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Executive Summary
Initiated in 2004, MPOWIR (Mentoring Physical Oceanography Women to Increase Retention) is a community‐
initiated and community‐led program aimed at providing mentoring to junior women in physical oceanography
in order to improve their retention in the field. MPOWIR activities, fully funded by federal agencies (NSF, ONR,
DOE and NASA) since the spring of 2007, are guided by the five objectives of the program outlined by the
community in a planning workshop in the fall of 2005: (1) to provide continuity of mentoring from a young
woman’s graduate career, through her postdoctoral years to the first years of her permanent job, (2) to
establish a collective responsibility within the physical oceanography community for the mentoring of junior
women in the field, (3) to provide a variety of mentoring resources and mentors on a variety of issues, (4) to
cast a wide net to avoid exclusiveness and (5) to open this mentoring program to all those who self‐identify as a
physical oceanographer.
MPOWIR accomplishments to date include:
1. Planning and execution of the first annual Pattullo Conference. This conference, the centerpiece of the
MPOWIR effort, was held May 18‐21, 2008 in Charleston, South Carolina. Twenty‐four junior women scientists
and 15 senior scientists, both men and women, participated in this conference whose primary goal was to help
junior women make connections, gain community support and develop professional skills needed for a career in
physical oceanography. Extensive surveys of the participants reveal the overwhelming success of this
conference.
2. Formation of mentoring groups. To keep the momentum generated by the Pattullo conference, mentoring
groups have been established in the fall of 2008. Groups comprise 6‐9 junior women, and 2 senior facilitators
who combine both mentoring and coaching roles. Three mentor groups are currently enrolled, combining both
Pattullo attendees, and other individuals who have expressed interest. The mentor groups are intended to
support both peer and traditional mentoring on a smaller, more intimate basis.
3. Development and maintenance of MPOWIR website. The MPOWIR website (www.mpowir.org) has provided
a space for the distribution of MPOWIR surveys, profiles of female physical oceanographers and information on
all MPOWIR activities. Additionally, resources associated with tracking, mentoring, and encouraging the
participation of women in science are listed and updated. Finally, a new blog format will soon be introduced to
create further dialogue for physical oceanographers spread across the country.
4. Events at national meetings. To date MPOWIR has sponsored three events at national meetings. A Town Hall
meeting during Ocean Sciences 2006 in Honolulu introduced MPOWIR to the oceanographic community. At the
AGU Fall Meeting in San Francisco in 2007, MPOWIR hosted a social that provided networking opportunities.
Lastly, MPOWIR sponsored a seminar on dual‐career couples at the 2008 Ocean Sciences Meeting in Orlando. In
addition to these events, a poster presentation on the MPOWIR program was given at 2008 Ocean Sciences and
an oral presentation at the 2008 Fall GSA meeting.
5. Statistics and surveys. An MPOWIR database has been created and is actively maintained with historical and
current data gathered from institutions on the number of graduate students entering and graduating from
physical oceanography departments each year. The data gives a concrete measure of graduation rates and
retention in the field. Additionally, a comprehensive survey was administered to physical oceanography
graduate students in the fall of 2007 for the purpose of assessing mentoring needs in the community. This
survey will be repeated each fall.
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Though ultimately a measure of the success of MPOWIR would be the program’s own demise due to parity in
retention rates, in the interim many indicators point to the program’s success: participation by the junior
scientists at the Pattullo conference exceeded our estimates by 50%; feedback from the conference was
overwhelmingly positive, with all participants responding that they would recommend the Pattullo conference
to their peers; 22 institutions across the country have responded to our requests for data; 51 graduate students
have responded to our surveys; attendance at MPOWIR Town Hall meetings has been healthy and feedback
positive; and new mentoring groups have recently involved others new to the MPOWIR effort.
Finally, another measure of our success is the degree to which outside communities take an interest in MPOWIR.
During just this past year, MPOWIR representatives have been invited to discuss the MPOWIR program with the
steering committee of ESWN (Earth Science Women’s Network), to give a talk on MPOWIR at the Ocean
Leadership’s Ocean Sciences Educators Retreat in November of 2008 and to participate in an ADVANCE
Workshop at Rice University on negotiating the ideal faculty position.
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1. Introduction
MPOWIR (Mentoring Physical Oceanography Women to Increase Retention) is a community‐led program aimed
at providing mentoring to junior women in physical oceanography in order to improve their retention in the
field. Initiated in 2004, MPOWIR activities were first fully funded by federal agencies in the spring of 2007.
Since that spring, the MPOWIR program has been in full gear, working on the objectives of the program, as
determined by the community in a planning workshop in the fall of 2005. This report is the first update on all
MPOWIR activities. The report has a strong focus on the Pattullo Conference, the centerpiece of the MPOWIR
effort, which was held for the first time in May of 2008. The report is intended for members of the physical
oceanography community, the funding agencies, and, importantly, for members of other oceanographic or
geoscience communities interested in building their own community mentoring programs. To that end, this
report includes many specifics ―of the Pattullo conference in particular―that should be useful to those
interested in planning similar activities. For those unfamiliar with MPOWIR, background on this effort is first
summarized, followed by a report on the Pattullo Conference and an update on other activities. Importantly,
the last section of the report summarizes the next steps for the MPOWIR program.

2. Background on MPOWIR
a. Women in science
Efforts over the past several decades toward increasing the number of women entering science and engineering
fields have largely been successful, with undergraduate and graduate school enrollments currently averaging
between 30% and 50% women (Nelson, 2002). Ph.D. attainments show similar progress. However, the
percentage of women occupying tenure‐track positions has not risen commensurably. Women in science and
engineering fill on average only 15‐25% of academic positions (Nelson, 2002 and Figure 1). The disparity
between the number of women trained in a field and the number of women occupying positions in that field is a
growing concern because it prevents funding agencies and universities from capitalizing on the investment they
have made on the education of women and it perpetuates the existing mismatch between the diversity of the
scientific workforce and that of the U.S. population as a whole.
Attention to issues regarding women in science certainly predates the MPOWIR initiative. Several efforts have
helped set the context for our work, including the 1999 Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) Report.
The landmark report, A Study on the Status of Women Faculty in Science at MIT (see References), broke the
taboo on the consideration of gender biases and inequities in the university system and provoked similar
analyses across the country at major academic institutions. In 2001, on the heels of the release of the MIT
report, NSF initiated a new program called ADVANCE: Increasing the Participation and Advancement of Women
in Academic Science and Engineering Careers (for additional information see http://www.nsf.gov). The goal of
the ADVANCE program is to “increase the representation and advancement of women in academic science and
engineering careers, thereby contributing to the development of a more diverse science and engineering
workforce.” The ADVANCE programs are focused almost exclusively on women in academia, particularly those
in faculty positions. In contrast, the MPOWIR initiative is focused on the retention of women at all stages in
their early careers, including the graduate and postdoctoral years. Appendix 4 provides a more complete list of
references and resources related to women in science and mentoring.
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Figure 1. In Oceanography, graduation rates have risen significantly since the 1960s and 1970s (left). The disparity
between the percentages of women at various career stages seems to be related to the retention of those completing
graduate school, not in recruiting women to the field (right). Data is from NSF (2004) and Holmes O’Connell (2003).

b. Initiation and leadership of the MPOWIR effort
i. Airlie workshop
The diversity study, as well as concerns within our own community, prompted the initiation of an effort within
the physical oceanographic community to examine whether mentoring efforts could aid the retention of junior
women in the field. Though institutions are increasingly focusing on the role of mentoring in the early career
stages of a young scientist, it is generally recognized that a discipline‐based community can also foster success
during a scientist’s early career. Toward this end, a National Science Foundation (NSF) and Office of Naval
Research (ONR)‐funded workshop entitled, “Mentoring Physical Oceanography Women to Increase Retention
(MPOWIR),” was conducted at the Airlie Center in Warrenton, Virginia on October 9‐12, 2005. Twenty‐nine
physical oceanographers, men as well as women, assembled for the purpose of designing a mentoring program
for junior women in the field of physical oceanography in order to help remove barriers in their career
development. The overall goal of this community effort was to develop a program within physical oceanography
6

that, if successful, could be expanded to include women and minorities in all areas of ocean sciences or
geosciences.
The initial focus at the workshop was on identifying the obstacles that junior women face in their career
development and deciding which of those obstacles could be met by a community‐based effort rather than by
institutional efforts. A community‐wide survey conducted prior to the workshop provided important input for
the mentoring program design. From the survey and workshop discussions, it was concluded that transitions
from Ph.D. to postdoc and then from postdoc to entry‐level positions were the most vulnerable times for a
junior woman in the field. Identified obstacles included exclusion from large programs; lack of collaboration and
collaborators; lack of senior women role models; and lack of advice on career development and on balancing
work and family. Importantly, the survey results showed that only 30% of the respondents formed an important
mentoring relationship during their postdoctoral years.
Given the indentified obstacles, MPOWIR workshop participants decided on a community‐mentoring program
that would provide continuity from the Ph.D. attainment through the early years of a young woman’s scientific
career. The workshop participants decided to focus on the collective community mentoring rather than on
mentoring that matched a single junior scientist with a single senior scientist. The working hypothesis is that a
network of mentors would better fulfill the various needs of a junior scientist. To make mentoring accessible to
junior women in a wide variety of positions and at different types of workplaces (e.g., research institutions,
government labs, universities, industry), workshop participants decided on a multi‐prong approach with three
main program elements described in detail below (section 3c). Further information on the Airlie workshop can
be found in the workshop report (Lozier et al., 2005).
ii. Steering committee
The MPOWIR Steering Committee, established at the Airlie Workshop, is responsible for all MPOWIR activities.
The current committee (see Appendix 3) is composed of nine members, including seven women and two men,
who are representative of a broad spectrum of work and family conditions. The committee members belong to
institutions differing in size, location, and type (academic/research/government laboratories), and are
representative of different family situations. The term for each committee member is two years, staggered,
except for the lead PI and co‐PI. The committee is responsible for considering and starting new initiatives and
planning for the long‐term continuation of the program. This includes appointing new members to evolve the
committee structure. Additionally, steering committee members act as liaisons in the broader community.
Conference calls, web‐based communications, and additional meetings during national conferences are
arranged, as needed.
iii. Funding
Funding for MPOWIR is provided by NSF, ONR, NASA and DOE, through grants to the chair of the steering
committee. All MPOWIR proposals have been peer‐reviewed by members of the physical oceanography
community.
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c. Components of MPOWIR
The overall structure of MPOWIR emerged from the five main goals established at the Airlie Center Workshop:
(1) The program should provide continuity of mentoring from a young woman’s graduate career, through her
postdoctoral years to the first years of her permanent job. (2) The program should establish a collective
responsibility within the physical oceanography community for the mentoring of junior women in the field.
Rather than assigning a mentor for each young woman, the aim is to collectively mentor the young women in
the field. (3) The program should provide a variety of mentoring resources and mentors on a variety of issues.
(4) The program should cast a wide net to avoid exclusiveness. (5) Involvement in this mentoring program
should be open to those who self‐identify as a physical oceanographer. Each of these goals is intended to make
mentoring opportunities universally available and of higher quality by expanding the reach of mentoring
opportunities beyond individual home institutions. Based on these goals, the following four program elements
were initiated:
i. Internet‐based mentoring
The primary objective of this component is to create a gender‐neutral resource that would enhance access to
mentors and support resources at smaller and non‐traditional institutions. This component is expected to be a
long‐lived, dynamic resource that evolves in response to the changing needs of MPOWIR.
ii. AGU socials
The primary objective of the MPOWIR socials is to facilitate networking between physical oceanographers and
enhance the sense of community. The socials are also intended to provide early career advice and career
development information to both junior and senior scientists.
iii. Statistics and metrics
The primary objective of this component is to establish a comprehensive database in order to quantitatively
assess and track the impact of MPOWIR activities as well as understand the current issues related to retention in
the field.
iv. Pattullo conference
The centerpiece of the MPOWIR program and the main focus of this report is the Pattullo Conference, which
was named for June Pattullo, the first woman in the United States to receive a Ph.D. in physical oceanography
from Scripps Institution of Oceanography in 1957. This conference is intended to help junior women make
connections and gain community support by bringing them together with senior scientists and other junior
scientists.
Progress on each of these MPOWIR components is contained in this report, starting with a report on the first
annual Pattullo Conference.
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3. Pattullo Conference planning
a. Site/date selection
Planning for the Pattullo Conference began in October of 2007 when a date and site for the meeting were
selected. After soliciting feedback from steering committee members, the conference was planned for May 18‐
21, 2008. Middleton Place, in Charleston, South Carolina was chosen because of its proximity to a major airport
as well as its secluded location, which promoted community and participant interaction.
b. Advertising
In November 2007, advertising for the Pattullo Conference was initiated by sending emails and informational
packets to universities and government labs. While several MPOWIR sponsored events and the launch of the
MPOWIR website occurred prior to November 2007, the informational packets also served to formally announce
our initiative to the community. Over eighty launch packets to all Airlie workshop participants, physical
oceanography department chairs, government labs, and sponsoring agency program managers were sent. The
materials included several posters for distribution that directed interested participants to the MPOWIR website
for more information and to register online for the conference. To further advertise, a print ad was placed in
EOS, Transactions, American Geophysical Union in two consecutive issues and emails were sent to several
listservs with wide distribution.
c. Registration
Participation in the Pattullo conference was open to all junior female physical oceanographers at U.S.
establishments, including universities, government labs, and research institutions. “Junior” was defined as being
within one year of obtaining a Ph.D. and up to two years after obtaining a PI position. By January, 2008, over 30
junior women expressed interest in the Pattullo Conference. Registrants were asked to provide their contact
information, dissertation topic, and contact information for their Ph.D. advisor. Upon receiving a registration, an
email was sent to the Ph.D. advisor to confirm that the junior scientist met the registration criteria and that the
advisor supported the junior scientist’s attendance. The final participant list included 24 junior women from all
over the country (Figure 2), a 50% increase in the number of junior participants originally anticipated. Costs for
the participants, junior and senior, were covered by the supporting grants.
d. Senior scientist invitations
Also in January of 2008, a subset of the MPOWIR steering committee selected senior scientist invitees. These
male and female scientists were primarily selected to create a range in scientific expertise as well as a
representative sampling of work places (e.g., research institution, government laboratory, public and private
university) around the country. Additionally, issues such as exposure to dual‐career issues, length of career, and
past mentoring expertise were also considered. Fifteen senior scientists attended the conference. Program
managers from the National Science Foundation (NSF), the Department of Energy (DOE), and National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) were also in attendance, serving as agency representatives as well
as senior scientists.
e. Preliminary session planning
Before developing an agenda for the conference, existing mentoring programs and conferences were
researched. WEBS (Women Evolving Biological Sciences), a collaborative project between the University of
Washington and the University California, Santa Cruz that hosts an annual three‐day symposium aimed at
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addressing the retention of female scientists, provided a useful model for the design of the Pattullo conference
(www.webs.washington.edu/).
f. Survey of junior participants
In‐depth planning for the Pattullo Conference
began in February, 2008 when a survey was sent to
junior registrants about their interest in potential
topics and sessions. The survey asked participants
to rate their interest in a variety of professional
development and scientific topics (see Appendix 5).
The junior scientists responded that they were
most interested in sessions on designing research
projects, communicating research, and science
writing for proposals and publications. Participants
were less interested in ocean policy and resource
management, dual‐career couples, and balancing
work and family (the lower average ratings for
sessions on dual‐career couples and balancing
work and family were accompanied by high
standard deviations, which were most likely due to
differences in personal situations).

Figure 2. Pattullo participant map.

g. Agenda development and program committee
With background research and survey results from junior participants in hand, a program committee developed
an agenda for the Pattullo conference. In general, the agenda focused on advancing the current and planned
research programs of the junior women through an interactive and collaborative format. In addition to research
talks by junior scientists, the agenda also provided time for professional development, small group activities and
networking opportunities (see Appendix 2).
h. Conference facilitator and guest invitations
The Pattullo Conference program committee recognized the need for additional participants from outside the
field of physical oceanography. Ms. Merlin Walberg of Phoenix Consultancy was invited to facilitate the
conference. Ms. Walberg attended the Airlie workshop and was familiar with MPOWIR and the community
culture in physical oceanography. Ms. Valerie Hickey was brought to the conference to present a negotiations
workshop to the junior scientists and Dr. Donna Garcia presented her social‐psychology research on stereotype
threat and gender bias to the group. These guests, who contributed to a variety of sessions during the
conference, brought a valuable, outside perspective to the meeting.
i. Folder contents
Each participant received a folder with conference documents when they checked in at the Inn at Middleton
Place. The folder included logistical information such as the program schedule and participant list as well as
background reading material. The folder also contained a short biography (contact information, statement of
research, and photo) of each participant. To gather this biographical information, an online submission form
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was used. For a complete list of articles included in the folder and relevant reading material on mentoring and
women in science, please see Appendix 4.

4. The Pattullo Conference
a. Introduction
The goals of the Pattullo conference were:
•

To bring junior women together with senior scientists to share experiences, advice and concerns.

•

To build community networks with peers and senior scientists.

•

To build confidence and skills for promoting science.

•

To raise awareness of issues confronting junior women among the senior scientist community.

The following section includes a brief description of the participation and sessions at the Pattullo Conference.
b. Junior scientist participation
Over the course of the conference, the junior scientists worked with the conference facilitator to develop a
presentation about early career and retention issues. The junior scientists choose to present their perspective
on advisor and mentor relationships as well as their vision for the future of the field. This presentation led to an
article written by three of the junior participants and submitted to the Forum section of EOS, Transactions,
American Geophysical Union. Several of the junior participants also contributed to a slide show presentation,
which was distributed to all conference participants and is available on the MPOWIR website
(www.mpowir.org).
c. Senior scientist participation
Senior scientists at the conference were asked to offer advice, give feedback and/or offer to put the young
scientist in touch with a colleague with similar interests. Senior members were not expected to be at the
conference to “find” a mentee, rather to give feedback and advice to all women present, where and when
appropriate. In addition to research talks, senior scientists participated in round‐table discussions on topics such
as balancing work and family, strategies for funding, proposal writing, alternative career paths, and self‐
promotion. Evening sessions were planned where senior scientists had an opportunity to share their career
paths, past projects, and current research interests. The goal of these sessions was to facilitate the sharing of
career experiences. Finally, senior scientists met each day and discussed the impact of the various conference
activities in order to assess their success and plan improvements or different approaches for future conferences.
d. Conference sessions
i. Opening reception and dinner
An opening reception, followed by dinner, marked the start of the Pattullo conference on Sunday evening.
Everyone had an opportunity to mingle before dinner and introduce themselves. Seats were assigned at dinner
and each table had a mix of junior and senior scientists from differing institutions. Following dinner, senior
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scientists met to discuss plans for the next few days, while the junior scientists met as a group for the first time
to discuss their participation at the conference.
ii. Science talks
On the first morning of the conference, each junior participant gave a 12‐minute, AGU‐style talk on their current
research. The talks were grouped according to four common research themes. After each talk, every member
of the audience filled out a feedback sheet on which they noted what they particularly liked about the talk and
where they found room for improvement. Each speaker was given these feedback sheets following the session.
iii. Designing research projects
Following all research talks, participants were divided into small groups consisting of 4 junior scientists and 2‐3
senior scientists. In these groups, which were formulated based on common research interests, participants
received personalized feedback and constructive criticism from their peers and senior scientists. The aim of
these sessions was to give ideas and advice to the junior researchers on how to convert a research project into a
research program, as they transition from Ph.D. students and postdocs to PIs. Senior scientists offered advice
on how to broaden the scope of the junior scientist’s research, how to maximize the impact of their research
and how to seek funding opportunities.
iv. Outside speaker
After dinner on Monday evening, Dr. Donna Garcia, a social‐psychologist, from the University of Western
Ontario, gave a seminar entitled: A socio‐cultural perspective on women’s underrepresentation in the sciences.
The aim of inviting an outside speaker was to look at the issue of retaining women in science from the
perspective of someone whose research focuses on this issue. Dr. Garcia’s presentation is posted online at the
MPOWIR website.
v. Negotiations
As part of a focus on professional development during the second full day of the conference, all junior women
participated in a negotiations workshop led by Ms. Valerie Hickey, of Duke University. The goal of this workshop
was to give junior women an introduction to negotiation techniques. This involved learning about the
importance of knowing one’s own and others perspectives, monitoring the context of each negotiation, injecting
resource when necessary, and following up. Junior women were encouraged to see the goal of every negotiation
as an opportunity to invent options for mutual gain.
vi. Mentoring
Junior women were invited to a discussion on mentoring, led by Susan Lozier, chair of MPOWIR. The overall
objective of this session was to discuss the importance of having multiple mentors for multiple roles as one’s
career progresses. Also, junior women were encouraged to be proactive in seeking mentoring and mentors.
Finally, junior women discussed their own experiences in the field and how mentoring, or a lack of it, has
influenced their progression.
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vii. Balancing Work and Family
Junior and senior participants jointly discussed the issues facing both women and men in the workplace as they
balance the needs of both work and family. A short presentation on the subject of dual‐career couples was
given by Ms. Valerie Hickey (Duke University), followed by an open discussion among all participants. Senior
scientists, men and women, shared their experiences navigating the demands of family and a career.
viii. Interviewing/CVs
This interactive session began with a general discussion facilitated by Merlin Walberg on presentation style and
body language. The session turned towards interviewing as senior scientists answered questions from the junior
scientists and shared advice from a hiring committee perspective. The junior women were encouraged to
maintain currents CVs /websites and to thoroughly research the department before they interview. Senior
scientists also gave examples of interview questions that perspective hires should be prepared to answer. In the
CV discussion, participants were given fictional ‘good’ and ‘bad’ CVs. They dissected the documents in small
groups and discussed the strengths and weaknesses of each.
ix. Presentation by program managers
Federal agency representatives provided information on the type of research their agency funds, how proposals
are submitted to their agencies and how one obtains further information on these agencies and opportunities
for funding. These representatives also gave their opinions on the essential elements for a good proposal.
x. Science writing and communication
Ann Gargett, a senior scientist from Old Dominion University, led this session on giving effective presentations
and preparing visual materials. The majority of the discussion was based on Scientifically Speaking – Tips for
Preparing and Delivering Scientific Talks and Using Visual Aids (see references).
xi. Closing session
On the last morning of the conference, the junior participants presented their perspective on advisor and
mentor relationships as well as their vision for the future of the field. Their presentation was to the senior
scientists and agency representatives. Following this presentation, all participants provided feedback on the
conference, offered ideas for future conferences and gave input on the next steps for the MPOWIR effort. The
conference closed with remarks by the MPOWIR chair and with a slide show of photos taken during the course
of the conference.

5. Follow up, feedback, and next steps for the Pattullo Conference
Based on feedback gathered from the participants, the Pattullo Conference was a valuable experience for
everyone involved and an extremely successful event. In a follow‐up survey administered online after the
conference, all said that they would “definitely recommend this conference to another junior scientist.” Most
importantly, we accomplished our conference goals. In evaluations and in conversation, many junior women
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spoke of increased confidence and were impressed by the networking opportunities with not only senior
scientists, but also their peers. One junior participant commented “I am leaving with more confidence in myself
and a much better idea of where I want to go in my career and why I want to do it.” Another participant
remarked that “This was a very helpful experience for me as a junior scientist and has definitely increased the
likelihood that I will stay in the field.”
We are confident that participants will bring their enthusiasm from the conference to their home institutions
and the broader oceanography community. To continue to support the efforts of these junior scientists while
working to improve future MPOWIR programs, we have taken/are taking the following actions:
a. Survey
At the conclusion of the Pattullo Conference, while all participants were still gathered, we administered a brief,
anonymous evaluation survey with five questions: (1) What was your favorite topic or session?, (2) What was
your least favorite topic or session?, (3) What topics would you have liked to see covered?, (4) Do you have any
other suggestions to improve future programs?, and (5) Do you have any additional comments? This survey
allowed participants to give immediate feedback on the conference and we gained valuable insights from junior
and senior scientists. Participants favored the negotiations and designing research projects sessions – we plan
to expand these sessions for future conferences. We also learned that participants would have liked more on
alternate career paths and the tenure process. These topics will also be included at future events.
Several weeks after the conference, participants were asked to complete an online survey (see Appendix 5 for
the full survey). This survey asked participants to rate their opinion on specific topics and allowed for
comments. The response rate was 92% and results from this survey appear in Table 1. In the online survey,
participants were also asked to comment on the structure of the conference (e.g. should future conferences
include male junior scientists?, should future conferences include more senior scientists?). The majority of
respondents believe that the current structure and participant balance works well. Junior and senior scientists
both report that they would recommend the Pattullo conference to another junior scientist (4.96/5.00, where 5
represents ‘definitely recommend’) and participants enjoyed the balance of research and professional
development. The most common suggestion from both surveys was that future conferences should incorporate
more unstructured time for junior and senior scientists to interact informally. Based on survey feedback, we
also plan to include more time for the junior scientists to present their research on the first day. Because 24
junior scientists attended, we created concurrent sessions for the individual research talks, thus reducing the
amount of time needed for research talks from over 6 hours to 3.5 hours. Many participants reported that they
were willing to spend additional time on research talks in order to learn more about each person’s project at the
beginning of the conference. Overall, the survey results indicate that the program was a tremendous success
and that there is little reason to change the overall structure or focus of the conference in the future. The
survey, however, did reveal ways in which the conference can be improved and these suggestions will be
considered in the design of future Pattullo conferences.
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Table 1. Post‐Pattullo Survey of Junior and Senior Scientists

Average
Junior
Standard
Scientist Deviation
Response

Average
Senior
Scientist
Response

Standard
Deviation

4.00
4.79

0.55
0.43

4.57

0.51

4.93

0.27

4.79
4.07

0.43
0.62

Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (poor – excellent)
Networking opportunities
Professional development opportunities
Feedback on research
Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (strongly disagree – strongly agree)
My skills and expertise were used to their fullest
My time was well spent at this conference
I had enough information/background about the conference to
participate fully
I would attend another Pattullo conference
Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (not valuable – extremely valuable)
Value to current position
Value to future position
Overall value
Perceived value of conference to a junior scientist
Perceived value of conference to another senior scientist
Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (definitely not – definitely)
Would you recommend this conference to another junior scientist?
Would you recommend this conference to another senior scientist?
Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (definitely not enough time – definitely too
much time)
Reception
Dinner and opening remarks
Research Talks
Tour of Middleton Place
Designing research projects
Donna Garcia
Negotiations
Mentoring
Balancing work and family
Interviewing/CVs
Activity time
Program Managers
Science writing and communication
Planning for Wednesday presentation
Site seeing in downtown Charleston
Presentation by junior scientists

4.86
4.64
3.77

4.68
4.73
4.77

0.35
0.58
0.87

0.48
0.55
0.43

4.95
4.68

0.21
0.57

5.00
4.71

0.00
0.61

2.73
2.91
2.41
3.00
2.43
3.33
2.73
2.90
3.00
2.57
2.80
3.20
3.05
3.05
2.73
2.95

0.55
0.29
0.67
0.69
0.68
0.80
0.83
0.62
0.63
0.81
0.86
0.77
0.86
0.79
0.83
0.49

2.82
3.00
2.14
2.88
2.60
4.00

0.40
0.00
0.86
0.64
0.52
0.88

2.67
2.75
2.67
2.42
3.50
3.13

0.82
0.50
0.58
0.90
0.67
0.35

2.58
3.15

0.67
0.55
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Workshop report planning
Slide show and final remarks
Informal time for networking
Meals
Free time
Please rate your opinion on the scale below from 1 to 10 where
1 = Too much focus on research
5 = Good balance of research and professional development
10 = Too much focus on professional development
Please complete the sentence: At future conferences,
1 = no senior male scientists should attend, 2 = fewer should attend, 3 =
the same number should attend, 4 = more should attend
1 = no junior male scientists should attend, 2 = a few should attend, but
more female scientists should attend, 3 = an equal number of male and
female junior scientists should attend
1 = no mid‐career/transitional scientists should attend, 2 = a few mid‐
career/transitional scientists should attend, but the majority of non‐
junior participants should be senior scientists in the field, 3 = more mid‐
career/transitional scientists should attend such that all career stages
are represented.
1 = no one from outside of physical oceanography should attend, 2 = a
few scientists outside of physical oceanography (biological, chemical,
etc.) should attend, but the majority of participants should be physical
oceanographers, 3 = more scientists outside of physical oceanography
(biological, chemical, etc.) should attend such that all oceanography
fields are represented.
1 = no non‐academic scientists should attend, 2 = a few non‐academic
scientists should attend, but the majority of participants should be
working in academia, 3 = more non‐academic scientists should attend
such that more scientists in alternative careers are represented
Should the balance of junior to senior scientists a) decrease (fewer
senior scientists), b) stay the same, c) increase (more senior scientists) ?
Should the total number of participants 1) decrease, 2) stay the same,
3) increase?
Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (poor – excellent)
Communication and organization by MPOWIR
Scheduling (day, month, length)
Handouts
Hotel facilities
Meeting facilities
Meals

2.84
3.05
2.41
2.82
2.18

0.50
0.38
0.96
0.59
0.73

3.00
3.00
1.79
2.85
2.46

0.50
0.00
0.70
0.38
0.78

6.00

1.35

5.64

1.22

3.05

0.38

3.00

0.00

1.45

0.74

1.14

0.36

2.33

0.58

2.23

0.60

1.57

0.75

1.36

0.50

2.33

0.58

2.31

0.63

2.05

0.22

2.00

0.00

2.09

0.29

1.79

0.43

4.64
4.23
4.55
4.59
4.55
4.41

0.58
0.81
0.60
0.59
0.51
0.67

4.71
4.36
4.43
4.50
4.36
3.93

0.47
0.84
0.65
0.76
0.74
1.00
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b. Establishing a listserv
The first step in continuing the positive momentum from the Pattullo conference was establishing lines of
communication between participants. To facilitate communication among the group, we created two email lists
‐ one for all participants and one for junior participants. Both are private discussion lists where membership is
restricted to Pattullo participants and subscribers are free to post messages to the group by sending an email to
the list address. Participants were encouraged to share relevant information and maintain regular contact with
each other. A full participant list with email addresses for each individual was also made available.
c. Creation of PowerPoint presentations
One of the goals of MPOWIR is to expand our initiative to other STEM communities. To make progress toward
this goal, it is extremely important that MPOWIR is visible in the broader scientific community. As such, a
PowerPoint presentation summarizing the Pattullo conference will be presented by each participant to their
department colleagues. The presentation includes introductory slides on MPOWIR, a full description of the
Pattullo conference, and a section on the junior scientists’ vision for the future. The PowerPoint presentation
was created by the junior scientists and reflects their perspective. This presentation is also available on the
MPOWIR website.
d. Submitting an article to the Forum section of EOS, written by the junior women
An article was written by the junior scientists and submitted to the Forum section of EOS, Transactions,
American Geophysical Union. Like the PowerPoint presentation, this article gave the junior scientists the
opportunity to work on a collaborative task while increasing the visibility of MPOWIR.
e. Writing an article on MPOWIR’s survey and data‐gathering efforts
To further disseminate information about MPOWIR and the Pattullo conference, an article is planned that will
provide a discipline‐specific follow‐on to the National Diversity Study (Nelson, 2002). Specifically, the focus of
the article will be to address some unanswered questions from the National Diversity Study for the physical
oceanography community:
1. What are the current positions of men and women with PhDs in physical oceanography? Are men and
women represented differently in these positions?
2. Why is there a disproportionate representation of women in physical oceanography?
3. What can be done to increase the retention of women in academia in physical oceanography?
f. Creating mentoring group
To encourage the maintenance of the peer networks, and also to provide sustained support on career choices,
and the elements of a successful career in science, participants have been encouraged to participate in the
mentor groups described in Section 6.
g. MPOWIR website
Shortly after the Pattullo conference, the MPOWIR website was updated with pictures and materials from the
event. Regular updates and new features to the MPOWIR website will enhance internet‐based mentoring by
creating a more interactive and lively forum for continued discussion.
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6. Update on other MPOWIR Activities
a. Internet‐based mentoring
The MPOWIR website (www.mpowir.org) remains the central place for information, resources, discussion
opportunities, a new blog, and the formation of the mentor groups. As was clear from the geographical
distribution of the conference attendees (Figure 2), many junior women are isolated in departments that are not
traditionally considered to be “oceanographic”. While this provides an opportunity for fruitful interdisciplinary
research, and thus places junior women at the leading edge of physical oceanographic science, this can also be
isolating and create difficulties for their involvement in larger research programs. The internet based resources
are intended to bridge the geographical divides, to provide information/resources, and to encourage peer and
traditional mentoring opportunities.
The resources provided on the website include:
•

The MPOWIR surveys described above and in section 6c are hosted on the website. Survey results are
also displayed (http://www.mpowir.org/newstats.html).

•

Profiles of female physical oceanographers are included to illustrate different career paths and provide a
context for women in the physical oceanographic community. A web based form allows individuals to
add their own profile to the site.

•

As mentioned above, information, registration, and photos from the Pattullo Conference are available
on the website.

•

Resources associated with tracking, mentoring, and encouraging the participation of women in science
are listed and regularly updated.

•

In October 2007, the website was updated to include a forum that allowed for the exchange of
discussion on topics of interest to junior scientists in general. This format has not stimulated much
discussion, and feedback suggests that the effort of checking the forum page is a barrier to participation.
Other groups such as the Earth Sciences Women’s Network have also worked at developing lively
discussion forums with rather limited success. Given the concern that women express over balancing
work and home/family life, the additional effort of checking the web forum appears inhibitory.

•

A new blog will appear shortly on the website with an RSS feed, which may be a more suitable
technology for the exchange of information.

The website serves as a gathering space for the web based mentoring groups described here. The mentor
groups are intended to support both peer and traditional mentoring on a smaller, more intimate basis. The
objectives are: to help early career women make connections and gain community support, to help build the
confidence of early career women so that they are comfortable promoting themselves and their work, to
support early career women scientists with advice and encouragement and strategies for success both
professional and personal, and to help them learn from sharing the experiences of both senior scientists and
peers.
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Groups consist of 6‐9 junior women, and 2 senior facilitators who play both mentoring and coaching roles. Three
mentor groups include both Pattullo attendees and other individuals who have expressed an interest. Mentor
leaders are LuAnne Thompson (University of Washington), Fiamma Straneo (Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institute), Sonya Legg (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration – Geophysical Fluid Dynamics
Laboratory) , Anne Gargett (Old Dominion University), Susan Lozier (Duke University), and Victoria Coles
(University of Maryland). Future groups may include both male and female group leaders. To ensure that the
groups do not constitute an excessive time drain on the leaders, and to ensure that the group leaders are
adequately prepared for the challenges that emerge, the MPOWIR Program Coordinator, Lisa Valvo, will provide
logistical support, and Merlin Walberg of Phoenix Consulting will provide training. To ensure that the groups
provide an immediate tangible benefit to attendees, the junior women will be asked to formulate specific goals
that they can work towards with the encouragement and insights of the group. Each member and mentor
leader will receive a notebook we have tailored to the group containing training information, contact
information, and the biography and goal information for each participant. Training for the mentor leaders is
scheduled for October, 2008. Groups will be added as needed to meet demand.
b. Socials and Town Hall meetings at national meetings
To date MPOWIR has sponsored three events at national meetings:
• Town Hall meeting at Ocean Sciences in 2006
At Ocean Sciences 2008 in Honolulu, Hawaii, MPOWIR held a Town Hall meeting to introduce MPOWIR to the
oceanographic community. Over 150 people, men and women, attended this informational meeting. At the
meeting, a panel of Airlie workshop participants, presented the goals and planned activities of the MPOWIR
program.
• AGU Fall Meeting reception in 2007
At the AGU Fall Meeting in San Francisco in 2007, MPOWIR hosted a social for the purpose of providing
networking opportunities for junior researchers in the field. Though welcoming remarks were given by the
MPOWIR steering committee chair, no other program was planned.
• Town Hall meeting at Ocean Sciences in 2008
MPOWIR sponsored a social at the 2008 Ocean Sciences Meeting in Orlando, Florida on Dual‐Career Couples.
Dr. Elizabeth Creamer, a professor and researcher of issues related to faculty careers at Virginia Tech, spoke
about her research to approximately 75 people. The background and career‐stage of the audience was varied,
and while many of the audience members were physical oceanographers, scientists from all of ocean science
were in attendance. The interactive presentation put forward statistics about the number of dual‐career
couples in the sciences and summarized recent research about the impact of children and/or an academic
spouse on faculty research productivity
c. Statistics and surveys
A database is actively maintained and filled with historical and current data gathered from institutions on the
number of graduate students entering and graduating from physical oceanography departments. The data gives
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a concrete measure of graduation rates and retention in the field. As with data collected by NSF and by other
researchers, our data shows that nearly 40% of all Ph.D. graduates in physical oceanography are female (Figure
3) and the percentage of women in the field drops sharply they progress in their careers.
A comprehensive survey was
administered to graduate students
in the fall of 2007. Fifty‐one
currently‐enrolled and recent Ph.D.s
responded to the online survey.
While the survey was anonymous,
the majority of respondents
provided contact information,
which will allow us to track their
progress and changing attitudes
through their early career. Men
and women respond differently
when asked about their advisor
relationship and overall graduate
student experience (Figure 4‐5).
Whether or not a student has a
mentor also affects their response
(Figure 6). Survey results show that
approximately 65% of respondents
Figure 3. Women represent approximately 40% of all PhD graduates in
have at least one mentor who may
physical oceanography. Data was collected from 22 institutions with physical
or may not be their advisor. While
oceanography programs across the country.
approximately the same proportion
of women and men have mentors, women are more likely to have a mentor that is not their academic advisor.
Figure 6 suggests that those without mentors have a more difficult graduate school experience and are much
more likely to report that they would change decisions related to graduate school. Nearly half of those without
mentors claim that they may not have gone to graduate school at all if they could go back in time. These results
were surprising and help to guide our mentoring efforts.
The MPOWIR internet‐based mentoring program inherently contains natural measures for use as metrics. For
instance, web servers can easily log hits on pages, re‐visits, volume of downloaded content, and other such
quantities, all as a function of time. Similarly, the success of MPOWIR meetings and workshops can be
measured by attendance and by estimates of the fraction of the community reached. We also use surveys,
particularly for the Pattullo conference, to obtain valuable feedback from participants about their experience as
we work to improve our future programs. Ultimately, the MPOWIR effort will be successful if we see an increase
in the continuation rates from graduation to postdoc and from postdoc to principle investigator, and the
percentage of women in leadership roles (principle investigators, department chairs, and participation on
committees).
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Figure 4. Women tend to have a more negative relationship with their advisor. It is interesting to note that only
female respondents disagreed with several of the statements. In addition, more women reported that they have
a difficult time maintaining a life outside of school.
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Figure 5. Women are more likely to report that they would change decisions related to their graduate
studies.
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Figure 6. Nearly 40% of both male and female respondents do not have a mentor. Whether or not a
student has a mentor significantly affects their attitude towards graduate school.
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7. Next steps
To continue to meet the MPOWIR objectives, several steps are currently underway. These include:
1. Planning for the next Pattullo conference, scheduled for the spring of 2010. Funding for this conference
will be sought during the winter of 2009. Data from the survey of past participants will aid these
planning efforts.
2. Creation of mentoring groups. Mentoring groups are scheduled to go “online” in October of 2008.
3. Advertisement of the MPOWIR effort and its activities via articles, presentations at national meetings
and seminars at universities and institutions with physical oceanography programs. Articles are planned
for EOS and for NatureJobs. Additionally, a presentation is scheduled for GSA in October of 2008;
another to the Ocean Leadership’s Ocean Sciences Educators Retreat in November of 2008.
4. Website updates, including a blog to create a more interactive and lively format for discussion. The blog
posts will consist of articles, job postings, MPOWIR events, and mentoring resources. A calendar with all
MPOWIR events will also be added to the website.
5. Data gathering and surveying. The graduate database will be updated every fall and opinion surveys will
be administered periodically.
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Appendix 1: Pattullo Conference Attendees
Invitees
Mark Abbott (Oregon State University)
Lisa Beal (University of Miami – RSMAS)
Robert Beardsley (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
Amy Bower (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
Mark Cane (Lamont ‐Doherty Earth Observatory)
Paola Cessi (UCSD/Scripps Institution of Oceanography)
Teresa Chereskin (UCSD/Scripps Institution of Oceanography)
Victoria Coles (University of Maryland)
Rana Fine (University of Miami ‐ RSMAS)
Ann Gargett (Old Dominion)
Eileen Hofmann (Old Dominion)
Steven Lentz (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
Susan Lozier (Duke University)
Geoffrey Vallis (Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory)
Victor Zlotnicki (Jet Propulsion Laboratory)
Registrants
Magdalena Andres (University of Rhode Island)
Johanna Baehr (Massachusetts Institute of Technology)
Sheekela Baker‐Yeboah (Massachusetts Institute of Technology)
Alexandra Bozec (Florida State University)
Lucia Bunge (Florida State University)
Tania Casal (University of Miami – RSMAS)
Shenfu Dong (University of Washington)
Elizabeth Douglass (UCSD/Scripps Institution of Oceanography)
Catherine Edwards (University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill)
Melanie Fewings (University of California at Santa Barbara)
Silvia Gremes‐Cordero (University of Miami – RSMAS)
Erin Hackett (Johns Hopkins University)
Heather Havens (University of South Florida)
Nicole Lovenduski (Colorado State)
Kim Martini (University of Washington)
Silvia Matt (University of Miami – RSMAS)
Colleen Mouw (University of Rhode Island)
Berit Rabe (University of Delaware, College of Marine and Earth Sciences)
Julie Vanderhoff (Brigham Young University)
Danielle Wain (Iowa State University)
Stephanie Waterman (MIT‐WHOI Joint Program of Physical Oceanography)
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Eleanor Williams (University of Washington)
Sarah Zedler (Texas A&M)
Yu Zhang (MIT‐WHOI Joint Program of Physical Oceanography)
Additional Participants and Guests
Anjuli Bamzai (Department of Energy)
Donna Garcia (University of Western Ontario)
Valerie Hickey (Duke University)
Eric Itsweire (National Science Foundation)
Terri Paluszkiewicz (Office of Naval Research)
Lisa Valvo (Duke University)
Merlin Walberg (Phoenix Consultancy)
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Appendix 2: Pattullo Conference Agenda
Sunday: May 18, 2008
Check in
6:30 – 7:00 pm
7:00 – 8:00 pm
8:00 – 9:00 pm
9:00 –10:00 pm

Pick up name tag and folder
Senior scientists meet in the conference center
Reception on the conference center deck
Dinner and welcome by Susan Lozier
Junior scientists meet with Merlin Walberg

Monday: May 19, 2008
8:30 – 9:15 am
9:15 am
9:30 am – 1:30 pm

9:30‐9:45
9:45‐10:00
10:00‐10:15
10:15‐10:30
10:30‐10:45
10:45‐11:00
11:00‐11:15
11:15‐11:30
11:30‐11:45
11:45‐12:00
12:00‐12:15
12:15‐12:30
12:30‐12:45
12:45‐1:00
1:00‐1:15
1:15 – 2:00 pm
2:00 – 3:30 pm
3:30 – 5:00 pm
5:00 – 6:30 pm

Breakfast
Morning remarks and sign‐ups for meeting activities
Junior scientist presentations

Group 1 and 2

Group 3 and 4

Group 1 ‐ Upper Ocean Processes
introduction
Heather Havens
Sarah Zedler
Shenfu Dong
Silvia Gremes‐Cordero
Sheekela Baker‐Yeboah
Break

Group 3 ‐ Coastal Processes
introduction
Catherine Edwards
Erin Hackett
Kim Martini
Melanie Fewings
Break
Group 4 ‐ Boundary Currents, Waves
and Eddies introduction

Group 2 ‐ Large Scale Oceanography
introduction
Alexandra Bozec
Colleen Mouw
Eleanor Williams
Elizabeth Douglass
Johanna Baehr
Lucia Bunge
Nicole Lovenduski

Berit Rabe
Danielle Wain
Julie Vanderhoff
Magdalena Andres
Silvia Matt
Stephanie Waterman
Tania Casal
Yu Zhang

Lunch
Junior scientists tour Middleton Place
Senior scientists meet with Merlin
Senior scientists tour Middleton Place
Junior scientists meet with Merlin
Designing research projects
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6:30 – 7:00 pm
7:00 – 8:00 pm
8:00 – 9:00 pm

9:00 pm

Break
Dinner
Guest speaker: Donna Garcia, University of Western Ontario, Department of
Psychology, Why Are Women Underrepresented in the Sciences? A Cultural Perspective
of Gender Differences in Selection, Motivation, Performance, and Retention.
Time to meet with Donna informally

Tuesday: May 20, 2008
7:30 – 8:15 am
8:15 am
8:30 – 10:00 am
10:00 – 10:15 am
10:15 – 11:00 am
11:00 am – 12:00 pm
12:00 – 1:00 pm
1:00 – 2:00 pm
2:00 – 3:00 pm
3:00 – 3:15 pm
3:15 – 4:30 pm
4:30 – 6:00 pm
6:00 – 6:45 pm
6:45 ‐?

Breakfast
Morning remarks
Junior scientists meet with Valerie Hickey for negotiations session
Senior scientists meet with Merlin
Coffee break
Mentoring session facilitated by Susan Lozier
Balancing work and family session facilitated by Valerie
Lunch
Interviewing and CVs facilitated by Merlin
Presentation by Agency Program Managers
Break
Science writing and communication presented by Merlin and Ann Gargett
Junior scientists meet with Merlin
Senior scientists and program managers meet with Susan
Break
Dinner in downtown Charleston and sightseeing

Wednesday: May 21, 2008
7:30 – 8:15 am
8:15 am
8:30 – 9:00 am
9:00 – 10:15 am
10:15 – 10:30 am
10:30 – 11:30 am
11:30 am – 12:00 pm
12:00 pm

Breakfast
Morning remarks
Final preparation for junior scientist presentation with Merlin
Presentation by junior scientists
Break
Workshop report planning
Program conclusion given by Susan, slide show by Lisa Beal, and evaluations
Box lunch
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Appendix 3: Former and Current Steering Committee Members
1. Bob Beardsley* (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
2. Amy Bower (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
3. Paola Cessi* (Scripps Institution of Oceanography)
4. Victoria Coles* (University of Maryland)
5. Rana Fine* (University of Miami)
6. Silvia Garzoli* (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration)
7. Susan Lozier*^ (Duke University)
8. Julie McClean (Naval Postgraduate School)
9. Jeffrey Paduan* (Naval Postgraduate School)
10. Paola Rizzoli (Massachusetts Institute of Technology)
11. Fiamma Straneo* (Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution)
12. LuAnne Thompson* (University of Washington)

*current steering committee members
^ steering committee chair
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Appendix 4: Suggested reading and resources on mentoring/women in science
The 2004 National Science Foundation report on Women, Minorities and Persons with Disabilities in Science and
Engineering, is available at: http://www.nsf.gov/statistics/wmpd
The Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a report in July 2004 regarding federal agency compliance
with Title IX. Congress asked the GAO to assess compliance with Title IX in regards to mathematics, engineering,
and science. This report can be found at: http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d04639.pdf
Handelsman, J. et al. (2005), More Women in Science, Science, 309, 1190‐1191.
Milem, J.F. (2003), The Educational Benefits of Diversity: Evidence from Multiple Sectors in Compelling Interest:
Examining the Evidence on Racial Dynamics in Higher Education edited by M. J. Chang et al., pp. 126‐169,
Stanford University Press.
Nelson, D.J., 2002, Nelson Diversity Surveys. Diversity in Science Association, Norman, OK. Available at
http://cheminfo.chem.ou.edu/~djn/diversity/top50.html.
Lozier, M.S. et al., 2006, MPOWIR Mentoring Physical Oceanography Women to Increase Retention. Report of a
workshop held October 9‐12, 2005. 32 pp. Available at http://www.mpowir.org.
Holmes, M.A. and O’Connell, S., 2003, Where are the Women Geoscience Professors? Report sponsored by the
National Science Foundation and the Association for Women Geoscientists. Available at
http://www.awg.org/gendereq.html#wwgp.
National Science Foundation Division of Science Resources Statistics, 2004, Table 31 ‐ Earth Sciences Degrees
Awarded, by Degree Level and Sex of Recipient: 1966–2004. Available at http://www.nsf.gov/statistics.
Exploring the color of glass: letters of recommendation for female and male medical faculty, 2003. F. Trix and C.
Psenka, Discourse and Society, 14, 191‐220.
Nepotism and sexism in peer‐review, 1997. C. Wennerås and A. Wold, Nature, 387, 341‐343.
Mysterious Disappearance of Female Investigators, 2005. D. Watson, A. C. Anderson and J. Hjorth, Nature, 436,
174.
Academe Online has a whole issue (November/December 2004) on balancing faculty careers and family work:
http://www.aaup.org/publications/Academe/2004/04nd/04ndtoc.htm
A February 12, 2005 Boston Globe article, Women and science: the real issue, by John Hennessey, Susan
Hockfield and Shirley Tilghman was written in response to the well‐publicized comments of Laurence Summers,
President of Harvard University, last winter. The Boston Globe article can be found at:
http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2005/02/12/women_and_science_the_re
al_issue/
You can listen to an audiotape (~ 10 minutes) on Women in Science from the 9/26/2005 edition of Science
Friday on National Public Radio: http://www.sciencefriday.com/pages/2005/Aug/hour2_082605.html
A popular tradebook on the subject of women and careers is: Why So Slow? The Advancement of Women, by
Virginia Valian, MIT Press, 1998
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Budden, A.E., Tregenza, T., Aarssen, L.W., Koricheva, J., Leimu, R., and Lortie, C.J. (2007) Double‐blind review
favours increased representation of female authors. TRENDS in Ecology and Evolution 23(1), 4‐6.
Kappel, E.S. (2008), Qualities of a Good Mentor. Oceanography, 21(1), 5.
Williams, R. (2008), Elizabeth Blackburn: Because science is worth it. Journal of Cell Biology, 180, 1056‐1057.
Holmes, M.A., O'Connell S., Frey C., and Ongley L. (2008), Gender Imbalance in US Geoscience Academia. Nature
Geoscience 1, 79 ‐ 82
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Appendix 5: Surveys
Pattullo Topics Survey
Please rate your interest in the following Pattullo Conference topics on a scale of 1 to 5 (no interest to great
interest).
• Forefronts and new technologies in physical
• Scientific outreach
• Ocean policy and resource management
• Communicating research
• Fundamentals of science writing: proposals and publications
• Teaching
• The art of mentoring: being a good mentee/mentor
• Careers and family
• Interviewing for jobs
• Negotiating/conflict management
• Designing research projects
• Time management
• Debunking the "superwoman" myth
• Navigating organizations and the tenure
• Alternate career paths
• Dual career couples
• Supervising graduate students
Pattullo Online Evaluation
1. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (poor – excellent)
• Networking opportunities
• Professional development opportunities
• Feedback on research
2. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (strongly disagree – strongly agree)
• My skills and expertise were used to their fullest
• My time was well spent at this conference
• I had enough information/background about the conference to participate fully
• I would attend another Pattullo conference
3. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (not valuable – extremely valuable)
• Value to current position
• Value to future position
• Overall value
• Perceived value of conference to a junior scientist
• Perceived value of conference to another senior scientist
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4. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (definitely not – definitely)
• Would you recommend this conference to another junior scientist?
• Would you recommend this conference to another senior scientist?
5. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (definitely not enough time – definitely too much time)
• Reception
• Dinner and opening remarks
• Research Talks
• Tour of Middleton Place
• Designing research projects
• Donna Garcia
• Negotiations
• Mentoring
• Balancing work and family
• Interviewing/CVs
• Activity time
• Program Managers
• Science writing and communication
• Planning for Wed. ppt
• Site seeing in downtown Charleston
• Presentation by jr. scientists
• Workshop report planning
• Slide show and final remarks
• Informal time for networking
• Meals
• Free time
6. Please rate your favorite session(s) by checking up to three boxes.
7. Please rate your favorite session(s) by checking up to three boxes.
8. Please rate your opinion on the scale below from 1 to 10 where
1 = Too much focus on research
5 = Good balance of research and professional development
10 = Too much focus on professional development
9. Please complete the sentence: At future conferences,
• 1 = no senior male scientists should attend, 2 = fewer should attend, 3 = the same number should
attend, 4 = more should attend
• 1 = no junior male scientists should attend, 2 = a few should attend, but more female scientists should
attend, 3 = an equal number of male and female junior scientists should attend
• 1 = no mid‐career/transitional scientists should attend, 2 = a few mid‐career/transitional scientists
should attend, but the majority of non‐junior participants should be senior scientists in the field, 3 =
more mid‐career/transitional scientists should attend such that all career stages are represented.
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1 = no one from outside of physical oceanography should attend, 2 = a few scientists outside of physical
oceanography (biological, chemical, etc.) should attend, but the majority of participants should be
physical oceanographers, 3 = more scientists outside of physical oceanography (biological, chemical,
etc.) should attend such that all oceanography fields are represented.
1 = no non‐academic scientists should attend, 2 = a few non‐academic scientists should attend, but the
majority of participants should be working in academia, 3 = more non‐academic scientists should attend
such that more scientists in alternative careers are represented
Should the balance of junior to senior scientists 1) decrease (fewer senior scientists), 2) stay the same, 3)
increase (more senior scientists)?

10. Should the total number of participants 1) decrease, 2) stay the same, 3) increase?
11. Please rate on a scale of 1‐5 (poor – excellent)
• Communication and organization by MPOWIR
• Scheduling (day, month, length)
• Handouts
• Hotel facilities
• Meeting facilities
• Meals
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