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1995 Annual Report 

AMS-ASA-AWM-IMS-MAA-NCTM-SIAM 

Joint Committee on Women in the Mathematical Sciences 

The Joint Committee on Women in Mathematics (JCW) is a joint committee 
of the above seven mathematics societies; its charge is to identify and recommend 
actions which those societies should take to alleviate some of the disadvantages that 
women mathematicians now experience and to document its recommendations and 
actions by presenting data. On 14-15 October 1995, the JCW held its second annual 
intensive weekend meeting at the O'Hare airport Hilton in Chica~o. In addition, JCW 
conducted business by electronic mail, and a small subset met at the AMS-MAA joint 
mathematics meeting in SanFrancisco in January, 1995. 

1. New chair: Marge Murray (Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 
murray@calvin.math.vt.edu) was elected the next chair; her term will begin 1 January 
1996. It was also agreed that:, to make the chair's job more manageable and facilitate 
communication with different constituencies and organizations, three JCW members 
should be designated as vice-chairs . Martha Aliaga, Harriet Lord, and Pat Wilson 
were then elected vice-chairs . 

2. Societal data collection: In 1993 and 1994, the JCW recommended that all 
represented organizations make an annual report summarizing statistics on the 
participation of women in that organization as the AMS does (see Nov. 1995 Notices, 
p . 1333). The categories to be included would vary with each organization's structure 
and meeting format. Compliance with this recommendation has been extremely 
slow. While ASA, which appears to have a healthy record of participation of women 
members, has provided some useful information to JCW, no organization (except 
AMS) regularly publishes statistics about women speakers at its meetings. 

* The JCW has now submitted a resolution to the MAA Board of Governors 
for action at its Jan. 1996 meeting. In addition, the JCW is working with the 
Committee on Sections to formulate a proposal to obtain data on the 
participation of women in MAA section activities; Lily Christ is coordinating 
this effort. 

* Members of the ASA-IMS Committee on Women in Statistics and the 
Caucus of Women in Statistics have expressed an interest in working with 
JCW to obtain statistics about women speakers at ASA/IMS meetings. 

* The NCTM representative reported on proposals under consideration by 
that organization. 

*No action on this matter seems to be under consideration by SIAM. 

3. Women speakers: The 1994 JCW recommendations for increasing women 
speakers in AMS special sessions were twice considered by the AMS Council, which 
tabled them both times. However, both data for 1994 and anecdotal evidence suggest 
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that the situation is improving. The proportion of women speakers in special 
sessions organized by men increased to 11% (as compared to 7-8% in previous years 
and 15% in sessions with at least one woman organizer). 

After considering a JCW recommendation that "the AMS should include 
women on the organizing committees of all future major symposia which it co
sponsors", the Jan. Council of the AMS passed a modified resolution that "the AMS 
should make every reasonable effort to see that women are included on the 
organizing committees of all future major symposia which it co-sponsors". 

The JCW received a proposal from another AMS committee (SUG/COMC) 
regarding a proposal to organize "Disciplinary Discussion Groups". The JCW 
discussed this proposal and sent a response to SUG/COMC. 

As noted in the 1994 report, JCW has been concerned by the vocal 
misrepresentation by Larry Shepp of both AMS policy and JCW recommendations on 
women speakers. A response to Shepp's first letter in the October, 1994 AMS Notices 
by Marie Vitulli and other JCW members was published in the March, 1995 AMS 
Notices. Another letter from Shepp appeared in the June, 1995 AMS Notices; a 
response to that, correcting several misstatements about JCW was published in the 
December, 1995 Notices. 

4. ASA Fellows: The JCW received a report from Juliet Schaffer on the nomination 
and election of women as Fellows of the ASA (American Statistical Association). In 
short, women fellows were much more likely than men to nominate other women; 
however, once nominated (whether by women or men or both) women were more 
likely than men to be elected. One should be cautious about drawing conclusions 
from such small samples. However, it seems worth pointing out that the data does 
suggest that men do often overlook good women, but recognize their merits when 
they are brought to their attention. Those who have been concerned about the 
implications of past JCW reports and recommendations about similar patterns in 
other areas, such as women speakers, should find this reassuring. 

5. Washington and Science Policy: The JCW was less active in this arena in 1995 than 
in previous years . In part, this may be because of an ongoing review of JPBM and 
changes in the ways in which participating societies address issues of science policy. 

The JCW did consider a proposal to establish a position for a visiting woman 
mathematicians at the MAA office in Washington. The JCW had some reservations 
about this proposal which were conveyed to the MAA leadership. However, the JCW . 
did suggest that alternatives, such as a position for a Congressional Fellow in 
Mathematics for Women or some form of sabbatical support for women 
mathematicians who wanted to pursue policy issues rather than mathematics 
research, might be worth considering in the future. 

The outgoing JCW chair has been invited to participate in an NSF conference 
to be held 13-15 December, 1995 with the title Women and Science: Celebrating 
Achievements, Charting Challenges. It is hoped that this may lead to future 
collaborations with similar committees in other disciplines. 
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6. Data surveys and reports: The JCW discussed the need for a comprehensive 
longitudinal survey of women who r~ceived PhD's in mathematics in the 1980's. It 
was agreed that the JCW does not have the necessary resources. It is important to 
identify one or two individuals who can obtain funding and direct such a project, 
possibly in collaboration with some of the represented mathematics organizations. 

The JCW will continue to communicate with the AMS-IMS-MAA data 
committee and the CBMS survey committee about the gender aspects of the data they 
collect and report. These groups have been very receptive to JCW suggestions in the 
past and already provide a wealth of valuable information to the mathematics 
community. The outgoing JCW chair, M.B. Ruskai, has been appointed to the AMS
IMS-MAA data committee for a 3-year term beginning in 1996. 

7. Affirmative Action Backlash: The JCW is particularly concerned about the 
development of increasing backlash to affirmative action efforts, and the need for 
effective outreach and publicity to counteract this. Several JCW members are 
preparing letters or articles as described below. The represented societies are 
encouraged to publish informative articles, whether or not by JCW members, in their 
journals and newsletters. 

* Mary Flahive and Marie Vitulli are preparing a letter for submission to the 
AMS Notices on interpretation of employment data. 

* The recent NRC report which ranks graduate programs also contains data 
on the proportion of women among graduate students and doctoral recipients 
at the departments surveyed. Lily Christ and Fran Rosamond are preparing an 
article based upon the data in this report. 

* Mary Beth Ruskai is preparing an article on affirmative action for the 
AWM Newsletter. This article will include an update of the data on 
employment patterns which appeared in her article "Time for Advancement" 
in the Dec. 1994 MAA Focus. 

Respectfully submitted by M. Beth Ruskai, JCW chair 
Department of Mathematics 
University of Massachusetts • Lowell 
Lowell, MA 01854 
bruskai@cs. uml.edu 617 646 9377 

Appendices: 
A. 1994 AMS Statistics on Women (hard copy only) 
B. JCW recommendation to MAA on Data Collection 
C. ASA Fellows Data 
D. Shepp letters and responses 
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Statistics on Women 
Mathematidans Compiled by 
theAMS 
At its August 1985 meeting, the Council of the AMS ap
proved a motion to regularly assemble and report in the No
tices information on the relative numbers of men versus 
women in at least the following categories: membership in 
the AMS, invited hour addresses at AMS meetings, speak
ers at special sessions at AMS meetings, percentage of 
women speakers in AMS Spedal Sessions by gender of or
ganizers, and members of editorial boards of AMS journals. 

It was subsequently dedded that this information would 
be gathered by determining the sex of the individuals in 
the above categories based on name identification and 
that additional information on the number of Ph.D.s granted 
to women would also be collected using the AMS-IMS-MAA 
Annual Survey. Since name identification was used, the in
formation for some categories necessitated the use of 
three classifications: 

Male: 
Female: 
Unknown: 

Invited Hour Address Speakers 
at AMS Meetings (1985-1994) 

371 
47 

4 
Total checked: 442 

Male: 
Female: 
Unknown: 

Speakers at Special Sessions 
at AMS Meetings (1990-1994) 

Total checked: 

5,770 
695 
541 

7,006 

Percentage of Women Speakers 
in AMS Special Sessions 

by Gender of Organizers (1994) 

Special Sessions 

88% 
11% 

1% .... 

82% 
10% 

8% 

Male: names that were obviously male; 
Female: names that were obviously female; 

with at least One Woman Organizer 

Unknown: names that could not be identified as clearly 
male or female (e.g., only initials given, non-gender-specific 
names, etc.) 

The following is the tenth reporting of this information. 
Updated reports will appear annually in the Notices. 

Total number of speakers: 280 
Male: 217 
Female: 43 
Unknown: 20 

Special Sessions 
with No Women Organizers 

Total number of speakers 
Male: 

1,198 
992 
128 

78 
Female: 
Unknown: 

Trustees and Council Members 

78% 
15% 

7% 

83% 
11% 

6% 

Members of the AMS 
Residing in the U.S. 

199~ 1993 1992 1991 

Male: 
Female: 
Unknown: 
Total checked: 

199~ 

Total: 176 
Male: 161 91% 
Female: 15 9% 

199~ 

Total : 469 
Male: 345 74% 
Female: 124 26% 

NOVEMBER 1995 

14,300 
3,622 
2,213 

20,135 

71% 
18% 
11% 

Total : 
Male: 
Female: 

49 
35 
14 

51 
71% 39 
29% 12 

Members of Editorial Boards of AMS Journals 

1993 1992 1991 199Q 1989 1988 

177 178 169 183 194 161 
159 90% 163 92% 156 92% 171 93% 182 94% 148 92% 

18 10% 15 8% 13 8% 12 7% 11 6% 13 8% 

Ph.D.s Granted to U.S. Citizens 

1993 1992 1991 199Q 1989 1988 

526 430 461 401 411 363 
381 72% 327 76% 349 76% 312 78% 313 76% 287 79% 
145 28% 103 24% 112 24% 89 22% 98 24% 76 21% 

NOTICES OF THE AMS 

51 50 
76% 42 82% 45 90% 
24% 9 18% 5 10% 

198Z 1982 1985 

133 109 102 
125 94% 104 95% 94 92% 

8 6% 5 5% 8 8% 

198Z 1982 1985 

362 386 396 
289 80% 304 79% 315 80% 

73 20% 82 21% 81 20% 
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Appendix B: JCW Recommendation to MAA on Data Collection 

The JCW recommends that the MAA annually assemble and report in Focus 
information on the relative numbers of men versus women in at least the 
following categories: elected officials, committee members and chairs, 
m embers of editorial boards, invited hour speakers, speakers at special 
sessions/panels by gender of organizers, and nominees and winners of 
awards/prizes. 

Appendix C: Data on ASA Fellows 

ASA Fellows Report: 1991-1995 by Juliet P. Shaffer 

The following table gives the numbers over the 5-year period 1991-1995 
of ASA Fellows broken down by: (l)nominated and elected vs. nominated 
and not elected, (2) gender of nominator, (3) gender of nominee, and 
(4) fellow vs non-fellow status of nominator. 

Nominator Nominee 

Male-elected 

143 
Male-nQt Eemale-eleQted Eemale-nQt 

Male-Fellow 
Male-Nonfellow 
Female-Fellow 
Female-Nonfell. 

7 
10 
4 

200 
18 
11 
2 

25 15 
1 3 

13 3 
1 0 

There is a great deal of dependency in the table, since many nominators 
nominated more than one individual over these years, and many nominees 
were nominated two or more times. Therefore, I won't use any inferential 
methods to analyze the table, but by looking at margins of this 2x2x2x2 
table in various ways, the following descriptive statements can be made. 

1. Among those nominated, the percent of women elected (66%) 
was higher than the percent of men elected (42%). 

Nominees 

Male 
Female 

Elected 

164 
40 

Not eleQted 

231 
21 

2. Women were more successful as nominators (64% of nominees elected) 
than men were (43% of nominees elected). 

NQminators 

Male 
Female 

JCV( 1995 Report 

Elected 

176 
28 

Not elected 

236 
16 
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3. Women nominators were more likely to nominate women (39% of women's 
nominees) than men nominators were (11% of men's nominees). 

Nominator gender 

Male 
Female 

Nominee gencter 
Male Female 

368 44 
27 17 

4. The statements in 1 and 2 both hold conditonally: i.e. the percent 
of women elected was higher than the percent of men elected both when 
women and when men were nominators, and women were more successful than 
men as nominators of both men and women. 

Male Nominator: 59% of women elected, 41% of men elected. 
Female Nominators: 82% of women elected, 52% of men elected. 

Male Nominator: Nominee gender 
Elected Not Elected 

Male 150 218 
Female 26 18 

Female Nominator Nominee Gender 
Elected Not Elected 

Male 14 13 
Female 14 3 

5. The percent of Fellows among male nominators (93%) was somewhat 
higher than the percent of Fellows among women nominators (84%) . 

Nominator Gender: 

Male 
Female 

Fellow 

383 
37 

Not a Fellow 

29 
7 

6. The success rate of Fellows (45%) was somewhat higher than the 
success rate of non-Fellows (36%) . 

Nominator Status . 

Fellow 
Not a Fellow 
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Elected 

191 
13 

Not Elected 

229 
23 
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Letters 

to the Editor 

One Consequence of the 
1972 AMS Resolution 

I was asked to chair the AMS Committee 
to Select Hour Speakers at Eastern Sec
tion Meetings by AMS President Ronald 
L. Griiliam. 

After I had assumed that post, my at
tention was called to the AMS 1972 
statement (appended below) and the 
manner in which it is being implemented 
by certain individuals in the AMS . 

I then sent an e-mail message to the 
Committee instructing them to ignore 
irrelevant characteristics of candidates. 
In particular I used only first initials and 
last names in listing the candidates to 
remove first name gender clues. I urged 
the Committee members to vote for the 
various candidates based only on the 
descriptions of each candidate's major 
work provided by the nominees. My 
action was incidentally counter to the 
1972 resolution, with which I disagree 
fundamentally. 

As a result of my action, I was pre
sented with the alternative by the AMS 
Council either to recant my objection to 
the 1972 resolution or to resign as chair 
of the Committee. The very fact that I 

· was given this ultimatum ~hows that the 
1972 resolution is taken more seriously 
than one might believe. 

The note below is my response to 
their ultimatum, except that it is slightly 
edited-in particular, an individual, ex
plicitly named in my original letter, who 
is vigorously implementing the reso
lution, is not named here because the 
dispute is with the 1972 statement itself, 
which does in fact condone the actions 
taken by the individual. 

I fully support the goal of recruit
ing more women and minorities in our 
profession. This goal should be pursued 
by encouraging them to consider mathe
matics in the early stages of their careers 
and by creating a non-discririllnatory at~ 
mosphere that will help them achieve 
this goal. I also agree that this country 

is not doing its best in terms · of creat
ing such conditions. An example of that 
is the lack of .child care centers which 
effectively discriminates against women 
and is a national disgrace. 

However, I disagree with the no
tion that the work of a mathematician 
should be judged taking into account 
race, gender, or other factors unrelated 
to the work itself. Such policies will cor
rupt the standards of the profession, and 
cloud the reputations of those women 
and minorities who can succeed without 
such political advantage. 

As a reviewer or an editor, I do not 
lower my standards for certain groups of 
authors. A theorem is a theorem regard
less of who proved it. The 1972 state
ment could be extended to this arena as 
well. Is the AMS next going to require 
editors and referees to take anything 
other than mathematical merit into ac
count, and to have the society include 
more papers by women and minorities 
in AMS journals? 

This would be consistent with. the 
1972 statement. Will authors be asked 
to submit with their manuscripts a ques
tionnaire about their race, sex, national 
origin, religion, sexual preference ... ? 
(Perhaps I shouldn't put ideas into any
one's head!) The same standard that 
applies to acceptance of papers, should 
apply (as it always has) to appointing 
hour speakers for AMS meetings. 

I have spent a half-life fighting dis
crimination and am not about to start 
discriminating now to support a pro
gram naive in the extreme in attempting 
(counter-productively, I believe) to cure 
social evils by artificially redistributing 
recognition by the mathematical com
munity. I simply cannot accept this part 
of the 1972 statement and the way it is 
being implemented. I cannot recant and 
so I am forced to resign. 

I believe that the end of this AMS 
· policy will be to harm the strong people 

in each minority group by identifying 
everyone in the group with the weaker 
members who need discriminatory help 

· in order to advance. The end is likely to 
be even wOrse than the means. .. ·.:.:: 

Here is the relevant part of the state
ment passed at the AMs Business Meet
ing on January 19, 1972 (I object to the 

OCTOBER 1994;.VOLUME 41, NUMBER 8 

italicized words which are being inter
preted as justifying a quota system): 

"Resolved that: 
1. The American Mathematical So
ciety will work actively for equal 
opportunities for women in the fol
lowing areas : ·. 
(a) employment at all levels: this 
will include the search for and re
cruitment of qualified women; 
(b) advancement and tenure in aca
demic positions; 
(c) admissions to graduate schoo1s; 
(d) graduate and postdoctoral fel
lowships and assistantships; 
(e) membership on advisory boards 
and panels; and 
2. the Society will include more 
women on 
(a) Society programs and panels, 
including invited speakers and sec
tion chairmen; 
(b) committees and governing boards." 

· . . ··· .. · 

·.< ' . ; 

Larry Shepp 
AMS Member 

(Received June 6, 1994) 



· .. ·. 

· • . . body, .. then the AMS member should 

.: ·. ·. : 

not accept the assignment. Shepp re
signed his position as chair of the 
Committee to Sclect Hour Speakers, so · 
the purpose of this letter · is not to 

· - urge Shepp's resignation but rather to 
correct some misconceptions that his 
letter may have created,. 

·-: _;_ 

. . .. . ~: 

< .. 

. · . . : ·. : :;" ... 

. . : ~ 

. .· -: . ·. · .. 
·· . :- · 

.· .· : .. · 

Some Misconceptions in Shepp 
Letter 
AMS member Larry Shepp has recently · 
served as chair of the AMS Committee 
to Select Hour Speakers at Eastern Sec
tion Meetings. Shepp wrote a letter to 
the editor which appeared in the Oc
tober 1994 issue of the AMS Notices. 
The letter presents a serious distortion 
of AMS policy regarding women speak-
ers at AMS meetings. -- ·· - · 

If a prospective in ember ·of an Ai\1S . 
committee · or editorial -board cannot 
support AMS policies governingt-hat 

MARCH 1995 .<.: . 

AMS policy regarding women 
speakers at AMS meetings was shaped 
by a 1972 resolution (an accurate ver
sion of this resolution was reproduced 
by Shepp at the end of his message). 
AMS commitment to this policy was 
implicitly reaffirmed in August 1993 
when the Council voted to extend it 
to joint international meetings. Shepp · 
implies that this policy mandates the 
enforcement of an unwritten quota 
for women at AMS meetings. In addi
tion, he says that if the number of 
women on a program does not satisfy 
this quota, conference and special ses
sion organizers are being asked to 
lower standards. The AMS subscribes 
to neither of these views. In addition, 
the AMS-ASA-AWM-IMS-:tv1AA-NCTM
SIAM Joint Committee on Women in 
the Mathematical Sciences (JCW), a 
committee which is openly interested 
in advancing the status of women in 
our profession, has never proposed 
that the AMS adopt these views. Shepp 
says that AMS policy will "corrupt the 
reputations of those women and mi
norities who can succeed without such 
political advantage." This is a gross 
misrepresentation ofbothAMS policy 
and ]CW goals. For the benefit of the 
readers of the Notices, we include rel
evant excerpts from the texts of recent 
]CW resolutions. 

"If the preliminary list of special 
session invitees has few women, the 
organizers should consult others, par
ticularly senior women in. related 
fields, to ensure that they have not in
advertently overlooked some. 

"Because equity for women is based 
upon fair treatment, rather than dif
ferential standards, the ]CW supports 
the principles espoused in the pro
posed AMS ethical guidelines." 

· There is neither a hint of a quota .• 
nor a suggestion of lower standards · 
in any of ]CW's resolutions or in AMS 
policy. The Society is only being asked 
to diminish the possibility that qual-
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ified ~omen speakers are inadver~' 
tently overlooked. as possible con- . 
ference speakers. Surely this is a de-

. sirable goal for all members of the 
AMS. . - -· 

Marie A Vitulli 
University of Oregon 

A WM representative to ]CW 

Lynne Billard 
University of Georgia 

IMS representative to ]CW 

Kathryn M. Chaloner 
University of Minnesota 

ASA representative to ]CW 

Don] Lewis 
University of Michigan 

MAA representative to ]CW 

]. Peter May 
University of Chicago 

. AMS representative to ]CW 

Alayne Parson 
Ohio State University 

A WM representative to ]CW 

Lynne Butler 
·Haverford College 

SIAM representative to ]CW 

Martha Aliaga 
University of Michigan 

ASA representative to ]CW 

Tilla Weinstein 
Rutgers University 

AMS representative to ]CW 

(Received December 5, 1994) 
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Shepp Replies to Vitulli et al. 
This is in response to a letter of Pro

fessor Vitulli et al. titled "Some Mis
conceptions in Shepp Letter" in the 
Notices, March 1995. 

Let me begin by saying that I agree 
with most of the polides of the AMS 
with respect to women. Specifically, 

1. I agree that women are under
represented in math and sciences as 
a result of (mostly subtle) pressure by 
society. This pressure is a remnant 
of the past, and it should not take 
place. Its elimination will benefit both 
women and mathematics as well as so
ciety as a whole. 

2. I agree that sexual discrimination 
and harassment are unacceptable, in
cluding their subtle forms. 

Now, here is where we disagree. 
Even though disCrimination and ha
rassment are shameful, you cannot 
eliminate them by redistributing re
wards. Let me describe an analogous 
situation. I have spent many years 
fighting discrimination against the 
Jews in Russian mathematics. Sup
pose a Jewish mathematician, X, did 
not have the same opportunities and, 
as a result, did not achieve as much 
as his non-Jewish counterpart, Y. Let 
us further assume that if all condi
tions had been equal, X would have 
achieved more than Y. 

Now, suppose both X andY com
pete for the same reward, such as a 
faculty position or a grant, or both 
want to publish a book and there is 
only one slot. May we use the fact of 
the past discrimination against X to 
justify giving the reward to X rather 
than toY, who is stronger than X due 
to his unfair advantage? Assume Yin 
particular i? not guilty of any past 
discrimination. · 

My answer is no. It's two wrongs 
and no rights. I am sorry for X, but 
mathematics is mathematics. The 
same· goes for hour speakers. By say
ing that the organizers should take 
extra steps to ensure that a potential 
woman speaker is not overlooked, the 
authors of the letter above imply that 

. such extra steps should not be taken 
with respect to any potential hour 
speaker. Any other interpretation is a 
form of double talk. 

JCW documents · advocate such 
things as incentive funding for meetc 
ings in which there are women speak
ers as a "mechanism and incentive for 
'them' [men) to also invite junior 
women" rather than the "obvious big 
names". This is getting ridiculous. 

As an editor of a journal, as a mem
ber of a panel considering grant ap
plications, or in any other capacity, I 
make decisions based on the quality 
of the manuscripts, proposals, work, 
or achievements. 

Women do not need the patroniz
ing attitude, whether we call it extra 
·Steps or incentive. They need the same 
opportunities as men have. AMS 
should work on making this a reality. · 
But those who distribute the rewards 
should be gender-blind. If that means 
that I am against a JCW resolution or 
AMS policy, so be it. 

Shepp Replies to Lorch 
Let me respond to Professor Lorch's 
letter by first quoting this part of his 
letter: · 

"He [Shepp) makes a mountain out · 
of the molehill on which the 19 72 
AMS resolution promises to 'include 
more women on (a) Society programs 
and panels, including invited speakers 
and section chairmen, (b) committees 
and governing boards.'" 

Unlike Professor Lorch, I do not 
view the 1972 AMS resolution as a 
molehill. (See my criticism of that res
olution in my response to the letter by 
Professor Vitulli et al. published in 
this issue [above).) 

Professor Lorcp brings up another 
issue that was not part of the 19 72 res
olution, namely, the issue of the un
derrepresentation of minorities in 
mathematics (here we apparently 
agree-why indeed does the 19 72 res
olution refer only to women?). My at: 
titude towards this issue is basically 
the same as that for women: namely, 
mathematicians and the entire sodety 
should make more efforts to attract 
minorities to our profession. Right 
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now, many talented young blacks do 
not have a chance to get a quality ed- · 
ucation at high school. Depriving them 
of that chance hurts them, hurts math
ematics, and hurts the whole society. 

However, what Professor Lorch (and 
also Vitulli, et al.) advocates is to
kenism as a way of solving real and s·e
rious problems. We should distinguish 
between creating equal opportunities . 
and deciding who deserves to be con
sidered best. Tokenism may relieve 
our guilty consdence but it will do 
nothing to solve the real problem, and 
it surely will corrupt our values. Lee 
Lorch and I see the world differently, 
although we are old friends: to him, 
there are many eminent black math
ematicians who, due to discrimina- :: 
tion against b.lacks, do not get elected :' 
to the AMS Council. To me, the issue ·: 
is that there are not enough eminent ~ 
black mathematicians due to the lack 1

' 

of opportunities for black children. ~ 
On my suggestion to suppress [: 

given names to make it harder to de
termine gender, I did mean it seri-

. ously even though one could argue f. 
that it would not be very effective ex- r 
cept for a "casual" discriminator. But 
it couldn't hurt, and if a person was 
systematically discriminating, maybe 
he would be caught persistently ask
ing for irrelevant information. Maybe 
thirty years ago mathematics was 
small enough that all the members of 
the AMS knew each other, but things 
have changed. I will admit that as the 
erstwhile chair of the Committee to 
Choose Eastern Hour Speakers, I did 
not know the skin color of most of the 
people that appeared on the list of · 
nominees; and if first names had been 
surpressed, I would not have been 
able to guess their gender either. I 
don't work in all fields of mathemat
ics, and I don't know everyone. Nor do 
I care to know gender, skin color, in
come level, membership or nonmem
bership in the proletariat, religion, 
ethnicity, or any other irrelevant data 
in judging a mathematician. I am 
happy and eager to have Lee Lorch or 

·anyone else nominate women and mi
nority candidates for invited speakers, 
and committees ought to have people 
like Lee Lorch on them to ensure that 
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all classes are properly considered; 
but I believe the actual selection 
should be done on the basis of math
ematiCal achievement alone.To help 
ensure this, I would propose some-· 
thing like the system I used: each 
member of a committee to choose 
speakers or other prizewinners would 
nominate candidates, suppressing 
both first names and items listed 
above as simply being irrelevant data. 
Each nominator instead should write 
a paragraph accurately describing the 
achievements of his/her nominee(s). 
The committee would then vote based 
on the descriptions. Some discrimi
nators might know that some of the 
candidates are women and blacks and 
discriminate against them, but maybe 
others might disCriminate against men 
and whites. The proposed method 
would avoid as much discrimination 
as possible, maybe(?). 

Larry Shepp 
AT&T Bell Labs 

(Received March 21, 1995) 
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Letters to the Editor 

Clarification of JCW 
Recommendations 
I write in response to Shepp's letters 
(AMS Notices, October 1994, p. 899, 
and June 1995, p. 656; see also Vitulli 
et al., AMS Notices, March 1995, p. 329) 
as chair of the AMS-ASA-AWM-IMS
MAA-NCTM-SIAM Joint Committee on 
Women in the Mathematical Sciences 
(JCW) to correct some misstatements 
about JCW recommendations_ 

Shepp's June letter states, "JCW 
documents advocate such things as 
incentive funding for meetings in 
which there are women speakers as a 
'mechanism and incentive for them 
[men] to also invite junlor women' 
rather than 'obvious big names'. This 
is getting ridiculous." 

I agree completely with his last sen
tence. Shepp ridicules the JCW by 
using out-of-context quotes to distort 
its position. The JCW has not recom
mended inviting junior women as hour 
speakers at major mathematics meet
ings. It has, however, made several 
recommendations for increasing the 
number of women in AMS Special Ses
sions in response to the well-docu
mented (MAA Focus, December 1994, 
p. 28, Table V) phenomenon that 
women organizers are much more 
likely than men to include ot.her 
women and the observation that this 
seems to be becau§.£ "men tend to in
vite to Special SesSions primarily well
established women who could also be 
hour speakers, while women organiz- · 
ers include more promising junior 
women and lesser luminaries" [em-
phasis added]. . . . . 

All subsequent recommendations 
were made in a context which implied 
that junior men either already were, or 

should also be, invited. The proposal 
for incentive funding (which was not 
forwarded to the Council) would have 
supported "travel expenses of junior 

. speakers (both male and female) at 
Special Sessions". The proposal which 
was actually sent to and considered 
by the Council (see AMS Notices, 
June 1995, p. 691, and August 1995, 
p. 896, for the complete text) repeat
edly referred to "junior people" and 
"junior mathematicians". Nothing in 
these recommendations could be con
strued to suggest using different stan
dards for junior men and junior 
women . . 

For those who want further infor
mation, the March 1995 AMS Notices 
(p. 3 57) explains how AMS members 
can obtain a copy of the 1994 JCW an
nual report. 

Mary Beth Ruskai 
]CWChair 

(Received September 5, 1995) 
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