limitations enabled them to understand their students better and
to appreciate their own achievements more. “I think [my lower middle class background]
gives me something of a modest and self-effacing manner which is surprising in a person
with a PhD,” a woman wrote. “People have remarked that they find me so approachable.
It builds bridges.”
Nevertheless, social class or family background ranks first for women (47 percent) and
second for men (29 percent) among the positive influences on their own careers.
Respondents who had at least one parent with a college degree often cited family
background – and its logical extension, the “old boys network ” – as a positive influence.
For almost one-quarter (23 percent) of respondents who have at least one parent with a
PhD, the advantages of family background looked obvious. Social class “helped me to
have the perception that I was privileged, and entitled to study the art of Europe, as I
did,” a woman explained to us. “My background, my parents’ prejudices towards
education, money, necessity to travel to Europe, elitist advantages in themselves, all
helped.”
Gender
Women have exceeded men in the number of PhDs earned in art history -more than twothirds of our survey respondents were women. One might assume therefore that they
enjoy a climate of acceptance and a rich array of career opportunities within the
discipline. But our findings (see Chapter 3 “Career Outcomes”) show a bias towards men,
and confirm much impassioned testimony from women, 52 percent of whom noted the
negative influence of gender on their careers. “I have absolutely been disadvantaged by
being a woman, often in insidious ways difficult to ‘prove,’” one woman wrote. Another
PhD reported open insult: “Since all my professors were men, my being a woman often
was problematic (from their perspective). One professor even told me directly that the
academic quality of [my university]) went down when they began to admit women to the
graduate school.”
Questions about family status are commonplace, as the male art historian we quoted
above noted. “I have always been asked about my children even though that is illegal,” a
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female respondent wrote. “One college president told me that I had a husband so I didn’t
need to worry about a paycheck.” Another art historian went so far as to keep “a diary
during the tenure years, of all the ‘mommy track’ comments. It still angers me to read it,”
she explained, “though I did survive tenure with no apparent problems. But that is
probably only because I played a certain game, put in lots of service over time, kept my
kid out of the office, and did not bite back when senior male colleagues made deprecating
remarks about my family status, or made specific suggestions about how I could decrease
my family responsibilities (to a dying parent, a sick child, and the needs of a commuting
spouse).”
Nevertheless, about 20 percent of women attributed their professional success, in part at
least, to gender, either because they believed that affirmative action policies gave them
advantage in the hiring process or because they believe their feminist perspectives made
them better art historians. “University employers were looking for women when I was
job-hunting,” one PhD commented.“ As a woman who is also a feminist, awareness of
how gender shapes/ has shaped the production /reception of art has been very positive.
Were I a man, I’m not sure I would have been as sensitive to these issues,” another
woman said. Gender and race can have a positive influence for women and minority
candidates, a third art historian wrote. “I was a member of many committees in which we
were told to hire a female because my university did not have enough women faculty.
Schools that paid more hired minorities.”
Race/Ethnicity
Nineteen percent of women and 30 percent of men noted the positive impacts of race and
ethnicity. Among minority respondents, we would expect race and ethnicity to play larger
roles, and they do. Although art historians who identify as minorities don’t always
consider racial or ethnic background to have contributed significantly to the shaping of
their careers, more than half mentioned both positive impacts (some as a consequence of
affirmative action policies, others arising from personal attitudes and strong moral
grounding in their families) and negative effects (bias and discrimination).
“Race and gender have been positive factors in my graduate education because I grew up
in segregation and didn’t have a white classmate until my senior year of college,” one
woman wrote. “This meant that my teachers and professors could be direct in telling me
that I could not expect the world to give me anything. They toughened my mind and
spirit against the obstacles that face black females and always made sure I appreciated my
heritage in all of its richness and diversity.” An Asian-American art historian who
specializes in Asian art wrote, “it helps that I’m considered a minority.” An African
American woman noted that “minority status . . . qualified me for a generous 4-yr CIC
fellowship. Never faced gender, racial or any other kind of discrimination.” Another
commented that “Ethnicity (was positive) as long as I chose to specialize in the SAME
field as my ethnicity.”
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“Heterosexual White Males”
As we have pointed out, a little more than one-third of the male respondents mentioned
gender as a negative influence on their careers (see Table 2.3). Although some of them
acknowledged that women had suffered discrimination and that affirmative action
policies were justified, others reacted vehemently to what they regarded as systematic
devaluation of their academic worth. Twenty-one percent of men observed that being
“white and male” is disadvantageous. Daryl G. Smith (1996) describes this belief as
“myth six” in her study of faculty diversity, debunking the notion that “campuses are so
focused on diversifying the faculty that heterosexual white males have no chance” (4).
Moreover, our data confirm that married men still score higher than women on the most
common measures of professional success in academia: academic rank, salary, and time
to tenure.
Nevertheless, the sense of exclusion, of being wronged by affirmative action policies,
was very powerful for many men. “I was the candidate selected by one department whose
faculty ratio (men: women) was 14:1,” one PhD wrote. “They decided not to hire and to
search again, specifically desiring to redress the disparity. I’m disappointed not to have
landed that (very fine) job, but I agree they did need to address the issue. I do feel sorry
for the woman they hired the next year though, who clearly was hired according to what
she had in her pants.” Another man “graduated at the wrong end of a demographic so that
tenure-lock precluded my classmates and myself from securing permanent positions.
Now age, gender, race, sexual orientation, all combine as factors mitigating against the
hiring of a chubby, middle aged, hetero white male.” A third man also charged that the
door to the academy was closed against him: “I felt reverse discrimination during job
searches; so many institutions were determined to hire women or minorities that I felt as
a white male, I had no chance of getting past the interview.”
For the 22 percent of men who mentioned the advantage of being male, however, positive
career development after the PhD was almost a given. “As a white male, I’m
representative of what was, during my graduate education, the statistical norm,” one
respondent wrote. “In a field dominated by women, the higher one got within one’s
graduate education, the greater the proportion of men to women. In those days there was
almost no one of color in art history.” Another man noted that “an engaging manner and
sharp mind” had supplemented “his white male status, which almost always helps.” A
third commented even more frankly: “Being a straight male, and not an asshole, has
probably helped me. As both an undergraduate art history major and a graduate student
[when] the majority of other students were female, I probably had to do less, initially, to
distinguish myself from the crowd than they. In the job market this has probably helped
me at times, hurt me at others (one never knows the exact reason for not getting an
offer).”
Age
We encountered both pros and cons around the issue of age. For women, getting older
often means a loss of years of professional development to marriage and motherhood and
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to increased disadvantage in the search for employment. Indeed, fewer men (16 percent)
than women (26 percent) report age discrimination. “The older you are, the harder it is to
get a teaching job at a university,” one woman wrote. But a youthful appearance can be
troublesome, too. (As one respondent put it, this is a temporary problem.) “Currently, I
believe that I occasionally suffer from not being taken very seriously as a dean because I
am young and female,” another woman observed.
Twenty-eight percent of women and 14 percent of men mentioned age as a positive
factor. Age appears to influence careers in two seemingly contradictory ways. One the
one hand, youth gave PhDs who graduated young an edge in their first job searches and
again in mid-career. On the other hand, for another group–mainly women—of older
graduates, age appears to have helped them both with their studies and in the job search.
“Because I took several years off before going to graduate school and worked on Wall
Street, I gained a discipline and a long-range perspective that younger peers often
lacked,” one woman wrote. “My professional contacts, professional skills, and the
confidence that grew from this background were a big benefit to me in seeking
employment,” another woman explained.
Marital Status/Children
Women ranked marital status and/or motherhood second (after gender) as a negative
influence on graduate studies and careers. The dynamic is not a simple one (although
eight percent of female respondents reported disadvantage in winning fellowships, grants,
jobs, promotions, and awards because they were married and four percent said that
motherhood damaged their standing as productive members of the academic community).
For most married women and mothers in the field of art history, career limitations were
intrinsic; they did not feel free to apply for jobs in locations away from partner or family,
travel as often and as widely as they would have liked, or spend as much time on research
and writing as they felt they should.
Men voiced some of the same sentiments. “Being married in graduate school negatively
affected where I attended school and my initial employment and professional
connections,” a male respondent asserted. “Now, remarried, my mobility has again been
limited by my family.” Another man referred to the dislocations of “divorce, death of a
parent, moving around a lot.”
On the positive side, a few women argued that motherhood made them better teachers or
art historians. “Having a child has enhanced my understanding of the world and has
encouraged the development of my emotional life. This has made me a better, more
humane teacher and a more nuanced scholar,” one respondent wrote.
But many men and women noted the advantages of freedom. “Lack of partner/spouse,
children or dependents allowed me the luxury of focusing exclusively on my graduate
education and, once I had completed my degree, of being able to apply for jobs
throughout the U.S. I also have had the freedom to travel extensively for research
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purposes,” one woman explained. “Being single enabled me to pursue my grad studies
with a degree of selfishness that would not have been possible if I were married,” a male
PhD noted.
Sexual Orientation
On the issue of sexual orientation, responses to the open-ended questions again presented
both positive and negative experiences. Although we did not ask respondents to selfidentify as lesbian, gay, or heterosexual, some declared their sexual orientation in
answering open-ended questions. A few men described art history as a field in which any
kind of “minority” status is a plus. “My sexual orientation has never to my knowledge
hindered my career,” a gay man observed. “On the contrary, it has helped me network
with colleagues.” Another male respondent also emphasized the positive impact of his
sexual orientation. “I think being gay and being in grad school at a time when those
issues were first being raised (and having a supportive advisor) made my graduate
education seem exciting and relevant in a way that kept me involved and excited.”
On the other hand, heterosexual women and men expressed their awareness of continuing
homophobia, as did gay men and lesbians. “I was clearly disadvantaged by being ‘out’ as
a gay man, with a record of scholarship and academic activism in that area,” one man
wrote. “Departments open to such activist scholarship were actively seeking women (for
good reasons) when I came out of grad school and many departments had members who
were homophobic and would not welcome an ‘out’ colleague (sometimes these were
closeted gays).”Another respondent commented about her closeted status. “As a lesbian I
had to struggle with issues of coming out or not. I chose not to and was not happy about
it, but anything else seemed too risky (my own research is not queer-focused).”
Religion
Like the other categories of identity, religion can be both a liability and an advantage for
career advancement in art history. Although few respondents reported open
discrimination on religious grounds, many said that religion plays a significant if underacknowledged role. “ I believe that my gender, age, ethnicity, marital status, and, yes,
even religion (Catholic, though non-practicing) have all functioned against me at various
times,” a woman wrote “At one interview I was asked about my marital status and a
drunken faculty member cross-examined me about my religious views, since I have a
Spanish name, am dark, and do medieval art.”
A male respondent noted that “In the most elitist situations I have sensed some very
subtle negative impact of being Jewish.” “ Sad to say, I think it is still true that in certain
hoary institutions (I’m thinking of various east coast museums), Jews (and probably other
minorities -- but I can’t speak to that from first hand experience) need not apply,” another
woman commented. But for some, religion, like race and ethnicity, is an advantage.
“European/Asian ethnicity has helped me secure employment within faculties composed
of American & European scholars,” a man explained. “I am also multi-lingual, which has
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served to certify the kind of cultural work I pursue. My Jewish ethnicity has helped in
similar ways.” Another respondent was, “happy to say that my religion (Jewish) evidently
was not a factor in my University’s [a Christian institution] hiring decision.”
Is the Field Elitist?
During our exploratory interviews we encountered on many occasions comments about
the elitist nature of the art history discipline. We opted to include the following openended question: “From time to time the field of art history is characterized as ‘elitist,’
what is your experience?” This allowed for those inclined to comment on this issue the
opportunity to do so. Overall, more than one-half of respondents agreed with the
characterization of art history as elitist. A majority of first generation college goers (65
percent) expressed this view. Some respondents found the query ridiculous, as it seemed
obvious to them that art history is an elitist discipline. “This is certainly how we are
perceived,” one woman wrote.
However, exactly what the respondents understood as elitism varied widely. For example,
some found the elitism as a result of the field not being practical or being too esoteric.
Others cited the ranking of doctoral programs and the correlation with Ivy League
schools on the East Coast as a source of the elitism of the field. Others looked to the fact
that many students in the field came from upper and upper-middle class families.
Relatedly, some felt that because of the poor job market for PhDs in art history, people
who studied art history would need to be independently wealthy. Others felt that the
language of the field fostered exclusivity.
Some thought, “The fact is that our discipline is not a particularly practical one, and so
has a certain level of elitism built in. Within our profession I see a very clear elitist
hierarchy. We all know which are the ‘best’ doctoral programs. Graduates of those
programs clearly have an edge in the job market, regardless of their own personal
accomplishments. This is of course inevitable, since we cannot know most applicants at
the time of hiring. But it would be nice to see that phenomenon fade after grad school,
when it should be possible to evaluate scholars according to their work, rather than by
their grad program or where they teach.”
Another woman argued that class association was more important than the reputation of
the degree-granting institution: “Yes, it has been an ‘elitist’ field,” she observed, “if you
mean that the sort of folks who go into it tend to be either from the middle or upper
‘classes.’ I would guess that very few disadvantaged kids grow up thinking, ‘Gee, I’d like
to be an art historian.’” A male respondent located the discipline’s elitism in “a powerful
East Coast exclusive and excluding art history Mafia. It’s better than it was, but it is still
very hierarchical, and some subjects (e.g., Native American art) are seriously
marginalized.”
Others found it difficult to frame answers that distinguished between the elitism of the
field and their own egalitarian practices as art historians. One man succeeded, however.
“Any field characterized by big, and especially old, money may be called elitist,” he
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wrote. “Art history is one of the broader and more ‘forgiving’ disciplines, in my opinion,
which admits a range of methodological approaches as it deals with central issues of
identity and creativity in the human race. I find it easy to turn students of many different
stripes on to the excitement of this subject.”
Many noted the erosion of elitism and the spread of inclusiveness in the discipline over
the years; others argued that elitism survives. “All that’s changed is the nature of the
‘elite,’ really,” one man wrote. “Thirty years ago, it was difficult to break into the oldAnglo-male network; now it’s tougher if you’re not young, female, gay, ‘of color,’ or
‘urban.’ (One way or the other, to be ‘in,’ or to have any chance at ultimate recognition in
the field, you have to ‘belong,’ and the standard is not always and perhaps too seldom the
quality of the art history being done.) The disciplinary danger comes if the ‘elites’ are
allowed to monopolize the debates, but I think that art history has gotten too big for this
to happen to any destructive extreme. And on a personal level, when all is said and done
none of this matters that much. I am very happy teaching students at this school who are
far more like I was. My more ‘elitist’ colleagues would be lost here, and NYU, Yale,
Johns Hopkins (and Berkeley?) are welcome to them.”
Those respondents who did not cite elitism in the field of art history also drew from their
personal experiences. Either they pointed to their own class background as evidence of a
lack of elitism, or they spoke to their current work, in which they strove to be as inclusive
as possible and were working toward a general inclusivity of the field.
Only a few respondents, 14 percent of the sample, insisted that the field is not elitist; one
man argued his position with great economy. “My parents never finished high school,” he
wrote, “and my father was a refrigerator repairman. If the field is ‘elitist,’ how did I end
up holding an endowed chair at an Ivy League university?” Approximately 20 percent of
respondents noted both elitist and non-elitist elements within the practice of the
discipline. Many emphasized the separation between the academy and the world of
museums. “Art history is made up of two distinct and seldom-overlapping realms,” a
male respondent commented. “The academic world keeps mostly to itself and is not
elitist. The museum world keeps mostly to itself, and because it has to work with wealthy
patrons and collectors, it is extremely elitist. HOWEVER, intellectual snobbery has often
made academia extremely elitist in its inaccessible language; conversely, I have found
museum curators and collectors far more open to the concerns of the public. Since art
historians earn less than most garbage collectors, why is this old cliché about art history
being resurrected?”
But another man had made peace with the old cliché: “Pluralism cannot be imposed from
the top down,” he wrote. “Some people like rap; some like Mozart. Leveling the two
serves no purpose. On the other hand, the dialectic of high and low is essential to the field
of art history and should be considered at all times. If people think the field is elitist, well,
so, too, is nuclear physics. Anybody who wants to learn about the history of art should be
welcomed, but the history of art is not for everybody.”
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Chapter 3: Career Outcomes
Current Jobs
Although we can assume that our respondents knew at the time they applied to graduate
school or when they completed their studies that the academic and the museum job
markets were poor, nevertheless, at the beginning and at the end of their studies (see
chapter 6, page 68), most members of the survey population wanted to become
professors, and more than ten years after the PhD they were still braving a job market
that has been discouraging throughout their careers. Many echoed the argument of the
“Real Guide to Graduate School” (Clark and Palattella, 1997:73): “Undertake graduate
study in art history only if you are going to love being a student,” the popular handbook
for graduate students warns. “The consensus is that the academic job situation is bad,
and not getting much better. If you go into art history with an academic job as the only
acceptable outcome, you face a very daunting market”. Moreover, for those who did
succeed in securing a faculty position, particularly women, there were numerous future
hurdles to overcome. We now have sufficient evidence that describes — and laments
—the effects of gender on careers in higher education. Long (2001) concludes his
analysis of existing data with a sobering generalization: “While there is evidence of
improvement in the success of women obtaining positions comparable to those of men,
women continue to be less successful in advancing up the ladder of academic success.”
Discrepancies in career advancement begin at the beginning; that is, women are less
likely than men to land tenure-track jobs at the start of their professional lives. To
explain this, some fall back on the assertion that pipe-line problems – the dominance of
men in the pool of candidates available for hiring and promotion – account for genderbased differences in levels of professional success. As we have already noted, the
pipeline argument is not viable in the field of art history given the large number of
women PhD recipients. Others argue that men whose careers are uninterrupted by
family obligations have longer work histories in more responsible jobs that qualify them
for promotion. In this chapter we examine this claim by controlling for labor force
participation, age, children, and other relevant factors.
By tracking respondents’ employment histories this chapter explores the following
questions: Where are they working, how do they rate their compensation, and are they
satisfied with their jobs? Throughout the chapter we will emphasize gender similarities
and differences.
Ten to fifteen years after earning their doctorates, practically everyone was employed
(97 percent of the women and all of the men). Fifty-nine percent of the women and 74
percent of the men held some kind of faculty positions in colleges and universities, but
not all were tenured or tenure-track; seventeen percent of the women and 16 percent of
the men worked as curators or museum directors. (Table 3.1) More women (16 percent)
than men (6 percent) had jobs in business and non-profit organizations or were selfemployed independent scholars, writers, or artists. Altogether, only 3 percent of women
and 1 percent of men worked in careers that were not connected to art history, that is,
worked as professionals in other business, government, or non-profit (BGN) sectors.
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Table 3.1: Current Job Title by Gender

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Assistant Curator
Curator
Museum Director
Museum Curator/ Director & Tenured
Professional / Art History
Independent Scholar / Artist / Writer
Professional / Other BGN *
Manager
Not Working
Total

Women
(N=344)
%

Men
(N=147)
%

Total
(N=491)
%

11
10
36
2
9
4
2
8
5
3
3
3
100

4
7
62
.
12
(3)
(2)
4
(2)
(2)
3
.
100

9
9
44
1
10
4
1
7
4
3
3
2
100

* BGN= Business, Government, Non-profit Sectors

Museum Careers
One-third of the women and half of the men who worked in museums were employed in
one of the top museums in the country.12 None of them held a museum directorship.
(Figure 3.1) However, one-third of the female curators and two-thirds of the male
curators in our cohort were working in these prestigious organizations. The large
majority of these professionals (89 percent) earned their PhDs at top-tier National
Research Council (NRC) art history programs.13 More than 80 percent of all
respondents who worked in highly ranked museums (including museum educators,
restorers, librarians, etc.) graduated from top ranked programs. (See Table A.1 in the
appendix.)

12

As there is no equivalent to the ranking of institutions in academia for museums, we asked
the members of the advisory board to do the ranking for us by picking the first ten in terms of prestige
("which museum would be good to have on your resume") out of all museums the respondents were
employed at. The list of "top museums" includes: Art Institute of Chicago; Cleveland Museum of Art;
Getty Museum; Los Angeles County Museum of Art; Metropolitan Museum of Art; Museum of Fine Arts,
Boston; Museum of Modern Art, NY; National Gallery, Washington; Philadelphia Museum of Art.
13
Based on the top third of the 1993 NRC ranking of art history programs. (See Appendix page 102)
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Figure 3.1: Museum Rank by Job Title and Gender
Men: manager
Men: museum director
Men: curator
Women: manager
Women: museum director
Women: curator
Women: other
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Academic Careers
At what types of academic institutions were respondents working and what was their rank
within these institutions? More men than women (57 percent of the men and 49 percent
of the women) worked at universities that grant PhDs. (Table 3.2) Ninety percent of all
women and men who worked in top PhD-granting art history programs have themselves
graduated from top-tier programs. (See Tables A.2 and A.3 in the appendix.)
Table 3.2: Academic Rank by Type of Academic Institution and Gender

Academic Rank

Not Granting PhD
Degrees
(N=133)
%

Granting PhD
Degrees
(N=145)
%

Non-Tenure Track

Women (N=23)
Men (N=5)
Total (N=28)

30
(1)
29

70
(4)
71

Tenure Track

Women (N=30)
Men (N=10)
Total (N=40)

57
(3)
50

43
70
50

Tenured

Women (N=123)
Men (N=87)
Total (N=210)

53
46
50

47
54
50
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More than twice as many tenured men as tenured women worked in top ranked
universities; fifteen percent more men than women who held non-tenure track (NTT)
positions worked in top-ranked universities.14
Current academic rank marked the strongest difference between women and men 10 to
15 years after the PhD completion: only 39 percent of women respondents were tenured
at time of survey as compared with 64 percent of the men15; twelve percent of the
women and four percent of the men worked as NTT faculty.16 Among all academics we
see 65 percent women in tenured position compared to 85 percent men, and almost four
times as many women in NTT faculty positions as men. (Figure 3.2)

Figure 3.2: Academic Rank by Gender
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Women N=204
Men N=110

Non-Tenure Track

Tenure Track

Tenured

We found that in addition to gender, parents’ education had an important influence on
whether respondents ended up in tenured jobs. First-generation college graduates were
less likely to be tenured 10 and more years after the Ph.D. than other respondents;
among women, only 31 percent of this sub-sample were tenured as compared with 40
percent of women whose parents had more than a high school education. Fifty percent
of male first-generation college graduates were tenured as compared with 66 percent of
male respondents with parents with higher education levels.17
Time-to-degree did not seem to influence career trajectories.
14

Counts are small, though.
44 percent of the women and 71 percent of the men had ever been tenured during their career.
16
Long (2001) distinguishes between “faculty” and “off-track positions”. Kerr (2001) characterizes this
group of academics as "un-faculty." He acknowledges, however, that "much of the teaching, much of the
research is done by the 'un-faculty'." We consider non-tenure track, tenure-track, and tenured respondents
"faculty."University administrators are included according to their faculty rank.
17
When we compare only those respondents who wanted to become professors and reached their career
goal (meaning they became tenured professors at one point in their careers) the disadvantage for firstgeneration college graduates is even more pronounced; among women 47 percent were tenured at one time
as compared to 60 percent of women who had parents with more than high school education. Sixty-seven
percent of male first-generation college graduates earned tenure as compared with 90 percent of their peers
with parents with higher education levels.
15
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How long did it take our respondents to reach tenure status?18 Both their graduate
programs and their tenure-granting institutions influenced time to tenure, but overall,
women advanced to tenure more slowly than men. Interestingly, women who earned
their PhDs at lower-ranked institutions did not lag behind men from the same graduate
programs in time to tenure. (This is discussed further below).
Many of the perquisites of faculty life -- resources, job security, opportunities to do
research, involvement in governance of the institution, and prestige of the position -- are
determined by academic rank. However, the most important benefit of tenure is the
higher salary that accompanies it.
Income
Forty-five percent of the male tenured faculty and 63 percent of women who are tenured
and who worked full-time since PhD earned between $50,000 and $70,000. (Figure 3.3)
Almost one-third of the tenured men were high earners ($70,000 and more); only 16
percent of tenured women fall into this category. We cannot explain these discrepancies
by the usual argument that women’s professional lives are interrupted or delayed by
family obligations; our numbers are controlled for labor force participation.19

Figure 3.3: Full-Time Basic Salary of Tenured Faculty
by Gender*
Women N=63
70%

Men N=58

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
$30K to < $50K

$50K to < $70K

$70K to < $100K

$100K +

*Includes only those who worked full-time without interruptions since Ph.D.

Overall women earned less than men. These gender-based salary differences cut across
all job sectors, academic, museum, and BGN.
Fifty-three percent of male curators and museum directors earned more than $70,000;
only 41 percent of women did so. (Figures 3.4 and 3.5.) Salaries for those who held
18

For institutions without a tenure system, “associate” and “full” professor were considered equivalent to
“tenured.”
19
Only those respondents who worked full-time without interruptions since Ph.D.
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other jobs related to art history ranged between those of NTT and tenured faculty. If we
compare full-time total annual income,20 men who held academic jobs earned, on
average, $6,500 more than women.21
Figure 3.4: Women's Basic Salary by Job Title (N=232)
100%
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40%
20%
0%
Non-Tenure Track (N= 32)

Tenure (N = 108)

Less than $5K
$50K to less than $70K

Senior Museum (N =37)

$5K to less than $30K
$70K to less than $100K

Other (N=55)

$30K to less than $50K
$100K or more

Figure 3.5: Men's Basic Salary by Job Title (N=114)
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Tenure (N = 80)

Senior Museum (N =19)
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$50K to less than $70K
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At the opposite end of the salary scale, 14 percent of the women (and three percent of
the men) earned less than $30,000 total annually. This group of respondents is a
20

Total annual income before deductions, including all salaries, bonuses, overtime, commissions,
consulting fees, net income from businesses, summertime teaching, etc. These numbers include full-time
and part-time jobs.
21
Means, controlled for labor force participation.
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relatively small and diverse group. Almost two-thirds of this group was professionals
whose jobs are not related to art history, the other were independent scholars, artists,
writers, and consultants and NTT faculty. Women who earned low salaries were more
likely than all women in the survey to be married (86 percent as compared with 76
percent) and they tended to be married to spouses who work in financial, medical, or
legal services. Conversely, men whose salaries were low were less likely to be married
than other male respondents (67 percent as compared with 82 percent).
Job Satisfaction
Overall Satisfaction
One important career outcome is job satisfaction. In addition to asking for their overall
job satisfaction, we asked respondents to evaluate 23 aspects of their current jobs along
a four-point scale ranging from “very satisfied” to “not satisfied at all.” Generally,
satisfaction was very high. (Tables 3.3 and 3.4) Those art historians working outside the
university were overall more satisfied with their current jobs (87 percent) than those
working in academia (78 percent). Among academics there were no gender differences
in job satisfaction. In professions outside academia, however, men were more satisfied
overall than women. Among women, managers, independent scholars, writers or artists,
curators, and tenured faculty were the most satisfied; NTT and tenure track women,
museum directors, and other professionals both in art history-related and unrelated jobs
were the least satisfied. Among men, museum directors and curators, professionals in
art history-related jobs, and managers were the most satisfied; the least satisfied were
tenure track and tenured faculty.
Table 3.3: Overall Job Satisfaction by Academic Rank and Gender
Very Satisfied Fairly Satisfied
(N=56)
%

(N=160)
%

Not Too
Satisfied
(N=50)
%

Women (N=32)

16

47

31

(2)

100

Men (N=5)
Total (N=37)

(1)
16

(3)
49

(1)
30

.
(2)

100
100

Tenure Track Women (N=30)
Men (N=9)
Total (N=39)

20
(1)
18

53
56
54

17
(3)
21

(3)
.
(3)

100
100
100

Tenured

22
21
22

63
58
61

14
18
16

(2)
(3)
3

100
100
100

Non-Tenure
Track

Women (N=115)
Men (N=85)
Total (N=200)

Not Satisfied
At All
(N=10)
%

Total
(N=276)
%
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Table 3.4: Overall Job Satisfaction by BGN Job Title and Gender
Very Satisfied

Fairly
Satisfied

Not Too
Satisfied
(N=15)
%

Not
Satisfied At
All
(N=4)
%

(N=49)
%

(N=73)
%

Total
(N=148)
%

Senior Museum

Women (N=41)
Men (N=21)
Total (N=62)

29
33
31

56
62
58

(4)
(1)
8

(2)
.
(2)

100
100
100

Other

Women (N=64)
Men (N=10)
Total (N=74)

34
60
38

48
(3)
46

14
(1)
14

(2)
.
(2)

100
100
100

Satisfaction Factors
Respondents in all employment sectors reported that autonomy and content of work
were the most satisfying aspects of their current jobs, with satisfaction along these
measures running at about 90 percent overall. Seventy percent mentioned the level of
intellectual stimulation from colleagues as a source of satisfaction. Sixty-three percent
of respondents expressed their satisfaction with the opportunity to do research. Along
both measures, satisfaction was higher for curators and museum directors than for
academics, even tenured faculty.
Eighty percent of those who worked in museum-sector jobs were satisfied with salary
as compared with only 65 percent of academics. (See Table A.4 in the appendix) NTT
and tenure track faculty were the most dissatisfied with their compensation; and tenured
faculty members were less satisfied than their peers in BGN jobs. Interestingly, female
independent scholars, artists, or writers and male professionals in art history related jobs
were satisfied with their below-average salaries.
Career growth prospects represented the least satisfying measure for NTT women (47
percent were not satisfied at all, 20 percent were not too satisfied). And other academics
– both women and men -- were also less satisfied with their career growth prospects
than were curators and museum directors. Seventy-four percent of women, especially
those who held BGN and tenure track jobs, reported satisfaction with support for
women. Those least satisfied with this measure were women in NTT and tenured jobs.
Eighty-five percent of men in both academic and BGN jobs indicated satisfaction with
support for women, a higher percentage than women themselves.
The principal areas of dissatisfaction were level of stress at work (49 percent of women
reported dissatisfaction with this measure as compared with 43 percent of men) and
ability to balance work and family. Female and male NTT and tenure track faculty and
women who were tenured reported high stress levels at work. Men tenured faculty and
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museum curators and directors express lower dissatisfaction on this issue. Regarding
the balance of work and family, 52 percent of women curators, museum directors and
tenure track women, and 46 percent of women faculty who were tenured expressed
dissatisfaction. Men tenured faculty (33 percent) and curators and museum directors (29
percent) were dissatisfied with these measures. It appears that women who had achieved
significant career advancements experienced more stress and had more difficulty
balancing work and family than men in comparable positions.
When we asked respondents to rate the most satisfying aspects of their jobs, we saw
gender differences as well as differences between those in the academic and museum
sectors. (Table 3.5) For women in academia, the opportunity to teach was the most
satisfying measure of their work. For female and male curators and museum directors
and for male tenured faculty, content and autonomy of work were the most satisfying
measures. The opportunity to do research was among the most satisfying aspects of
work for female tenured faculty, male tenure track faculty, curators and museum
directors. Only five percent of male tenured faculty listed the opportunity to do research
as one of the most satisfying aspects of their work.
Table 3.5: Most Satisfying Job Factors by Job Title and Gender *
Women

Men

Non-Tenure Track

Opportunity to Teach
Geographic Location

Geographic Location

Tenure Track

Opportunity to Teach
Content of Work
Geographic Location

Salary
Job Security
Opportunity to do Research

Tenured

Opportunity to Teach
Job Security
Content of Work
Opportunity to do Research

Autonomy of Work
Content of Work
Job Security
Opportunity to Teach

Curator/Museum Director

Content of Work
Autonomy of Work

Content of Work
Autonomy of Work
Contribution to Society
Opportunity to do Research

* Factors mentioned by 10 percent of respondents or more
Career Paths
In the first part of this chapter we examined the current jobs of our respondents. We
discussed those jobs in light of location and rank of job, salary, and satisfaction. We now
turn to considering how our respondents moved from PhD completion to their current
job. We call this movement of our respondents their career path. That is the path that they
as a group followed over the ten to fourteen years after receiving their degree.
Figures 3.6-3.9 show the various jobs the PhD recipients occupied for every other year,
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separated for women and men according to their career goal at the end of graduate
school. This approach helps us to analyze the time it took to achieve the current job, the
gendered differences in career achievement, in relation to the initial career goal. Although
our intention was to use initial career goal as a measure of career “success,” our findings
show that even when the career goal was not met, PhDs in art history were in general
gainfully employed and, as indicated in the previous section, experienced high job
satisfaction.
Figure 3.6: Women's Career Path by Career Goal: "Professor" (N=184)
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Figure 3.7: Men's Career Path by Career Goal: "Professor" (N=93)
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Figures 3.6 and 3.7 show career development according to career goal “Professor” at
the end of graduate studies.22 What we note is that although many people did not begin
their career in a tenure-track position, they did move into one as their career developed.
22

All respondents have had at least a 10 year career path after PhD completion. Those who earned their
degree before 1991 have between 11 and 14 years of career path. The data for 2001 include all
respondents, no matter how long their career path was. Counts are for 2001.
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As we have already and will continue to see, there is a gender difference: more men
then women began in a tenure-track position and more will transition into one. Ten
years after the PhD, two-thirds (67 percent) of women and more than 80 percent of men
had reached the stated goal and held tenured or tenure-track positions. Fifteen percent of
the women in this sub-sample and five percent of the men had NTT jobs.
Of those who wanted to become curators or museum directors, 40 percent of women
and 64 percent of men reported that they had achieved the stated goal. While this
achievement rate is considerably lower than it is for those who initially wanted to be
professors, it is worth noting that fourteen percent of the women in this sub-sample and
21 percent of the men were, at the time of survey, employed as tenured professors.
(Figures 3.8 and 3.9)

Figure 3.8: Women's Career Path by Career Goal: "Museum" (N=79)
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Figure 3.9: Men's Career Path by Career Goal: "Museum" (N=26)
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From the respondents who completed their PhD fourteen years ago at the time of survey
we can learn how the career paths for the whole cohort will likely develop: we know
that more people will be moving out of non-tenure track and tenure-track positions; we
know that men will occupy more tenured professorships and women will occupy more
museum director positions.
Career Trajectories
We define career trajectories as the individual career movements over time in contrast
to career paths, which describes the group career movement. While career path analysis
allowed us to understand the general career progression of our population whereby we
could see that groups move to tenured jobs over time, we cannot determine if the people
represented in a tenure-track position in a single year were the same people represented
in a tenured position two years later. Career trajectories enable us to better understand
and analyze how careers develop on an individual basis. That is, career trajectories
allow us to identify people who have roughly the same career progression over time. It
also helped us to identify two different kinds of information; the first was how the
individuals moved into their current jobs and the second was whether they moved
between the two job sectors (academia and BGN).
Our central objective was to find out, whether the common notions are true that 1) a
successful academic career is almost impossible to start with a NTT appointment in the
beginning and 2) people do not change careers or job sectors even if a viable alternative
career path is available (academia and museum).
Development of Career
In order to investigate the first notion we will begin by looking at career development.
Criteria for this variable include the starting point and the end point of a respondent’s
career, along with all other jobs she or he may have held since completion of the PhD.
•

We designated as “Straight to tenure” careers that followed what we used to
consider the standard academic trajectory: a PhD starts with a tenure-track
position and wins tenure after due time.

•

We designated as “Delayed to tenure” careers that included tenure-track to
tenured positions but begin with either NTT lecturer, instructor, or postdoctoral
appointments or other academic positions.

•

We designated as “Other to tenure” all alternate paths to tenure, including careers
that began with tenured positions or in the museum sector or in other BGN jobs.

•

We designated as “Tenure not achieved” those careers that started with or entailed
tenure-track appointments but did not lead to tenured positions. (One-half of the
respondents in this category are currently assistant professors.)
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•

We designated as “Straight to senior museum” careers that started with assistant
or associate curatorships or other museum jobs and lead to curatorships or
directorships.

•

We designated as “Academic & museum careers” all those paths that did not fall
into any of the preceding categories but that included jobs in either or both of
these employment sectors.

•

We designated as “Other” all other career trajectories.

What Table 3.6 demonstrates is that men to a greater proportion than women did follow
an assumed convention for PhD recipients in art history in that between one-quarter and
one-third (29%) did follow a straight to tenure trajectory. When we include the delayed to
tenure trajectory we see that over 50 percent of men overall follow a traditional academic
career trajectory. However, women’s career trajectories are far more evenly spread out
among the various categories. This diversity of trajectories challenges the notion of a
dominant career path for PhD art history holders, particularly where women are
concerned.
When we look specifically at career trajectories to tenure we no longer see the distinct
gender differences that are evident in career trajectories overall (Table 3.6). What Table
3.7 demonstrates is that women and men in academia who reached tenure were
distributed almost evenly within the three trajectories.
Table 3.6: Career Trajectories: Development of Career by Gender

Straight to Tenure
Delayed to Tenure
Other to Tenure
Straight to Senior Museum
Tenure Not Achieved
Academic & Museum Careers
Other

Women
(N=348)
%

Men
(N=147)
%

Total
(N=495)
%

17
14
11
12
10
18
19

29
24
16
10
7
7
7

20
17
12
11
9
14
16
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Table 3.7: Career Trajectories to Tenure by Gender

Straight to Tenure
Delayed to Tenure
Other to Tenure

Women
(N=144)
%

Men
(N=102)
%

40
34
26

42
34
24

NRC Rank of Graduate Program
While gender does not play a sizeable role in the career trajectory “straight to tenure” as
illustrated in Table 3.7, attending a NRC top-ranked graduate program does. Fortyseven percent of women and 44 percent of men who graduated from NRC top-tier
programs moved straight to tenure as compared with 33 percent of women and 37
percent of men who graduated from non-top tier institutions.
Time-to-Tenure
As would be expected those in the straight to tenure trajectory took less time to achieve
tenure than those in “delayed to tenure” trajectories. However, for those who followed
the path we call “other to tenure,” time to tenure was much shorter. Also, of note is that
for those who followed the “delayed to tenure” trajectory, the average time spent in the
tenure-track position is actually briefer than for their “straight to tenure” counterparts.
Thus, at least part of the time spent in adjunct positions could be recovered during the
tenure process.

Stability of Job Sectors
In order to investigate the second notion, we will focus on the movement of respondents
between job sectors. Do they stay in one sector during their careers or do they work in
different sectors?
•
•
•
•

“Stable academia” includes those respondents who held jobs only in academia
(we allowed for one year in the BGN sectors).
“Stable museum” includes respondents who held jobs only in the museum sector
(again, we allowed for one year in academia).
“Changing academia and museum (A&M)” includes respondents who worked in
both academia and museums (with more than one year in the other sector).
“Changing BGN” includes other BGN careers (and may include several museum
or academic years).
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More than three-quarters of all respondents never moved between job sectors,23 and
only eight percent switched between academic and museum positions or held jobs in
both sectors at the same time. (Figure 3.10) Twice as many (16 percent) have had jobs
in other BGN professions and academia. But overall, respondents tended to stay in the
job sector where they began their careers.

Figure 3.10: Stability of Sector by Gender
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When we return to our central objective, we see that a successful academic career can
be achieved when the first job was not a tenure track position. In fact, our study shows
that a third (34 percent) of our respondents, who were tenured at the time of the survey,
began in NTT positions. While the first notion proved untrue, the second proved true:
people only rarely change job sectors even if an alternative career path is available,
indicating to us that the rift between the two sectors (academia and museum) is as great
as many respondents have bemoaned.

23

Except for up to one year in the other sector.
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Chapter 4: Family
In the past three decades the number of women who pursued and successfully completed
doctoral studies has increased continuously, reaching 37 percent in 1991, 40 percent in
1996, and close to 44 percent in 2001 (Survey of Earned Doctorates24). What is less
known is that half of the women completing graduate studies and fifty-five percent of all
men were married at degree completion (SED 2001). Recent studies (Nerad and Cerny,
1999) have shown that a larger proportion of women than men are married to partners
with a PhD, JD, or MD. The high rate of women in the professions married to men in the
professions has lead to the growth of dual career couples. Dual career relationships are
fraught with difficulties throughout the careers of the couples, thus we are focusing in
detail in this chapter on the marital status of our respondents at two stages of their
careers: at PhD completion and at survey completion.
Family Status
Mapping out family status that includes primary adult relationships, with or without
children, at the two periods (PhD completion and survey completion), is an inevitably
complex proposition. Table 4.1 presents an overview of family status. What is most
noticeable is the lack of differences on the basis of gender within our population and
therefore an overall difference between our survey population and that of the more
general population of doctoral recipients captured in the SED data.
Table 4.1: Family Status at Time of PhD and at Time of Survey by Gender
!

!

!

At PhD

At Survey

Women
(N=340)
%

Men
(N=130)
%

Women
(N=340)
%

Men
(N=130)
%

Married

With Children
Without Children

19
40

18
37

53
14

50
17

Committed
Relationship

With Children
Without Children

(1)
9

.
12

3
6

(1)
13

With Children
Without Children

4
6

(1)
4

9
4

(4)
5

With Children
Without Children

(3)
21

(1)
27

(3)
10

(1)
10

Separated, Divorced,
Widowed
Single

24

Hoffer, T.B., et al. 2002
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At PhD completion, 68 percent of women and 67 percent of men were married or lived in
committed relationships; twenty-two percent of women and 28 percent of men were
single. By survey date, the proportion of women and men who were married had
increased: seventy-six percent of women and 81 percent of men were now married or in
committed relationships; eleven percent of women and men were single; eleven percent
of women and 4 percent of men were divorced; the other respondents were separated or
widowed.
Household Income
A fundamental consideration in family analysis is household income. We have noted that,
on average, men’s total salaries exceed women’s total salaries by $6,500. When we look
at household incomes,25 however, this gender-based disparity reverses itself. We find that
although 50 percent of all women and 62 percent of married women reported total
household incomes of $100,000 or more, only 43 percent of all men and 47 percent of
married men did so. (Table 4.2) Of course, women’s household incomes are linked to
their partners’ education,26 higher level of labor force participation,27 and greater age.28
Eighty-one percent of women whose partners hold JDs and MDs commanded total
household incomes of more than $100,000. So did 62 percent of respondents, both
women and men, whose partners have PhDs. Respondents’ employment sectors influence
household income as well. (See Table A.5 in the appendix.) Museum curators and
directors, managers and art history professionals recorded higher median household
incomes than academics.
Table 4.2: Household Income by Gender

Less than $10,000
From $10,000 to less than $60,000
From $60,000 to less than $100,000
From $100,000 to less than $140,000
From $140,000 to less than $200,000
$200,000 or more
Total

Women
(N=268)
%

Men
(N=111)
%

Total
(N=379)
%

(1)
18
32
26
11
13
100

(1)
22
34
23
15
5
100

(2)
19
33
25
12
11
100

25

Combined income before deductions from all family members living with the respondent.
At time of survey forty-seven percent of women and 34 percent of men were married to partners who
had PhDs, MDs, or JDs (see Table 5.5, page 61).
27
Seventy-nine percent of women’s partners worked full-time; ten percent worked part-time and one
percent was not employed. The remaining partners were students or retired. Sixty-eight percent of men’s
partners worked full-time; twenty percent worked part-time, and ten percent were not employed.
28
Although we have no specific data for this claim, we assume that our cohort mirrors the general
population. One detail that pushes us towards this assumption: five percent of women respondents’ partners
were retired at survey date; none of the men respondents reported that their partners were retired.
26
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Family Paths
There is a considerable amount of literature on the challenges on combining family
commitments and career advancements for women. There is less written about how
these two realms of both men’s and women’s lives influence each other. In this study
we collected as much data as possible about the career advancements and the family
advancements. In the previous chapter we established group movement through
employment as the “career paths.” Similarly, in this chapter we establish group
movement for family development. We call these group movements the “family paths.”
These family paths show changes in marital or partnership and parental status. That is,
when people were married, separated, divorced, widowed etc. and when they had
children.
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show family paths for all respondents from the beginning of
graduate school through PhD completion and every other year until 2001. More men
(23 percent) than women (16 percent) reported that they were single and without
children when they earned their graduate degrees. Then we see a slow but steady
decrease in the proportion of single respondents to a plateau of 11 percent for both
women and men at year seven after PhD. The number of women with children under the
age of five rises during the first four years post-graduation. After that, as we would
expect, it diminishes steadily to the level of five percent in 2001. Men continue to have
children a few years longer than women do, and in 2001, more than twice as many (12
percent) reported that their households included children under the age of five. But the
similarities in family composition over time are perhaps more striking than the
differences. To help account for broad disparities in career outcomes for women and
men, we undertook the following analysis of family structure among respondents.

Figure 4.1: Women's Family Paths
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Figure 4.2: Men's Family Paths
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Family Types
We focus on family types because we want to see how the division of labor within
couples shapes their careers. It is important, therefore, to identify and examine the
various family types prior to connecting them to career development. In this chapter we
focus only on family types and in the next chapter address how family types are linked
to careers.
Working Couples & One-Main-Provider Couples
For the first set of family types, we use employment status and salary to differentiate
between respondents in what we designate as “working couples” and “one-mainprovider couples.” We define “working couple” as a couple in which both partners work
full-time, and neither earns less than $30,000 a year. We define “one-main-provider
couple” as a couple in which one partner works full-time, the other works part-time, is
not employed, or earns less than $30,000 a year. The two family types discussed in this
section are informed by the work of Astin and Milem (1997) and Bellas (1997), which
suggests that women in working couples fare better professionally than women in onemain-provider couples, and that men fare better professionally in one-main-provider
couples than they do if they are members of working couples.
We found that 49 percent of respondents were married or in committed relationships as
partners in working couples, fifty-one percent were identified as partners in one-mainprovider couples. Respondents in working couples have, on average, higher household
incomes than partners in one-main-provider couples. (Table 4.3) For women in this subsample, the advantage in median household income amounted to $35,000. Men in
working couples reported median household incomes that exceed those of their
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colleagues in one-main-provider couples by $39,000. Along all measures of total
household income, women in working couples reported higher median household
incomes than men in working couples; their average increment was $15,000.
Table 4.3: Household Income by Family Type: Provider - Working Couples and Gender

N

Household Income
Mean
Median
$
$

Women

One-main-provider Couple
Working Couple
Total

92
107
199

128988
157000
144050

90000
125000
110000

Men

One-main-provider Couple
Working Couple
Total

40
49
89

84350
117949
102848

71000
110000
95000

Dual-Doctoral Degree Couples
Another way to analyze family type is not by employment status and salary, but by
education. A dual-doctoral degree couple indicates that our respondents are married or
partnered with a person who also has an advanced degree (e.g., PhD, JD, or MD). In
addition we use employment sector to identify respondents whose spouses or partners
work in academia and those whose spouses and partners hold BGN jobs. We distinguish
between these sectors because we were interested in whether academic employment is
more family-friendly than work in other sectors, and in whether the partner’s job sector
influenced the respondent’s occupation.
Forty-nine percent of women and 38 percent of men in the survey population are married
now or have in the past been married to or had committed relationships with PhDs, JDs,
or MDs. Fifty-eight percent of women and 62 percent of men in this sub-sample indicated
that their partners worked in academia. The median household incomes of these couples
were between $18,000 and $28,000 lower than that of dual-doctoral degree-holding
couples with the partner of the respondent working in a BGN profession.29 (Table 4.4)

29

Seventy-five percent of all respondents who hold tenure track and tenured appointments reported that
their partners were academics; sixty-five percent of the partners of museum employees and other
professionals work in BGN jobs.
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Table 4.4: Household Income of Dual-Doctoral Degree Couples by Gender
Household Income
Mean
Median
$
$

Partner

N

Women

BGN
Academic
Total

37
60
97

205095
122473
153989

136000
108500
120000

Men

BGN
Academic
Total

10
23
33

125350
107000
112561

127750
110000
116000

Family Trajectories
We define family trajectories as the individual family movements over time in contrast to
family paths, which describes the group family movement. While family path analysis
allowed us to understand the general progression over time, with family types, we are
interested in linking family trajectories with career outcomes, which will be addressed in
the following chapter.
Family trajectories allow us to identify people who have roughly the same family
progression over time. Our thinking is informed by Han and Moen (1999), who found
that, “spouses’ career paths are played out in tandem, with wives’ [occupational]
experiences contingent on their husbands’ career trajectories” (107). We constructed the
following family trajectories to help us understand how change or stability in family
setting influenced career, income level, job satisfaction, and other measures. Men’s
occupational experiences, Han and Moen observe “have little influence on their marriage
paths” (105).
•

•
•

“Stable relationship” trajectories include respondents whose marital relationships
have not changed since the beginning of their graduate studies except for
progressing from single to committed relationships and/or to marriage or from
committed relationships to marriage.
“Single” trajectories include those respondents who have never been married or in
committed relationships, or who were separated, divorced, or widowed before
entering graduate school.
“Changing relationship” trajectories include respondents, whose marital status has
been altered by separation, divorce, widowhood, or re-marriage(s) since they
entered graduate school.

All trajectories come in two forms, with and without children.
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Table 4.5: Family Trajectories by Gender

Stable Relationship, No Children
Stable Relationship, Children
Single, No Children
Single, Children
Changing Relationship, No Children
Changing Relationship, Children

Women
(N=342)
%

Men
(N=132)
%

Total
(N=474)
%

15
49
10
2
8
15

25
41
10
.
9
15

18
46
10
2
8
15

Approximately 65 percent of all respondents maintained stable relationships over the
period covered in our questionnaire. (Table 4.5) The picture changes slightly when we
look at those who were already married at time of PhD. Seventy-six percent of women in
this sub-sample reported that they had maintained stable relationships as compared with
70 percent of men. In other words, only 24 percent of women separated or divorced as
compared with 30 percent of men. Women were also more likely (48 percent) than men
(36 percent) to remain single if they were single during their graduate studies. Among
respondents who did begin relationships after PhD completion, men separated or
divorced at a slightly higher rate (12 percent) than women (8 percent). Those who were
married or in committed relationships at time of PhD reported a higher separation/divorce
rate (linked probably to duration of marriage and age of respondents). Fifty-two percent
of women over 50 at survey date lived in stable relationships as compared with 60
percent of men in this age group.
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Chapter 5: Intersection of Career and Family
In this chapter, we examine how gender, family status, and family formation combine
with work to shape the professional lives of survey respondents. We have seen that, with
the exception of three percent of women, all the art history PhDs who responded were
indeed in the paid labor force 10 plus years after they completed their degrees; we have
noted that 62 percent of men have earned tenure by the date of survey, and that only 36
percent of women have succeeded in doing so. What are the mechanisms that drive such
discrepancies in career development, and how do women and men experience them?
First, we try to give an impression of the wide-ranging problems respondents encounter
as they attempt simultaneously to build satisfying professional and personal lives. Their
descriptions of such challenges provide background for a more data-driven analysis of
career and family trajectories.
Influence of Family on Career
As we mentioned in the previous chapter, there is a considerable body of literature that
documents the challenges associated with combining family and career. In our study we
wanted to examine the degree to which our respondents dealt with this challenge. The
majority reported that family commitments did affect their career or the career of their
spouse/partner (65 percent of women and 57 percent of men). Among those who were
married or formerly married the percentages were slightly higher (73 percent of women
and 67 percent of men). Not surprisingly 75 percent of all respondents who had children
reported that their career was at some points impacted by family. Having established that
family does influence career, we asked a follow-up question for more explanation. The
actual question: “At any time, did family issues affect your career or the career of your
spouse/partner?” seemed neutral, and we imagined that survey participants would
mention positive as well as negative effects of family life on professional development.
To our surprise, however more than 99 percent of the narratives focused on the ways in
which marriage, parenthood, and other family obligations restricted, delayed, or damaged
respondents’ careers. If we had asked explicitly for positive and negative effects --as we
did with respect to factors influencing education and career (see Chapter 2 page 16),
perhaps more respondents would have described how their families supported and
enhanced their working lives. As it is, our sample of positive comments is so small that
we can present both of them here in their entirety.
“I could not have left XYZ to pursue my PhD and to do subsequent studies and research
without the emotional and other support (not financial) of my partner. He looked after the
house and (from 1984) the cat and was a bond between me and my family,” one man
wrote. “My family members have developed interests in Asian art history,” another
respondent explained. “They have rearranged their schedules and taken the time to travel
with me so that I might continue my research and publishing efforts. As a part of the
work undertaken for my dissertation in 1984, my daughter went with me abroad. While I
was writing an essay for a publication, my husband and son accompanied me to XYZ
(foreign country). For more than twenty-five years, my husband has rearranged his work
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schedule in order to attend my professional conferences and to travel with me to research
institutions in both the United States and abroad.”
Table 5.1: Influence of Family on Career by Gender *

Career Change/Limitation
Geographic Location
Productivity Loss/Education Longer
Child Care/Pregnancy
Taking Care of Relatives
Part-Time/Time Off
Commuting

Women
(N=350)
%

Men
(N=92)
%

48
37
27
16
15
12
6

54
28
19
(3)
.
9
6

* Coded from the open-ended answers

Table 5.1 indicates the challenges most mentioned by our respondents in the open-ended
answers in the context of family and career. The following quotations represent the
majority of responses. The problems articulated most often have to do with career
limitation, mobility, and loss of productivity.
Forty-eight percent of women and 54 percent of men reported that they or their partners
limited the job search, accepted less desirable employment, or abandoned job and career
altogether (at least temporarily) for the sake of the family. “In 1986, my husband received
his job offer first,” one woman observed. “I was well on my way to being offered a job in
the South at a small liberal arts college, but I decided I didn’t want to have a longdistance marriage (he was in Maine). I envisioned the end of my life as being lonely,
without children, and with only a row of my books on a shelf.” Geography is crucial.
Thirty-seven percent of women and 28 percent of men commented on the hardship of
moving from place to place and the destructive effects of distance on marriage and
family. Often the tone was matter-of-fact.
“After two years of living apart due to my work, we made a special effort to find work
together in the same city,” one woman wrote. “Because he had finally finished his
training and because his work was more lucrative, we ended up in [our] current situation
–together -- but with me part-time. I turned down a tenure track position elsewhere, later,
because he could not relocate and I had one child by then. After my second child was
born, I stopped wanting a full-time position.”
Another art historian described how family obligations affected her career. “I quit my
first post-graduate job because my mother became severely ill and she needed care, then
placement in a nursing home, which required my moving home again. (I was living 1.5
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hours away.) Also, the distance of my job from my husband was stressful on our
relationship so I discovered (after I had done it) it was better for me to return home.
Because there were no appropriate teaching jobs in my hometown I changed careers. I
also enjoyed the relief of an 8-5 job (!) contrasted with the 18 hours a day, 7 days a week
routine teaching a full load of art history courses, so I could spend more time with my
husband, mother, sisters. (My daughter was off at college.)”
Some respondents described the impacts of marriage and family in starker terms. “I gave
up my tenured position to get married out of state,” a third woman explained. “I now
teach as an adjunct, grossly underpaid.” The fall from tenure to adjunct status, as our
statistics show, impacts salary and career prospects very negatively, perhaps
catastrophically. So the costs of moving can be very high. But the costs of staying put
can be prohibitive, too. “For ten years I was stuck in a series of temporary appointments
at low pay and no benefits so that my husband could get tenure at his former institution,”
a respondent wrote. “I gave birth two weeks before the end of the academic year and the
college which employed me refused to grant me sick leave unless I returned to the
classroom immediately. Hence, six days after my daughter was born, I was back in the
classroom.”
Many spouses made compromises, sacrificing job opportunities in turn. “When I received
tenure and promotion to Assoc. Prof. after six years, my husband had been unemployed
for 2 years, acting as primary caregiver to our two young children,” another respondent
told us. “Unable to find work in the area of my job, he moved to work in another state.
After a year apart, I left my tenured job and took the kids to my husband’s state, where,
fortunately, I found work, albeit at an assistant professor level again!!”
A few couples found the academic equivalent of professional bliss. “I chose the job at
XYZ in 1992 primarily due to geographical proximity to my partner’s place of
employment,” a male respondent wrote. “Likewise we left our respective jobs for XYZ
University in Canada because that institution offered us two full-time appointments. We
then left XYZ for another university for the same reason-- two full-time appointments,
but at a wealthier and better institution in a nicer climate.” The next story, sadly, was
more typical. “One of the reasons behind selecting this location was that we thought it
would be more suitable to raise a family,” a respondent commented. “The move
drastically affected my spouse. She essentially gave up her career in visual resources to
support the move, and has only recently been able to get back into the field, at a level far
inferior in salary, status, and prestige to what she held when we left XYZ.”
Family composition always impacts the terms of employment. “The birth of our child in
1993 meant that my wife had to delay completion of her doctorate for about two years,” a
respondent wrote. “It has also meant that she finds that adjunct teaching in her field suits
our childcare needs better.” Intergenerational family obligations cross and overlap.
“Staying home with a young child, and my father’s illness and death, slowed progress on
my dissertation and professional development during my 30s,” one woman explained.
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Family needs can make shorter-term travel difficult or impossible as well, another
woman observed. “Having children -- the pregnancies, maternity leaves, and child-care
problems -- certainly affected my career at the museum throughout the 1990s. Most of
my colleagues were unmarried and childless. They were free to take new positions
elsewhere in the country and to travel for work whenever necessary. I was not.
Ultimately, I felt it necessary to choose my family over a full-time position. I would now
like to work part-time, but part-time art history jobs pay so very little!”
Another respondent explained the dynamics of family composition and geography in her
marriage. “My husband chose to accept a job in the Northeast, his first job and, so far, his
last. I then went on the job market and only applied to jobs in the Northeast, within a 5hour radius. Then there is the issue of productivity: we are less productive in our
scholarship because we care for our children and do not choose to go abroad for our
formerly long periods (many months) to do research. We don’t have as much time to
write, owing to our wish to spend time with the kids.”
Decreased productivity, inability to undertake research-oriented travel, interrupted
studies, longer time-to-degree – twenty-seven percent of women and 19 percent of men
observed that such impacts of family life delayed their careers.30 Sixteen percent of
women reported that child care needs forced them to look for work that offers flexible
scheduling (and perhaps diminished opportunities for advancement); they also mentioned
ungenerous maternity leave policies and frankly hostile attitudes towards pregnant
women as obstacles to professional development; and 15 percent of women mentioned
the negative consequences of illness or death of their partners, children, or parents, or of
spousal unemployment.
“I have never applied for jobs and/or fellowships that would have taken me away from
my family,” one woman wrote. “In addition, my university offered neither a maternity
leave nor time off the tenure clock, which drastically affected the rate of my
publications.” Although 74 percent of women reported satisfaction with “support for
women” in their current jobs, the search for employment was often troublesome, as
another woman reported: “On three occasions I was a finalist for a job while also a
lactating mother. It was awkward, difficult, and I believe detrimental to my candidacy, to
have to find time to pump milk while undergoing the rigors of on-campus interviewing. I
have not been free to apply for grants and fellowships with residency requirements while
I have young children at home and a spouse who cannot leave his work. My need (and
desire) to be with my children on weekends and evenings has often created tension in the
workplace. Travel necessary to pursue research has been more difficult.”

30

Swiss and Walker (1993), in a study of female graduates of Harvard University's schools of law,
business, and medicine, found that 38 percent had changed jobs in the last five years for family
responsibilities; more than one-third said that the trade-off between family and career had slowed their
career advancement; and one-quarter said that they had experienced problems with fertility.
Williams (1999) argues that academic careers are not suited to the usual timing for childbearing and
childrearing and are in that sense discriminatory.
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Most of the respondents we have quoted so far chose not to live apart from their partners
and had to confront the consequences of that choice. Those who commuted and
maintained separate households faced different stresses, Gerstel and Gross assert
(1984:2), “while at the same time meeting professional and career goals. Such concern
for the career goals of both spouses distinguishes these couples from the older husbanddominant version of the middle-class families they otherwise resemble”. They point to
the “personal satisfaction provided by increased career involvement”(6) as the spur to this
choice. An unfavorable job market close to the partner’s place of employment, of course,
is always the corollary. Overall, 15 percent of women and 6 percent of men reported that
they were obliged to commute to sustain work and family; seven percent of women
explicitly stated that they accepted limitations on their careers to avoid the strains of a
commuter marriage.31
“Over our 14-year marriage, I have changed jobs, and have refused numerous offers to
apply to prestigious jobs elsewhere, in order to stay near where my husband is,” one
woman wrote. “My husband has done the same, as recently as 18 months ago. There is no
keeping score on this. We have both been affected, each at different times, but probably
more or less equally over the years. We are both tenured now, but do not work in the
same city. My desire to live with my husband may lead me to quit this tenured job, and to
pursue a different career. The pressures of child rearing and now serious elder care issues
make the commute untenable.”
But the commute can be very difficult for those couples who decide to live in a single
household as well. “I am the primary caregiver in the family and we do not have any
family in the immediate area” a respondent wrote, “so I have not attended many
conferences or applied for grants or fellowships that would be out of the area. It has been
a major deterrent to my advances in research and reputation. My husband’s job is now
100 miles away. We don’t have . . . many possibilities to change jobs -- especially at our
levels. So we are now living in two households 1/2 of the week. It is very difficult with 2
young children. I will probably have to start commuting 2 hrs each way and take on a
reduced load to get the family together again.”
Another couple based important personal decisions on the circumstances of their longdistance marriage “My husband and I spent the first 6-7 years of our relationship trying
to find jobs in greater proximity to one another. We weren’t successful and decided not to
continue keeping our lives on hold. . . Had we been together we might have considered
having children, but would never have done so in a commuting relationship (this last
should NOT be construed as an unhappy choice-- we have been happy childless-- but it
did close off the option on us). Neither one of us would have considered quitting since we
both are pretty committed academics.”

31

However, as we saw before, many more women make the decision to sacrifice certain aspects of their
careers to accommodate their husband’s careers or their family’s welfare without mentioning the option of
commuting.
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Influence of Career on Family
It is of course not only families that influence careers, but also careers that influence
families. Table 5.2 presents the findings of influence of career on family. As with the
previous table (Influence of Family on Career) geographic location and career limitations
are dominant. Not surprisingly the decision for a child is more of a concern for women
than for men. Twenty-five percent of women and 10 percent of men told us that they
postponed having children or limited the number of children for their careers.32 Some
women regretted their decisions; others merely described them: “I delayed having a child
until I had tenure,” one respondent wrote. “This meant years of waiting for a family. And
now it makes me an ‘old mother’ (over 40 when my daughter was born). Both because of
my age and because I am essentially a single parent (our jobs are in different cities) I will
probably have to limit my family to one child although I would like to have more. Thus
the career has been fundamental to my family decisions -- it has severely limited them.”
Table 5.2: Influence of Career on Family by Gender*

Geographic Location/Limitation
Decision for Child
Career Change/Limitation
Relationship Suffers
Commuting
Limited Family Life

Women
(N=169)
%

Men
(N=49)
%

32
25
17
14
12
8

24
10
39
17
12
(3)

* Coded from the open-ended answers

Another woman postponed motherhood until she had finished her PhD and landed a job
that promised advancement. “I became pregnant when I was in line for a tenure-track job
as a visiting professor, but did not tell my colleagues until I was hired for the permanent
job,” she explained. “I had both children in the summer so that it would not interrupt my
teaching semester, and so that I could have as long a maternity leave as possible (a
semester each time, added on to the summer months).”A third reported that she waited
too long. “Unfortunately, I postponed trying to have children because I was afraid to go
to job interviews pregnant. By the time I had a tenure-track job, no viable pregnancy
resulted, perhaps due to age, but stress probably also played a role.” Men, too, may have
second thoughts about the competing claims of family and career. “We put off having a
child for years, which we often regret,” a male respondent told us.

32

Finkel and Olswang (1996), in a survey on women assistant professors at a Research I university, found
that one-half of them had postponed having a child.
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Overall, as we would expect, women and men said they value both the comforts of family
and the financial security that comes with professional success. But most women still felt
obliged to put family first; they accompanied their husbands on job odysseys, limited
their work time, and scaled down their investment in research opportunities and
publication projects. In short, they settled for less in their art history careers.
In the previous two chapters we looked at careers and family separately. In this chapter
we want to report on our data that can shed light on some of the factors that drive the
gender differences in career development. Our claim is that it is not one single factor but
a cumulative process that leads to different career outcomes for women and men (Valian,
1999). What we did not investigate was possible gender discrimination on the side of
employers, tenure and promotion committees, or other entities (publishers, reviewers,
etc.) that might influence the development of a career.
We analyzed the following aspects in order to show the interplay between careers and
gender and family: marital status at PhD and at time of survey; education of
partners/spouses and their employment sector; work during graduate school and time-todegree; help from faculty during first job search and job choice factors; major family
influences on career and the geography of work; and finally, family types and trajectories
and professional success.
Family Status and Job Title
First we present information on the relationship between marital status and job title.
Table 5.3 shows that single women achieved tenure at the highest rate among women,
while men achieved tenure most often if they were married. Women and men who were
separated, divorced, or widowed were the least likely to reach tenured positions.
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Table 5.3: Current Marital Status by Job Title and Gender
Women
%

Men
%

Total
%

Married
(Women N=219)
(Men N=92)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

11
11
40
(4)
16
21
100

(3)
5
71
.
12
9
100

8
10
49
(4)
14
17
100

Committed Relationship
(Women N=31)
(Men N=18)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Senior Museum
Other
Total

(4)
(4)
42
(4)
19
100

(1)
.
61
(4)
(2)
100

10
(4)
49
16
16
100

Sep/Div/Wid
(Women N=40)
(Men N=10)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Senior Museum
Other
Total

20
(1)
23
(3)
48
100

(1)
(1)
(4)
(3)
(1)
100

18
(2)
26
12
40
100

Single
(Women N=35)
(Men N=14)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

(3)
(3)
49
(3)
(4)
14
100

(1)
(4)
43
.
(2)
(1)
100

(4)
14
47
(3)
12
12
100

Women with no children and married men reached tenure at the highest rate. (Table 5.4)
Fifty-two percent of women, who had no children, whether they were married or single,
reported that they were tenured at survey date. The picture looks different for men:
Seventy-three percent of married men who had no children were tenured at survey date;
only 46 percent of single men without children were tenured. Between men and women
who were married and had children, the tenure rate discrepancy is very striking: Seventy
percent of married fathers occupied tenured positions; only half as many (36 percent) of
married mothers reported that they were currently tenured.
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Table 5.4: Current Family Status by Job Title and Gender
Women
%

Men
%

Total
%

Married with Children
(Women N=169)
(Men N=66)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

13
11
36
(4)
15
22
100

(2)
(3)
70
.
14
9
100

10
9
46
(4)
15
19
100

Married without Children
(Women N=46)
(Men N=22)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Senior Museum
Other
Total

(1)
15
52
15
15
100

(1)
(2)
73
(1)
(2)
100

(2)
13
59
12
13
100

Single without Children
(Women N=31)
(Men N=13)

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

(3)
(3)
52
(2)
(3)
(4)
100

(1)
(3)
46
.
(2)
(1)
100

(4)
14
50
(2)
11
11
100

Along the measures of academic rank and parenthood, gender differences are dramatic.
Sixty percent of all tenured respondents, both women and men, have children. Seventyeight percent of women in NTT positions have children; only 33 percent of men who
hold NTT jobs have children.33 Seventy percent of men who were married when they
completed their degrees had won tenure by survey date; only thirty-two percent of
women in this sub-sample had done so. (Among women who were married and had
children at degree completion, 29 percent had achieved tenure by survey date.)
Interestingly, gender differences disappear if we narrow our focus to those who were
single at time of PhD, whether they had children or not. Fifty-one percent of respondents
in this sub-sample, both women and men, reached tenure by survey date. (See Table A.6
in the appendix.)

33

These figures correspond with findings by Harper, et al.(2001).
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Timing and Age of Children
One-half of respondent mothers had at least one child at degree completion; only 41
percent of respondent fathers had a child at time of PhD. Generally, tenured men had a
child or children later than women and other men.
Contrary to the common wisdom, the timing of motherhood does not appear to impact the
quest for tenure.34 Approximately 40 percent of mothers won tenure, and it did not matter
whether or not they had their first child before or after PhD completion.35 The numbers
tell a different story for men: Fifty percent of those who were fathers at time of PhD
reached tenure by survey date; seventy-seven percent of men who became fathers after
degree completion earned tenure by survey date.
When we look more specifically at parenthood in relation to the age of children we see
that 61 percent of women academics who had young children36 one to three years before
the PhD won tenure by survey date and 56 percent of women who had young children
three to six years after the PhD were tenured by survey date. Once again, the situation
was different for men. Seventy-five percent of men academics who had young children
one to three years before degree completion were tenured in 2001 as compared with 93
percent of those who had a young children three to six years after the PhD.37
It is clear that marriage and motherhood disadvantaged women in the quest for tenure;
and it appears that marriage at time of PhD constituted a more powerful obstacle to
academic success than motherhood before PhD or marriage after degree completion. This
was not the case for men, who were more likely to advance to tenure if they were married
and if they had children, regardless of timing.38
Education and Employment of Partner/Spouse
Another factor that influenced women's careers was their partners'/spouses' education
level. Women were much more likely to be married or committed to someone with an
advanced degree than were men. (Table 5.5) Having to find (academic) jobs for two
people at the same time leads to very complicated career decisions and logistics, as many
respondents described at the beginning of this chapter.

34

One has to keep in mind that we are only talking about women and men who successfully finished their
graduate studies. We cannot make any claims about men and women who did not graduate.
35
These data are controlled for age: they include only respondents 40 years and younger at time of PhD.
36
Young children are up to 5 years of age.
37
When we look at data for those who are not on a tenure track, we see that one-half of female museum
curators and directors and NTT faculty had young children three to six years after the PhD, as did 42
percent of women in other professions. About one-third of men in senior museum jobs and in other
professions had young children three to six years after the PhD.
38
Drobnic and Wittig (1997:310), in a study about part-time work, claim that even without children,
"marriage greatly influences American women's employment behavior."
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Table 5.5: Spouse's/Partner's Education Level by Gender

College or Less
Masters Degree
PhD, MD, or JD

Women
(N=231)
%

Men
(N=101)
%

19
34
47

28
39
33

But women who married other art history PhDs at some point39 in their careers improved
their chances to win tenure; fifty percent of women respondents in this small sub-sample
reported that they were tenured as compared with 38 percent of women who were not
married to art historians. It was even more advantageous to be married to PhDs in other
fields at the time of survey. Fifty-four percent of women in this sub-sample were tenured
as compared with 40 percent of all married women and 49 percent of single women.40
Men who were married to PhDs did not enjoy a tenure advantage over other married men,
but they retained a sizable advantage over all women.
For men's career advancement the employment status of their partners/spouses mattered:
sixty-six percent of men whose partners/spouses worked full-time were tenured at time of
survey compared to 81 percent with partners/spouses who worked part-time or were not
employed (which was the case for 30 percent of them). Women achieved the same lower
tenured rate (41 percent) whether or not their partners/spouses were employed full-time.
We should note, too, that married women who achieved advanced professional status
may have to work harder to maintain it. (Table 5.6) They more often than men had to
commute long distances to and from work and even between two households. (Fourteen
percent of tenured women and 17 percent of women who worked as museum curators
reported that they did not live in the same geographic areas as their partners, whereas
only 4 percent of men reported that that lived apart from their partners.)
Table 5.6: Location of Work and Residence for Married PhDs by Gender

Live in Same Area
Work in Same Area
Work for Same Institution

Women
(N=233)
%

Men
(N=101)
%

89
74
14

96
85
20

39

Eight percent of the women and 20 percent of the men in our survey had been married or committed to
other art history PhDs at some point.
40
Astin and Milem (1997) and Bellas (1997), in their studies on academic couples, also found a career
advantage for women in academic couples.
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Another difference between women and men in our study is that more men than women
were employed at the same institution as their partners/spouses. While the impact of this
distinction is difficult to measure, the subtle benefits associated with working at the same
institution; building networks, blending social and professional lives, arranging family
life, among others, cannot be underestimated.
Interruptions in Studies and Time to Degree
Some of the family influences on career begin during graduate school. Above we have
mentioned marriage and parenthood as very important. They have an impact on several
other factors that influence career outcomes.41 Employment during graduate school,
interruptions in studies, and time-to-degree are intertwined--even if we look at time-todegree excluding interruptions, the time actually enrolled and devoted to studies.
The combination of marriage and children seemed to have a noticeable impact on the
likelihood of interruptions in studies. Consider that 47 percent of married women with
children and 40 percent of married men with children interrupted their studies as
compared with 27 percent of single women without children and 20 percent of single men
without children. Moreover, marriage and children increased the duration of
interruptions: Forty-three percent of married women with children who suspended their
studies took off from one to three years, and 29 percent took off more than three years.
Fifty-six percent of married men with children who interrupted their studies took breaks
of more than three years.

Figure 5.1: Reasons for Interrupting Graduate Studies by Gender
(only those who interrupted their studies)
Women

Men

25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Family (1)

Work

Studies
Related (2)

Personal
Doubts (3)

Financial
Problems

No intention
to get Ph.D.

Other

1. Includes pregnancy/child care, family reasons or education/career of spouse/partner
2.Invludes problems with dissertation, problems with advisor, change of dissertation topic, or change of primary advisor
3. Includes doubts of ability to finish Ph.D., or doubts whether right field was chosen

41

Most of them we will discuss in Chapter 6: Education and Professional Development.
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Women differed from men in their reasons for interrupting their studies. (Figure 5.1)
Family related matters (pregnancy, childcare, elder care, or education/career of
partner/spouse) and the necessity to work were the most important reasons for women to
interrupt their studies. Men, on the other hand, mainly cited studies related problems,
work, and personal doubts about finishing the PhD or having chosen the right field.
Marriage and parenthood during graduate school also appear to affect time-to-degree for
both women and men. Figure 5.2 compares distribution of times to degree of married
women with children, married women without children, and single women. Figure 5.3
shows distribution of times to degree for men. Fifty-three percent of mothers took 11
years or more to complete their degrees as compared with 41 percent of married women
who had no children and 20 percent of single women. Thirty-six percent of fathers took
11 years or more to complete their degrees as compared with 20 percent of single men.
Most striking, though, is the fact that fathers also showed the highest percentage of
respondents who only needed a short time to degree (up to 7 years) while only 12 percent
of mothers finished fast. The same circumstances that sped up the process for men
seemed to slow it down for women.

Family Status

Figure 5.2: Time to Degree of Women by Family Status at PhD
Married with Children
Married without Children

12

35
19

Single

53
40

41

26

54

20

% of Respondents
Short: Less than 7 years

Average: 7 to Less than 11 Years

Long: 11 Years or More

Figure 5.3: Time to Degree of Men by Family Status at PhD
41

Family Status

Married with Children
Married without Children
Single

24
20

23
51
60

36
25
20

% of Respondents
Short: Less than 7 years

Average: 7 to Less than 11 Years

Long: 11 Years or More
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First Job Search
Help from faculty in securing the first job is widely considered an integral part of a
quality graduate program. Overall, our respondents -women and men- rated the help they
received from faculty as poor, with the only exception being help via letters of
recommendation which got a positive rating. (See Chapter 6 for more information on job
search and job preparation.) What we are looking at in the context of this chapter are the
gender differences concerning what help the respondents remembered had been most
useful to them. For women, professional sources like job announcements in professional
journals, professional contacts they already had, and job fairs were the most useful
resources in their job search. Men, on the other hand, found help from their dissertation
advisor and other faculty to be the most useful. They also sought help from their
dissertation advisor more often (63 percent) than women (50 percent). We do not know
whether the gender of the dissertation advisor played a role in this difference. Whatever
the case, only 26 percent of women worked with a main advisor of their own gender but
85 percent of the man did.
First Job Choice Factors
Looking at the factors that influenced the first job choice we learn about the values our
respondents attached to their work and their careers. What should a job they were about
to enter offer to them? Was it career opportunities; challenging work; money; teaching or
research opportunities; a congenial work environment; support for women or minorities;
security; the ability to balance work and private life; a good location; or the possibility to
make a contribution to society? First job choice often determined the further careers as
we have seen in Chapter 3. The great majority of the respondents stayed in the sector of
their first job. We also saw the impact the first job had on career advancement, e.g. timeto-tenure. Figure 5.4 shows that around a third of both women and men actually had no
choice of job offers because of the limited job market. Moreover, they ranked job choice
factors differently. Women gave more consideration to family issues, including "job
opportunities for partner/spouse in the same area" than men did. Men, on the other hand,
placed greater importance on "good career growth opportunities."
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Figure 5.4: Most Important First Job Choice Factors by Gender
Women

Men

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Job Market (1) Career Growth
Salary
Job Conditions Opportunities to Family Concerns
(2)
Teach
(3)
1. Includes Limited Job Market and Only Job Offered
2. Includes Use of Doctoral Education, Autonomy of Work, Adequate Resources & Facilities, Congenial Work
Environment
3. Includes Good Geographic Location, Job Opportunities for Spouse/Partner in Area, Good Environment for Raising
Children, and Proximity to Family and Friends

Major Family Influences
This section refers back to the beginning of this chapter and the influence of family on
careers. As we recall, more than two-thirds of all married respondents reported that their
or their partners'/spouses' careers had been influenced by family issues. Table 5.7 shows
that many more women than men reported that their partners/spouses and their children
had influenced their careers. Responsibilities for aging parents, in-laws, and other
relatives also fell disproportionately on women. As we saw, in most cases women and
men talked about these influences not as choices they made but as given facts.
Table 5.7: Major Family Influences on Career by Gender*

Partner/Spouse
Children
Care for Relatives

Women
%

Men
%

44
38
13

26
13
4

* Coded from open-ended answers

We are so accustomed to the notion that care-giving is women’s work that many of us -even those who think we are taking a more ungendered view of the obligations of
fatherhood and motherhood – continue to consider this the norm. In her study of shared
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parenting, Francine Deutsch (1999:126) argues that “Parents’ decisions about which jobs
to take, how many hours to work, and how to interpret demands of their jobs often
created constraints to which they were then bound. In short, parents’ decisions about
employment, which were profoundly affected by their genders, influenced the equality or
inequality between them both at home and on the job”.
Career and Family Types and Trajectories
In the previous two chapters we laid out the categories of career and family in terms of
career trajectories (Chapter 3, page 37) and family types and trajectories (Chapter 4,
page 45). Here we combine these two categories in order to look at the interplay between
the two.
Family development obviously influenced academic fortunes. We have seen in Table 5.4
that 52 percent of women who were single and who did not have children advanced to
tenure and that 36 percent of women who were married and had children advanced to
tenure by survey date. We’ve reported stunningly different numbers for their married
male colleagues: Seventy percent of men who were married and who had children
reported that they had advanced to tenure; forty-six percent of men who were single and
had no children won tenure. Clearly, men enjoy a marriage and parenthood bonus.
Table 5.8 shows the rate at which women and men ever reached tenure according to
family types and trajectories. Academic achievement differed much with family type.42
Fifty-three percent of women in working couples reached tenure even if they had
children; only 29 percent of women in one-main-provider couples with children ever won
tenure. Eighty-four percent of men in one-main-provider couples with children did so.
For working couples without children, the gender difference was small: sixty-five percent
of women and 67 percent of men won tenure.43
We further analyzed the relationship between career goal achievement and family status.
Among women who wanted to become professors, 66 percent of respondents in working
couples reached that goal; only 44 percent of women in one-main-provider couples did
so. Men in working couples recorded a slight disadvantage in the quest for tenure; eightyfive percent of respondents in this sub-sample were tenured at survey date as compared
with 92 percent of men in one-main-provider couples. More women in one-main-provider
couples held NTT positions and BGN jobs outside museums than their counterparts in
working couples. Family type did not seem to matter in terms of career goal achievement
in the museum sector.

42

See Chapter 4 “Family Types”, page 46.
Miller and Skeen (1997:110) observed that men in more "egalitarian" households pay a career price.
"Equality of housework chores combined with equality of sacrifices for each other's career goals
necessitates spending less time and effort on one's own career. Because of the sacrifices and time
commitments involved, egalitarian men in relationships would be expected to be less successful than both
single men without partners and nonegalitarian married men, regardless of the ambition or lack thereof."
43
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Table 5.8: Ever Tenured by Family Type, Family Trajectory and Gender
Women
%

Ever Tenured
Men
%

Family Type
Working Couple without Children
One-main-provider Couple without Children
Working Couple with Children
One-main-provider Couple with Children

65
43
53
29

67
75
78
84

Dual-Doctoral Degree Couples
Partner BGN without Children
Partner Academic without Children
Partner BGN with Children
Partner Academic with Children

14
65
37
49

83
64
63
92

Family Trajectories
Single without Children
Stable Relationship without Children
Changing Relationship without Children
Stable Relationship with Children
Changing Relationship with Children

53
52
44
38
46

54
76
50
81
65

Clearly, family-life and work arrangements determine career achievement for women.
For example, three times as many women in working couples moved straight to tenure as
women in one-main-provider couples. But men in working couples were just as likely to
move straight to tenure as men in one-main-provider couples.44 We see a different pattern
among men whose partners are professors: they were more than twice as likely to be
delayed to tenure as men whose partners with an advanced degree worked in the BGN
sectors. It is possible, of course, that married men who consider themselves providers and
whose partners are also academics are more determined in (and win more support for)
their efforts to advance to tenure even if their first jobs were not tenure track.
Stability of employment sector 45 is another factor that influenced career outcomes; those
who stayed in academia during their whole career had a much higher likelihood to reach
tenure -and reach it faster- than those who changed employment sectors. Table 5.9 shows
the difference in stability of career for women in correlation to their husbands'
employment sectors.
Women who were married to a professor were two times more likely to have stable
academic careers than women whose husbands had PhDs, JDs, or MDs, but did not work
in higher education. Men in dual-career couples, on the other hand, showed that the
sectors in which their highly educated partners worked exerted very little influence on
their careers.
44
45

See Chapter 3 "Career Trajectories - Development", page 39.
See Chapter 3 “Career Trajectories – Stability of Sectors”, page 41.
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Table 5.9: Women's Career Trajectories by Dual-Doctoral Degree Couples and Gender
Husband BGN
Career Trajectories
Stable Academia
Stable Museum
Changing Academia & Museum
Changing BGN
Total

(N=40)
%

Husband
Academic
(N=61)
%

Total
(N=101)
%

35
30
(3)
28
100

72
8
(4)
13
100

57
17
7
19
100

Stability of the relationship46 is yet another aspect we analyzed in order to assess the
impact of family on career outcomes. (Table 5.8) Thirty-eight percent of women with
children and in stable relationships were ever tenured, compared to 81 percent of men
with this family trajectory. About one-half of single women and men who had no
children reached tenured positions. Women who were in stable partnerships and who had
children were more likely than other women to work as faculty members at PhD granting
universities or in NRC top-tier art history departments. However, they were also more
likely to hold NTT jobs than women in other institutions – another sign of the “trailing
spouse” career track and its mixed blessings, an association with a prestigious institution
and a familiar sacrifice of one’s own career advancement.
Respondents working in museums faced a different situation than those in academia.
Remember, 36 percent of women and 50 percent of men who worked in museums
worked in one of the top institutions in the country.47 Sixty percent of single women were
employed in top museums, as were 45 percent of women who had children and who lived
in stable partnerships and 45 percent of women who do not have children and who lived
in changing relationships. All fathers in changing partnerships and 60 percent of men
who had no children but who lived in stable partnerships worked in top museums.
Among women in working couples, 47 percent worked in top museums, as did 29
percent of women in one-main-provider couples. For men, the difference between onemain-provider and working couples was not significant: twenty-six percent of men in
each sub-sample worked in top museums.
At the end of this chapter, we have to state that married women with children faired worst
in terms of achieving academic careers while married men with children faired best.
Married women who did not have children could achieve the same academic status as

46
47

See Chapter 4 “Family Trajectories”, page 48.
See Chapter 3, page 29.
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married men, if they stayed employed full-time (e.g., never interrupted and never worked
part-time) after PhD completion.
Men as part of a working couple proved not as successful in terms of tenure status as men
in one-main-provider couples. They may have lacked the additional support of men
whose partners/spouses worked part-time, were not employed, or worked in low-paying
jobs. In addition, they may have had to negotiate and compromise with respect to their
job mobility and family responsibilities.
Single women were the most successful of female academics and single men were much
less likely to be tenured than their married male colleagues? We can only speculate about
causality. Perhaps women who are single have more time, energy, and flexibility to invest
in their careers than married women and women who have children; perhaps single men
who do not enjoy the supports of marriage -- emotional security and assistance in the
business of daily life – are unable to invest as much time and energy in their careers as
their colleagues do. We cannot quantify whether we are dealing with individual
differences in aspiration, career choice, and personal relationships, with discrimination
against married women, especially mothers and preferential treatment of married men,
especially fathers, or with all of the above.
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Chapter 6: Education and Professional Development
Despite a decade of attention, the mismatch between the purpose of doctoral education,
aspirations of the students, and the realities of their careers – within and outside academia
– continues. Doctoral students persist in pursuing careers as faculty members, and
graduate programs persist in preparing them for careers at research universities, despite
the well-publicized paucity of academic jobs and efforts to diversify the options available
for doctorate-holders. - Chris M. Golde and Timothy M. Dore (2001)
Career Goals
To what extent does Golde and Dore’s point about the mismatch of doctoral education,
student aspirations, and the reality of the job market apply to art history PhDs? To answer
this question, we looked at the aspirations of art history doctoral students and the factors
that influenced them. Many of our respondents started graduate school with academic
careers in mind: forty-nine percent of women indicated that they wanted to become
professors when they embarked on their PhD programs; sixty percent of men said they
shared that goal. Seventeen percent of women and 12 percent of men reported that they
aspired to museum jobs at the outset of their graduate studies. Twenty-five percent of
women and 20 percent of men reported that they had formulated no career goal at that
time.
As we might expect, the number of undecided respondents decreased over the years of
study, and by the end of graduate school, only four percent of women and one percent of
men had formulated no career goal. Does the PhD training experience encourage students
to pursue academic careers? It appears that it does: by the end of graduate school, 78
percent of men and 68 percent of women hoped to become professors, while the number
of respondents who planned careers in the museum sector remained stable.
Career Goals and Faculty Expectations
Fifty-two percent of our respondents reported that their teachers and mentors encouraged
them to focus their aspirations almost exclusively on the dwindling number of positions
in college teaching, despite faculty recognition that prospects for academic jobs were
extremely gloomy. “The tacit assumption was always that I would someday do, or try to
do, exactly what she did,” one (male) respondent wrote of his advisor. Less than onequarter (21 percent) of respondents said that faculty advised them to seek both academic
and non-academic jobs, and 26 percent said that faculty did not seem to care about their
students’ professional aspirations at all. Only one of the 431 respondents who answered
this question reported that faculty encouraged students to prepare and look for mainly
non-academic jobs.
The presiding emphasis on the academic career path may have had the effect of devaluing
other employment opportunities: “My advisor saw his job as training future professors,
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and those who went into museums were a still-respectable second tier,” one male
respondent wrote. Another advisor “expressed strong feelings against work in the
museum field,” our respondent told us. “Quote: ‘We do not educate our graduate students
to become window dressers.’” One woman described a faculty mentor who appeared to
be willfully ignorant of non-academic career paths: “He basically told me that a job was a
necessary evil to support one’s research agenda,” she explained.
Achievement of Career Goals
Eighty-four percent of men and 63 percent of women eventually achieved the career
goals they had at the end of their graduate studies. For those who hoped to become
professors we see a definite gender discrepancy: Eighty-six percent of men in this subsample reported that they were tenured at some time during their career; only 58 percent
of women did so.
We see a similar, though less drastic, difference among those who aspired to museum
careers: Close to one hundred percent of men in this sub-sample and 82 percent of
women eventually achieved their goals. Among those who reported career goals in nonmuseum and non-academic sectors, 68 percent of women and 45 percent of men achieved
those goals.
Sub-fields
Among women who participated in the survey, the most popular sub-fields48 are
American Art (Art of the U.S.),49 20th Century Art, and Art of the Middle Ages, followed
closely by 16th Century Renaissance Art and 19th Century Art. Among male respondents,
the most popular sub-fields are 20th Century Art, Asian Art, and 16th Century
Renaissance Art. (Table 6.1) (We will refer to these areas of concentration as large subfields; small sub-fields are those reported by less than 10 percent of respondents.)
Seventy-six percent of the women and 90 percent of the men who specialized in Art of
the Middle Ages aspired to professorships at the end of their studies; seventy-one percent
of women and 84 percent of men who specialized in 20th Century Art hoped to become
professors. Twenty-four percent of women and 28 percent of men who specialized in
American Art aspired to museum careers, as did 24 percent of men who specialized in
Asian Art

48

These percentages include only the first sub-fields listed. Some respondents indicated more than one sub-field. We
choose the first sub-field listed on which to base our analysis based on the rationale that respondents have most likely
indicated their main sub-field first.
49
Native American Art and other North American Art are included in the “Art of the Americas.”
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Table 6.1 Art History Sub-fields by Gender

Ancient Egypt & Near East
Ancient Greece & Rome
Middle Ages
15th-Century Renaissance
16th-Century Renaissance
17th-Century Baroque
18th-Century
19th-Century
20th-Century
21st-Century
American
Asia
Africa
The Americas
Latin American
Photography
Other

Women
(N = 297)
%

Men
(N = 126)
%

All
(N =423)
%

(2)
3
13
6
10
5
(3)
10
14
(4)
14
7
(2)
5
(3)
(4)
6

.
4
8
5
12
7
(2)
9
20
(1)
6
13
.
(3)
.
(2)
10

(2)
3
12
6
11
6
1
9
16
1
12
9
(2)
4
(3)
1
8

Family Background and Sub-Fields
Although we cannot say much about the relationship between family background (as
measured by level of parents’ education) and respondents’ choice of sub-fields, we noted
that women who were first-generation college-goers were slightly more likely (22
percent) to specialize in American Art than women who reported that at least one of their
parents had a graduate or professional degree (14 percent). We do not have enough
information to argue that first-generation college-goers saw American Art as more
accessible than other sub-fields; however, we found that only 8 percent of women who
were first-generation college graduates chose to specialize in Art of the Middle Ages, as
compared with 20 percent of women whose parents were college-educated and 12 percent
of those who had one parent with a graduate or professional degree.
Sub-fields and Job Market
Those who specialized in the smaller sub-fields actually fared better in first job searches
than their peers. Eighty-five percent of men who specialized in Asian Art and who
wanted to become professors won tenured or tenure-track first jobs. Only 52 percent of
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men who specialized in 20th Century Art and 50 percent of men who specialized in 16th
Century Renaissance Art did so.
Although the number of men who hoped to become professors and who specialized in
Asian Art was small (13 percent), 23 percent of men who got tenured or tenure-track first
jobs specialized in Asian Art. We notice the same phenomenon in American Art: The
number of men who specialized in American Art and who got jobs as professors (18
percent) exceeded the number of men who specialized in American art and who wanted
to become professors (12 percent). Sixty-five percent of women who specialized in
American Art and who wanted to become professors secured tenured or tenure-track first
jobs as compared with 46 percent of women who specialized in Art of the Middle Ages
and 55 percent of women who specialized in 20th Century Art.
Asian Art and American Art seem to be sub-fields that, at the time our respondents
graduated, offered job opportunities in academia, while the Art of the Middle Ages and
20th Century Art opened opportunities in the museum sector.
Financial Support/Fellowships
Work During Graduate School
A little over half (54 percent of women and 51 percent of men) held jobs (not including
teaching and research assistantships) that provided substantial financial support during
graduate school, of which seventy-six percent held jobs related to art history. Family
background (as measured by level of parents’ education) did not seem to exert much
influence on whether or not respondents worked during graduate school. But women who
had children were slightly more likely (52 percent) to work than women who did not
have children (49 percent); fathers also were a little more likely to work (54 percent) than
men who did not have children (47 percent).
Longer Time to Degree?
Did working during graduate school prolong time to degree?50 Holding a job during
graduate school did indeed prolong time to degree for men: forty-five percent of men
who worked during graduate school took 13 years or more to complete their degrees,
compared to18 percent of men who did not work outside of academia. Twenty-one
percent of men who worked during graduate school took less than 9 years to complete
their degrees as compared with 43 percent of men who did not work outside of academia.

50

We excluded self-reported interruptions in study from our calculations of time-to-degree. Reporting time
to degree without interruptions is appropriate for our respondents because graduate students in this field
commonly take breaks in their studies. This is illustrated in the section on time to degree, page 76.
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Fellowships
Almost everybody (92 percent) received financial support during graduate school. For the
majority (69 percent of women and 77 percent of men), that support included either a
teaching or a research assistantship. Seventy-one percent of respondents won fellowships
and 55 percent received travel grants. Twenty-seven percent received prestigious awards51
from such organizations as the National Gallery (C.A.S.V.A.), the Smithsonian Institute,
or the Getty, Kress, and Mellon Foundations. Seven percent won even more than one of
these most prestigious fellowships. Two percent of respondents reported specialized
fellowships, such as the American Academy in Rome or Dumbarton Oaks, and 64
percent received other fellowships. 52Women were slightly more successful in securing
the most prestigious research fellowships, while men won more often one or more of the
prestigious travel fellowships.
We see some variations in financial support across demographic groups; they
disadvantaged women (especially those whose parents received less education) and
mothers. Ninety-eight percent of white men won financial support of some kind as
compared with 91 percent of white women. Ninety-four percent of women with at least
one college-educated parent secured financial aid as compared with 80 percent of firstgeneration college women. All married fathers received financial support, as did all
single women and single men who did not have children; but not all married mothers
received financial support (88 percent). All ethnic minorities received financial support of
some kind during graduate school.
Interruptions in Studies
Many job opportunities in art history -like museum education, some college teaching,
publishing- do not require the PhD. Perhaps that explains why 39 percent of women and
23 percent of men reported interruptions in their studies; many of them thought they
would leave graduate school for good. (Table 6.2)
Advancement to Candidacy / ABD
The majority of those who suspended their studies did so after advancement to candidacy
(55 percent). Interruptions play a role in how respondents fared on the job market. Some
respondents who worked with ABD went back to advanced positions in the same
institutions after degree completion.
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The list of top fellowships emerged through rankings of all fellowships by our advisory board: 1) top
national fellowships, 2) top field-specific or group-specific fellowships.
Top national fellowships include: American Philosophical Society, Ford Foundation, Fulbright Foundation,
Getty Foundation, Javits Foundation, Kress Foundation, Mellon Foundation, Metropolitan Museum of Art,
National Gallery (C.A.S.V.A, Wyegh, Chester Dale), National Endowment of the Arts, National
Endowment of the Humanities, Rockefeller Foundation, Smithsonian Institute, S.S.R.C., and USIA.
Top specialized fellowships include: American Academy in Rome, American School of Classical Studies,
Archeological Institute of America, DAAD, and Dumbarton Oaks.
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Respondents who received top rated fellowships often won other fellowships in addition.
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Table 6:2: Months of Interruptions in Studies by Gender*

From 1 month to less than 6 months
From 6 months to less than 1 year
From 1yearto less than 3 years
3 years or more

Women
(N = 113)
%

Men
(N = 25)
%

All
(N = 138)
%

11
23
37
29

(1)
24
28
44

9
23
36
32

*Only those who interrupted

Reasons for Considering Dropping Out of Graduate School
Given their comments about the intellectual rigors, frustrations, and expense of graduate
school, it comes as no surprise that more than one-quarter of respondents reported that
they considered quitting their doctoral programs. Many respondents mentioned attraction
to different career paths or noted that they believed they could advance in their careers
without the PhD. Women were more likely than men to cite financial hardship and lack
of support from advisors, faculty, and department as reasons to consider leaving graduate
school.
We asked those who had considered leaving graduate school to tell us what motivated
them to finish. Forty-three percent mentioned pride, stubbornness, and desire for closure.
Twenty-one percent said the PhD was necessary for their careers or financial security.
Seventeen percent of women and 6 percent of men said support and encouragement from
family or partner motivated them to finish; sixteen percent reported that encouragement
from advisors, other faculty, or their departments convinced them to finish; fifteen
percent indicated that their interest in and desire to contribute to the field motivated them
to complete their studies.
Time to Degree
Total time to degree is reported as continuous time from enrollment to receipt of the
doctoral degree. Figure 6.1 depicts the distribution of continuous years from enrollment
to PhD among our respondents. Overall, women took a year longer to complete their
studies.
As we already stated, art history is a field where fairly long interruptions are quite
common. One-third of our respondents experienced interruptions in their studies, and
more than 10 percent were out of school for more than 3 years, during which they were
mostly working in the field only to resume their studies later. Though these periods of
interruption should not be conceived of as study time, they may have added valuable
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experience. Total time to degree gives an inflated picture of how long it took our
respondents to finish their degrees. Thus, in the analysis that follows, we will report time
to degree excluding interruptions in studies.

Figure 6.1: Total Time to Degree by Gender

Women
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15%
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9 to less
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13 to less
than 15

15 or more

We define short time to degree as less than 7 years, average time to degree as 7 to 11
years, and long time to degree as 11 years or more. Figure 6.2 shows that overall, more
men than women report short times to degree and more women than men report long
times to degree. Forty-four percent of women and 48 percent of men report average times
to degree.

Figure 6.2: Time to Degree Excluding Interruptions by Gender
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Time to Degree: Impact on Career
Long times to degree did not seem to hinder respondents who pursued non-academic
careers. For those who hoped to become professors, however, the impact was negative, at
least with first jobs. Forty-two percent of women who reported short and average times to
degree secured tenured or tenure track first jobs as compared with 29 percent of women
who reported long times to degree. Fifty-three percent of men who reported short times to
degree secured first tenured or tenure track jobs as compared with 48 percent of men who
reported average times to degree and 40 percent of men who reported long times to
degree.
However, at survey date, 44 percent of women who reported long times to degree worked
in academia, as did 52 percent of women who reported average times to degree and 58
percent of women who earned their PhDs in seven years or less. At survey date, more
men who reported long times to degree (81 percent) held academic jobs as compared with
71 percent of men who reported short and average times to degree. Furthermore, when
we look at whether or not respondents achieved their career goals, we find very little
difference between respondents based on time to degree.
Graduate School NRC Rankings
Is there a correlation between the types of institution respondents attended and time to
degree? Thirteen percent of women who graduated from NRC top-ranked programs53
reported short times to degree as compared with 23 percent of women who attended other
programs; forty-six percent of women from top-ranked programs reported long times to
degree as compared with 30 percent of women who attended other programs. We do not
find this difference among men. Women who attended top-ranked programs also
complained about lacking support from their dissertation advisors. This may have
contributed to their longer time to degree.
Figure 6.3 shows the percentage of respondents currently in tenured or tenure track
positions by NRC ranking and time to degree. Among women who attended NRC top-tier
programs, longer time to degree did seem to affect academic job outcome. For women
who did not study in NRC top-tier programs, distribution of time to degree was roughly
even. For men, there was no clear relationship between NRC rankings, time to degree,
and current academic position.

53

Based on the top third of the 1993 NRC ranking of art history programs.
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Professional Development
When we asked our respondents to rate faculty and departmental support for their
professional development, 63 percent said that the help they received with respect to
teaching opportunities was good; thirty-six percent judged it excellent. Fifty-seven
percent rated research presentation opportunities fair or good, while roughly a quarter
(21 percent of women and 28 percent of men) judged those opportunities excellent. On
the question of whether faculty and departments encouraged students to publish their
research, women’s responses were evenly distributed across four categories, poor, fair,
good, and excellent. Men were a little more positive about this measure of support:
Twenty-six percent rated it fair, 31 percent rated it good, and 29 percent rated it excellent.
Respondents were less satisfied, however, along the measure of actual help with
publishing. About a third ( 38 percent of women and 31 percent of men) judged that help
poor; and 15 percent of women and 10 percent of men reported that they got no help with
publishing at all. Approximately half (55 percent of women and 48 percent of men)
reported poor or no support for learning to write grant proposals. Sixty-three percent of
women and 53 percent of men reported poor or no support for opportunities to network in
non-academic sectors. A majority (72 percent of women and 60 percent of men) reported
poor or no support for attendance at professional meetings.
These findings indicate that art history doctoral programs were not paying much attention
to the communications and networking skills on which professional development
increasingly depends. This lack of attention is especially unfortunate in a discipline that
sends so many students outside the academic world into museum and other BGN-sector
careers.
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Job Search
Help with the Job Search
We asked respondents to list sources of help they used for their first job search.54
(Table 6.3)
Table 6.3: Sources Used During Job Search by Gender
Women
%

Men
%

59
56
50
44
44

65
54
63
54
45

Job Announcements in Professional Journals
Existing Professional Contacts
PhD Advisor
Other Faculty
Job Fairs

Next, we asked survey participants to rank those sources of help in order of importance.
(Table 6.4)
Table 6.4: Most Useful Job Search Sources by Gender
Women
%

Men
%

20
18
18
.

21
15
22
14

Job Announcements in Professional Journals
Existing Professional Contacts
PhD Advisor
Other Faculty

Comparing these lists, we see that men were somewhat more likely than women to count
on their relationships with their PhD advisors and other faculty for help. Respondents
who hoped to become professors and those who aspired to museum and other BGN
careers rated the sources of help differently, as Table 6.5 demonstrates.
Note that 32 percent of women who wanted to work in museums and 44 percent of men
in this sub-sample emphasized the importance of professional contacts as compared with
14 percent of women who hoped to become professors and 13 percent of men in this subsample.

54

Respondents had the choice of listing more than one source.
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Table 6.5: Most Useful Job Search Sources by Career Goal and Gender

PhD Advisor
Other Faculty
Job Announcements in Professional Journals
Existing Professional Contacts
Job Fairs
Professional Organizations

Women

Men

Career Goal
Academic
Museum
%
%

Career Goal
Academic
Museum
%
%

18
9
22
14
17
9

17
10
20
32
5
4

22
14
21
13
14
10

20
8
16
44
.
.

No Guidance with First Job Search
Respondents judged faculty and administrators of their doctoral programs unhelpful
along several measures of support for the first job search. One-half of women and 40
percent of men rated departmental help with respect to information on the job market and
leads on job openings as poor. Sixty-eight percent rated help with resumes and cover
letters as poor. The vast majority (91 percent of women and 86 percent of men) rated help
with non-academic interviews as poor, while a considerable majority (70 percent of
women and 65 percent of men) rated help with academic interviews as poor. Letters of
recommendation were the only bright spot in the picture; thirty percent of respondents
judged faculty support along this measure as good; fifty-nine percent rated it as excellent.
Perception of the Academic and Non-Academic Job Markets
We asked survey participants who hoped to become professors at the end of their
graduate studies to rate their chances on the academic job market. Roughly half (47
percent of women and 54 percent of men) judged their chances as good or excellent; in
this sub-sample, 89 percent of women and 84 percent of men applied for jobs in the
academic sector only. Seventy-seven percent of respondents who rated their chances on
the academic job market as fair or poor, nevertheless, applied for jobs in the academic
sector only. About a quarter ( 26 percent) of men but considerably fewer (2 percent) of
women applied for jobs in both academic and non-academic sectors. Women in this
subset were more likely (20 percent) to apply for non-academic jobs only.
Fifty-seven percent of respondents who aspired to museum careers at the end of their
graduate studies judged the job market as fair to poor. In this sub-sample, 47 percent of
respondents applied for jobs in both academic and non-academic sectors, and 43 percent
applied for jobs in the non-academic sector only.
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Time on Job Market
Eighty percent of respondents spent 6 months or less after Ph.D. completion actively
seeking employment (thirty-six percent spent less than a month on the job search). Six
percent took six months to one year to find their first job, and for 14 percent the first job
search lasted over a year.
Respondents who secured tenure-track or tenured positions took slightly less time to find
first jobs than those who accepted NTT positions and those who found work in museums.
Forty percent of respondents who secured tenure-track or tenured positions did so in less
than a month as compared with 30 percent of respondents who found NTT jobs and 34
percent of respondents who took jobs in museums.
Job Skills
What job-preparation skills did our respondents think are most important for graduate
education? Fifty-eight percent of respondents who held positions in museums said that
interdisciplinary research is very important as compared with 64 percent who worked in
academia. With a few exceptions, greater proportions of those who worked in the
museum sector, especially women, considered teamwork, collaboration, and managerial
skills very important. (Figure 6.4)

Figure 6.4: Rankings of Job Skills as Very Important by Current Job
Sector and Gender
Academic Women
BGN Women
Academic Men
BGN Men

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Team Work

Collaboration

Interdisciplinary
Research

Managerial Skills
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Professional Associations
Close to 90 percent of our respondents were members of one or more professional
associations. Ninety-seven percent of those in tenured positions participated in
professional associations, as did 83 percent of museum curators and directors.
Of those who were members of professional associations, 24 percent said that
membership had helped them network and gain professional contacts. Twenty-seven
percent said membership in professional associations was useful for information about
job openings and job fairs. Seventy-one percent of women and 29 percent of men said
membership in professional associations was useful for career development.
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Chapter 7: Recommendations
Recommendations for Graduate Students
Approximately 80 percent of survey participants answered the open-ended question,
What advice would you offer graduate students who are just beginning studies in your
field? In this chapter, we present those responses as well as the later responses to the
question: what advice would you offer to graduate programs? The art historians who
replied to our questionnaire believe in the concepts of full disclosure and informed
consent: they wanted to help the next generation of students understand the demands of
the discipline and the nature of the commitment they make when they choose to pursue
the PhD, and they distilled the lessons of graduate school, the job market, and the first
years of professional life into advisories that document those demands. We are grateful to
our respondents for their frankness.
Table 7.1: Advice for Graduate Students by Gender*
Women
(N=275)
%

Men
(N=110)
%

Love What You Do/Study Hard
Diversify/Look for Breadth
Acquire Practical Knowledge
Publish/Present Your Research
Find a Committed Mentor
Network/Acquire People Skills
Watch the Job Market
Consider Financial Sacrifice
See Art/Learn Languages/Travel

30
16
14
14
14
13
11
11
7

33
13
6
8
6
7
13
9
13

Think Twice/Don't Do It

9

11

!

* Coded from open-ended answers

Thirty percent of women and 33 percent of men counseled devotion to the discipline and
concentration on goals: love what you do, study hard, excel, finish fast, know what you
want, and stay focused. Twice as many women as men emphasized the importance of
networking, finding mentors, and presenting and publishing research (communication
skills); twice as many men as women stressed the importance of object-based
experiences: see art, learn languages, travel, and study abroad. Many respondents
attached a warning to their advice: enjoy the pleasures of graduate school and the process
of self-education, which ought to be regarded as good in and of themselves. “Very few
people are going to find full time work in an academic or museum setting,” one woman
wrote. “You may be one of them. If however, you are not, then you must treat your
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pursuit of an advanced degree in the humanities as a gift to yourself -- one that must not
be expected to ‘pay’ for itself --except in intellectual growth and perhaps a sense of
achievement. Few people are permitted a ‘life of the mind.’”
Another woman played variations on the same theme. “Be committed, work hard,
network and very importantly don’t forget to have a good time! You need to enjoy the
present -- in case the job doesn’t happen! Remember it is a privilege to be able to
dedicate your life to your passion -- constantly thank those who support you morally and
financially.” A third women commented on that privilege. “No one who is not a bright
shining star should pursue a PhD in art history as a means to an academic career,” she
wrote. But those who are determined to try should devote all their energies to the effort.
A male respondent advised: “Learn languages -- lots of them -- be sure to pick a good
topic -- publish at least one article before completing graduate school -- learn to be
independent -- cultivate intellectual community wherever you can find it -- live in the
library!”
Another respondent underlined the importance of independence while he questioned the
reality of intellectual community. “Make certain that the study alone holds your interest,”
he cautioned bitterly. “Do not depend on students, colleagues, or others in the field to
support your interests. Understand that you not only will not make money but [that]
others around you who teach subjects far less demanding . . . will make much more than
you and will be praised far more than you for what they do. Understand that 9 out of 10
times colleagues will ask you to speak to their classes not because of the intellectual rigor
of your subject but because you can give a slide show and the students will enjoy it. Be
prepared to explain why the study of art history should have meaning to anyone
especially the parent of a student that you have just flunked. After all, ‘Who really cares
about this stuff. It certainly is not important. Education, the sciences, political science,
sociology, and economics, now those are important. Those fields we respect and we pay
for people who can teach those. Your field can be taught by adjuncts and they should be
happy to be employed, oh yes, $3000 a course is perfectly reasonable, maybe too much
for an art historian. It is a good idea to teach studio art, but really what is the value of art
history?’ After 15 years I still don’t find it easy to answer that charge. I don’t think
anyone should enter the field without fully appreciating the ramifications of the move.”
A majority of survey participants focused on survival strategies for the job market: go for
breadth, diversify, don’t specialize too early, choose a good combination of subjects, look
for interdisciplinary connections; be practical, do internships, acquire speaking, writing
and technology skills, pursue research opportunities outside of graduate school; publish
as much as you can, attend conferences, join professional associations, network, network,
network, and above all, find a mentor who is willing and able to help.
“[Students should] have a range of areas in which they can teach,” a male respondent
wrote. “Most jobs are NOT in large departments in which one only teaches in a researchrelated area. DO have a strong research focus--everyone wants THAT to be strong.
Develop knowledge of whatever theoretical areas are current (i.e., gender, visuality,
multiculturalism). Background in Asian Art seems desired. BUT do what you love and
need to do, or else you won’t finish.” Passion is always the cornerstone of the work,
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respondents explained. But careful scrutiny of the marketplace is your lifeline. “Really
work on writing and researching skills,” a woman advised. “Take advantage of
opportunities to do teaching before a variety of students -- large groups and seminars;
intern at other than academic environments to give yourself options; avoid majoring in
areas that are too narrow; get hands on experience with material culture, the actual
physical painting, building, etc.”
Another woman set out guidelines for personal and professional development. “1. Get
priorities straight: if you don’t like to write, aim for breadth and a teaching position at an
undergraduate college. If you want a position at a major university and to be known as a
scholar, write and publish every year starting with chapters from the dissertation (or
seminar papers) in graduate school. 2. Be kind to your colleagues and applaud the things
they do well. Their success is not a measure of your failure. 3. Your university is a very
small pool. Aim to make your mark on the world at large, not the local school of fish.”
Some respondents offered wish lists along with their recommendations: “Diversity in
studies as long as possible; well paid part time jobs after the first year of doctoral work;
the ability to demand more in remuneration for assistantships and part time work related
to the field.”
Women in particular must learn “how to negotiate and expect more in salary/stipends,
and to FIND A MENTOR,” this respondent added. It takes practice as well as selfconfidence to value your own skills accurately; a male respondent recommended
continuous self-assessment: “If you are not extremely successful by the time you have
completed your MA, consider not doing a PhD. Also, spend more time deciding whether
you want to work in a museum or in academia. The fields are so far apart now that one
must be trained differently to do one or the other. In either case, learn as many languages
as you can as early as you can. Success in art history often is directly related to language
abilities. . . . Also, get a writing tutor.”
Prepare vigorously, explore different employment opportunities, make connections,
respondents urged. “Get lots of different kinds of part-time work experience: dealers,
auction houses, academic institutions, and museums, to see what each environment is
really like,” one woman suggested. “Consider whether you want to work more with
adults or students. Do you want your research to lead to exhibitions or only to scholarly
publications? Find an advisor you LIKE, and who will really promote students. Find
mentors (employers, role models) OUTSIDE your graduate program, too.” Another
respondent echoed her colleague: “Pick your school extremely carefully; connections are
extremely valuable in this field. Get as much practical experience (internships, seminars
associated with exhibition projects, etc.) as you possibly can. Meet as many people in the
field as you can (curators, dealers, artists, academics) and keep up those connections.
Look at as much art (vs. slides and books) as possible no matter where you are studying.”
Occasionally, family planning entered the conversation: “I would tell young women
students to have their children after coursework -- while they are doing their
dissertations,” a respondent wrote. “I would also stress the importance of their peers’
support.” Another woman reassured students “that they can have both a family life and an
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intellectual life, but it’s going to take LONGER than the expected models (which still
measure productivity by the old model of the male academic with supportive wife at
home).”
As we noted, many female respondents highlighted what they call people skills. “Plenty
of merely adequate scholars are publishing, getting prestigious jobs, etc., and I can’t but
think that networking is what does it,” one woman observed. “Make sure to develop
personal relationships with the faculty; they are unlikely to help you if they don’t feel a
personal stake. Join associations and become active in the field outside of doing your
scholarship.” Be aware of “social/economic/demographic trends in academia” while
you’re keeping all your other options open, another respondent advised, and “when you
are in graduate school, have genuine conversations with at least 3 non-academics
(relatives don’t count) every single day.”
Many respondents focused on early planning for employment: “To those envisioning
academic careers: be alert to the evolving state of the job market, especially as regards
the chronological and specialization slots of interest to them,” one man wrote. “Find an
advisor who is behind them 100 percent, and who does not regard professional mentoring
as an anathema; be prepared for considerable fiscal sacrifice in the first post-PhD years;
make a special effort to LEARN how to interview well (it is a skill that can indeed be
learned, and that can make all the difference).” Another respondent advised students to
“select a field most in sync with current teaching and ideological trends. If you are a
woman and want a family, consider the kind of geographical relocation often necessary
for a top career in teaching or museums, consider the unfulfilling nature of many teaching
jobs in many colleges and the poor financial remuneration. Be savvy in your publishing.
The nature of your publications can often be more important than the content.”
Others warned about financial sacrifice, scarcity of fellowships, and long time to degree.
As we noted in Chapter 2, some respondents cite the dismal job market and low pay as
reasons not to pursue the PhD in art history: Follow your heart, they say, but only if you
know what you’re getting into. “Do not enter this field if job security or making a lot of
money are important to you. Think carefully about the long-term implications of your
decision -- it is one thing to decide at age 25 that making a lot of money doesn’t matter,
but quite a different matter to live with the consequences of that decision into middle age
and with children,” a woman wrote. “Do it only if you have buckets of family trust funds
or other means of support. Society will not truly recognize the commitment you’ve made
to complete a PhD in Art History. Get an MA and work for a year or two in a museum or
gallery before deciding to launch into the PhD program,” a male respondent cautioned.
“To 99 percent of them, I would say ‘NO, DON’T DO IT!’” another man exclaimed.
“Don’t! Unless you will move anywhere for job, sacrifice relationships,” a woman added.
Another woman compressed her advice into a single word: “Quit.”
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Recommendations for Graduate Programs
Approximately 75 percent of survey participants answered our next open-ended question,
What advice would you offer graduate programs in your field today? Their observations
are future-oriented, occasionally lengthy, and sometimes acerbic. The starting point,
almost always, was preparation for jobs and the job search. That preparation, respondents
said, demands breadth and depth in program content, focus on communications skills,
and, above all else, intensive faculty support in placement efforts.
Table 7.2: Advice for Graduate Programs by Gender*

Prepare for Jobs and Job Search
Provide Breadth & Depth
Focus on Mentoring & Support
Teach How to Teach
Help to Publish/Present
Offer/Require Hands-on Experience
Admit Fewer Students
Accept BGN Careers
Teach Research Methodology
Honor the Study of the Objects

Women
(N=243)
%

Men
(N=105)
%

30
20
19
15
14
12
11
10
3
5

23
19
20
18
9
6
13
7
10
13

* Coded from open-ended answers

“It’s important that you consider not just your students’ academic interests and welfare,
but their futures and material welfare,” one man exhorted faculty and program
administrators. “Stay really grounded in your students’ material situations and stay
current with the job market. Be ACTIVE advocates of your students on the job market:
‘go the extra mile’ (e.g., make that phone call after you write the letter of recommendation if that will help.)” Faculty and administrators should also realize that they must
“do more to prepare students for realistic demands of teaching positions and likelihood
they will NOT get jobs at major research institutions,” a woman observed. A male
respondent agreed. “Give the student a breadth of content -- most jobs are in small
colleges where limited experience is useless. [Many] new graduate students cannot teach
more than 2-3 subjects. Most schools require 6-8 courses a year.” Even jobs in small
colleges are scarce, so “make sure you offer a lot of practical training in all aspects of job
seeking,” a woman emphasized. “Also, require all your students to take at least two
studio art classes; interpreters of art should know what it means to do the craft.”
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Crossover with other domains of learning is crucial, survey participants asserted.
“Encourage more . . . self-consciousness about the discipline and the methodology, for
which comparative studies in other disciplines are helpful,” one woman advised. “Greater
connections should be made between art history, political history, social history, cultural
history,” another respondent said. “Enforce language requirements, encourage travel,
don’t pressure students to focus too soon -- keep them from being narrow,” a male
respondent suggested.
The idea that graduate students “should have the opportunity to enjoy being in graduate
school,” a significant theme in respondents’ advice to PhD candidates themselves,
appeared very infrequently in their pragmatic, reformist, job-market-conscious
recommendations to program administrators. “Help students with publishing. Faculty
should provide more career counseling. Programs should offer more general or
interdisciplinary opportunities. Computer instruction and the creative use of computers in
teaching and learning art history should be incorporated into graduate programs. Students
should be involved in grant writing with faculty (not a separate class) so they understand
this when they get museum or teaching positions. Funds should be found to take graduate
students to national conferences.” These aids were unavailable to them, respondents said,
and they sought redress of that grievance. “Get real!” one woman exclaimed. “Doctoral
students are in school to advance their own lives -- not to become exploited minions of
those who already have secure careers. Guide, advise, and support your students, damn
it!”
One woman went so far as to suggest that faculty function almost in loco parentis:
“Nurture your students more, don’t set up competitive environments where students are
encouraged to compete amongst themselves for funding and staff attention.” Some
respondents expressed a sense of betrayal. “I feel very bitter toward my graduate school
experience,” a woman confided. “While I had some good teachers, my advisor gave me
very little actual advice and no moral support. She was far more interested in her own
research than in serving as a mentor for me. This is, of course, the nature of academia,
which values research over teaching. However, the whole experience was very, very
tough for me, and I got very little guidance and nothing that could be called mentoring.
She was not very helpful when I was looking for a job, or later when I needed
recommendations for grants and fellowships or when I was trying to change jobs. I
actually hate my advisor today and am very glad that she has retired from the field.
Writing a dissertation is a very difficult process and students need active and thoughtful
guidance. It shouldn’t just be sink or swim!”
Others spoke less directly, less personally; everyone, however, agreed that faculty and
administrators ought to be held accountable for student outcomes: “The program should
be shortened (if an engineering student can finish a MS and PhD in three years, why
should an Art History major be subjected to 10 years?,” a woman demanded. “Do they
need to learn that much more, or are they simply ‘jumping through hoops?'). Students
should be dynamically encouraged to finish in a shorter amount of time (before they are
burned out); some are afraid to get into the real world, possibly because they’ve spent so
much time under ‘supervision’ and the protective walls of the University. Professors
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should become more adept at and interested in teaching (some are real duds! occupied
with unrelated-to-the students-activities). Programs should have classes that better relate
to the real world. More internships (or similar studies) should be made available to
students.” A male respondent argued that “PhD advisors should have guidelines about
their responsibilities to their PhD students, and students should be told what to expect
(and what not to expect) from their advisor.”
One woman listed the obligations of faculty and program administrators to PhD
candidates: “As much financial support as possible. Put the needs of the student above
the needs of courses covered by TA’s etc. Offer realistic assessments of the nature of the
job market at the present time and for the foreseeable future. Take women’s stated
ambitions and intentions at face value. Do not assume, for example, that they would be
unwilling to leave husbands behind for graduate school, jobs, etc. You cannot know their
marital situation nor should it in most cases be a factor in an even-handed treatment.” A
man offered a neat summary of graduate program business-as-usual. “Many faculty spend
weeks quibbling over who gets in, yet ignore students once they arrive; do little to help
with job placement; and nearly nothing post-graduation. This priority should be
reversed.”
Fifteen percent of women and 18 percent of men emphasized the importance of teaching
skills and the need to teach aspiring art historians how to teach. (Fewer respondents urged
graduate students to learn how to teach.) “I would ask the art history academy to rethink
its focus on the doctrine of publish or perish, of writing almost exclusively to itself,” one
man wrote. “The compelling social need today is great teachers dedicated to high quality
public education.” A colleague agreed. “Graduate students often have little preparation
for teaching, no exposure to research and what works in teaching, and expect to teach the
way they were taught,” she observed. “This is ineffective. Graduate programs should
devote more energy to teaching students how to teach effectively, and should prepare
students for the range of academic institutions at which they are likely to be hired.” Some
confessed that their own students had suffered from their inexperience during their early
years of teaching. One woman rejected the familiar distinction between teaching and
research and linked the two efforts: “Encourage graduate students to publish if possible
before they graduate and to present their research at professional meetings and/or in some
kind of departmental forum. Train them to make good, concise, well paced presentations,
lectures. Enlighten them that teaching/lecturing/giving papers is a PERFORMING art.”
Women were a little more likely than men to express concern for marketability of
students; men were a little more likely than women to focus on avoidance of academic
fads and training of the next generation of scholars. Many respondents pointed to the gap
that separates the academy from the world of museums and exhorted graduate faculty and
administrators to encourage students to pursue careers in curatorship or in the BGN
sectors. “Much excellent scholarship comes out of museums, and being ‘poor cousin’ to
the academic world wears thin,” one woman wrote. “I would hope doctoral programs
give greater recognition to the potential of museum work and recognize the reality that
while museum professionals may not have the opportunity to publish as much, they often
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have a far greater knowledge of the physical objects that are, after all, at the basis of art
historical research.”
Another woman advised program administrators to “get the students out of school (and
out from under the weight of student loans) as quickly as possible. Branch out from a
theoretical base, teach about art in the community, ‘small’ positions like museum
curators, archivists, etc.” A colleague recommended “more flexibility in goals. Teaching
at many levels from middle school through Elderhostel can be rewarding; and there are
jobs to be had in the business and commercial sectors that should not be [overlooked],
e.g. curators at banks and hospitals.” For those interested in museum careers, programs
should offer “more practica,” a woman advised. “Require a stint at an auction house,
where everything is not blessed by history, where judgments of quality must be made
individually.”
Several respondents asserted the benefits of courses in conservation and connoisseurship.
“Expose students to the OBJECT, not just theory and slides!,” one man wrote.
“Provide some background courses in material studies (many art historians cannot tell the
difference between a lithograph and an etching),” another man recommended.
“Remember that no single paradigm, including the ‘theory’ paradigm, is suitable for all
fields and problems,” a woman advised. “Allow the students to explore, even if that
means that they do something terribly old-fashioned. Make apparent to both faculty and
students that all fields are equally valued.” Sometimes, connoisseurship and theory
converged. “At the time of my graduate work, my University offered an invaluable
exhibition project, which provided students with experience in all aspects of exhibition
curatorship, including the opportunity for a first scholarly publication,” another woman
wrote.
Sadly, the program was abandoned because faculty found it so time consuming. The
preservation of faculty prerogatives was a sore point for many respondents. “Don’t create
graduate programs just to create TAs so that your faculty members don’t have to do
grading or interact with undergrads,” one man wrote. “This is just selfish. If you really
want to educate the next generation of art historians, don’t use them; support them.”
Another man advised that administrators “accept fewer students . . . and only the most
promising.” A female respondent repeated that admonition: “Stop churning out PhDs
simply to generate income for your university unless you can assure that there will be
employment for them when they graduate -- work at creating employment opportunities
and at putting graduates in touch with them.”
Another woman spoke for many of her colleagues when she enumerated the rights of
students and the responsibilities of their teachers in this brief manifesto: “Keep the
numbers small, and only accept the students you are truly willing to work with,” she
wrote. “It is crucial that we give close guidance to those we accept. And the market will
only absorb so many of those talented young persons. Make sure they have what it takes,
and don’t give false encouragement just for the vanities of counting the number of heads
in a program. Also, students need to be made aware of the difficulties of combining
museum projects with academic careers, esp. at research universities with strict criteria
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for publications. Programs need to offer seminars on how to publish, and to apprise
students of the practices of peer review, commissioned essays, etc. Students need to know
what will ‘count’ at tenure time in 6 years, even before they get their first job. This is
ESSENTIAL for art history grad students, who end up in research universities with
prejudices against museum work as ‘commissioned’ work.”
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Chapter 8. Summary and Conclusions
We conclude our report on the career and family paths of art historian PhDs with a brief
overview of survey findings. Given the extensive amount of data this study generated, we
highlight here only the most significant and striking findings.
Women lagged behind. Men enjoyed an advantage.
•
•
•

•
•

Art history is a field with a majority of women (70 percent); however, men
achieved tenure status more often and faster, earned more money, and were
employed at institutions of greater prestige than women.
The main gender differences in career achievement are attributes of family status
(marriage and children). Men benefited from marriage and fatherhood; women
were disadvantaged from marriage and motherhood. Single women’s career
achievements were nearly on a par with married men.
The internal family/partnership arrangements affected career outcomes, i.e.,
women in dual-doctoral-degree couples reached tenure more often than women
who are partnered with a person without a doctoral degree. Conversely, men in
dual-doctoral-degree couples reached tenure less often than men who are
partnered with a person without a doctoral degree.

Nearly 100 percent employment 10 to 15 years after PhD completion.
•

Ninety-seven percent women were working. The vast majority was working in
jobs related to art history only 3 percent was working in jobs not related to art
history. All men were working; only 1 percent was working in jobs not related to
art history.

•

Men moved along a more stable career path than women. They changed
employment sectors less often than women.

•

The gap between academia and museum careers is wide; there are almost no
crossovers between the sectors. Dissertation advisors mainly encouraged
academic career choices.

•

Job satisfaction was high, especially among museum professionals and tenured
professors.
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High career goal achievement.
•

Most art historians wanted to become professors. The overall career goal
achievement was high. Men achieved their career goals more often than women
did.

•

Respondents painted a bleak picture of the (academic) job market and the ability
for art historians to earn a decent living. In general, the data contradicted these
notions.

•

Sub-fields did not play an important role in terms of career outcomes.

High satisfaction with education and value of the PhD.
•

Respondents praised their education but criticized mentoring, job preparation, and
help from faculty with job placement.

•

Most respondents would do the PhD in art history again and thought it was worth
the effort;. however, not all would study at the same institution again. And only a
few would recommend unequivocally studying art history to present students.

•

Women and men emphasized the same values that attracted them to art history.
They showed the same devotion to their field.

Art History: An exclusive field.
•

Art history is a white discipline and considered elitist, even by its own
community.

•

Respondents were divided about whether race/ethnicity and gender played a
positive or a negative role in their career achievement.

•

PhDs who were the first in their family to attend college achieved tenure status
less often than did respondents with higher educated parents.

Recommendations for universities, departments, and doctoral programs.
•

Accept women as equally devoted scholars.

•

Integrate professional development and job search efforts into doctoral programs.

•

Value museum careers and academic careers equally.
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•

Address dual-career couples issues.

•

Provide flexible paths to tenure for parents.

Recommendations for women doctoral students.
•

If your career goal is to become a tenured professor, after degree completion try
to work full-time uninterrupted,

•

Find a woman mentor.

•

Be proactive in seeking help from faculty with your professional development and
the job search.

•

Negotiate with your life partner about changing or leaving jobs, interrupting or
delaying careers, moving, or living in a different geographic area for employment.

This report has presented extensive information on individuals who received their
doctoral degree in the relatively small field of art history. And yet many of its findings
are applicable to a variety of fields both within the humanities and outside of it. The large
proportion of women in the field of art history provided us the rare opportunity to analyze
career path and career advancement absent the “pipeline” argument; i.e., that women will
advance at the same rate as men when their numbers are on a par. We were able to see
that despite the current and historical large representation of women in art history, men
still advance more quickly and held more prestigious positions.
The unique and original aspect of this study is its focus on generating an analysis of
career paths and of family paths on the basis of survey responses. By mapping out the
interconnections between these two paths, we can understand in far greater detail the
actual impact families have on careers and careers have on families and for whom. Most
importantly, we can work towards greater gender equity in the realm of family
commitments and career advancements.
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Appendix
Survey Design & Methodology
Survey Instrument
The questionnaire focused on the employment history of our respondents from degree
completion to the present and on the intersection of career and family. The survey also
inquired about their career goals, prior work experience, job search processes, the factors
that were important in choosing their first and current jobs, job satisfaction, and salaries;
asked for a retrospective evaluation of their doctoral programs and the usefulness of the
doctoral degree; and collected demographic information on themselves and, if any, their
spouses and children. It also asked the respondents to answer questions about the value of
a Ph.D. in art history, the culture of the discipline, their experience with discrimination,
their role models, and their satisfaction with their career choices.
Response Rate
We started with an original survey population of 792, based on the degree and address
information that we got from the Survey of Earned Doctorates released by the graduate
deans of the participating universities. We included all Ph.D. students who graduated
from U.S. art and architectural history programs during the academic years 1985 to 1991.
By the end of the study, our survey population was reduced to 746, as we excluded those
deceased (9), those who did not fall into our survey group (12), and those we were not
able to contact at all (25)55. Two percent of the survey population refused explicitly to
take part in the survey; 30 percent did not respond to repeated mailings. We do not know
how many of those did not receive the survey and how many did not want to answer the
questionnaire. Our survey responses total 508, which, when based on the reduced survey
population, puts the response rate at 68 percent, 71 percent for women and 62 percent for
men. Women answered the survey at almost the same rate via the web (47 percent) as via
the paper form, and 10 percent sent in their CV and first and current job and family
information. Men answered at a higher rate via the web (56 percent), 39 percent filled out
the paper questionnaire, and 5 percent sent in their CV and the short form.
Our successfully high response rate was dependent on several factors: 1) the availability
of valid addresses (i.e., addresses that were fairly recent), 2) successful persuasion to
complete the survey, 3) flexibility in options of response, and 4) persistent follow-up
reminders to complete the survey
Since finding the most recent address information for the members of our survey group
was key for a high response rate, we tried to obtain both postal and e-mail addresses.
55

We could not get any contact information for 24 women, most probably because of name changes due to
marriage.
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Contact and Persuasion Process
Although we were able to start off with addresses from the Survey of Earned Doctorates
(SED), we could not rely on these addresses because they were at least ten years old.
Early publicity of our study, both at the College Art Association 2001 Conference in
Chicago and in newsletters or relevant professional associations generated some contact
information. We were able to get contact information from the membership directories of
the professional associations that were willing to release it. These addresses, along with
addresses we found via web searches, comprised the first group of 400 addresses tried.
The address search was ongoing throughout the mailing process, due to old addresses.
When mail (either electronic or postal) was returned, the next most viable address was
used. We looked to additional sources to help us obtain contact information for those
lacking recent, valid addresses. We used the services of a locator agency and alumni
associations to find address information. At a later stage, we also looked to art history
department chairs to provide contact information and leads for those in our survey that
graduated from their institutions. Help with contact information was also solicited from
those who had already completed the survey and had peers from the same institution
The contact process consisted of several waves of correspondence: 1) an announcement
letter or e-mail with a request for reply, 2) a survey with cover letter or e-mail with web
survey instructions and personal login information (PIN), and 3) a follow-up reminder
postcard or e-mail. After this point, the persuasion process started, consisting of 4) a
reminder letter or e-mail with a replacement survey or PIN, 5) a follow-up reminder
postcard, 6) a persuasive letter or e-mail, both with web survey information, and finally,
7) a request to send the CV and to fill out a shortened form, called the First and Last Job
Form in lieu of a survey.
Surveys were sent with a cover letter and self-addressed return envelope either postagestamped (in the case of domestic mail) or accompanied by international response coupons
(in the case of international mailings). The first paper surveys were sent out in April of
2001 and thereafter were regularly sent out in batches as replies trickled in. The PINs for
the web survey were sent out in June of 2001.
Our last resort was the First and Last Job Form, a one-page form that could be completed
in lieu of the survey. This form was accompanied by a persuasive flyer with quotes from
three members or our advisory board and asked for CVs as well. This last request still
gave people the chance to complete the web survey but gave them the opportunity to
respond with the least effort possible as well.
Data Cleaning and Data Entry
Surveyees had a choice of two survey formats – paper- and web-based. The availability
of a web-based questionnaire added the benefits of convenience for some of our
respondents, saved us time and resources, and eliminated data entry errors, as the
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responses were directly submitted to our database. It took the respondents one to two
hours to complete the questionnaire. Respondents who reported problems with the webbased survey were offered the opportunity to fill out a paper questionnaire.
The paper survey was 23 pages long. The answers were double entered on-site into the
database by well trained student assistants.
Incoherent answers were recorded as missing during the data cleaning process. We did
not eliminate extreme values. That is one of the reasons we mainly reported medians
throughout this report.
For the answers to the open-ended questions, we created a coding scheme that involved
1) reading all the answers, 2) constructing answer categories, 3) test-coding of about 15
percent of the comments by two researchers, 4) manually coding all answers by
researchers, and 5) entering the codes into the data base by student assistants.
Background Information for the Study
We began our investigation into the project by conducting interviews with experts who
work inside and outside of academia in the field of art history (art history departments,
museums, and professional associations). These interviews were conducted in
Washington, D.C., New York, San Francisco, and Berkeley. They provided background
information on the culture of the discipline, on topics that are of concern to the
community of art historians, and on the broad variety of jobs in the field.
In addition, we put together an advisory board of distinguished experts in art history to
advise us on the aspects specific to art history as a field. The board was quite diverse, as
these experts had a broad range of experiences and played various roles in the field. We
invited not only professors of art history and museum directors, but also gallery directors,
faculty at auction houses, a graduate dean, and leaders of professional associations to
advise us. They were listed in the Introduction.

Sponsor
This study was sponsored by the Getty Grant Program, Los Angeles.
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Participating Universities
(Asterisk (*) indicates universities that were in the top third of the NRC’s 1993 ranking.)

Boston University
Brown University
Bryn Mawr College
Case Western Reserve University
Columbia University*
Cornell University
CUNY - Graduate School & University Center*
Duke University
Florida State University
Harvard University*
Indiana University
Johns Hopkins University*
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
New York University*
Northwestern University*
Ohio State University
Pennsylvania State University
Princeton University*
Rutgers State University-New Brunswick
Stanford University*
State University of New York-Binghamton
Texas Tech University
University of California-Berkeley*
University of California-Los Angeles*
University of California-Santa Barbara
University of Chicago*
University of Delaware
University of Georgia
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
University of Iowa
University of Kansas
University of Maryland-College Park
University of Michigan*
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri-Columbia
University of New Mexico
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
University of North Texas
University of Oregon
University of Pennsylvania*
University of Pittsburgh
University of Southern California
University of Texas-Arlington
University of Texas-Austin
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University of Virginia
University of Washington
University of Wisconsin-Madison
Washington University
Yale University*

Endorsing Organizations
American Association of Museums
American Council of Learned Societies
American Council for Southern Asian Art
Association of Historians of American Art
Association of Latin American Art
Association of Art Editors
Association of Independent Historians of Art
Catalogue Raisonné Scholars Associations
College Art Association
Historians of British Art
Historians of German and Central European Art
and Architecture
Historians of Islamic Art
Historians of Netherlandish Art
International Art Critics Association
Italian Art Society
Society of Architectural Historians
The Queer Caucus for Art: The Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and Transgender Caucus for Art,
Artists, and Historians
Visual Resources Association
Women's Caucus for Art
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Tables

Table A.1: Museum Rank by NRC Rank of Graduate Program and Gender

Top-Tier Program?

Top-Ranked
Museum
(N=38)
%

Other Museum
(N=59)
%

No

Women (N=28)
Men (N=7)
Total (N=35)

18
(2)
20

82
71
80

Yes

Women (N=45)
Men (N=17)
Total (N=62)

47
59
50

53
41
50

Table A.2: Job Title by Carnegie Classification and Gender
Research
1&2

Doctorate
1&2

Liberal
Arts
1&2
(N=42)
%

Art & Design

(N=25)
%

Comprehensive
1&2
(N=51)
%

(N=94)
%

(N=11)
%

Women

Non-Tenure Track (N=22)
Tenure Track (N=33)
Tenured (N=94)
Total (N=149)

45
42
34
38

14
12
11
11

14
12
29
23

5
30
20
20

14
.
6
6

Men

Non-Tenure Track (N=5)
Tenure Track (N=7)
Tenured (N=68)
Total (N=80)

(5)
(4)
43
48

.
(1)
10
10

.
(2)
22
21

.
.
18
15

.
.
(2)
(2)

Total

Non-Tenure Track (N=27)
Tenure Track (N=40)
Tenured (N=162)
Total (N=229)

56
45
38
41

(3)
13
10
11

(3)
15
26
22

(1)
25
19
18

(3)
.
5
5
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Table A.3: Type of Academic Institution by NRC Rank of Graduate Program and Gender
2-Year College Not Granting
or Community PhD Degrees
College
(N=7)
(N=141)
%
%

Top-Tier Graduate Program?

Granting PhD
Degrees
(N=164)
%

No

Women (N=84)
Men (N=37)
Total (N=121)

(2)
.
(2)

60
51
57

38
49
41

Yes

Women (N=122)
Men (N=72)
Total (N=194)

(5)
.
(5)

38
36
37

57
63
59

Total

Women (N=206)
Men (N=109)
Total (N=315)

3
.
2

47
41
45

49
58
52

Table A.4: Salary Satisfaction by Job Title and Gender

Non-Tenure Track

Tenure Track

Tenured

Senior Museum

Other

Total

Women
Men
All
Women
Men
All
Women
Men
All
Women
Men
All
Women
Men
All
Women
Men
All

Very Satisfied

Fairly Satisfied

Not Too Satisfied

%

%

%

Not Satisfied
At All
%

13
40
16
13
11
13
10
11
11
20
27
23
31
22
29
16
16
16

13
.
11
50
44
49
56
53
55
58
59
58
36
78
41
47
53
49

34
40
35
13
33
18
26
23
25
23
9
18
14
.
12
22
20
22

41
20
38
23
11
21
8
13
10
.
5
2
20
.
18
15
11
13
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Table A.5: Household Income by Job Title and Gender
Household Income
Mean
Median
$
$

N
Women

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

29
25
106
4
34
59
257

147675
105920
121942
94500
156691
112481
125285

80000
90500
100000
89000
102500
90000
100000

Non-Tenure Track
Tenure Track
Tenured
Senior Museum
Other
Total

5
8
75
15
8
111

63200
76250
99024
117000
93125
97773

55000
75000
92000
110000
76000
90000

Men

Table A.6: Current Job Title by Marital Status at PhD and Gender
Women
(N=263)
%

Men
(N=113)
%

Total
(N=376)
%

Married (N=270)

Non-TenureTrack
TenureTrack
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

14
12
32
(3)
14
25
100

(1)
(4)
70
.
13
11
100

10
10
43
(3)
14
21
100

Single (N=106)

Non-TenureTrack
TenureTrack
Tenured
Junior Museum
Senior Museum
Other
Total

(4)
10
51
(1)
12
17
100

(2)
14
51
.
(3)
11
100

6
11
51
(1)
14
15
100
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