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INTRODUCTION

“Knowledge,” suggests Simon Marginson, “is the unique claim of higher education. It is
at the core of every public and private good that is created in the sector” (2011, 414). But
knowledge does not exist in the abstract. The intellectual endeavors that create knowledge
“transpire in a world where race, gender, and class are important not only as subjects for
investigation, but as structural factors that partly shape researchers and their scientific gaze”
(Bonilla-Silva and Zuberi, 2008, 22). Thus, for the knowledge that the university provisions as
its unique claim to be representative of the society it purports to serve, then the creators and
purveyors of that knowledge—the faculty—must be equally represented at all levels of the
knowledge-creation ecosystem. In this brief, we summarize the state of the faculty in American
higher education; contextualize this current state within longer-term trends in faculty hiring,
promotion, tenure, and advancement; and explore how the ongoing challenges of the COVID-19
pandemic and the movement for racial justice in American society have accelerated, disrupted,
or stalled some of these trends.

We first briefly describe our overall approach for this paper and our sources of data and
evidence. We then discus broad trends in the fiscal landscape of higher education, with a
particular focus on public higher education institutions, which enroll nearly three-quarters of the
nation’s undergraduate students (Irwin et al., 2021, 24) and two-thirds of all faculty members
(Hussar et al., 2020, 151). Using these trends as context, we explore, in the following sections,
how faculty hiring, advancement, promotion, and tenure has evolved over the past three decades.
We then describe the impact of the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic on these trends, and close, in
the final section, with provocations for the American professoriate and the academic leaders who
support them as we look ahead to the “new normal” of faculty life. Throughout, we “center at the
margins” and emphasize the experiences of faculty belonging to historically marginalized social

categories.
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The analysis we present below is grounded in an integrative synthesis of scholarly
literature, policy briefs and news media, and original data sources. We started by reviewing
recently published peer-reviewed papers, books and book chapters, and research briefs and data
tables compiled by the Department of Education, the American Association of University
Professors, and other education intermediaries to establish the broad contours—a
metanarrative—of the long-term trends in faculty hiring, promotion, tenure, and advancement.
We then supplemented these materials with qualitative and quantitative data drawn from the
Collaborative on Academic Careers in Higher Education (COACHE) Job Satisfaction and
Retention and Exit Surveys, to give voice to faculty experiences through the ongoing COVID-19
pandemic. Finally, to contextualize the data and the scholarly research in broader public
discourses about the academy, where relevant, we drew on reports and articles published by
major national and education-specific news-media sources.

In developing the synthetic narrative, we kept in mind principles of equity and criticality
as we evaluated the research and the data on which it is premised. For example, when evaluating
quantitative statistics disaggregated by racial categories, we paid particular attention to how they
might portray the experiences of those holding multiple or minoritized identities (see Campbell-
Montalvo 2020, 2021). In doing so, we often read our evidentiary sources “against the grain,”
inferring meanings from both what is said and what is omitted (Rowlinson et al., 2014, 256). In
so doing, our goal was to “center the margins” as much as possible and elevate the voices and
experiences of faculty from historically minoritized communities. Still, recognizing that “our
personal history and perspective, combined with unexamined normative assumptions” (Cancian,
2021, 324) render objective analysis impossible, we acknowledge that despite our best efforts,
there are likely important narratives that we have overlooked—our “unknown unknowns”—

given the disciplinary, professional, and social histories that we bring to this work.

FUNDING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

In dollars-and-cents terms, a decision by any university to employ a faculty member is a
financial decision that comes with costs and benefits that accrue as increased revenue, prestige,

and student enrollments. Any discussion about trends in faculty hiring, promotion, tenure, and



advancement—each of which is, at its core, a financial investment on the part of the university—
is incomplete without a broader contextualization within trends in higher education finance. A
full discussion of how higher education has been funded in the United States over the course of
its history, and the equities and inequities therein, is outside the scope of this paper.! However,
we include a discussion on trends in higher education funding because it has been a key driver of
one of the major shifts in the American professoriate over the past 20 years: the growth of the
non-tenure-track professoriate. In this section, we discuss the varied sources of revenues for
colleges and universities, and with a particular focus on trends in public funding for higher
education and their implications. In the following section, we discuss the implications of these
trends for hiring in the tenure track and for racial and gender equity in the academy.

In the United States, higher education is a matter delegated to the states by the U.S.
Constitution. As a result, there are 50 systems of higher education with 50 different social,
political, historical, and economic contexts, rendering broad generalizations difficult. However,
despite considerable variation in higher education funding models across states, as a general rule,
state funding for higher education takes the form of operational support through line items in
state budgets. These appropriations form an important source of revenue for public universities,
accounting for nearly 20 percent of total revenues (NCES, 2020). Private universities generally
do not receive operational support through appropriations but do benefit from public investments
in higher education in the form of federal and state grant and loan aid directed at students, which
are then used to pay tuition and other fees charged by the universities. Regardless of the source
and modality, governmental investments in higher education are important sources of revenue
that universities can use to invest in hiring faculty members.

There is considerable evidence that state appropriations for public higher education have
declined considerably across all types of postsecondary institutions over the past few decades,
although there is variation both in source and in amount by state and by level (Long, 2016; Zhao,
2019). In 2020, inflation-adjusted appropriations per full-time-equivalent (FTE) student

increased by 2.9 percent nationwide, representing an eighth consecutive year of increase, but

!'We direct interested readers to the following excellent texts: M. B. Paulsen and J. C. Smart, The Finance of Higher
Education: Theory, Research, Policy, and Practice, New York: Agathon Press, 2001; R. B. Archibald and D. H.
Feldman, Why Does College Cost So Much? New York: Oxford University Press, 2011; and H. N. Drewry, H.
Doermann, and S. H. Anderson, Stand and Prosper: Private Black Colleges and Their Students, Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2003.



despite these increases, inflation-adjusted appropriations remained 6 percent below what they
were in 2008 and 14.6 percent below what they were in 2001. Moreover, these overall numbers
highlight considerable variation across states: appropriations in Arizona in 2020, for example,
were 38 percent lower than their 2001 levels, while appropriations in neighboring New Mexico
were 32 percent above their 2001 levels (SHEEO, 2021, 42).

There is also substantial variation in how public higher education is funded by
institutional sector (2-year community colleges, as compared with 4-year colleges and
universities). For example, on a per-FTE basis, although 2- and 4-year public institutions
received approximately the same amounts from state and local sources combined, 4-year
institutions received a significantly greater share from state appropriations than 2-year
institutions, which also received substantial appropriations from local governments (often, but
not always, from property tax revenues). Thus, although in the 2019-2020 academic year, public
4-year universities received on average $8,372 per FTE from state appropriations, they received
just $19 per FTE from local appropriations (for a total of $8,391 per FTE). In contrast, public 2-
year institutions received just $5,446 per FTE from state appropriations, but also received $2,727
per FTE from local appropriations, for a total of $8,173 per FTE (SHEEO, 2021, 24).?

The increased reliance of 2-year institutions on local funding is significant for both fiscal
stability and equity in the higher education sector, as well as for how these institutions recruit,
employ, and retain their faculty workforces. Because 2-year public institutions are reliant on both
state and local appropriations, their budgets are more precarious than their 4-year counterparts,
which are relatively insulated from short-term local economic shocks. Moreover, because local
appropriations are often made from local property tax collections, this funding structure can
create inequities within the 2-year sector, privileging institutions in wealthy communities (see
Phelan, 2014; Kolbe and Baker, 2019). Additionally, 4-year universities often have ancillary

sources of revenue, including from medical centers, capital appropriations (i.e., bond sales), and

2 The Digest of Education Statistics, published annually by the U.S. Department of Education, documents similar
trends, although the dollar amounts differ from those compiled by SHEEO due to differences in the ways in which
the two publications account for inflation. We use the SHEEO data here because they include the 2019-2020 budget
year, whereas the most recent figures in the Digest date to 2018-2019. See National Center for Education Statistics,
“Table 333.10. Total Revenue of Public Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions, by Source of Revenue and
Level of Institution: Selected Years, 2007-08 through 2018-19.” In Digest of Education Statistics, 2020.
Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education, 2020, available at
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d20/tables/dt20 333.10.asp (last accessed: September 7, 2021).
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their considerably larger endowments (see NCES, 2020); as a result, these institutions are
relatively protected from the declines in public funding of higher education compared with 2-
year institutions.

Within the 4-year sector, there is substantial variation by institution type in how
institutions are funded. For example, Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) rely
more heavily on federal, state, and local funding than their non-HBCU counterparts, with more
than half of their revenues coming from federal, state, and local sources, compared with 38
percent at non-HBCU public 4-year universities (Carr et al., 2021, 3). Thus, declining state
investments in public higher education may be more salient and harder to overcome for these
institutions, which are still struggling to overcome the enduring legacies of racism and white
supremacy that fought against their existence when they were founded (Allen and Jewell, 2002;
Drewry, Doermann, and Anderson, 2003) and persistently and disproportionately underfunded
them over the next 250 years (Harper et al., 2009). For example, HBCUs, like other 4-year
universities, use endowment income and bond sales to raise revenues and balance budgets, as
discussed above. However, both public and private HBCUs have considerably lower
endowments per-FTE than their non-HBCU counterparts (Williams and Davis, 2019, 7), which
scholars have attributed to the legacy of the racial wealth gap (Hamilton and Darity, 2017).
Moreover, when HBCUs access the bond markets to raise capital revenue, they face higher
transaction and underwriting costs than comparable non-HBCUs, which the authors conclude is

evidence of racial discrimination in the municipal bond market (Dougal et al., 2019).

TRENDS IN FACULTY HIRING: THE RISE OF THE NON-TENURE-TRACK
AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR EQUITY

Driven in large part by the decline in public funding (Bound et al., 2019; Ehrenberg,
2006; Sav, 2016), perhaps the most important trend in the American professoriate has been the
rapid rise of part-time and non-tenure-track faculty in all departments across virtually all types of
institutions. In 1991, American higher education employed 826,252 faculty at degree-granting
institutions, of which nearly two-thirds (65 percent) were employed full-time. By 2018, although

the academy had grown considerably, employing 1.54 million faculty members, only 54 percent



of those were full-time (NCES, 2019b). Thus, although the academy had grown by 716,361
faculty members over the past 30 years, part-time faculty accounted for 58 percent of that
growth. At the same time, the overall share of tenured or tenure-track faculty among full-time
instructional faculty has declined over the past 3 decades. In 1993, 72 percent of full-time faculty
members were either tenured or on the tenure track (AAUP, 2013); by 2019, only 65 percent of
full-time faculty members were tenured or on the tenure track (AAUP, 2021b, 14).

The result of this trend has been a dramatic shrinkage of the “tenure track™ in the
academy. In fact, over the 35-year period between 1975 and 2011, the American Association of
University Professors estimated that 91 percent of the growth in professoriate was attributable to
faculty hired in contingent (non-tenure-track) positions (AAUP, 2013, 3). By 2019, of all faculty
members at higher education institutions (including those part-time), just over one in three (37
percent) were either tenured or on the tenure track (AAUP, 2021b, 14). The shift in the higher
education workforce from secure, tenure-track jobs to more contingent and precarious forms of
academic labor has been most pronounced at 2-year institutions, where only one in five (21
percent) instructional faculty in 2019 were on the tenure track, and 60 percent were employed
part-time (AAUP, 2021b, 17).

In parallel, the academic workforce has had to confront a relative lack of diversity and its
implications for equity in the academy. In 1991, 88 percent of all full-time faculty identified as
non-Hispanic white, and only 32 percent identified as female—overall, 61 percent of the
American professoriate in 1991 identified as non-Hispanic white male (NCES, 1995). By 2018,
the latest year for which national data are available, “only” 69 percent of full-time faculty
identified as non-Hispanic white and nearly 47 percent identified as female—overall, 37 percent
of full-time faculty identified as non-Hispanic white male (NCES, 2019c). While this progress is
encouraging, the academy is still not representative of either its students, only 23 percent of
whom identify as non-Hispanic white males (NCES, 2019a), or the country as a whole, only 30
percent of which identifies as non-Hispanic white male (U.S. Census Bureau, 2020).

Some of the challenges in hiring a diverse professoriate may come from racial
inequalities embedded in what has been called the doctoral “pipeline,” which result in the
inequity observed in the ranks of the faculty. For example, Jefferson and colleagues (2020, 13—
15) point out that Black or African American students received fewer doctoral degrees in 2018

than did all other racial or ethnic groups except American Indians or Alaskan Natives; among



those who did, U.S. citizen Black or African American students were least likely of all ethnic,
racial, or citizenship groups to receive research assistantships for their doctoral education and
were more likely to receive lower wages in the labor market. These findings are noteworthy
given research that has suggested that research assistantships, financial support, and higher
expected earnings upon graduation are among the strongest predictors of doctoral degree
completion (Ampaw and Jaeger, 2012; Zhou and Okahana, 2019).

It would be a mistake to blame inequity within the professoriate on the inequities in the
doctoral pipeline alone (see Myers and Turner, 2004, and Monroe and Chiu, 2010, for empirical
refutations of this argument), but even if the pipeline were the major causal driver, the
responsibility for failing to dismantle those inequities would still lie with the faculty who inhabit
the tenure-track ranks and make decisions about which students to admit and how to support
them. Rather, research has convincingly demonstrated that the academic hiring process is
racialized and structurally inequitable at every step. For example, despite mentions of “diverse”
and “diversity” in position statements, job advertisements rarely directly solicit applications from
people of color (Taylor, 2020), and faculty hiring networks tend to reproduce, rather than
dismantle, broader social inequalities (Clauset et al., 2015). Additionally, the academy has
shown to privilege dominant (white) epistemologies and devalue the contributions of racially
minoritized scholars (Bernal and Villalpando, 2002; Harris, 2021), thus making these candidates
less competitive on “objective’” metrics such as journal quality and number of publications,
rendering invisible the racialization of the faculty search process (Liera, 2020). Moreover, even
when minoritized candidates clear the meritocratic barrier, the “fagade of fit” in the tenure-track
search (White-Lewis, 2020), undertaken largely by faculty search committees, which can be
quite homogenous in composition (Smith et al., 2004), can serve to protect, rather than unsettle,
the hegemonic whiteness of the faculty (Sensoy and DiAngelo, 2017).

Looking at these trends together rather than in parallel, we see an academy that, even as it
has grown and diversified somewhat, has reduced opportunities for those historically excluded
from its ranks to access the most secure and highest prestige tenure-track positions. Moreover,
much of that growth and diversification has come in the form of contingent and part-time labor.
As a result, we have what Kezar and Sam (2010) call a two-class hierarchy within the ranks of
the academy: the privileged few (tenured and tenure-track faculty, more likely to be white and

male) and the disprivileged many (part- and full-time non-tenure-track faculty, more likely to be



women and people of color) whose employment is more precarious and who are not covered by
the protections of academic freedom. This bifurcation has been read as creating a “separate but
not quite equal” status for non-tenure-track faculty (Haviland et al., 2017) that, intentionally or

otherwise, parallels the racialized and gender-based hierarchies in American society.

TRENDS IN FACULTY ADVANCEMENT AND TENURE

Career advancement in the forms of tenure and promotion is a complicated issue for a host of
reasons. First, we consider the point of entry for tenure and tenure-track positions, as American
universities continue to produce increasing numbers of terminal degrees. According to the
Survey of Earned Doctorates (NCSES, 2020), U.S. universities awarded 41,296 doctoral degrees
in 2000, a number that increased to 55,693 by 2019. This increase in degrees produced must be
contextualized within the trends described above, where nearly two-thirds of faculty
appointments are contingent appointments. If tenure and promotion are the coin of the realm,
then increasing numbers of doctoral degrees and decreasing numbers of tenure-eligible vacancies
point to an increasingly competitive tenure-track labor market, with the inevitable conclusion
being that the vast majority of doctoral degree recipients will be off the tenure track.

What does career advancement look like for this “new majority” of non-tenure-track
faculty (Kezar and Sam, 2010)? First, faculty in contingent positions have less agency over their
own work and thus “float along without a professional anchor or career route” (Kezar and Sam
2010, 7). This has important implications for both gendered and racialized inequities in the
academy. For example, from 1996-1997 to 2006—2007, the proportion of Ph.D. recipients who
were women increased from 41 percent to 50 percent (Kezar and Sam, 2010), but women were
still twice as likely as men to be off the tenure track. Thus, before we can consider issues of
equity in faculty advancement, we must consider the fact that efforts to recruit a more diverse
faculty have been unequal in their distribution across appointment types. If women and faculty of
color are less likely to receive a tenure-line appointment, then their career trajectories are
immediately affected. Although tenure alone does not assure an upward career path, awarding a

tenure-line position does signal an institutional commitment to the long-term success of faculty.



One of the key issues for faculty career advancement is the alignment of faculty work
with the existing reward structures (for tenure-track faculty, this is often represented in
formalized tenure and promotion criteria). Moreover, we must also consider the alignment of
these reward structures with institutional needs. In an ideal setting, faculty reward structures
would align with both faculty interests and university needs. Kirk-Jenkins and Hughey (2021)
note that women are more likely to be engaged in service work than their male colleagues at the
expense of their research; for most universities, institutional reward structures do not recognize
service as a critical piece of tenure and promotion criteria. Marginalized faculty are often tapped
for additional committee assignments in well-intentioned efforts to be inclusive, but that
inclusivity creates an undue burden on those faculty (Lerma et al., 2020). This can lead to
situations where, when they present their dossier for tenure and promotion, institutions fail to
evaluate their research in the context of the additional service that they have been asked to
perform.

Looking at COACHE data from the past several years, it is apparent that faculty
workloads have a direct impact on faculty career trajectories. For example, the COACHE
Faculty Job Satisfaction Study asks faculty whether they believe their institution does what it can
to help faculty who take on additional leadership roles to sustain other aspects of their work. In
the years prior to 2020, 44 percent of women disagreed with that statement compared with 34
percent of men. The survey also asks associate professors (post-tenure) when they plan to submit
their dossier for promotion to full professor. Among faculty who reported that they did not plan
to ever submit their dossiers for promotion to full professor, we see some interesting patterns
emerge. Before 2020, roughly equal shares of men and women (~11 percent) reported they
would not apply for promotion due to lack of support from their department chair. In 2021, that
share increased to 20 percent for women, but remained considerably lower for men. Moreover,
3.8 percent of women reported personal/family responsibilities as a factor for nonsubmission of
promotion dossiers prior to 2020, a number that more than doubled in 2020. We note that this
pattern did not hold for men.

These findings align with earlier studies using COACHE data, which have found that
women are less likely than men to perceive tenure expectations as clear and messages about
requirements as consistent (Lisnic et al., 2020), and that women are less likely to report that their

departments and institutions are supportive of family-work balance (Lisnic et al., 2019). In
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addition, research adopting an intersectional lens has suggested that finding support for family-
work balance might be most challenging for Black or African American women (Szelényi and
Denson, 2019). While delaying tenure and promotion clocks is a commonly used policy and
often cited as a step toward greater support of work-family balance, Kirk-Jenkins and Hughey
(2021) suggest that deferring the tenure process for even 1 year can have a deleterious effect on
faculty lifetime earnings. Thus, delaying submission of a dossier for promotion to full professor
or deciding to not submit one’s dossier at all, for example, to prioritize work-family balance, can
have more drastic and longer-lasting implications for lifetime earnings.

Black faculty who identify as women are also least likely to report satisfaction with the
fairness of evaluations of their work (Lisnic et al., 2019). Their dissatisfaction with evaluations
of their work may stem from processes of epistemic exclusion (Settles et al., 2021), which
upholds the hegemony of white epistemologies (Bernal and Villalpando, 2002) and devalues the
methodologies and scholarly contributions of Black and minoritized scholars (Settles et al.,
2020). In practice, this devaluation manifests as the “diversity-innovation” paradox: although
scholars belonging to minoritized groups produce higher rates of scientific novelty, their novel
contributions are cited by other scholars at lower rates than contributions by gendered and
racialized majorities (Hofstra et al., 2020). Thus, already minoritized faculty members are
rendered less competitive on “objective” metrics such as journal quality and number of
publications, which impinges on their career advancement both with tenure and promotion
portfolios and when on the tenure-track job market, as discussed above.

Taken together, there is considerable evidence that women in the academy experience
their workplace quite differently than men, and that the academy is both a racialized (Ray, 2019)
and gendered (Niemi, 2020) workplace. The impact of these structures on minoritized faculty
members’ career advancement is significant and cumulative, and it is thus alarming, but not
surprising, that woman-identifying and racially minoritized faculty members report greater
intentions to leave the academy and lower retention rates (Jayakumar et al., 2009) throughout
their academic careers. Additionally, when they do decide to leave their institution, evidence
suggests that institutions do less to keep them than their peers. For example, data from
COACHE’s faculty retention and exit survey suggests that among departing faculty who did not
ask for a counteroffer, men were more likely than women to receive one anyway, and among

those who did ask for a counteroffer, women were more likely to be denied one.
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THE IMPACT OF COVID-19 ON THESE TRENDS

Having reviewed the trends in faculty hiring, tenure, and advancement, we now turn to
understanding the impacts of the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic in the context of the already
existing inequities in faculty life that we have discussed above. When the COVID-19 pandemic
spread across the world in early 2020, its impacts were immediately felt across all sectors and
institutions of higher education. In its annual survey of member institutions, the American
Association of University Professors reported that 55 percent of responding institutions had
frozen or reduced faculty salaries, and nearly one in five had terminated the appointments or
denied contract renewals for their non-tenure-track faculty members (AAUP, 2021a, 4). The
report cited statistics released by the U.S. Department of Labor estimating that colleges and
universities in the United States shed 650,000 jobs across both faculty and staff, 58 percent of
which were held by women and people of color (AAUP, 2021b, 12). Thus, although the effects
of the pandemic were felt across higher education, those effects were differentially significant in
racialized and gendered ways.

Early survey-based research, although not representative of the experiences of all faculty,
would serve as the “canary in the coalmine” for the differential impacts of the pandemic on
faculty life. In April 2020, Myers and colleagues (2020) surveyed nearly 500,000 scientists in
Europe and the United States, receiving full responses from approximately 4,500. While the
results cannot be generalized, they are instructive: responding faculty reported a decline in total
working hours, from an average of 61 hours per week pre-pandemic to 54 hours per week, with
time devoted to research making up a large share of lost work hours.?

Particularly troubling was the finding that woman-identifying faculty and faculty with a
young dependent were likely to report greater losses in research time; in fact, women faculty
with young dependents reported on average the greatest percentage decline in research time
(Myers et al., 2020, 881). These findings were broadly supported by other research on the

gendered impact of the pandemic on employment outcomes (e.g., Petts et al., 2021; Krukowski

3 It is remarkable in and of itself that neither of these numbers is below 40, which is considered the “standard” work
week in most fields.

12



et al., 2021), thus demonstrating how the pandemic replicated and magnified pre-pandemic
inequities in how woman-identifying faculty spent their time at work (O’Meara et al., 2017) and
reinforced cultural expectations about how they ought to spend their time at home (Thébaud et
al., 2021; Thébaud and Halcomb, 2019).

These broader gendered trends were borne out by qualitative data collected by COACHE
during its most recent administration of the Faculty Job Satisfaction Survey. For example, a
woman-identifying faculty member noted that she “worked almost 60 hours a week (with a child
at home) to help other colleagues teaching a multisection course.... I probably lost my research
program because I did this.” Another woman-identifying faculty member noted that she had seen
a lot of stress among faculty with young children, adding that “the reality is that the work doesn’t
go away, and has sometimes increased, the promotion expectations haven’t changed, and I will
still have no job if I can’t raise enough grant money.”

As discussed above, the economic fallout of the pandemic was substantially greater for
non-tenure-track and part-time faculty, whose jobs are at-will and less secure than tenured or
tenure-track jobs and who are more likely to be women and belonging to historically
marginalized social categories. Moreover, Black and other minoritized communities in the
United States were rendered at greater risk for pandemic-related mortality because of broader
systemically racist structures in American society, including reduced access to health care,
increased representation in low-wage, front-line “essential” jobs, and the legacy of housing
segregation (Poteat et al., 2020). As a result, faculty and students from communities of color
were more likely to experience the trauma of loss and grief (Harper, 2020, 156) both from
COVID-19 and from the broader racial reckoning arising from the continued police brutality of
unarmed Black residents, rise in anti-Asian hate speech, and the physical attacks on Asian and
Asian American residents in their communities. Moreover, because faculty of color often pay the
“minority tax” of mentoring and supporting students of color (Guillaume and Apodaca, 2020), it
is likely that these faculty experienced both greater service burdens (both rewarded and
unrewarded) and greater psychic burdens arising from these events than their colleagues.

Experiences shared by faculty members of color in qualitative data collected by
COACHE resonate with and underscore these broader themes. As an illustration, a multiracial
faculty member noted that “even though we were inundated with virtual teaching and multiple

diversity related committee responsibilities, we were successful in receiving a research grant to
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conduct much needed race- and COVID-related research,” and acknowledged the importance of
campus leadership in respecting and understanding “our diversity committee and particularly ...
me as a diverse faculty member who has been stretched thin with diversity service during our
nation’s season of racial unrest and virtual teaching due to COVID-19.”

As the COVID-19 pandemic stretches into its second year and as institutions begin to
reopen their campuses for in-person instruction and residential education, we must consider the
implications of the trends described above—declines in state funding, the diminution of the
tenure track, and increased service burdens of faculty members from minoritized communities—
on the professoriate. For example, as institutional leaders—themselves covered by the
protections of tenure—have made decisions about when and how to return to campus, the “new
majority” of faculty (Kezar and Sam, 2010), that is, at-will part-time and non-tenure-track
faculty, have not received the same flexibility about course modality as their tenured and tenure-
track peers. This has led to a situation in which “those compensated the least and receiving the
fewest benefits (such as no health insurance) are potentially at greater risk than their more

established counterparts” (Kirk-Jenkins and Hughey, 2021, 109).

BUILDING BACK BETTER: ELIMINATING INEQUITIES IN THE NEXT NORMAL

If the last 18 months have taught us anything, it is that it is impossible to predict the
future or make bold recommendations with any certainty. No one expected to be in this position
2 years ago. But there is more to the story: During a time where the structures and processes of
the academy were tested and shown wanting, faculty, together with administrative leaders and
supporting offices such as Centers for Teaching and Learning, accomplished some amazing
things. The migration from in-person to remote learning in just a few weeks, despite its
concomitant challenges, is not just impressive for professionals in education. We cannot think of
any industry that has made wholesale changes to basic operations so quickly or so
comprehensively.

With that frame in mind, we do not dare chart a path forward for the academy. Instead,
we raise questions and provocations about the health of the academy as it emerges from the

turbulence of 2020. Aside from the obvious public health issues, the pandemic did not create
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new structural inequities in the academy. Rather, it exacerbated existing issues. A romanticized
return to the “old normal,” therefore, is a sign that we have not learned the lessons of 2020. We
worry that the inequities the pandemic magnified and made impossible to ignore will be glossed
over by constructions of the pandemic as a “once-in-a-lifetime circumstance.” It can also signal
to marginalized communities that even though the pandemic put a spotlight on their struggles,
the academy still does not have the will to center at the margins and rebuild with their struggles
in mind.

First, revisiting the trends in hiring for faculty over the past few decades, we hope that
this paper serves as a reminder that the academy was never an equitable workplace, and it
continued to be an inequitable workplace during the pandemic. If we collectively ignore the
lessons of the past and the pandemic, the academy will continue to reproduce inequality: the next
normal will just be the old normal. Thus, we ask: How are colleges and universities actively
reflecting on the challenges and lessons of the pandemic? What local plans are in place to
consider how each college and university managed through this crisis? What pain points were
most salient for faculty belonging to minoritized communities, and non-tenure-track and part-
time faculty, and how can we rebuild to mitigate those issues?

Second, the patterns in recruitment and hiring of faculty suggest that the academy has
grown and diversified. At the same time, most of the diversification of the faculty has been in the
more precarious and less powerful part-time and non-tenure-track ranks. These positions often
reflect work that is critical to the mission of institutions but unrewarded in terms of
compensation and job security. More importantly, those roles are often built without the sorts of
autonomy and agency that faculty value in their work. Finally, these roles typically lack the
capacity for faculty to chart a longer trajectory for their careers. Put simply, we have invited
marginalized faculty into the academy, but we have done so in a way that further marginalizes
them. Thus, we ask: As universities rebuild beyond 2020, to what extent will the new normal
ensure that the new structures dismantle these inequalities to create equitable and inclusive
opportunities for marginalized faculty?

Third, to explore what the pandemic taught us about our capacity to deal with crises, we
refer to the analogy of an engine when considering organizational capacity. Running an engine at
or near its maximum capacity is useful in certain situations. When trying to pass another vehicle

or towing a heavy load, one may need to push the pedal to the floor. But what if the pedal is
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always on the floor? In our collective experience working with COACHE and partnering with
hundreds of colleges and universities across the country, we are often told that the pedal is
always on the floor. There is always more to do, and always “as soon as possible.” For some
institutions, it is the drive to increase research profiles. For others, it is about maintaining
enrollments to keep the lights on. Regardless of the reason, many in the academy were exhausted
long before we moved our classrooms and meetings to Zoom in 2020.

Thus, we ask: What does leadership look like that leaves some room between the pedal
and the floor in the new normal? The old model was to keep adding to the engine (while driving
it) so that the engine’s capacity increased, but it still ran constantly at maximum capacity. What
if, instead of constantly increasing capacity, we gave ourselves permission to run slower and
healthier? What would the academy look like if, in our mission statements and strategic plans,
we replaced the word excellence with health? This is not to suggest that we should not strive
toward excellence but rather to raise the question: Excellence at what cost, by whose definition,
and for whose benefit?

Fourth, we note that the vast majority of college and university leaders at all levels—
from chair to chancellor—come from the ranks of the tenured faculty. Reflecting on the national
trends for terminal degree completion and the faculty labor market suggests that if academic and
leadership structures remain the same, then senior academic leadership will remain out of reach
for many woman-identifying faculty and faculty from historically minoritized communities.
Quite simply, if they are not hired into tenured positions, they are definitionally excluded from
the leadership opportunities that lead to provostships and presidencies, which themselves require
the conferral of tenure. The oft-quoted “excuse” is that the pipeline does not have enough
“qualified candidates,” but in that excuse lies the failure to acknowledge the reality that the
academy created these structures, and it is the academy that must equitably rebuild them. Thus,
we ask: How do we identify leaders within the faculty, and how do we develop them? What does
it mean that the privileged few (the tenured) occupy positions of power and privilege that are
entirely inaccessible to the majority of their peers (off the tenure track), and about whose lives
and careers they make consequential decisions? If we continue to work under the premise that
tenure is the key that unlocks leadership opportunities, and we systematically exclude
minoritized faculty from the opportunity to achieve tenure, then how can we ever diversify the

upper echelons of academic leadership?
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Finally, we ask: How are we preparing faculty to be effective leaders? Not everyone may
aspire to become a president or a provost, but almost all tenure-track faculty will serve in some
capacity of organizational leadership. Yet, to what extent does academic professional
development systematically prepare them for these roles? Drawing from the idea of graduate
student preparation, where there has been a broad national trend to help aspiring faculty develop
their teaching skills, what might a parallel process look like for developing faculty capacities as
campus citizens? How can hiring, development, and advancement processes at colleges and
universities include enough space for faculty to contribute and grow as campus leaders? As all
faculty sharpen their leadership skills, it benefits the institution regardless of whether they rise to
department chair or provost, or choose to remain a rank-and-file member of the academic
community. Systematic faculty leadership development creates the opportunity to explore and
dismantle existing power structures with faculty in the driver’s seat. When faculty leadership
development is designed with equity first and centering the experiences of the marginalized, it
creates the opportunity to collectively design solutions to remedy structural and cultural
inequities in the faculty—which may be a blind spot even for the best-intentioned leaders in
positions of power and privilege. To be clear, we are not suggesting a module on diversity,
equity, and inclusion. Instead, we are advocating for centering equity in all types of leadership
development opportunities for faculty and administrative leadership. This raises our final
provocation: Might the new normal change if we put as much emphasis on citizenship and

leadership in a diverse academic community as we do on scholarship?

17



REFERENCES

Allen, W. R., and J. O. Jewell. 2002. A backward glance forward: Past, present and future perspectives on
Historically Black Colleges and Universities. The Review of Higher Education 25(3): 241-61.
https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2002.0007.

AAUP (American Association of University Professors). 2013. Trends in Instructional Staff Employment Status,
1975-2011. Washington, D.C.: American Association of University Professors.
https://www.aaup.org/sites/default/files/files/ AAUP_Report InstrStaff-75-11 apr2013.pdf.

AAUP. 2021a. The 2021 AAUP Shared Governance Survey: Findings on faculty roles by decision-making areas.”
In Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors, 82-96. Washington, DC: American
Association of University Professors.

AAUP. 2021b. The annual report on the economic status of the profession, 2020-21. In Bulletin of the American
Association of University Professors, 1-40. Washington, DC: American Association of University Professors.

Ampaw, F. D, and A. J. Jaeger. 2012. Completing the three stages of doctoral education: An event history analysis.
Research in Higher Education 53(6): 640-60.

Bernal, D. D., and O. Villalpando. 2002. An apartheid of knowledge in academia: The struggle over the ‘legitimate’
knowledge of faculty of color. Equity & Excellence in Education 35(2): 169—180.
https://doi.org/10.1080/713845282.

Bonilla-Silva, E., and T. Zuberi. 2008. Toward a definition of White logic and White methods. In White Logic,
White Methods: Racism and Methodology, 22. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Bound, J., B. Braga, G. Khanna, and S. Turner. 2019. Public universities: The supply side of building a skilled
workforce. RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social Sciences 5(5): 43—66.
https://doi.org/10.7758/RSF.2019.5.5.03.

Campbell-Montalvo, R. A. 2020. Being QuantCritical of U.S. K-12 demographic data: Using and reporting
race/ethnicity in Florida Heartland schools. Race Ethnicity and Education 23(2): 180-199.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2019.1679748.

Campbell-Montalvo, R. A.2021. Linguistic re-formation in Florida Heartland schools: School erasures of
Indigenous Latino languages. American Educational Research Journal 58(1): 32—67.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831220924353.

Cancian, M. 2021. APPAM presidential address: Reflections on who counts and why it matters.” Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management 40(2): 324-347. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22302.

Carr, R. M., M. B. Lane-Fall, E. South, D. Brady, F. Momplaisir, C. E. Guerra, D. Montoya-Williams, G.
Dalembert, R. Lavizzo-Mourey, and R. Hamilton. 2021. Academic careers and the COVID-19 pandemic:
Reversing the tide. Science Translational Medicine 13(584): eabe7189.
https://doi.org/10.1126/scitranslmed.abe7189.

Clauset, A., S. Arbesman, and D. B. Larremore. 2015. Systematic inequality and hierarchy in faculty hiring
networks. Science Advances 1(1): e1400005. https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1400005.

Dougal, C., P. Gao, W. J. Mayew, and C. A. Parsons. 2019. What’s in a (school) name? Racial discrimination in
higher education bond markets. Journal of Financial Economics 134(3): 570-590.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2019.05.010.

Drewry, H. N., H. Doermann, and S. H. Anderson. 2003. Stand and Prosper: Private Black Colleges and Their
Students. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Ehrenberg, R. G. 2006. The perfect storm and the privatization of public higher education. Change: The Magazine
of Higher Learning 38(1): 46-53. https://doi.org/10.3200/CHNG.38.1.46-53.

Guillaume, R. O., and E. C. Apodaca. 2020. Early career faculty of color and promotion and tenure: The intersection
of advancement in the academy and cultural taxation. Race Ethnicity and Education. DOI:
10.1080/13613324.2020.1718084. https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2020.1718084.

18


https://doi.org/10.1080/13613324.2020.1718084

Hamilton, D., and W. A. Darity2017. “The Political Economy of Education, Financial Literacy, and the Racial
Wealth Gap.” SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 2918735. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network.
https://doi.org/10.20955/r.2017.59-76.

Hare, H. E. 2018. Service work of underrepresented faculty. UCLA Electronic Theses and Dissertations Series.
University of California, Los Angeles. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/6pr0Ob5jz.

Harper, S. R. 2020. COVID-19 and the racial equity implications of reopening college and university campuses.
American Journal of Education 127(1): 153—162. https://doi.org/10.1086/711095.

Harper, S. R., L. D. Patton, and O. S. Wooden. 2009. Access and equity for African American students in higher
education: A critical race historical analysis of policy efforts. The Journal of Higher Education 80(4): 389-414.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2009.11779022.

Harris, J. L. 2021. Black on Black: The vilification of ‘Me-Search,’ tenure, and the economic position of Black
sociologists. Journal of Economics, Race, and Policy 4(2): 77-90. https://doi.org/10.1007/s41996-020-00066-x.

Haviland, D., N. F. Alleman, and C. C. Allen. 2017. “Separate but not quite equal”: Collegiality experiences of full-
time non-tenure-track faculty members. The Journal of Higher Education 88(4): 505-528.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2016.1272321.

Hofstra, B., V. V. Kulkarni, S. Munoz-Najar Galvez, B. He, D. Jurafsky, and D. A. McFarland. 2020. The diversity—
innovation paradox in science. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117(17): 9284-9291.
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1915378117.

Hussar, B., J. Zhang, S. Hein, K. Wang, A. Roberts, J. Cui, M. Smith, F. B. Mann, A. Barmer, and R. Dilig. 2020.
The Condition of Education 2020. NCES 2020-144. National Center for Education Statistics. Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Education.

Irwin, V., J. Zhang, X. Wang, S. Hein, K. Wang, A. Roberts, C. York, A. Barmer, F. B. Mann, R. Dilig, and S.
Parker. 2021. Report on the Condition of Education 2021. NCES 2021-144. Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Education.

Jayakumar, U. M., T. C. Howard, W. R. Allen, and J. C. Han. 2009. Racial privilege in the professoriate: An
exploration of campus climate, retention, and satisfaction. The Journal of Higher Education 80(5): 538-563.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2009.11779031.

Jefferson, F. A., M. T. Hora, S. L. Pickens, and H. Salzman. 2020. “The Impact of COVID-19 on Tenure Clocks, the
Evaluation of Productivity, and Academic STEMM Career Trajectories.” Commissioned paper. Washington,
DC: The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine.
https://www.nap.edu/resource/26061/Jefferson%20et%20al%20-%20FINAL.pdf.

Kezar, A., and C. Sam. 2010. Understanding the new majority of non-tenure-track faculty in higher education—
demographics, experiences, and plans of action. ASHE Higher Education Report 36(4).
https://doi.org/10.1002/ache.3604.

Kirk-Jenkins, A. J., and A. W. Hughey. 2021. Abrupt adaption: A review of the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
on faculty in higher education. Journal of the Professoriate (Spring 2021): 18.

Kolbe, T., and B. D. Baker. 2019. Fiscal equity and America’s community colleges. The Journal of Higher
Education 90(1): 111-149. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2018.1442984.

Krukowski, R. A., R. Jagsi, and M. I. Cardel. 2021. Academic productivity differences by gender and child age in
science, technology, engineering, mathematics, and medicine faculty during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal
of Women'’s Health 30(3): 341-347. https://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2020.8710.

Lerma, V., L. T. Hamilton, and K. Nielsen. 2020. Racialized equity labor, university appropriation and student
resistance. Social Problems 67(2): 286—303. https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spz011.

Liera, R. 2020. Moving beyond a culture of niceness in faculty hiring to advance racial equity. American
Educational Research Journal 57(5): 1954—1994. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219888624.

Lisnic, R., A. Zajicek, and B. Kerr. 2019. Work—family balance and tenure reasonableness: Gender differences in
faculty assessment. Sociological Spectrum 39(5): 340-358. https://doi.org/10.1080/02732173.2019.1691097.

Lisnic, R., A. Zajicek, and B. Kerr. 2020. Women faculty in STEM disciplines: Experiences with the tenure process
and departmental practices. Humanity & Society (December). https://doi.org/10.1177/0160597620978773.

19


https://escholarship.org/uc/ucla_etd

Lisnic, R., A. Zajicek, and S. Morimoto. 2019. Gender and race differences in faculty assessment of tenure clarity:
The influence of departmental relationships and practices. Sociology of Race and Ethnicity 5(2): 244-260.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2332649218756137.

Long, B. T. 2016. “State Support for Higher Education: How Changing the Distribution of Funds Could Improve
College Completion Rates.” Commissioned paper. National Commission on Financing 21st Century Higher
Education. Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia Miller Center.
https://webl.millercenter.org/commissions/higher-ed/Long_No9.pdf.

Marginson, S. 2011. Higher education and public good. Higher Education Quarterly 65(4): 411-433.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2273.2011.00496.x.

Monroe, K. R., and W. F. Chiu. 2010. Gender equality in the academy: The pipeline problem. PS: Political Science
& Politics 43(2): 303-308. https://doi.org/10.1017/S104909651000017X.

Myers, K. R.,, W. Y. Tham, Y. Yin, N. Cohodes, J. G. Thursby, M. C. Thursby, P. Schiffer, J. T. Walsh, K. R.
Lakhani, and D. Wang. 2020. Unequal effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on scientists. Nature Human
Behaviour 4(9): 880—883. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0921-y.

Myers, S. L., and C. S. Turner. 2004. The effects of Ph.D. supply on minority faculty representation. American
Economic Review 94(2): 296-301. https://doi.org/10.1257/0002828041301614.

NCES (National Center for Education Statistics). 1995. Table 218. Full-Time Instructional Faculty in Institutions of
Higher Education, by Race/Ethnicity, Academic Rank, and Sex: Fall 1991. In Digest of Education Statistics,
1995. Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d95/dtab218.asp.

NCES. 2019a. Table 306.10. Total Fall Enrollment in Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions, by Level of
Enrollment, Sex, Attendance Status, and Race/Ethnicity or Nonresident Alien Status of Student: Selected Years,
1976 through 2018. In Digest of Education Statistics, 2019. Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences,
U.S. Department of Education. https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d19/tables/dt19 306.10.asp.

NCES. 2019b. Table 315.10. Number of Faculty in Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions, by Employment
Status, Sex, Control, and Level of Institution: Selected Years, Fall 1970 through Fall 2018. In Digest of
Education Statistics, 2019. Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d19/tables/dt19 315.10.asp.

NCES. 2019c. Table 315.20. Full-Time Faculty in Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions, by Race/Ethnicity,
Sex, and Academic Rank: Fall 2015, Fall 2017, and Fall 2018. In Digest of Education Statistics, 2019.
Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d19/tables/dt19 315.20.asp.

NCES. 2020. Table 333.10. Total Revenue of Public Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions, by Source of
Revenue and Level of Institution: Selected Years, 2007—08 through 2018-19. In Digest of Education Statistics,
2020. Washington, D.C.: Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education.
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d20/tables/dt20_333.10.asp.

NCSES (National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics). 2020. Survey of Earned Doctorates. Alexandria,
VA: National Science Foundation. https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsf21308/how-do-i.

Niemi, N. S. 2020. Institutions of higher education as gendered workplaces. In The Wiley Handbook of Gender
Equity in Higher Education, 315-332. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119257639.ch16.

O’Meara, K. , A. Kuvaeva, G. Nyunt, C. Waugaman, and R. Jackson. 2017. Asked more often: Gender differences
in faculty workload in research universities and the work interactions that shape them. American Educational
Research Journal 54(6): 1154—1186. https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831217716767.

Petts, R. J., D. L. Carlson, and J. R. Pepin. 2021. A gendered pandemic: Childcare, homeschooling, and parents’
employment during COVID-19. Gender, Work & Organization 28(S2): 515-534.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12614.

Phelan, D. J. 2014. The clear and present funding crisis in community colleges. New Directions for Community
Colleges 2014(168): 5-16. https://doi.org/10.1002/cc.20116.

20



Poteat, T., G. A. Millett, L. E. Nelson, and C. Beyrer. 2020. Understanding COVID-19 risks and vulnerabilities
among Black communities in America: The lethal force of syndemics. Annals of Epidemiology 47(July): 1-3.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annepidem.2020.05.004.

Ray, V. 2019. A theory of racialized organizations. American Sociological Review 84(1): 26-53.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122418822335.

Rowlinson, M., J. Hassard, and S. Decker. 2014. Research strategies for organizational history: A dialogue between
historical theory and organization theory. Academy of Management Review 39(3): 250-274.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2012.0203.

Sav, G. T. 2016. Declining state funding and efficiency effects on public higher education: Government really does
matter. International Advances in Economic Research 22(4): 397—408. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11294-016-
9602-z.

Sensoy, O., and R. DiAngelo. 2017. “We are all for diversity, but . . .”: How faculty hiring committees reproduce
whiteness and practical suggestions for how they can change. Harvard Educational Review 87(4): 557-580.
https://doi.org/10.17763/1943-5045-87.4.557.

Settles, I. H., M. K. Jones, N. T. Buchanan, and S. T. Brassel. 2021. Epistemic exclusion of women faculty and
faculty of color: Understanding scholar(ly) devaluation as a predictor of turnover intentions. The Journal of
Higher Education DOI: 10.1080/00221546.2021.1914494. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2021.1914494.

Settles, I. H., M. K. Jones, N. T. Buchanan, and K. Dotson. 2020. Epistemic exclusion: Scholar(ly) devaluation that
marginalizes faculty of color. Journal of Diversity in Higher Education (advance online publication).
https://doi.org/10.1037/dhe0000174.

SHEEO (State Higher Education Executive Officers Association). 2021. State Higher Education Finance: FY 2020.
Boulder, CO: SHEEO. https://shef.sheeo.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/05/SHEEO SHEF FY20 Report.pdf.

Smith, D. G., C. S. V. Turner, N. Osei-Kofi, and S. Richards. 2004. Interrupting the usual: Successful strategies for
hiring diverse faculty. The Journal of Higher Education 75(2): 133—160. https://doi.org/10.1353/jhe.2004.0006.

Szelényi, K., and N. Denson. 2019. Personal and institutional predictors of work-life balance among women and
men faculty of color. The Review of Higher Education 43(2): 633—665. https://doi.org/10.1353/rhe.2019.0113.

Taylor, Z. W. 2020. The complicit, the compliant, and the 6 percent: Using critical race theory to analyze tenure
track position announcements and evaluate institutional commitments of diversity and inclusion. Journal of the
Professoriate 11(1): 47.

Thébaud, S., and L. Halcomb. 2019. One step forward? Advances and setbacks on the path toward gender equality
in families and work. Sociology Compass 13(6): €12700. https://doi.org/10.1111/s0c4.12700.

Thébaud, S., S. Kornrich, and L. Ruppanner. 2021. Good housekeeping, great expectations: Gender and housework
norms. Sociological Methods & Research 50(3): 1186—1214. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119852395.

U.S. Census Bureau. 2020. Annual Estimates of the Resident Population by Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin for the
United States: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2019 (NC-EST2019-SR11H). https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-
series/demo/popest/2010s-national-detail.html.

White-Lewis, D. K. 2020. The facade of fit in faculty search processes. The Journal of Higher Education 91(6):
833-857. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2020.1775058.

Williams, K. L., and B. L. Davis. 2019. Public and Private Investments and Divestments in Historically Black
Colleges and Universities. Issue Brief: Minority-Serving Institutions Series. Washington, D.C.: American
Council on Education and UNCF.

Zhao, B. 2019. “Consequences of State Disinvestment in Public Higher Education: Lessons for the New England
States.” SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 3339746. Rochester, NY: Social Science Research Network.
https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=3339746.

Zhou, E., and H. Okahana. 2019. The role of department supports on doctoral completion and time-to-degree.
Journal of College Student Retention: Research, Theory & Practice 20(4): 511-529.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1521025116682036.

21


https://doi.org/10.1080/00221546.2021.1914494

	INTRODUCTION
	METHODOLOGY
	FUNDING PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES
	TRENDS IN FACULTY HIRING: THE RISE OF THE NON-TENURE-TRACK AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR EQUITY
	TRENDS IN FACULTY ADVANCEMENT AND TENURE
	THE IMPACT OF COVID-19 ON THESE TRENDS
	BUILDING BACK BETTER: ELIMINATING INEQUITIES IN THE NEXT NORMAL

