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Table 1. UD2 appointments before and after introduction of the TTS.
Before introduction TTS After introduction TTS

2006—2007 2007-2008 2008—-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
Female staff

Pre-UD in prev. year 341 378 419 488 494 565 606 600
To UD2 5 12 7 9 15 7 3 9
Rate entering 1.5% 3.2% 1.7% 1.8% 3.0% 1.2% 0.5% 1.5%
Average over period 2.0% 1.6%
Male staff

Pre-UD in prev. year 437 437 447 481 487 509 536 514
To UD2 10 12 11 11 14 13 12 14
Rate entering 2.3% 2.7% 2.5% 2.3% 2.9% 2.6% 2.2% 2.7%
Average over period 2.4% 2.6%

doi:10.131/journal.pon8163376.t001
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Table 2. Female promotions before and after introduction of the TTS.

Before introduction TTS

After introduction TTS

2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
UD2 in previous year 24 25 33 36 36 46 41 30
UD2 to UD1 2 0 3 2 2 10 9 7
Rate UD2 to UD1 8.3% 0.0% 9.1% 5.6% 5.6% 21.7% 22.0% 23.3%
Average over period 5.9% 18.3%
UD1 in previous year 52 56 58 57 52 50 59 63
UD1 to UHD2 1 0 0 5 3 1 4 7
Rate UD1 to UHD2 1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 8.8% 5.8% 2.0% 6.8% 11.1%
Average over period 2.7% 6.7%
UHD2 in previous year 3 4 5 6 12 9 10 16
UHD2 to UHD1 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 1
Rate UHD2 to UHD1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 11.1% 20.0% 6.3%
Average over period 0.0% 14.9%
UHD1 in previous year 16 16 12 12 11 16 17 19
UHD1 to PH2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
Rate UHD1 to PH2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Average over period 1.8% 0.0%
doi:10.131/journal.pon®163376.t002
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Table 3. Male promotions before and after introduction of the TTS.
Before introduction TTS After introduction TTS
2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014
UD2 in previous year 22 26 33 40 43 50 53 52
uD2 to UD1 3 3 2 2 5 6 11 14
Rate UD2 to UD1 13.6% 11.5% 6.1% 5.0% 11.6% 12.0% 20.8% 26.9%
Average over period 8.3% 18.2%
UD1 in previous year 177 182 180 173 160 153 153 149
UD1 to UHD2 2 6 6 6 8 4 7 8
Rate UD1 to UHD2 1.1% 3.3% 3.3% 3.5% 5.0% 2.6% 4.6% 5.4%
Average over period 2.8% 4.4%
UHD2 in previous year 13 16 22 28 30 33 35 40
UHD2 to UHD1 0 0 0 2 6 4 2 6
Rate UHD2 to UHD1 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 20.0% 12.1% 5.7% 15.0%
Average over period 2.5% 13.0%
UHD1 in previous year 111 107 97 96 95 93 95 90
UHD1 to PH2 3 3 0 1 0 0 1 1
Rate UHD1 to PH2 2.7% 2.8% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 1.1%
Average over period 1.7% 0.5%
doi:10.131/journal.pon8163376.t003
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Table 4. Promotion rates females and males before and after TTS introduction.

Gender # of promotion chances # of promotions # of non-promotions Promotion rates’
Before TTS Female 138 14 124 10.1%°
Male 441 39 402 8.8%°
After TTS Female 162 50 112 30.9%"°
Male 441 83 318 18.8%°

' Different supersctipts indicate statistically significantly different rates.
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2 1 16
= ( 9)
1%E ;6 1811 "E 1& 5 ;6
( (- )
;6 1#E 5 86—
C ; 9 86- 1811 3 E (
1 1E 1& ) ; 1"3E 5
8- ,
86— ( 1&11) ;6
Conclusion and Discussion
/ 55. 55.
0 (JK 11 JK )
| ( ) ( ")55 5
4 , A
55.
i A ( ) 6 55
55. higher
5 55.(, )
55.( )
L , 55.
2
86—
5 1 3) +
86- ;6
5
+
" 3% 55. 86— ,
. ('K "% pK &3 JK
&) ,
z 8 , 5
86— (

- 8 55. )5

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0163376 September 29, 2016 9/15



Tenure Track and Gender Distribution

PHs

o Male

B Female

PHs

o Male

B Female

PHs

o
©
=
=

B Female

PHs

o
©
=
]

B Female

%

UHDs

UHDs

UHDs

%

UHDs

%

UDs

100%

UDs

UDs

UDs

Fig 2. Scenarios of female shares of UD, UHD and PH.

doi:101371/journapone.016335.g002

55.

3%

&

& 3%

10/15

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0163376 September 29, 2016



Tenure Track and Gender Distribution

Table 5. Entry and promotion rates used as input for four different future scenarios.

Scenario Entry rate UD2 to UD1 UD1 to UHD2 UHD2 to UHD1 UHD1 to PH
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
A 13.3 8.5 17.8 18.1 4.4 6.4 13.2 15.6 0.5 0.5
B 11.0 11.0 17.8 18.1 4.4 6.4 13.2 15.6 0.5 0.5
C 13.3 8.5 17.8 17.8 4.4 4.4 13.2 13.2 0.5 0.5
D 11.0 11.0 17.8 17.8 4.4 4.4 13.2 13.2 0.5 0.5
Numbers in this table are collected from Tables 1, 2 and 3, rightmost columns.
doi:10.131/journal.pon8163376.t005
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