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Summary of Data from Surveys by the
Coalition on the Academic Workforce

Surveys by a number of humanities and socia science disciplinesin the Coalition on the Academic Work
Force (CAW) provide compelling new evidence about the use and treatment of part-time and adjunct faculty,
highlighting the dwindling proportion of full-time tenure-track faculty members teaching in undergraduate
classrooms, and providing solid evidence of the second-class status of part-time and adjunct employeesin the
academy.

CAW, acodlition of 25 academic societies, with the opinion survey organization Roper Starch drafted the
survey in the spring of 1999 and mailed it in the fall. Six disciplinary societies—representing anthropology,
cinema studies, English, film studies, folklore, foreign languages, and linguistics—sent out surveysto all the
departmentsin their fields. For four other fields—history, philology (classics), philosophy, and freestanding
composition programs—Roper Starch refined the Modern Language Association’s comprehensive list down
to arepresentative sample of departments and institutions. Either Roper Starch or the staff of the individual
disciplinary societies then mailed the surveys and collected the responses, while Roper Starch tabulated the
results. The American Political Science Association revised the form for its annual sample survey of
four-year college and university political science departments to ask a number of similar questions.

Most disciplines received response rates of between 40 and 45 percent. In every case, departments and
PhD-granting institutions were significantly more responsive (typically between 55 and 65 percent) than
programs conferring associates degrees (where the response rates ran from 20 to 36 percent).

Demographics of Instructional Staff

The growing use of part-time faculty in the academy iswell documented,1 but the Coalition surveys provide

some of the first comprehensive evidence about the use and treatment of this segment of the academic
workforce in the humanities and the social sciences. It is striking evidence of the magnitude of the issue that
al but three of the disciplines reported that traditional full-time tenure-track faculty members accounted for
less than half of the instructional staff in the responding departments and programs. Part-time and adjunct
faculty comprised 22 to 42 percent of the instructional staff in these departments and programs, depending on
the discipline (Table 1).

Freestanding programs in composition (surveyed by the Conference on College Composition and
Communication) reported the smallest proportion of full-time tenured or tenure-track faculty at 14.6 percent.
English and foreign language programs reported just over athird of the instructiona staffsin their
departments were full-time tenure track. Only in anthropology, history, and philosophy programs did
full-time tenure-track faculty comprise more than half of the instructional staff.
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Part-time faculty comprised from 17.6 percent (in cinema studies) to just over 32 percent (in art history and
English programs) of the instructional staff in the disciplines. Faculty employed full time but off the tenure
track comprised a much smaller portion, ranging from alow of 4.3 percent of instructional staff in
anthropology departments to highs of slightly more than 12 percent in composition and foreign language
programs.

One of the surprises among the responses to the survey was the relatively high proportion of graduate
students serving as instructional staff or classroom assistants in the various disciplines. In most of the
disciplines, graduate students comprised 15 to 25 percent of the teachers among all departments and
programs. Two disciplines, cinema studies and composition, which surveyed programs primarily in
PhD-granting institutions, reported significantly higher proportions of graduate students.

Classroom Numbers

Notably, full-time tenure-track faculty members taught less than half of the introductory undergraduate
coursesin all but two of the disciplines (Table 2).2 Art history departments reported the largest proportion of
introductory classes taught by full-time tenure-track faculty, with 52.3 percent. Freestanding composition
programs reported the smallest proportion, with less than 7 percent of the introductory courses being taught
by full-time tenure-track faculty.

Another notable finding is the large proportion of classes taught by graduate students, who accounted for
between 7 and 34 percent of the undergraduate courses taught. Graduate students were predominantly used in
introductory classes, where they accounted for from 12 percent (in art history) to 42.5 percent (in
freestanding composition programs) of the classes taught. Graduate students accounted for a smaller, but still
significant, portion of the teaching for classes above the introductory or first-year level. Graduate students
taught more than 5 percent of the other undergraduate coursesin all of the disciplines.

In each of the disciplines, the proportions of instructional staff in the classroom varied significantly
depending on the type of program. PhD-granting programs relied heavily on graduate studentsto fill the
staffing role of part-time and adjunct faculty at liberal arts and community colleges. Graduate students taught
anywhere from 25 to 60 percent of the undergraduate classes at PhD programsin all of the reporting
disciplines, while part-time faculty taught from 32 to 57 percent of the undergraduate classes at programs
conferring associates degrees.

Institutional Support and Benefits

The coalition report also provides detail about the sort of institutional support and benefits received by
part-time and adjunct faculty members (Tables 3A, 3B). Not surprisingly, full-time nontenure-track faculty
received the most benefits, while part-time faculty paid on a per-course basis received few benefits, if any.
Almost all of the full-time nontenure-track faculty had access to some health benefits at |east partially paid by
the employing institution, and between 65 and 87 percent had access to aretirement and life insurance
(Tables 3A).

This contrasts starkly with the benefits for part-time faculty members paid on a per-course basis (the vast
majority of part-time faculty in every discipline). History departments offered the fewest benefits to these
faculty members, with 77.4 percent of the departments reporting they provide no benefitsto part-time faculty
paid by the course (T able 3B). With the exception of linguistics, in which only 46.8 percent of the
departments offered no benefits, the other disciplines all reported that well over 60 percent of the programs
offered no benefits to part-time faculty paid by the course.

As with the benefits, full-time nontenure-track faculty members aso received considerably more support for
their professional scholarship. With the exception of cinema studies, well over 70 percent of the departments
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with full-time nontenure-track faculty provided them with support for travel to professional meetings. With
the exception of philology, the disciplines reported that over half of their programs provided access to
research grants. And over athird of the departments provided support to attend workshops; though 80 percent
of English, foreign language, and freestanding composition programs reported they provided support to
attend departmental workshops to their full-time nontenure-track faculty.

In contrast, less than 26 percent of the programs with part-time faculty members paid by the course offered
them travel support or (with the exception of cinema studies) research support. And again with the exception
of cinema studies, the programs supported workshops for faculty, though only freestanding composition
programs and English departments surpassed 50 percent support.

Somewhat contrary to expectations, there was significantly less difference between full-time nontenure-track
faculty and part-time faculty in the other “quality of life” issues, such as mailboxes and office spaces. Almost
all the departments provide mailboxes, phone access, photocopying, and library privileges.

There was adightly wider difference in office space and computer use, as well over 70 percent of the
departments with full-time nontenure-track faculty reported that they provided these staff members with their
own offices, and well over two-thirds provided them with their own computers. Almost al of the remaining
departments provided shared access to an office and computer. The numbers were reversed for programs
reporting on their support for part-time faculty members paid by the course. Less than athird provided
private office space to these faculty (though almost 100 percent offered at least shared office space) and well
over half provided access to a computer (though most only had access to a shared computer).

However, the study does not provide information on the quality of the office space or the computers to which
these faculty had access. In asurvey of part-time faculty conducted by the American Historical Association
last year, most complained bitterly about small shared offices and barely functional hand-me-down
computers.3

Salary Data

Like the data on benefits, the surveys' findings suggest two tiers of treatment of part-time and adjunct
faculty. Full-time nontenure-track faculty are likely to be given asalary sufficient to support significant
attention to their instructional responsibilities. In contrast, part-time faculty members, particularly those paid
on aper-course basis, receive so little compensation that they simply must take multiple jobs to maintain
even amodest standard of living.

With the exception of philology, the disciplines found that large majorities of the full-time nontenure-track
faculty membersin their programs received more than $32,000 per year. When combined with their accessto
basic benefits like health care and retirement plans, this would appear to provide a viable standard of living.

This differs sharply from the salaries for part-time faculty members paid by the course (T able 4). In addition

to receiving few if any benefits, most receive less than $3,000 per course. Nearly one-third of them earn
$2,000 or less per course. In large fields like English and history nearly half of the part-timers arein this
category. At thisrate of pay, part-time teachers—almost all of whom have the masters degree and many of
whom have the PhD—would have to teach more than four courses per term to earn over $15,000 a year.
Most could earn comparable salaries as fast food workers, baggage porters, or theater |obby attendants.4

While there were significant differences between the disciplines, the most important factor in determining
salaries for faculty members appeared to be the type of institution in which they were employed. Regardliess
of the discipline, they were significantly more likely to be in the top income ranges if they were teachingin a
department that conferred the PhD, and significantly more likely to be in the bottom income ranges if they
were employed in a program conferring associates degrees. In the field of history, for instance, it meant a
difference in the average pay per course of aimost $2,000, as programs conferring associates degrees paid an
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average of only $1,694 per history course, as compared to an average $3,628 at PhD-granting departments.

Comparison to Assertions from Conference

The impetus for conducting this survey emerged from the Conference on the Growing Use of Part-Time and
Adjunct Faculty, held September 26-28, 1997, in Washington, D.C. In asummary statement, conference
participants expressed concern that the terms and conditions of such appointments are too often inadequate to
support responsible teaching or a career, but noted that this finding was based on often partial and incomplete
data.5 As aresult, the participating organizations agreed to form the coalition, and work toward developing
more compl ete data.

The resulting survey data support many of the statements in the final report from the conference, while other
findings suggest the need for a more nuanced picture.

Certainly the data on salaries and benefits support the conference’ s principal assertion that the “terms and
conditions of part-time and adjunct faculty appointments, in many cases, weaken our capacity to provide
essential educational experiences and resources. Too often the terms and conditions of such appointments are
inadequate to support responsible teaching or, by extension, a career.” Similarly, the data on the number of
part-time and adjunct employees and their work in the classroom support the conference’ s assertions about
the significant scope and scale of the problem. The data clearly establish that part-time faculty members are
not integrated into the life of the programs in which they are teaching (by invitation to department meetings)
or the academic community (by support for their research and professional development).

However, the data on salaries and benefits a so suggest the need for a more nuanced description of the
problem. Although full-time nontenure-track employees are generally paired with part-time faculty members
in descriptions and assessments of the part-time/adjunct situation, the data highlight a sharp difference
between the two. While full-time nontenure-track faculty members received salaries and benefits somewhat
comparable to their tenure-track colleagues, the pay and benefits for part-timers are inadequate for the
mission of a college or university.

This report was prepared for the CAW by Robert B. Townsend, assistant director for publications,
information systems, and research at the American Historical Association in consultation with
representatives from American Anthropol ogical Association, American Philological Association, American
Philosophical Association, American Association of University Professors, American Political Science
Association, College Art Association, Linguistics Society of America, Modern Languages Association,
National Council of Teachers of English, and the Society for Cinema Studies. Final tabulation of the data on
the folklore discipline has been delayed, but should be available in December.

Notes

1. U.S. Department of Education (USDE)/National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), Fall Saff in
Postsecondary Institutions, 1995 (Washington, D.C., 1998), Figures 1-3, and USDE/NCES, Fall Saff in
Postsecondary Institutions, 1997 (Washington, D.C., 1999), Table 2. [back to text]

2. There was an important difference in the questionnaires for the disciplines, asthe MLA surveys
distinguished “first-year writing and language” courses from other undergraduate courses. The other fields
differentiated undergraduate courses between “introductory courses’ and “other courses.” Datafrom
philosophy has been ignored on this question because the language in the relevant question was not revised
from the original MLA-designed survey form to ask information pertinent to introductory philosophy
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courses. [back to text]

3. Robert B. Townsend, “Part-Time Teachers. The AHA Survey,” Perspectives 38:4 (April 2000): 3. [back to
text

4. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates,
1998. Available at: http://stats.bls.gov/oes/oes_data.htm. [back to text]

5. See Statement from the Conference on the Growing Use of Part-Time and Adjunct Faculty at
http://www.aaup.org/ptconf.htm. [back to text]

http://216.19.142.83/caw/cawreport.htm (5 of 5) [3/15/2001 12:30:04 PM]



Table 1: Percentage of Instructional Staff of Type in Department/Program

Table 1: Percentage of Instructional Staff of Typein Department/Program

Freestanding
Art Cinema Composition English (inc. Foreign Median of Political
Anthro. History Studies Programs* composition)* Lang.* History Linguistics Philology Philosophy Values Science**
Full-Time Tenure Track 51.6% 44.7% 40.0% 14.6% 36.3% 355% 53.2% 49.2% 43.8% 52.2% 44.3% 69.0%
Full-Time Non-Tenure Track ~ 4.3% 7.2% 7.9% 12.2% 9.5% 12.4% 4.4% 5.5% 9.3% 5.6% 7.6% 4.7%
Part-Time Tenure Track 1.6% 1.1% 1.0% 0.6% 0.6% 1.3% 1.6% 1.2% 1.3% 1.2% 6.0%
Part-Time Non-Tenure Track  19.1%  31.5% 17.6% 28.0% 31.4% 282% 21.1% 14.7% 20.6% 21.8% 21.5% 20.3%
Graduate Teaching Assistants 23.4%  15.3%  33.5% 45.2% 22.2% 233%  20.0% 29.0% 25.0% 19.1% 23.3% N/A

* Data for "Composition” come from free-standing composition departments and programs, surveyed by the CCCC. Data for "English" and "Foreign Languages’
programs' come from disciplinary departments and programs surveyed by the Modern Languages Association.

* *Data for Political Scienceis appended for comparative purposes, but not included in the calculation of the median since the APSA used a different survey instrument that
did not inquire about graduate student instructors.

Lowest value for range in bold (and red)
Highest value for range in italic
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Table 2: Percentage of All Undergraduate Courses Taught in Program, by Type of Instructional Staff

Table 2: Percentage of All Undergraduate Courses Taught in Program, by Type of Instructional Staff

Freestanding
Composition English (inc.
AnthropologyArt History Programs* composition)*

Full-Time Tenure Track 60.4% 59.0% 15.8% 42.2%
Full-Time Non-Tenure Track 9.4% 8.9% 17.9% 15.4%
Part-Time Tenure Track 2.4% 0.9% 0.5%
Part-Time Non-Tenure Track 17.6% 24.1% 31.4% 28.1%
Graduate Teaching Assistants 10.2% 7.1% 34.9% 13.9%

Foreign

Lang. History Linguistics Philology Philosophy Values

41.4% 59.5% 63.5%
18.0% 7.2% 8.8%

0.5% 1.0% 0.5%
25.0% 19.1% 16.2%
15.1% 13.2% 17.7%

Table 2A: Percentage of Introductory Courses* Taught in Department/Program, by Type of Instructional Staff

Freestanding
Composition English (inc.
AnthropologyArt History Programs* composition)*

Full-Time Tenure Track 50.7% 52.3% 6.9% 25.4%
Full-Time Non-Tenure Track 10.0% 10.6% 18.2% 17.6%
Part-Time Tenure Track 0.8% 1.1% 0.6%
Part-Time Non-Tenure Track 22.0% 23.5% 32.5% 36.6%
Graduate Teaching Assistants 16.4% 12.4% 42.5% 19.9%
Percentage of all courses taught 40.8% 27.5% 73.6% 51.8%
Number of Courses Taught 2,899 2,379 1,582 31,196

Foreign

Lang. History Linguistics
28.3% 49% 48.1%
18.4% 9% 8.5%
0.6% 1% 0.1%
32.8% 23% 13.4%
19.8% 17% 29.9%
50.4% 55.0% 46.5%
17,191 5,825 799

51.4%
14.3%

1.4%
18.2%
14.7%

Philology Philosophy Values

34.6%
16.3%

1.1%
26.7%
21.3%
43.0%

1,084

Median of
62.8% 59.0%
9.3% 9.4%
0.9% 0.9%
18.4% 19.1%
8.6% 13.9%
Median of
54.7% 48.1%
11.2% 11.2%
0.6% 0.7%
26.4% 26.4%
7.0% 19.8%
15.3% 46.5%
150 2379

NB: MLA survey of English and foreign language programs distinguished between number of "first-year" writing and language courses from other undergraduate
courses. All other disciplines (with the exception of philosophy, see note 3) asked about "introductory" coursesin field.

Table 2B: Percentage of Other Undergrad. Courses Taught in Department/Program, by Type of Instructional Staff

Freestanding
Composition English (inc.
AnthropologyArt History Programs* composition)*

Full-Time Tenure Track 67.1% 61.5% 40.5% 60.2%
Full-Time Non-Tenure Track 9.0% 8.2% 17.1% 12.9%
Part-Time Tenure Track 3.5% 0.9% 0.5%
Part-Time Non-Tenure Track 14.5% 24.3% 28.5% 18.9%
Graduate Teaching Assistants 5.9% 5.2% 13.9% 7.4%
Percentage of all courses taught 59.2% 72.5% 26.4% 48.2%
Number of Courses Taught 4,379 6,282 568 29,083
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Foreign

Lang. History Linguistics Philology Philosophy Values

54.7% 71.8% 62.9%

17.5% 4.5% 12.4%
0.4% 0.8% 0.7%
17.1% 14.8% 8.6%
10.3% 8.2% 15.4%
49.6% 45.0% 24.5%
16,892 4,759 421

64.1%
12.8%
1.6%
11.8%
9.7%
57.0%
1,436

Median of

64.3% 62.9%
8.9% 12.4%
1.0% 0.9%
17.0% 17.0%
8.8% 8.8%
84.7% 49.6%
146 4379



Table 3A: Proportion of Departments/Programs Reporting Benefits for Full-time Nontenure Track Faculty

Table 3A: Proportion of Departments/Programs Reporting Benefitsfor Full-time Nontenure Track Faculty
Freestanding
Composition  English (inc.  Foreign
Anthropology Art History Programs composition) Language History Linguistics

Health plan paid by both 80.00% 78.95% 75.00% 75.45% 77.32% 72.17%  89.13%
Health plan paid by school 22.86% 25.66% 25.00% 29.32% 2821% 32.17%  19.57%
Health plan paid by staff 2.86% 2.63% 100.00% 3.60% 4.23% 1.74% 2.17%

Retirement plan 72.38% 71.05% 87.50% 80.41% 81.66%  7391%  65.22%
Lifeinsurance 72.38% 71.05% 75.00% 75.00% 77.95%  7652%  78.26%
No benefits offered 2.86% 1.32% 1.00% 1.80% 1.06% 2.61% 0.00%

Minimum requirement to

receive benefits 56.98% 43.07% 60.00% 36.94% 37.39%  36.56% 50.00%

Political Science: Health Plan Same as for Full-time Faculty: 38.4 percent

Lowest value for range in bold (and red)
Highest value for range in italic
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Philology Philosophy

76.60%
29.80%
4.30%
78.70%
76.60%
0.00%

39.00%

70.67%
25.33%
4.00%
68.00%
69.33%
6.67%

67.80%

M edian of
Values
76.60%
25.66%
3.60%
73.91%
75.00%

1.32%

43.07%



Table 3B: Proportion of Departments/Programs Reporting Benefits for Part-time Faculty Paid by Course

Table 3B: Proportion of Departments/Programs Reporting Benefitsfor Part-time Faculty Paid by Course

Anthropology Art History

Health plan paid by both 19.49% 16.12%
Health plan paid by school 4.62% 2.56%
Health plan paid by staff 11.28% 8.79%
Retirement plan 63.08% 11.72%
Life insurance 11.79% 8.79%
No benefits offered 63.08% 71.06%
Minimum requirement to

receive benefits 72.88% 81.54%

Political Science: Health Plan for Part-time Faculty Same as Full-time Faculty: 10.7 percent

Lowest value for range in bold (and red)
Highest value for rangein italic
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Freestanding English
Composition (inc. Foreign
Programs composition) Language

21.05% 16.92% 19.24%
5.26% 4.62% 6.12%
10.53% 5.81% 7.00%
26.32% 15.73% 15.89%
21.05% 9.40% 12.68%
63.16% 69.40% 62.10%
28.57% 20.17% 23.76%

History
12.99%
2.26%
3.95%
10.17%
5.65%
77.40%

71.79%

Linguistics Philology Philosophy

29.79%
8.51%
12.77%
23.40%
21.28%
46.81%

34.78%

17.40%
6.50%
13.00%
13.00%
13.00%
63.00%

25.00%

10.91%
5.45%
9.09%

15.45%
6.36%

73.64%

37.50%

M edian of
Values
17.40%
5.26%
9.09%
15.73%
11.79%
63.16%

34.78%



Table 4: Average Salaries for Part-time Faculty Paid by Course, Proportion in Ranges

Table 4: Average Salariesfor Part-time Faculty Paid by Course, Proportion in Ranges

Anthropology Art History  Studies

<= $1,500 10.9%
$1,501-$2,000 11.1%
$2,001-$2,500  22.6%
$2,501-$3,000  18.8%
$3,001+ 36.7%

15.1%
23.8%
23.1%
14.6%
23.5%

Cinema Composition English (inc.
Programs composition)

1.4%
14.5%
33.3%
20.3%
30.4%
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Freestanding

8.0%
12.9%
18.0%
22.0%
38.9%

23.6%
24.0%
19.4%
12.6%
20.5%

Foreign
Lang
13.8%
20.9%
17.2%
15.5%
32.8%

History Linguistics Phllology Philosophy
16%

17.3% 3.7% 4.9%
31.3% 39.8% 22.6%
23.7% 10.2% 24.2%
11.0% 10.2% 30.2%
16.7% 36.1% 18.1%

26%
25%
11%
21%

M edian of

valuesin
range

9%

23%

23%

17%

27%



