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ver the last three years, media reports have examined every

possible tidbit of economic data, bringing us daily and even

hourly forecasts, updates, and speculation on the contours

of the broader economy’s very slow recovery from the Great

Recession of 2007-09. The reporters seem to make every effort
to point out the silver lining otherwise shrouded by the clouds of continu-
ing high unemployment, looming foreclosure threats, and stagnant earnings
for all but a very few. This report on faculty compensation and the econom-
ics of higher education is different. We produce the Annual Report on the
Economic Status of the Profession only once a year, so it lacks some of the
drama of the broadcast news, and our examination of the available data
over the last three years especially has failed to produce much evidence of a
silver lining. That’s not to say that all the news is bad, but important long-

term trends are still heading in the wrong direction for higher education.

In this year’s report we cover three main issues—all perennial problems, but with new
analysis based on the latest data—in addition to summarizing the current results from the
annual AAUP survey of full-time faculty compensation. We provide new data to document
the most significant trend in academic labor of this era, the unabated growth of contingent
employment. Our analysis enumerates the overall trend in employment status, examines
pay for part-time faculty members, and presents an entirely new dataset on the compensa-
tion and working conditions of full-time non-tenure-track faculty members. The following
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section examines the sharp drop in state funding for higher
education, with figures for all fifty states. And finally, we take
another look at the (still) growing pay differentials between
the public and the private sectors. How much less are you
earning if you teach at a public college or university? Quite a
bit, unfortunately.

THE NEWS THIS YEAR

Each year, the AAUP Research Office gathers data on full-time
faculty salaries and benefits from colleges and universities of
all types, all across the country. We tabulate and present the
results in this annual report, so that faculty members, colleges
and universities, and the general public can inform themselves
about the compensation faculty members earn, set within the
broader economic context for higher education. Our analysis
this year indicates that after three years of increases in average
salary levels that lagged behind the rate of inflation, the overall
increase this year matched the increase in consumer prices—
but only just barely. Salaries did not actually rise any faster
this year, but the rate of inflation was low enough to keep
them from falling any further behind.

Table A provides a historical overview of changes in sal-
ary from one year to the next. It is divided into two sections
that depict the two most fundamental “findings” from the
annual AAUP survey. The upper half of the table records the
yearly change in the average salary level for each of the upper
four faculty ranks, and for all ranks combined, at the col-
leges and universities that provided data both this year and
last. In essence, this section of the table answers the question,
“How does the average salary of a full-time faculty member
this year compare with the average last year?” It depicts the
changing remuneration of the profession as a whole, rather
than of the individuals employed within it. The right half
of the table compares the change in average salary with the
national increase in consumer prices over the previous year, as
a measure of whether the purchasing power of faculty salaries
is keeping pace with inflation. Table A indicates that salaries
held steady over the past year. This finding represents a slight
improvement over the three preceding years, largely the result
of a relatively low inflation rate, but that is small consolation
for the many faculty members who are still struggling to make
ends meet.

The AAUP survey produces a second basic measure of
full-time faculty salaries, one that is unique to this report. The
“average change for continuing faculty members” forms the
lower half of table A. It is a measure of the change in salary
a full-time faculty member could expect over the previous
year, on average, if he or she remained at the same institution.
This is the “average raise” calculated for the large majority
of faculty members—about 79 percent of all full-time faculty

members whose compensation is reported to the AAUP—who
continued their work from the previous year without a change
in basic employment status. The continuing faculty figure
includes all elements of salary change in a single number,
comprising the total of across-the-board, promotion, and merit
or other discretionary increases (or, as has become more com-
mon in recent years, decreases); as such, that figure is generally
larger than the change in average salary level. At 3.2 percent
for 2012-13, it is marginally higher than it has been in several
years, but still well below the average level of annual increases
over the last ten years.

Survey report table 1 (located with other standard tables
after this report) provides greater detail on the one-year
changes in full-time faculty salary increases across institutional
categories. As is the case in table A, this table presents two dif-
ferent measures of salary change: the change in average salary
levels for institutions submitting data both this year and last
and the average change in salary for faculty members continu-
ing at the same institution. The most significant comparison
in the table is between the public and private institutional
categories; private religiously affiliated institutions are pre-
sented separately because they tend to be smaller and pay
lower salaries.

Looking first at the change in salary levels presented on the
left side of the table, we see that average salaries in the public
sector grew more slowly than those at either private-independent
institutions or religiously affiliated institutions, as has been
the case for many years. This public-sector disadvantage holds
across all three institutional categories for which we received
a sufficient number of private-sector responses to enable the
comparison, with only a few exceptions at specific ranks. The
right half of survey report table 1 breaks down the average sal-
ary increase for continuing full-time faculty members. As noted
previously, these levels of increase are generally higher than
those found for salaries overall, since they do not include the
net effect of senior faculty members retiring. The public-private
comparison on this measure produces essentially the same result
as that depicted for the change in average salary levels, with
continuing faculty members in the public sector receiving salary
increases that are lower, on average, than those at private-sector
institutions. We take a more in-depth look at the public-private
salary differential later in this report.

A consistent theme in our last two annual reports has
been that, even though the Great Recession of 2007-09 was
declared formally over for the US economy as a whole, the
recessionary period for higher education continues. The data
at our disposal show some signs of very slow recovery in
full-time faculty salaries. But state-level indicators, discussed
below, do not give cause for great hope that more rapid
improvement is close at hand.
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TABLE A

Percentage Change in Average Nominal and Real Salaries for Institutions Reporting Comparable
Data for Adjacent One-Year Periods, and Percentage Change in the Consumer Price Index,
1971-72 to 2012-13

1981-82 to 1983-84
1983-84 to 1985-86
1985-86 to 1987-88
1987-88 to 1989-90
1989-90 to 1991-92
1991-92 to 1993-94
1993-94 to 1995-96
1995-96 to 1996-97
1996-97 to 1997-98
1997-98 to 1998-99
1996-99 to 1999-00
1999-00 to 2000-01
2000-01 to 2001-02
2001-02 to 2002-03
2002-03 to 2003-04
2003-04 to 2004-05
2004-05 to 2005-06
2005-06 to 2006-07
2006-07 to 2007-08
2007-08 to 2008-09
2008-09 to 2009-10
2009-10 to 2010-11
2010-11 to 2011-12
2011-12 to 201213

Change in
Prof. Assoc. Asst. Inst. All Ranks Prof. Assoc. Asst. Inst. All Ranks CPI-U
NOMINAL TERMS REAL TERMS

ALL FACULTY

1971-72 to 1973-74 - - - R _ 1
1973-74 to 1975-76 1 - - - - - 2
1975-76 to 197778 1 - - - - - 1
197778 to 1979-80 1 -1 -1 -1 -1 - 2
1979-80 to 1981-82 1 - - - - N D)
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Notes: Salary increases for the years to 1995-96 are grouped in two-year intervals in order to present the full 197172 through current year series. Consumer Price
Index for all Urban Consumers (CPI-U) from the US Bureau of Labor Statistics; change calculated from December to December. Nominal salary is measured in current
dollars. The percentage increase in real terms is the percentage increase in nominal terms adjusted for the percentage change in the CPI-U. Figures for All Faculty
represent changes in salary levels from a given year to the next. Figures for Continuing Faculty represent the average salary change for faculty on staff at the same
institution in both years over which the salary change is calculated. Figures for prior years have been recalculated using a consistent level of precision.
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FIGURE 1
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Notes: Figures for 2011 are estimated. Figures from 2005 have been corrected from those published in 2012. Figures are for degree-granting institutions only, but the
precise category of institutions included has changed over time. Graduate student employee figure for 1975 is from 1976. Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

CONTINGENT EMPLOYMENT

The emergence of contingent employment as the most com-
mon situation for instructional staff members has been a recur-
ring concern of this annual report in recent years. Under the
heading of contingent instructional staff we include full- and
part-time faculty members not on the tenure track and gradu-
ate student employees. (The category should include postdoc-
toral fellows as well, but national datasets provide us with
very little information on individuals in these positions.) As
has been detailed in numerous other AAUP reports, individu-
als employed in contingent academic positions have limited
academic freedom, since their employment is subject to ter-
mination or nonrenewal without due-process procedures that
are vital as protectors of academic freedom. Faculty members
with contingent appointments risk dismissal if they challenge
students by assigning significant reading loads or in-depth
writing assignments. Graduate student instructors who raise
controversial topics in their seminars can be deprived of their
assistantships or even expelled from their programs. In most
cases the individuals employed in contingent positions lack
the institutional support necessary to do their jobs effectively,
whether that be in the form of technology, private office space

for consultation with students, or access to funds for travel to
academic conferences. Too often, our colleagues in contingent
positions are also excluded from meaningful participation in
shared governance, as documented in the recent AAUP report
The Inclusion in Governance of Faculty Members Holding
Contingent Appointments.

This year’s report adds to the body of knowledge regard-
ing the compensation and working conditions of academics
employed in contingent positions. We first provide an updated
overview of the extent of contingent employment on the basis
of national aggregate employment statistics, followed by a
supplement to recent reports on the compensation of part-time
faculty members. Finally, we provide new analysis of data on
the compensation and working conditions of full-time non-
tenure-track faculty members.

Figure 1 provides an update on trends in instructional staff
employment through fall 2011, the most recent year for which
national data have been released by the US Department of
Education. Unfortunately, complete tabulations for fall 2011
have not yet been published at the time of this writing, so
figure 1 provides an estimate for the most recent year based on
the partial tabulations available.
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TABLE B

Median Pay per Course for Part-Time Faculty Members, Fall 2010 (Dollars)

New England Mid East Great Lakes Plains Southeast Southwest M (?uorftlgi/ns
Public Institutions Median | N Median | N Median | N Median | N Median | N Median | N Median | N
Associate's 3,500 268 2,300 980 2,100 1,084 4,000 364 1,800 693 2,050 844 1,890 99
Baccalaureate n.d. 2,700 88 n.d. n.d. 2,400 42 2,800 59 2,000 114
Master's 4,000 330 3,238 988 2,700 238 3,600 121 2,100 383 2,250 79 2,700 90
Doctoral/Research 4,003 226 4000 446 2,790 483 3,000 204 2,700 524 3,100 265 4,000 126
Private Nonprofit Institutions
Associate's n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d.
Baccalaureate 3,400 85 3,300 213 2,655 146 3,215 96 2,800 144 n.d. n.d.
Master's 3,750 268 2,700 682 2,700 338 2,700 93 2,300 115 2,900 75 n.d.
Doctoral/Research 5225 136 3,750 446 3,648 244 3,000 53 2,800 50 2,700 36 n.d.
Other 4,947 62 3,500 69 3,000 111 n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d.

Notes: “N” indicates the number of courses for which respondents provided pay information; responses without institutional identification are not included in this table. “N.d.”

indicates fewer than twenty-five responses for a given combination; these responses are included in the “All Regions” total, however. A course is standardized to three credits

regardless of the academic calendar. Institutions are categorized by Carnegie 2010 basic classification. New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode

Island, and Vermont. Mid East: Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania. Great Lakes: lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin.
Plains: lowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota. Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North
Carolina, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia. Southwest: Arizona, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. Rocky Mountains: Colorado, Idaho, Montana,

Utah, and Wyoming. Far West: Alaska, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington.

Source: Coalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Academic Work, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.

Combining the contingent employment categories as
described above, the graph shows that more than three of every
four instructional staff positions (76 percent) are filled on a
contingent basis. By far the largest category of employment
is the part-time faculty (we explore the nomenclature for this
category below). Tenured and tenure-track full-time positions
combined form the next largest category but represent less than
25 percent of all appointments, and the proportions of individu-
als in both categories have been declining steadily. Over the entire
period covered by the graph, the most rapid growth has been in
part-time faculty appointments, which increased in number by
more than 300 percent between 1975 and 2011. By contrast, the
number of faculty members in full-time tenured or tenure-track
positions grew by only 26 percent during the same period. In the
most recent two-year period, it appears that growth in full-time
positions off the tenure track actually was slightly more rapid
than the increase in part-time faculty positions.

The failure to provide full support to instructors employed
on a contingent basis deprives students of the highest-quality
academic experience, and the predominance of contingent
appointments weakens the academic enterprise. Furthermore,
the unabated growth of contingency constitutes an ongoing
threat to academic freedom that should be of concern to all
who value higher education. If the majority of our colleagues

are deprived of a full measure of academic freedom, can any of
us be assured of our own freedom to question received wisdom
and explore the most difficult dilemmas facing society?

PART-TIME FACULTY
There has been a lively (and ongoing) discussion among faculty
advocates regarding the most appropriate labels for the vari-
ous contingent employment categories that now comprise the
large majority of instructional staff positions. The individuals
in the largest category are most often referred to as “adjuncts,”
even though many commentators have pointed out that their
work is central, rather than peripheral, to the higher education
enterprise. In this report, we refer to this category as “part-time
faculty,” denoting the formal employment status these individu-
als hold. However, we acknowledge that many of our colleagues
employed in “part-time” positions teach course loads compa-
rable to those of full-time faculty members and may do so over
a number of years. That they are regarded as part-time (and,
indeed, “temporary”) employees by their institutions, however,
is central to understanding their precarious situation—and the
detrimental consequences of that precarious status for the qual-
ity of instruction they offer and for academic freedom itself.

As was noted in last year’s report, the AAUP is a founding
member of the Coalition on the Academic Workforce (CAW),
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Far West All Regions
Median| N Median| N
2,576 1,816 2,250 6,190
n.d. 2,511 353
3,600 615 3,000 2,844
3,000 310 3,200 2,584
Private For-Profit All Regions
Institutions Median | N
n.d. 2,238 28  Associate's 1,450 45
3,625 50 3,000 772 Baccalaureate 1,625 56
3,300 200 2,904 1,788  Master's 1,498 237
4500 116 3,800 1,095 Doctoral/Research 1,270 38
3,500 80 3,000 373  Other 2,078 144

a group of disciplinary societies and other organizations
concerned with the deleterious effects on higher education
of the overuse of contingent instructional appointments. In
fall 2010, CAW carried out a survey of nearly twenty-nine
thousand individuals employed in contingent academic posi-
tions. The first report of data from that survey, A Portrait of
Part-Time Faculty Members, was released in June 2012. We
refer readers who would like a more complete picture of the
compensation and working conditions of part-time faculty
members to the CAW report, but we are also including here
a previously unpublished table on part-time faculty pay using
those survey data.!

More than ten thousand part-time faculty members
responded to questions in the CAW survey. These individu-
als were teaching a total of 19,615 courses and provided pay
information for 17,035 of them. The median rate of pay per
course (standardized at three credits) over all of those courses
was $2,700. (The median, the point at which half of reported
wage rates are lower and half are higher, is a better measure
of the typical pay rate than the mean, commonly called the
average, when data are available for each of the units being
analyzed—in this case, each course taught by a responding
part-time faculty member. The median is not skewed by a
small number of entries at the high end, whereas the mean is.)

Table B provides a breakdown of median pay rates by type of
institution and region of the country.

The table indicates differences in pay rates attributable to
the interaction of three main factors: institutional sector (pub-
lic, private nonprofit, or for-profit), institutional level (based
on degrees awarded), and geographic region. The effects of
these factors on part-time faculty pay are similar to those
observed in full-time faculty pay, albeit on a much smaller
scale. With a range in median per-course wages from $1,800 at
southeastern community colleges to $5,225 at private doctoral
universities in New England, the variation is considerable.

In general, per-course pay increases with the level of degrees
awarded by the institution. Within each of these classifications,
private nonprofit institutions generally pay more than public
institutions and private for-profit institutions pay much less. (It
should be noted, however, that the number of responses from
faculty members teaching in for-profit institutions was much
smaller than the numbers from the other two sectors.) Finally,
there are differences in pay between regions, with institutions
in New England generally paying the highest wages and those
in the Southeast paying the lowest. (We find similar differences
by region in full-time faculty pay in the AAUP survey.)

It bears pointing out how low part-time faculty pay rates
actually are. In spring 1989, the second author of this report
was a doctoral candidate at Carnegie Mellon University,
where she was paid $3,000 per course to teach undergradu-
ate economics. In 2010 dollars that would be $5,457 per
course, slightly more than the median amount reported in
2010 by CAW respondents from the highest-paying sector,
private doctoral universities in New England, and twice the
overall national median rate. Although it has now been more
than two years since the CAW survey data were collected, we
have not adjusted the pay rates shown in table B for inflation,
because it is not at all clear that part-time faculty pay rates are
adjusted regularly to match increases in the cost of living. Only
18.8 percent of part-time faculty respondents to the CAW
survey reported receiving regular salary increases.

Solely for the sake of comparison, we can multiply the
per-course wage rates shown in table B by a factor of eight
courses—a full load for all but the most overworked commu-
nity college faculty members—to produce an academic-year
equivalent salary. These salaries would then range from about
$18,000 in associate’s degree colleges (a little more than the
pay of a full-time minimum wage worker) to just over $30,000
at private doctoral universities. That rate of pay represents
one-third or less of the national average salary for full-time
faculty members at those institutions, based on the AAUP’s
2010-11 data—and part-time positions do not include ben-
efits, in most cases.

Later in 2012, the Center for the Future of Higher
Education released a report based on data collected by the New
Faculty Majority Foundation in fall 2011. Who Is Professor
“Staff” and How Can This Person Teach So Many Classes?
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TABLE C
Median Academic-Year Salary for Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members,
by Type of Institution, Fall 2010 (Dollars)

Type of Institution
Public Private Nonprofit Private For-Profit All

Carnegie Classification Median N Median N Median N Median N
Associate's 48,000 549 n.d. 5 n.d. 6 48,000 560
Baccalaureate 43,000 81 50,000 464 n.d. 7 49,862 556
Master's 43,000 939 48,667 478 n.d. 9 44,500 1,426
Doctoral/Research 45,000 2,611 54,250 834 n.d. 2 48,000 3,447
Special Focus 77,500 34 56,500 72 53,750 32 58,000 138
Not Available n.d. 0 n.d. 0 n.d. 0 48,000 291

All Institutions 45,000 4,214 51,000 1,853 50,000 56 47,500 6,418

Notes: Salary is standardized to an academic year and outliers have been corrected. N.d. = no data. Medians are not shown for cells with fewer than ten responses.
The baccalaureate total includes four cases for which institutional type was not available.

Source: Coalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.

focuses on the deleterious effects of two prevalent practices

in the employment of part-time faculty members: “just-in-
time” hiring and a lack of institutional support for instruction.
Because of its relatively small respondent pool, the report
focuses on exposing the negative consequences of these unsat-
isfactory working conditions on the educational experiences of
students rather than on specific measures of compensation or
workload. The AAUP continues to work in collaboration with
both organizations, and we welcome the increased data collec-
tion—but we need much, much more data.

Using available national data, we cannot say definitively
what proportion of total college and university instruction is
provided by our colleagues on part-time appointments. We do
not have a precisely representative national sample from which
to estimate typical per-course pay rates. And we cannot say
with absolute certainty what proportion of faculty members in
part-time appointments would prefer to be in full-time tenure-
track or tenured positions. But the data we do have make it
abundantly clear that part-time faculty members are paid unac-
ceptably low wages, and the extent of this inequity—together
with the situation of full-time non-tenure-track colleagues
described in the next section—forms a very real (even if still hid-
den from public view) multi-tier academic labor structure. It’s
an inequity that cannot be allowed to stand.

FULL-TIME NON-TENURE-TRACK FACULTY

This section presents an entirely new analysis of data from the
2010 CAW survey, which also garnered responses from more
than 7,500 full-time faculty members employed in positions
off the tenure track. We should begin with two caveats: first,
that the analysis in this section does not constitute a report
from the coalition; and second, that the respondents to the
CAW survey do not form a fully representative sample of all

full-time non-tenure-track faculty members nationwide. Even
so, these data provide an important new source of information
focused specifically on the compensation and working condi-
tions of our colleagues working off the tenure track. (The lead
author of this report was a member of the working group that
developed and carried out the CAW survey and takes responsi-
bility for any shortcomings in the data.)

As noted in table C, about 85 percent (6,418) of the full-time
non-tenure-track respondents to the 2010 CAW survey pro-
vided information on their rate of pay. When standardized to an
academic-year basis, the overall median salary reported by these
individuals in 2010 was $47,500. A majority of the respondents
held a full-time position in a public institution, with the largest
group employed at public doctoral or research universities.> The
salaries reported in this sector were below the overall median
for the group. Salaries at private institutions were generally
higher than those at public institutions in the same category,
as has been the case for the overall full-time faculty salaries
reported in the AAUP survey for many years (see the section
on increasing public-private salary differentials below). But
contrary to the pattern found in AAUP data for full-time faculty
members overall, among CAW non-tenure-track respondents
salaries were not necessarily higher in universities than at
community colleges. Some caution is required in interpreting
differences between some of the cells of table C, however, as
they represent the responses of only a few faculty members.

Another factor confounding the interpretation of the salary
data shown in table C is the lack of a distinction by academic
rank. The CAW survey, unfortunately, did not ask for academic
rank from full-time non-tenure-track respondents, and a compar-
ison with AAUP data indicates that this is a significant deficiency.
The annual AAUP Faculty Compensation Survey collects full-
time salary data by rank and gender. It also collects counts of
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TABLE D
Median Academic-Year Salary for Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members,
by Academic Specialization and Institutional Category, Fall 2010 (Dollars)

Carnegie Classification

Associate’s Baccalaureate Master’s Doctoral/Research | All Institutions

Academic Specialization Median N Median N Median N Median N Median N
Anthropology n.d. 9 50,000 33 42,000 37 | 43,500 144 | 44,800 237
Art History n.d. 8 47,000 21 44,810 20 | 45,000 38| 46,000 108
Business 47,000 13 49,500 20 50,000 61| 66,000 158 | 60,000 274
Communications n.d. 6 n.d. 7 44,697 57 | 50,000 105 | 47,000 185
Education (cluster) 42,854 54 47,200 34 47,000 109 | 50,000 211 | 48,000 423
English Language and Literature 42,000 123 45,705 80 40,000 237 | 39,503 614 | 40,000 1,102
Health and Natural Sciences (cluster) 54,000 112 50,000 71 45,840 217 | 58,250 512 | 53,000 971
History 50,500 28 50,000 31 41,000 100 | 42,000 136 | 43,000 307
Humanities 43,875 12 50,500 12 44,100 15| 45,500 54 | 45,222 100
Mathematics 46,000 34 53,250 18 44,700 49 | 46,350 127 | 46,675 246
Modern Languages and Literatures, Other Than English 50,500 18 50,000 68 40,000 77 | 44,500 375 | 45,000 561
Other Occupational and Professional (cluster) 51,000 43 53,500 26 58,000 126 | 68,000 350 | 64,000 580
Other Social and Behavioral Sciences (cluster) 53,000 50 52,000 4 46,500 118 | 50,000 259 | 50,000 519
Philosophy and Religion 46,000 11 47,000 40 42,750 70 | 42,000 99 | 44,000 249
Studio Art and Design 53,000 20 45,000 18 42,000 43| 39,000 67 | 42,000 196
All Other Programs 48,750 18 47,000 35 44,000 83 | 47,000 173 | 46,500 325
Discipline Not Specified n.d. 1 n.d. 1 n.d. 7| 50,000 25| 49,692 35
Al 48,000 560 49,862 556 44500 1,426 | 48,000 3,447 | 47,500 6,418

response categories.

Notes: Salary is standardized to an academic year and outliers have been corrected. N.d. = no data. Medians are not shown for cells with fewer than ten responses. “All
institutions” includes special-focus institutions and those whose Carnegie classification was not available. Specializations designated “cluster” are groupings of the original

Source: Goalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.

faculty members by rank, gender, and tenure status; however,
it does not collect salary data by tenure status. The median
academic-year salary for non-tenure-track respondents to the
2010 CAW survey was $47,500, very close to the 2010-11 aver-
age for the instructor rank ($47,143) in the AAUP’s survey. These
similar results conceal differences, however. To provide context,
we looked at the distribution by rank of full-time non-tenure-
track faculty members in the 2010-11 AAUP survey. There were
just over ninety-six thousand non-tenure-track faculty members
reported that year, distributed through all the faculty ranks.
Nearly half were in what might be considered the “typical” non-
tenure-track ranks of lecturer and instructor, but 40 percent were
in what are commonly presumed tenure-track ranks (assistant,
associate, and full professor). More than one in five (21 percent)
assistant professors reported that year were employed off the ten-
ure track. And only a small proportion of these non-tenure-track
colleagues, about 16 percent, were employed at institutions that
did not grant tenure. In sum, individuals employed on a contin-
gent basis constitute a significant proportion of the full-time
faculty, even at institutions that grant tenure and in ranks that
normally lead to consideration for tenure.

The lack of faculty rank in the 2010 CAW data complicates
the analysis in two ways. It conceals the true impact on the sal-
ary distribution of other variables (some of which are examined
in the tables described in this section), and it makes an adjust-
ment of the 2010 data for inflation impractical. The AAUP
data indicate that salaries at the various ranks have increased at
different rates between 2010-11 and 2012-13, rendering any
overall inflation factor applied to non-tenure-track salaries inac-
curate. But without salary by tenure status in the AAUP data, a
specific non-tenure-track inflation rate also is unavailable. As a
consequence, we present tables in this section using unadjusted
2010 CAW data for all non-tenure-track faculty respondents.
Readers should bear this in mind when comparing the reported
salaries to those at their own institutions.

Table D presents median salaries for a set of disciplinary
categories, by type of institution. The disciplines in the table
represent the respondent’s area of academic specialization
rather than the discipline or disciplines in which instruc-
tion was offered. They have been grouped where the original
response categories received too few responses. The disci-
plines captured in these responses reflect the organizations
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TABLE E
Median Academic-Year Salary for Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members,
by Gender and Race or Ethnicity, and Institutional Category, Fall 2010 (Dollars)

Carnegie Classification
Associate’s Baccalaureate Master’s Doctoral/Research |  All Institutions

Gender Median N Median N Median N Median N Median N
Female 46,000 307 50,000 324 44,000 842 | 47,000 2,058 | 46,350 3,771
Male 50,000 191 49,400 193 45000 495 | 50,000 1,204 | 49,000 2,214
Other n.d. 1 n.d. 2 n.d. 2 n.d. 7| 43,000 14
Prefer Not to Answer 49,000 10 n.d. 7 44,000 19| 49,500 37| 47,000 87
No Response 45,000 51 46,500 30 44,000 68 | 49,000 141 | 48,000 332

All 48,000 560 49,862 556 44500 1,426 | 48,000 3,447 | 47,500 6,418
Race or Ethnicity
White (not of Hispanic origin) 48,000 392 49,900 443 44610 1,184 | 48,000 2,884 | 47,500 5,220
Hispanic or Latino 52,000 27 45,500 20 46,000 37 | 42,000 104 | 45,000 200
Asian or Pacific Islander 42,000 14 50,500 18 45,000 21| 49,000 86 | 50,000 152
Black (not of Hispanic origin) 48,725 18 53,000 12 45,000 25| 56,000 51| 53,000 110
Multiracial 44,800 13 52,500 11 41,500 24 | 45,000 48 | 45,000 108
Native American/First Nations 40,000 12 n.d. 0 n.d. 5 n.d. 51 40,000 23
Prefer Not to Answer 48,000 35 49,000 25 43,700 69 | 45,000 129 | 46,000 283
No Response 45,000 49 45,000 27 43,500 61 | 50,000 140 | 48,050 322

Al 48,000 560 49,862 556 44500 1,426 | 48,000 3,447 | 47500 6,418

Notes: Salary is standardized to an academic year and outliers have been corrected. N.d. = no data. Medians are not shown for cells with fewer than ten responses. “All insti-
tutions” includes special-focus institutions and those whose Carnegie classification was not available. Category labels in this table are those used in the original questionnaire.

Source: Coalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.

participating in the coalition, and are thus weighted heavily
toward the humanities and social sciences. Salaries reported
for faculty members in business disciplines are generally
higher, as is the case when data for all full-time faculty
members are tabulated, but the table does not include several
disciplines that typically pay the highest salaries, such as
engineering or computer science. The table also indicates
that salaries within discipline categories do not necessar-

ily increase with the level of degrees offered. For example,

in several of the largest categories, including English, other
modern languages, and history, the median salary in doctoral
and research universities is lower than it is in associate’s
degree colleges.

Table E presents median salaries for full-time non-
tenure-track faculty members according to two individual
characteristics, gender and race or ethnicity. The breakdown
by gender indicates that men generally earn higher salaries,
except in baccalaureate colleges. (Women are more likely
than men to hold non-tenure-track appointments, and more
women than men responded to the survey. According to
US Department of Education national data for fall 2009,

44 percent of women in full-time faculty positions were off
the tenure track, compared with 33 percent of men.) The

breakdown of salaries by race or ethnicity does not show a
clear pattern of differences. A more detailed statistical analysis
that controls simultaneously for the specific contributions of
multiple individual and institutional factors to the differences
in non-tenure-track salaries would be desirable—and appro-
priate, given the wide range of variables available in the CAW
dataset—but is beyond the scope of this report. We should
also note one additional survey item not shown in the tables:
about 35 percent of the full-time non-tenure-track respondents
reported that they could expect regular salary increases, and
the proportion was similar across institutional types. This
proportion seems low, although we do not have comparable
survey responses from tenure-eligible faculty members for
comparison. (The proportion among part-time faculty mem-
bers documented in the CAW report was 18.8 percent.)*
Table F examines another characteristic of individual non-
tenure-track respondents, academic qualifications. A majority
of all survey respondents providing information about their
academic training held a doctorate, but that proportion varies
considerably by institutional category. Respondents teaching
in associate’s degree colleges most commonly held a master’s
degree, the generally accepted qualification for the under-
graduate teaching that comprises nearly all of the workload
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TABLE F
Educational Attainment of Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members, by Institutional Category, Fall 2010

Carnegie Classification
Associate’s Baccalaureate Master’s Doctoral/Research All Institutions
Educational Attainment No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Less Than Baccalaureate 16 29 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.0 20 0.3
Baccalaureate 16 29 10 1.8 14 1.0 41 1.2 90 14
Certification/Licensure 2 0.4 2 0.4 8 0.6 5 0.1 18 0.3
Master's 281 51.5 100 18.3 532 37.6 822 24.0 1,845 28.4
MFA/MLS 45 8.2 37 6.8 103 7.3 234 6.8 478 7.4
JD/MD/MBA 22 4.0 35 6.4 102 7.2 273 8.0 470 7.2
ABD 22 4.0 35 6.4 85 6.0 129 3.8 297 4.6
Doctorate 142 26.0 327 59.8 571 404 1,927 56.1 3,274 50.4
Total Valid Responses 546 100.0 547 100.0 1,415 100.0 3,432 100.0 6,492 100.0
No Response 48 28 63 148 1,041

Note: “All institutions” includes special-focus institutions and those whose Carnegie classification was not available.

Source: Coalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.

in those colleges. Slightly more than a quarter of these respon-
dents held a doctorate, and 12 percent had completed other
degrees that would be considered “terminal” (for example, an
MFA, MLS, JD, or MBA). By contrast, 56 percent of respon-
dents employed at doctoral and research universities held a
doctorate, 24 percent a master’s, and 15 percent a terminal
professional degree.

The CAW survey data also provide extensive information
about the working conditions of full-time non-tenure-track
faculty members. Unfortunately, we do not have comparable
data on the working conditions of other full-time faculty
members, since with the demise of the National Study of
Postsecondary Faculty there is no longer a comprehensive
national survey that examines faculty working conditions
and careers. The CAW data do provide a strong indication,
however, that for these respondents a contingent academic
position is not simply a “temporary” way station on the road
to a tenure-track faculty career. Seventy-nine percent of the
respondents who provided their ages were thirty-six or older,
and a majority were at least forty-six. Eighty-seven percent
had been teaching in a contingent position for at least three
years, and 39 percent had been teaching off the tenure track
for ten years or more. This finding among the CAW survey
respondents confirms the careful analysis of mobility between
non-tenure-track and tenure-track positions by Jack Schuster
and Martin Finkelstein in their authoritative 2006 book, The
American Faculty, based on 1998 data: “The preliminary
evidence suggests that for the most part these fixed-term
full-time appointments seem to constitute a discernibly dif-
ferent career track from that of traditional, tenure-eligible
appointments.”’

Perhaps the most significant characteristic of full-time non-
tenure-track employment is that it extends only for a specified
number of semesters or years; these positions are frequently
referred to as “term” or “contract” appointments. Respondents
to the survey were asked the length of their current appoint-
ment: one year was by far the most common period, reported
by 57 percent. Three years was the second most common length
of appointment (17 percent), and 9 percent of respondents
were employed only for a single term. An additional 6 percent
reported five-year appointments, and 4 percent were employed
for longer terms. Appointments of less than a year (covering
only one quarter or semester) were far more common in associ-
ate’s degree colleges, where they were reported by a quarter of
respondents. In doctoral and research universities, three-year
appointments were more frequently reported than elsewhere.
But for the majority of non-tenure-track faculty members,
there is no formal guarantee of job security beyond the current
academic year. Although we know from anecdotal reports that
“one-year” appointments are frequently renewed year after year,
it is the lack of a longer-term commitment by the employing
institution that makes these appointments contingent and that
constrains the academic freedom and undermines the effective-
ness of the individuals holding them.

Survey respondents were asked about the mode of instruc-
tion employed in the courses they were teaching in fall 2010,
and a large majority (77 percent) taught only on-site courses,
as opposed to those offered at a distance or with both on-site
and distance components.® However, respondents from associ-
ate’s degree colleges were more than twice as likely to teach
at least some courses where they were not on site with their
students. (Owing to the difficulty in defining “main” versus

ACADEME MARCH-APRIL 2013 1 13



“branch” campus or “satellite” locations, the questionnaire
did not pursue this distinction.)

The CAW questionnaire also collected detailed information
about the number and level of courses that non-tenure-track
respondents taught, only a portion of which is tabulated here.
The largest numbers of respondents were teaching two, three,
or four courses during the fall 2010 term in which the sur-
vey was conducted. As would be expected, the teaching load
varied by institution type. Nearly half of respondents from
associate’s degree colleges were teaching five courses or more,
a far higher proportion than in other categories of institutions.
The most common teaching load in baccalaureate colleges and
doctoral and research universities was three courses, while
four courses was the teaching load reported most frequently
by respondents at master’s degree universities.

A frequent criticism regarding the overuse of contingent
appointments is that the instructors with the lowest levels of
institutional support (and academic freedom protections) bear
the brunt of undergraduate teaching, which forms the core of
the academic enterprise. This translates into a less rich aca-
demic experience for those students who are still at an early
stage in developing their interests and the skills of indepen-
dent inquiry. Analysis of the CAW data regarding the level of
courses full-time non-tenure-track respondents taught provides
some support for this criticism. The level of courses taught
by respondents from associate’s degree colleges is obviously
constrained by the courses that are offered there, but the most
common response from non-tenure-track faculty members
across all categories of institutions, with the exception of bac-
calaureate colleges, was that they taught only lower-division
undergraduate courses. In fact, the proportion of respondents
who taught exclusively lower-division undergraduate or devel-
opmental (precollegiate) courses was 88 percent in associate’s

colleges and 38 percent in other institutional categories
combined.

We cannot emphasize enough that the threat to academic
freedom and to the quality of instruction from the increasing
use of contingent appointments is rooted in the conditions of
employment in those positions, not in any shortcomings of the
individuals who hold the appointments. As last year’s reports
from CAW and the Center for the Future of Higher Education
document with regard to part-time appointments, a key chal-
lenge facing contingent faculty members is a lack of institutional
support. Table G presents tabulations for four of the 2010 CAW
survey items measuring the institutional support for instruction
provided to full-time non-tenure-track respondents.

The first item listed, “participation in departmental meet-
ings,” refers simultaneously to two aspects of faculty work:
teaching and governance. Departmental meetings are the locus
for discussions and decisions about curriculum, consideration
of pedagogical and student affairs issues, dissemination of
information about instructional technology and other aspects
of institutional operations, and participation in financial deci-
sion making. Contingent faculty members who are excluded
from participation in such meetings are less able to convey to
their students and advisees how various aspects of the cur-
riculum relate to one another, are at a disadvantage in using a
whole array of instructional resources, and may be unaware
of funds available for classroom instruction or professional
development. Their tenure-eligible colleagues are also miss-
ing the perspective that contingent faculty members could
bring to these discussions. Unfortunately, as the AAUP report
on inclusion in governance referenced above describes, “the
participation in institutional and departmental governance of
faculty holding contingent appointments is uneven, with some
institutions encouraging it, some allowing it, and some barring

TABLE G
Access to Institutional Support for Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members,
by Institutional Category, Fall 2010 (Percent)

Carnegie Classification

Associate’s | Baccalaureate Master’s | Doctoral/Research | All Institutions
Participation in departmental meetings 81.9 82.2 79.0 75.9 77.6
Support for travel to professional meetings 56.2 69.9 494 51.5 52.9
Ability to submit research grants with institutional support 32.9 449 39.5 42.8 411
Priority consideration for tenure-track openings 4.7 6.0 41 1.8 3.1
Total Valid Responses 559 552 1,432 3,476 6,583

Note: “All institutions” includes special-focus institutions and those whose Carnegie classification was not available.

Source: Goalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010. Analysis by AAUP Research Office.
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it.” A large majority of the full-time non-tenure-track respon-
dents to the CAW survey reported that they were included in

departmental meetings; there is no apparent reason why such
participation should not be open to all.

Slightly more than half of the survey respondents indi-
cated that they could obtain funding for travel to professional
meetings. Such travel is a necessary part of keeping current
with developments in a faculty member’s discipline and can
therefore be expected to have a direct impact on teaching
and research. The proportion of full-time non-tenure-track
colleagues eligible for travel support was noticeably higher at
baccalaureate colleges. With regard to support for research
specifically, only 41 percent of respondents reported that they
would receive institutional support in submitting proposals
for research funding. This proportion was lower in associ-
ate’s degree colleges, where research is frequently considered
a secondary aspect of faculty work, but reached a high of
only 45 percent at baccalaureate colleges—an indication
that non-tenure-track faculty members are expected to focus
almost entirely on teaching. Such an approach to faculty
work is short-sighted, for as the 2010 AAUP report Tenure
and Teaching-Intensive Appointments argues, “Professional
development and research activities support strong teaching,
and a robust system of shared governance depends upon the
participation of all faculty, so even teaching-intensive [appoint-
ments that have been converted into] tenure-eligible positions
should include service and appropriate forms of engagement in
research or the scholarship of teaching.”

The final item presented in table G is especially dishearten-
ing. Only 3 percent of the full-time non-tenure-track survey
respondents reported that they would receive priority consid-
eration for tenure-track openings at their current institutions.
Differences in the proportion among the institutional catego-
ries are minuscule. Essentially, these respondents are describing
a situation in which they are appropriately qualified and
currently doing much of the work of tenure-track colleagues
but are not credited with this experience when a tenure-track
position becomes available in their own department. As many
of our non-tenure-track colleagues reported in extended com-
ments submitted as part of the CAW survey, this situation
typifies the basic lack of respect they experience on a daily
basis.

The CAW survey also asked respondents about benefits
they receive as part of their total compensation, and most
were receiving benefits. In completing the most basic question-
naire item regarding benefits, about 89 percent of respondents
reported receiving health-care benefits, either alone or in
combination with retirement or other benefits. Only 6 per-
cent of these respondents reported receiving no benefits. The
most basic questionnaire item, however, does not tell us of the
extent of these benefits or who bore the costs.

The analysis presented in this section touches on only a few
aspects of the working conditions of full-time non-tenure-track

faculty members. In terms of pay and benefits, their situation
superficially resembles that of “junior” faculty colleagues. But
the fundamental distinction lies in the non-tenure-track status
itself. With fixed-term appointments, limited participation in
the full range of faculty work, and insufficient support from
their institutions, these full-time non-tenure-track colleagues
effectively constitute a second tier of the academic labor
structure. (And it has become almost impossible to deny that
part-time faculty members inhabit an even further under-
mined third tier in this structure.) We do not have all the data
necessary to make a precise estimate of the impact of this
second-tier status on the quality of instruction and academic
inquiry. We need to continue advocating for the collection of
more and better data. But even absent “empirical certainty,”
the need for advocacy on behalf of and in concert with our
non-tenure-track colleagues is clear. Unless we can stem and
reverse the shift toward an “academic precariat,” the vital con-
tribution of higher education as a social good is imperiled.

The CAW data include more specific details of salary and
benefits, as well as additional information about aspects of
working conditions and access to institutional resources.
They also include information on academics working in other
categories of contingent employment: graduate employees in
teaching and research, postdoctoral fellows, and non-tenure-
track researchers, albeit with relatively small respondent pools.
Researchers who are interested in using these data should
contact the coalition at contact@academicworkforce.org for
more information.

STATE APPROPRIATIONS

In his 2013 State of the Union address, President Obama stat-
ed that “our first priority is making America a magnet for new
jobs,” and he spoke of the educational investments necessary
to achieve that goal, beginning with preschool and ending with
college. The president noted that in order to obtain a good

job and a middle-class income, most people would need some
higher education, and he declared that “skyrocketing tuitions”
are reducing access to college for some while saddling others
with unsustainable debt.

Remarkably, at the same time the president is emphasizing
the need to invest in higher education to guarantee the avail-
ability of good jobs and workers who can fill them, most state
budgets reveal a continued trend of disinvestment from the
sector through reductions in their annual appropriations for
higher education, which historically have been the single largest
revenue source for most public colleges and universities. The
December 2012 report from the Delta Cost Project, College
Spending in a Turbulent Decade, noted that “for the first time in
higher education, net tuition brought in more revenue than did
state and local appropriations at the average public research and
master’s institutions.” The report analyzed institutional revenue
data collected by the US Department of Education and found
that the level of state and local appropriations declined sharply
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TABLE H
Change in State Appropriations to Higher Education, Fiscal Years 2008 and 2013 (Percent)
Change in Change in Appropriations (per Change in Change in Appropriations (per
State Appropriations $1,000 of Personal Income) State Appropriations $1,000 of Personal Income)
Alabama -34.5 -37.0 Nebraska -8.2 -16.2
Alaska 1.9 1.0 Nevada -30.3 -23.8
Arizona -42.0 -415 New Hampshire -411 -41.2
Arkansas -5.8 -10.9 New Jersey -15.5 -15.1
California -30.4 -30.1 New Mexico -28.1 -32.8
Colorado -21.6 -25.2 New York -6.0 -7.9
Connecticut -15.4 -13.9 North Carolina -2.4 -6.2
Delaware -18.5 -20.1 North Dakota 23.9 -9.3
Florida -31.3 -30.3 Ohio -18.4 -20.8
Georgia -14.8 -15.6 Oklahoma -18.3 -25.3
Hawaii -15.3 -21.1 Oregon -26.6 -29.3
|daho -19.8 -20.0 Pennsylvania -25.2 -28.3
[llinois 10.7 10.9 Rhode Island -21.5 -22.6
Indiana -6.7 -9.7 South Carolina -28.8 -31.7
lowa -17.6 -25.8 South Dakota -12.5 -25.1
Kansas -15.9 -19.5 Tennessee -18.8 -23.2
Kentucky -18.3 -23.1 Texas -7.4 -17.2
Louisiana -37.0 -40.3 Utah -15.7 -20.5
Maine -10.9 -14.5 Vermont -11.3 -15.7
Maryland -5.1 -9.9 Virginia -17.4 -21.3
Massachusetts -28.8 -30.8 Washington -29.0 -32.7
Michigan -28.2 -27.0 West Virginia -11.2 -18.6
Minnesota -24.7 -27.5 Wisconsin -12.9 -15.8
Mississippi -19.1 -22.2 Wyoming 21.0 12.7
Missouri -16.6 -18.8 Total (50 States) -18.4 -20.8
Montana -5.9 -11.4
Note: In the first column state appropriations are adjusted for inflation using the December national Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U).
Source: State appropriations from Center for the Study of Education Policy, lllinois State University, Grapevine, Fiscal Year 2012—13, table 1 (as of January 22, 2013).
Personal income from Bureau for Economic Analysis.

in fiscal year 2010, the most recent year for which data were
available. It concluded that “these declines . . . resulted in the
lowest per-student state and local funding in the decade across
all types of public institutions.””

In table H we examine changes in state-by-state appropria-
tions for higher education, adjusted for inflation, between fiscal
year 2008 and fiscal year 2013. While there are wide varia-
tions, some of which are related to the differential impact of
the Great Recession across the nation, most states made steep
cuts. Arizona made the largest cuts, reducing funding for higher
education by 42 percent. New Hampshire and Louisiana were
second and third among the states with the largest cutbacks in
funding. By contrast, some states benefiting from improving
conditions in the energy industry (Alaska, North Dakota, and
Wyoming) were willing and able to increase their funding for
higher education substantially between 2008 and 2013. Texas,

another energy state and one with an enormous public higher
education sector, chose a different path, allocating 7.4 percent
less funding during this time period. The total reduction in fund-
ing for all fifty states combined was 18.4 percent.

The period covered by the table includes the Great Recession
and the weak economic recovery that has followed. Most
states rely on sales taxes and taxes on business income for a
substantial portion of their revenues, and consequently experi-
ence reductions in receipts during recessions because consumers
make fewer purchases and businesses have lower profits. It is
possible to examine whether cutbacks in higher education fund-
ing exceed those that are solely recession-related by examining
changes in state appropriations per $1,000 of state personal
income. This is the second column of table H.

For example, in fiscal year 2008 Arizona budgeted $6.10 to
higher education for each $1,000 in personal income earned by
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FIGURE 2

Average Salary Disadvantage for Full Professors at Public Institutions Compared with Full Professors
at Private-Independent Institutions, 2006—07 to 2012-13 (Percent)
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residents of the state. However, by fiscal year 2013 Arizona was
allocating just $3.57 per $1,000 of personal income—a reduc-
tion of 41.5 percent when controlling for the change in personal
income. By contrast, Illinois and Wyoming both provided double-
digit percentage increases in their higher education appropriations
per $1,000 in personal income, meaning that higher education
funding grew faster than personal income during the period.
North Dakota represents an entirely different case. Its booming
economy has grown substantially, so although its real appropria-
tions for higher education increased significantly, funding for
higher education didn’t increase proportionately to the increase
in personal income within the state. Take a look at table H to see
how your state stacked up, and use those figures as evidence in
advocating for a restoration of higher education funding.

Much of the tuition price increase in public higher educa-
tion over the last several years has been a direct consequence
of reductions in state appropriations. As states have abdicated
their responsibility for ensuring access to postsecondary educa-
tion, students and their families have been forced to bear more
of the costs in the form of higher tuition prices. Because good
jobs migrate to the locations with the best-educated work-
forces, states such as Arizona, New Hampshire, Louisiana,
Alabama, Florida, and California may be retarding their future
rates of growth for decades to come.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE SALARY DIFFERENCES
The declining state appropriations for higher education have
already had consequences. As we documented in this report last
year, increases in faculty salaries are not the reason for rapid tu-
ition price increases during the last decade. Indeed, average full-
time faculty salaries, adjusted for inflation, actually decreased
at public master’s-granting institutions and community colleges
and increased by less than 1 percent at public doctoral universi-
ties and baccalaureate colleges over the decade. Public colleges
and universities, reeling from immediate and long-term cutbacks
in their state funding, have sought to reduce spending on the
backs of their students, increasingly substituting lower-paid con-
tingent faculty members for more fairly paid tenure-track fac-
ulty members. Further budget tightening has come in the form
of lower starting salaries and smaller annual salary increases for
faculty members employed in the public sector, which has led
to a widening salary disadvantage for the 70 percent of faculty
members who work there.

The gap between public- and private-sector salaries has been
a regular topic of this report. We thought it would be useful to
present the most recent data in a slightly different way, one that
we hope is easily understandable. Figures 2 through 4 show
how much less faculty members in the public sector are earning,
by academic rank and institutional category, focusing on the last
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FIGURE 3
Average Salary Disadvantage for Associate Professors at Public Institutions Compared with Associate Professors
at Private-Independent Institutions, 2006-07 to 2012-13 (Percent)
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seven years. The public-sector disadvantage is greatest at the full
professor rank, ranging from 17 percent at master’s universities
to 35 percent at doctoral universities. The range of disparity for
associate professors is 10 to 23 percent, and that among assis-
tant professors is 7 to 24 percent. The pattern by institutional
category is similar for all three ranks, with faculty members

in doctoral universities lagging quite a bit further behind than
those in master’s universities or baccalaureate colleges.

It’s noteworthy that the salary disadvantage for public-sector
faculty members increased beginning in 2010-11, after the reces-
sion in the national economy was technically over. Continued
large and rising differentials in faculty salaries between public and
private colleges and universities reflect the reductions in state sup-
port for higher education described above.

It’s important to bear in mind that these figures represent the
average salary disadvantage for a public-sector faculty member
in a given year. As noted in the first section of this report, the
average salary increase in public institutions was also lower this
year, and that has been true for many years. So for the indi-
vidual, the earnings deficiency accumulates over the course of a
career. The pipelines into academic positions are long, ranging
through college and graduate school and sometimes through
postdoctoral fellowships or visiting assistant professor positions.

But higher education is a service industry, and as such its labor
resources are among the most valuable on campus. Colleges and
universities that ignore this point and attempt to underpay their
faculty for the work they perform will increasingly confront
labor markets where it is difficult to hire and retain the best fac-
ulty and where talented graduate students who could have been
great faculty members choose nonacademic careers instead.

The salary disadvantage experienced by faculty members at
public colleges and universities, and the continued growth in
exploitative contingent employment practices, are thus mat-
ters of significant public policy. The disinvestment from fully
supported and compensated faculty positions in the public
sector means that the majority of students will be deprived
of the most engaged instructors and mentors. Our elected
leaders consistently proclaim that investing in higher educa-
tion is a state and national imperative, yet the data on state
appropriations and public-private faculty salary disparities
belie these proclamations. Public officials need to hear from
their constituents about the value of higher education, and,
importantly, about the critical role of faculty members in pro-
viding that education.

We encourage all of our readers to get involved, take
action, and “spread the news.”
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FIGURE 4
Average Salary Disadvantage for Assistant Professors at Public Institutions Compared with Assistant Professors
at Private-Independent Institutions, 2006—07 to 2012-13 (Percent)
40
35 —&— Category | (Doctoral) B
—m— Category IIA (Master’s)
30 —— Category 1B (Baccalaureate) |
o 25 &
s N ° ¢
g 20 — hd
2 —
:
o
10
/I-/
.b‘/ &
0
2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 201112 2012-13
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 2. Ibid., 48, table 38.

The presentation of full-time faculty salary data in this report
would not have been possible without data supplied by admin-
istrative offices of colleges and universities across the coun-
try. The data collection is carried out entirely by the AAUP
Research Office, and research assistant Sam Dunietz played a
key role in ensuring that the data submitted are as accurate as
possible. Respondents to the survey know him as a helpful and
courteous voice on the other end of the telephone, or perhaps
by means of an e-mail exchange. We join our colleagues in ex-
pressing our gratitude to Sam for his excellent work. We also
acknowledge the support and leadership of the organizations
in the Coalition on the Academic Workforce and especially
those individuals on the CAW survey workgroup, without
whose efforts our knowledge of the working conditions faced
by our colleagues in contingent appointments would be im-
measurably weaker. B

NOTES

1. A Portrait of Part-Time Faculty Members (Coalition on the
Academic Workforce, 2012), http://www.academicworkforce
.org/CAW _portrait_2012.pdf.

3. The institutional categories in tables C through G are for
each respondent’s full-time academic employer. Some respon-
dents also taught additional courses elsewhere, but compensa-
tion, working conditions, and benefits for those institutions
are not included in the analysis presented here.

4. Portrait of Part-Time Faculty, 48, table 38.

5. Jack H. Schuster and Martin J. Finkelstein, The Ameri-
can Faculty: The Restructuring of Academic Work and Careers
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2006), 222;
emphasis in the original.

6. The CAW questionnaire used the label “distance”; we
can infer that in most cases this means an online course or
course component.

7. Donna M. Desrochers and Rita ]. Kirshstein, College
Spending in a Turbulent Decade: Findings from the Delta Cost
Project (Washington, DC: American Institutes for Research,
2012), 3, http://www.deltacostproject.org/pdfs/Delta-Cost
-College-Spending-In-A-Turbulent-Decade.pdf.
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