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Executive Summary 
This is the sixth study undertaken since 2000 examining data on both Tenure Track 
(TTF) and Contract (CF) Faculty with FAS full-time appointments.  These studies build 
on data collected to examine trends and to recommend action items for the FAS Dean to 
implement. Most of the suggestions that were made in the five previous reports have 
resulted in remediation. 

For the last 14 years, during a time when the number of students seeking CAS, LS and 
GSAS degrees rose from 9356 to 14,081, a 50.5% growth in the student body, the total 
FAS TT faculty grew 34.7%, from 513 to 691.  A concerted effort has been made to 
recruit and retain female faculty, and this has been successful, especially in the 
Humanities (where 43.7% of current TT are women) and Social Sciences (29.6%).  But 
with only 16.7%, the Science departments are lagging in the hiring of women.  FAS is 
below the national higher education average proportions for female faculty. The 
recruitment and retention of Under-Represented Minority (URM) TT faculty has been 
less successful (only 9.3% of current faculty). 

While overall there is a gender difference in compensation, when data are stratified by 
rank, department and year of hire, no significant salary differences remain for TT men 
and women. Female faculty are over-represented in recruitment to the rank Associate 
Professor. However, women are under-represented both at the rank of Professor and 
Named Chair. This has been compounded by recruitment of more men to senior ranks 
and the loss of senior women to outside offers.  Ninety-one of 272 offers (33%) made 
were to women during the last 6 years. It should be noted that women are more likely to 
accept a TTF offer than are male candidates (74% vs. 63%). 

Rates of promotion from Assistant Professor to tenured Associate Professor were the 
same for male and female faculty. For the first time, data were examined for promotion 
from tenured Associate Professor to Professor; substantially more men were promoted, 
and this bears close observation in the future. The selection of faculty for Named chairs 
is also a concern: female faculty are significantly underrepresented.  However, an 
analysis of the promotion of faculty from Professor to Named Chairs during the last 6 
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years indicates that 8.8% of women and 9.7% of their male colleagues received this 
recognition. Of the female and male URM professors, 9.1% were also recognized. 

Since 2000, when FAS had 37 (A&S) full-time contract faculty members, there has been 
growth to 301 CF. In 2006, General Studies, the predecessor of Liberal Studies (LS), 
joined FAS with 21 CF; currently there are 80 CF in LS.  [The reasons for the expansion 
in this group of full-time faculty are multiple, and were not the subject of our study.] 
Throughout this period, half of the CF faculty are female, and the largest proportion are 
found in the Humanities (56.6%), followed by Liberal Studies (55.0%), Social Sciences 
(41.7%), and the Sciences (30.4%).  The proportion of URM has dropped from a high of 
18% in 2005 to the current 7.8%. 

Female CF are under-represented at more senior contract ranks (Clinical Associate 
Professor and Clinical Professor). During the last six years, with the exception of LS and 
Language Lecturers (LL, Humanities), the majority of FT contract hires have been men, 
including 19 of a total of 25 more senior (CAP, CP and SrLL) hires.  Only 25 URM have 
been hired in that period. FAS does not have a policy on periodic evaluation of CF for 
promotion. 

In the salary analysis of CF, there remains a significant relationship between gender and 
salary after controlling for department, rank, and year of hire:  CF women are under-paid. 
Further, the salaries of Language Lecturers are very low.  Starting salaries of LL 
compare unfavorably to the starting salaries and current compensation of NYC public 
school teachers and comparable CF in private institutions of higher education. 

Both TTF and CF faculty have received internal research support grants.  For both these 
groups, URM and women are more likely than men to apply for these funds.  The 
likelihood of receiving funds reflects the applicant pool with absolutely more URM and 
women receiving internal funds than men.  For both CF and TTF, men teach somewhat 
larger classes, but this is consistent with the divisional distribution of faculty.  One new 
analysis begun this year involves teaching at NYUAD and NYUSH; 57 TTF and 4 CF 
faculty have been Instructors of Record for courses offered at the Portal campuses;  
there does not appear to be a gender bias. 

Female (31) TTF and CF faculty have received more Golden Dozen awards than their 
male (29) colleagues. 

Recommended Action Items 
1) Recruit and promote more women to Full Professor and Named Chairs 
2) Assess whether there is a bottle neck for promotion of women from Associate 

Professor to Full Professor 
3) Recruit more women in the Sciences in both TTF and CF 
4) Recruit and retain more URM in both TTF and CF lines across all divisions 
5) Promote more women in CF lines 
6) Substantially increase the compensation of contract faculty, especially for LL 
7) Develop a policy and criteria for periodic review of all CF for promotion. 
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Detailed comments on the 2014 FAS Faculty Equity Study 

This is the sixth study undertaken since 2000. The faculty groups studied are limited to 
FAS full-time contract (renewable) and tenure track (see table below); data have been 
analyzed by gender of the faculty members and by membership in an Underrepresented 
Minority (URM) group. Considerations of length of time at rank and department have 
been used in analysis. 

Tenure track and 
Tenured (TTF) 

Contract (renewable; CF) Excluded Groups1 

“A&S Terminating Faculty” 
Assistant Clinical Assistant Professor Postdoctoral Faculty 
Professor Clinical Associate Professor Fellows  
Associate Clinical Professor Lecturers 
Professor Language Lecturer Student Instructors 
Professor Senior Language Lecturer Visiting & Adjunct 

faculty  Named Professor Master Teacher (Liberal Studies; LS) 
Professors without tenure 

There has been tremendous growth in FAS during the 14-year period under study.  The 
number of Students in Arts and Science degree programs increased by 50.5%, from 
6,311 to 14,081 (page 4). During this period, GSAS student enrollment increased 10.9%, 
from 3,046 to 3,377 (Table 1). TTF increased 34.7% to 691, and CF from 37 to 381 
(Figure 1). It should be noted that LS joined FAS from the School of Continuing and 
Professional Studies in 2006, bringing in 21 CF; currently there are 80 FT CF in LS. This 
report will not examine the many reasons for growth of the student body, nor the 
expansion in the TTF or CF and in their distribution among the academic divisions.   

Tenure Track/Tenured faculty Data 

Overall, there was a 72.4% increase of female TTF from 123 in 2000 to 212 in 2014.  
The proportion of female TTF increased from 24.0% to 30.7% during this period of 
growth (Figure 2). Humanities departments, with 117 women, have the highest 
proportion of female TTF (56.6%) and have seen the greatest increase in female TTF 
(Figure 3). In the Social Sciences, the proportion of female faculty has doubled in the 
14 year period, but women represent only ~30% of the Social Science TTF.  In the 
sciences, hiring has led to an increase from 26 to 39 women TTF, but the proportion has 
been essentially flat at ~15% of the Science faculty.  

Hiring of TT faculty by division is shown in Table 2; 46 men were hired and only 15 
women (24.6%) in the Sciences from 2009 to 2014.  Clearly this has contributed to the 
paucity of TTF women in the Sciences. For the Social Sciences, 15 women and 37 men 

1 	Currently there are 71 individuals in the Excluded cohort of non-renewable contract holders; this group 
also does not include the Postdoctoral Research Associates in Science departments. 
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were hired (28.8%); and for the Humanities, 33 TTF women were hired, essentially equal 
to the 32 men. 

FAS Diversity has previously been compared with US data for all institutions of higher 
education, which included community colleges and public universities.  For the first time, 
a new comparison of the diversity of NYU faculty is included in Figure 2: Very High 
Research Activity (VHRA) institutions; also included are data inclusive of all NYU faculty 
(inclusive of all schools and both CF and TTF).  FAS has a lower proportion of female 
faculty than the university as a whole, but a similar level when the VHRA group is the 
comparator. FAS also has a smaller overall proportion of female faculty when compared 
to NYU as a whole university2 (more than 35% in 2012). 

Analysis of 277 short lists for TTF positions during the period 2003-2014 (65% of 428 
hires) indicates that 96 women and 179 men were hired at all ranks.  Females dominated 
short-lists in 70 searches (25%) and men exceeded women in 176 (64%) (text pages 13-
14). During the last 6 years, the increase in women among the TTF has been reflected 
in the high frequency of offers to female candidates:  33% of offers overall (Table 4).  
Women are also more likely to accept offers (yield 74% vs 63%).  Offers made to more 
junior TTF positions are more likely to be accepted (Table 4). 

Starting rank of women TTF in the last 6 year period is somewhat perplexing (Table 5) in 
that the fraction of Assistant Professors is 33%, Associate Professors (both with and 
without tenure) is 56% and at full 24% with no women recruited at the Named Professor 
rank (while there was 1 male hire). In 2014, 83 women (26%) are Full Professors, but 
only 21% of the Named Professors (Table 3). 

Women are underrepresented at the highest TTF ranks: When the TTF is examined by 
current rank (Table 3), women are underrepresented (24.4%) at Full Professor and 
Named Professor, only 101 of 405 total; this was an improvement from the 2000 data, 
when only 56 or 18% had that rank. There may be a bottleneck for promotion from 
Associate Professor to Professor for women. 

Contract Faculty Data: 

The proportion of women CF has remained stable at ~50% (Figure 6).  This is higher 
than NYU as a whole or VHRA institutions.  Almost 60% of the Humanities CF are 
female (Figure 7). LS has a similar proportion of female CF.  For CF in the Social 
Sciences and Sciences, the proportions are 40% and 30%, respectively. 

Female CF are underrepresented at senior positions: When the rank of CF is analyzed 
by the gender of the individuals (Tables 5 and 6), males are over-represented at the 
more senior positions (Clinical Associate Professor, Clinical Professor, and Professor 
without Tenure). At present, FAS does not have a policy for the criteria for promotion of 

2 http://www.nyu.edu/content/dam/nyu/facultyGovernance/documents/PPTMEndOfYearReport.pdf 
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CF; CF are reviewed at the time of contract renewal, but specific guidelines are needed 
for periodic consideration for promotion. 

There is more turnover in the CF cohort than in TTF.  In the last 12 years, FAS hired 505 
CF, 51.3% women (Table 5). However, there is a concern that men have been hired to 
the more senior ranks among the CF, and are overrepresented in the more senior 
positions; increased promotion of and hiring of women CF to senior positions is another 
action item. In Table 2, the hiring of CF is broken down by Division; not surprisingly, most 
of the new hires have been female, and they are most often hired to the Expository 
Writing program and the Humanities.  More male CF hires are seen in the Social 
Sciences and Sciences.  The starting position of newly hired CF indicates that males are 
more likely to be hired at higher ranks than their female peers (Table 7), and URM have 
been hired at lower ranks. 

Minority and Under-represented Minority Faculty in Arts and Sciences: 

Members of minority groups3 have been divided into two overlapping categories: Minority 
and Under-represented Minority (URM) based on information provided by individuals to 
the NYU human resources office. 

URM faculty are underrepresented: The fraction of URM [US passport-holding] faculty 
among FAS faculty has not increased; currently among the TTF only 61 (8.83%) and in 
CF 26 (6.82%) are URM (Figure 2).  Both the number and the percent of Minority and 
URM has increased, modestly over the 2000-2014 period, and is similar to NYU overall. 
URM significantly under-represented in FAS TT (Table 3, Figures 2 and 5) and CF 
(Table 6, Figures 6 and 9). This is especially apparent in the Science departments.  The 
fractions of newly hired URM among the TTF and CF have lagged (Table 2).  

In the TTF, URM currently represent 10-12% in the Humanities and Social Sciences, but 
5% of the Sciences (Figure 5).  In the CF, URM are only 10-13% in LS and Social 
Science departments, and 5-7% of the Science and Humanities department faculty 
(Figure 9). When compared to NYU URM faculty as a whole2 or to the VHRA-minority 
data, the FAS URM CF are in the same low range, ~10% (Figure 6).  This paucity of 
URM is a concern, and an initiative to increase the diversity of the FAS faculty by 
directed hiring of URM is among our action items.  

Figure 5 indicates the divisional distribution of URM over the 14-year period.  The 
Humanities (currently 32) and Social Sciences (currently 18) have 10-12% URM TTF, 
but the sciences have only 11 individuals, merely ~5%. When Minorities are included, 
the proportion for the 3 divisions has remained stable and approximately 15% during the 
observation period, reflecting the high proportion of Asian faculty members. 

3  US Passport-holding Minority faculty and Under-Represented Minority (URM) data from FAS Human 
Resources files, are by categories indicated by the individual when hired. Minority are inclusive of URM 
and Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Native American or Hispanic individuals. URM are limited to Black, 
Native American and Hispanic individuals (see page 2 of the study). 
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Among CF, Minority (57) and URM (26) are also at low proportions, 15% and 6.8% 
respectively. URM are found in greatest proportion among the Social Science (3, 13%) 
followed by LS (8, 10%) CF. Although Humanities have the greatest number of individual 
URM CF (13), this represents merely 7% of the Humanities CF. 

Compensation: 

Faculty salary concerns: As in the past, there appears to be under-compensation of 
women TTF at the Assistant Professor ($9k) and Professor ($11k) level (Table 8). 
However, when controlled for department, rank, and year of hire, the significance was 
lost (Table 9). Starting salaries also appear to be different by >$8k for men at the 
Assistant Professor level (Table 10), but this is attributable to department of hire (Table 
11), as we have seen in past reports. There was no difference for URM when compared 
to non-minority faculty. 

With respect to compensation of CF, at all ranks, even when controlled by department, 
and length of service, women are undercompensated (Tables 12 and 13); however, for 
new hires, there was no salary differential (Tables 14 and 15).  This is not the only 
concern. Starting and continuing salaries for CF are too low. 

School Public/ 
Private 

Title Starting 
Salary 

Notes 

CUNY Public Lecturer 43,018 2010 contract + negotiated 
increase 

Rutgers Public Instructor 44,963 2014 table 
Brown Private Lecturer 70,500 Web site 2014/15 median 

salary data 
Columbia Private Lecturer 53,000 Email from chair, Latin 

American & Iberian Cultures 
NYC Public 

Secondary 
MS degree, and no 
experience 

54,459 Web site 

FAS Master Teachers (LS) and Language Lecturers are paid less than other NYU FAS 
CF, even considering the recent establishment of a $50,000 floor.  Low salaries may 
contribute to the high turnover and also to a diminished competitiveness with other 
employers. This is a serious concern, and among our action items. 

Promotion and Retention: 

Promotion of TTF and retention: Male and female TTF are promoted to Associate 
Professor at the same rate, as has been seen before (Figures 10 and 11).   

For the first time, data are included about promotion of TTF from recently hired (that is, 
not long-standing TT faculty at this rank) Associate Professor to Professor.  Examining 
only the cohort of new hires, not continuing faculty who joined NYU prior to 2003, In 
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Figures 12 and 13, the progress of 25 women and 29 men are shown;  59% of men, but 
only 24% of women were promoted to Full Professor.  27% of males and 56% of females 
remain as Associate Professors, and a larger fraction of women left NYU than their male 
TTF colleagues. When these disturbing data are controlled by Division, gender and 
promotion were not associated (page 26).  This bears close examination in the future. 

Many TTF are attractive to outside universities and offers are extended.  In some, but not 
all cases, counter-offers are made by NYU; FAS has been successful in retaining a 
substantial portion of these faculty.  When 2014 was compared with the two prior report 
periods, fewer women faculty had outside offers, but NYU was less successful in 
retaining the women. These data (Table 23) have been tracked for three report cycles. 
Fifteen women have received outside offers, 12 (80%) of which have been made 
counteroffers, and 10 have been retained. Of the 31 men, 28 (90%) have counteroffers, 
and 25 have been retained.  For URM, 39 have received outside offers, 33 (84.6%) 
counteroffers were made and 29 have been successfully retained.  Virtually all of the 
Professors or Named Professors have been retained, only 2-3 of 22 have left. 

Appointment to Named Professorships: There is also serious concern that female faculty 
have been significantly overlooked when decisions are made about appointment to 
Named Professorships. Of the 57 Julius, Roslyn and Enid Silver Professorships  
appointed since 2002, only 22.8% have been made to women.  Other Named 
Professorships include University Professors, The Henry and Lucy Moses Professorship  
in Science, The Samuel F.B. Morse Professorship in Arts and Science, The Carroll and 
Milton Petrie Professorships in Music, Biology and European Studies, The Margaret and 
Herman Sokol Professorship, and so forth. Currently Women are privileged to hold 18 
(21%) of 87 Named positions, and the web site indicates that there are 13 open FAS and 
IFA chairs. 

In an analysis of Named Professor appointments made during the last 6 years, the 
calculation measured the number of Professors who held that rank for at least one year 
during the 6-year period. A total of 8 women and 29 men were appointed to Named 
Chairs (Table 16); these represented 8.8% of the women Full Professors (years 
appointed professor in the study period) and 9.7% of the men (years appointed professor 
in the study period); for URM of both sexes in the same period 3 (9.1%) were so 
recognized. The analysis did not indicate unexpected frequencies for either women or 
URM, but the pool from which these were compared was disproportionately low. 

Only 30 URM (merely 6.67%) are currently Professors/Named Professors, an increase in 
absolute numbers from 21 (7%) in 2000, but this increase was diluted by the growth of 
the FAS faculty (Table 3). This underrepresentation of women and URM at the 
Professor/Named Professor rank is compounded by the hiring bias with only 8 women of 
33 recruits and 2 URM from 2009 to 2014 (Table 2). 
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Research support, Teaching and Honors and Awards: 

Internal research support: Both TTF and CF apply for and receive grants from NYU.  In 
both groups, female and URM faculty are more likely than male faculty to apply and to be 
supported (Tables 17-20). 

Teaching: Women (1.93) and URM (1.92) TTF teach marginally more courses than men 
(1.83), but men teach larger class size units (men = 56.75 vs women = 44.68 and URM = 
55 students) (Table 21). For CF (Table 22), the same trends are seen: women (3.80, 
70.83), men (3.58, 111.20), URM (4.46, 83.83).  The department and types of courses 
taught contribute to the differences in class size; for instance Humanities departments 
are more likely to have more women faculty members and teach smaller classes than 
sciences and social sciences where more faculty are men. 

Teaching awards: It is striking that over the 5 years of awards studied (2009/10 to 13/14) 
31 female faculty (both TTF and CF) have received Golden Dozen awards compared to 
29 men (Table 25). Considering that women are only 36% of FAS total faculty, women 
are significantly over-represented in recognition for teaching undergraduate students.  
CF received 19, a proportionate number of Golden Dozen awards as their representation 
in FAS. Two URM faculty received Golden Dozen awards. 

Global portal teaching opportunities: For the first time we have examined teaching 
abroad by FAS WS faculty (Table 26). There does not appear to be a difference in 
teaching opportunities at NYUAD and NYUSH when stratified for men and women.  Also 
CF are able to participate at the portal campuses. 

Nominations for juried awards (such as Pew Scholars, Sloan Research Fellowship and 
the Dana Foundation) were limited to mostly junior TTF in science departments.  During 
the course of the 3 periods 2009-10, 2011-12 and 2013-14, 8 female (17%) and 39 male 
faculty were nominated (Table 24); considering the fraction of women among the science 
faculty, this is the expected number.  What is striking, however, is the over-
representation of URM; 3 (30%) of 10 nominations were proposed in the 2013-14 period; 
none were nominated in the two prior periods. 
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In summary, tremendous progress has been made since our reports began 15 years 
ago, but there are significant areas where more effort and attention are needed.  
Therefore we are recommending the following actions: 

1) Recruit and promote more women to Full Professor and Named Chairs; women 
are under-represented in both categories. 

2) Assess whether there is a bottle neck for promotion of women from Associate 
Professor to Full Professor; female TTF are 30.7% overall and 43% among the 
Associate Professors, but only 26% of Full Professors and 21% of Named 
Professor ranks. 

3) Recruit more women in the Sciences in both TTF and CF; the Sciences lag the 
progress made in recruiting female faculty in the Humanities and Social Sciences. 

4) Recruit and retain more URM in both TTF and CF lines across all divisions; the 
fraction of URM faculty has dropped with the expansion of the FAS faculty. 

5) Promote more women in CF lines; although women dominate the CF, they are 
under-represented at the more senior ranks (Senior Language Lecturer, Clinical 
Associate Professor and Clinical Professor). 

6) Substantially increase the compensation of contract faculty, especially for LL; 
when compared with private universities (and NYC MS-level public school 
teachers), NYU starting salary is low. 

7) Develop a policy and explicit criteria for periodic review of all CF for promotion; 
currently this is done on an ad hoc basis in departments. 
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Overview of the 2014 Faculty Equity Study 

This document is the sixth in a series of studies released by this office exploring equity 
issues among our full time faculty relating to both gender and ethnicity. The prior studies 
found a number of significant relationships between gender, ethnicity, and various 
aspects of the career paths experienced by our faculty. This update aims to revisit these 
relationships and to continue to monitor other areas previously found to be equitable. 

Previous findings included significant correlations of both gender and minority status 
with rank in the tenure track. Part I of this study reviews this distribution and the impact 
of hiring practices in recent years on the continued under-representation of women and 
minorities in higher ranks. 

Previous studies found that, when rank, experience, and department were taken into 
account, gender and minority status did not appear to be contributing factors to salary (or 
starting salary) for tenured/tenure eligible faculty. Significant relationships have been 
reported between these categories for contract faculty. Part II of this study repeats these 
analyses. 

Part III repeats analyses of progression into tenure of tenure eligible faculty to confirm 
no negative systemic biases have emerged, and extends into outcomes for faculty recently 
hired into the associate professor rank and appointments of full professors to “named” 
(endowed) professorships. 

Various tests have been performed on other aspects of faculty experience, to determine if 
they were affected by gender or minority status. Part IV of this study contains these 
varied inquiries. 

Description of the data used in this study 

All records used in this study are subdivided into tenured/tenure eligible faculty and full 
time renewable contract faculty. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty are divided by rank into 
assistant professors, associate professors, full professors and named professors. Named 
professors are faculty holding endowed chair positions. (This category is dominated by 
the Julius Silver, Roslyn S. Silver, and Enid Silver Winslow Professors.1) Full time 
renewable contract faculty are divided by rank into clinical faculty (4 ranks), language 
lecturers (2 ranks) and master teachers. Faculty who were hired at the rank of full 
professor but were considered not tenure eligible are included with clinical professors in 
studies of rank distribution, but remain excluded from salary, hiring, and career 
progression studies due to high variability in these appointments. As per previous studies, 

1 See http://silverdialogues.fas.nyu.edu/page/appointed for a full listing of these named professors. 
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nonrenewable full time faculty appointments with titles such as post-doctoral faculty 
fellow, post-doctoral lecturer, and student instructor were not included. Finally, visiting 
and adjunct faculty continue to be excluded.  

Individuals have been aggregated into overlapping categories based on reported 
ethnicities, where available. Ethnicity information has been retained in these studies in 
those cases where it becomes no longer reported or unavailable in a given year. Non-
resident aliens (those lacking current United States citizenship or permanent resident 
status) are excluded from all ethnicity categories. 
 “Minority” includes those who were not excluded based on citizenship who self-

identify entirely or partially as Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, Native American, or 
Hispanic. 

 “Not Minority” includes those who were not excluded based on citizenship who 
reported exclusively as Caucasian. 

 “Underrepresented minority” (URM) includes those were not excluded based on 
citizenship who self-reported entirely or partially as Black, Native American, or 
Hispanic. 

  “Not Underrepresented Minority” includes those who were not excluded based on 
citizenship who reported exclusively as Caucasian, Asian, or both.  

All analyses involving any of these four ethnicity categories throughout this report 
exclude both non-resident aliens and unreported ethnicities entirely.  

To study the current state of our faculty, a cross-sectional dataset was constructed for all 
full time faculty who were in payroll records with primary appointments in the Faculty of 
Arts & Science (A&S), the Courant Institute, and the Institute of Fine Arts for any part of 
Fiscal Year 2013-2014. In addition to unit, rank, gender, ethnicity, and salary, the cross 
section included data elements such as A&S internal research support, A&S teaching 
assignments, and A&S retention and nominations data. 

References to 2000, 2005, and 2007 data refer to the data sets and results for those fiscal 
years in the Arts & Science Faculty Equity Study from 2007. References to 2010 and 
2012 data refer to the data sets assembled for each of those respective years.  Throughout 
this report, any reference to a year refers to the time period ending on August 31 of that 
year. (e.g. “2014” in the title of this study implies 9/1/2013 through 8/31/2014) 

To study hiring and progression to tenure, a dataset of all faculty hires between 6/1/2002 
and 5/31/2014 was assembled. These data were subdivided into two six year periods: 
individuals hired between 6/1/2002 and 5/30/2008 for whom the six year tenure cycle 
should have completed, and those hired between 6/1/2008 and 8/31/2014 for whom the 
cycle might have not completed.  

To study offers of appointment to the tenure track, a dataset from the A&S Deans’ files 
of all written offers to hire tenured/tenure eligible faculty with start dates between 
6/1/2008 and 8/31/2014 was assembled. Information on associated short lists was 
collected where available for offers with start dates after 6/1/2002.  
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To study career progression in the tenure track from full professor to named/endowed 
professor, a multiyear dataset of all full professors with tenure was collected beginning 
with 2007 and ending 2013.  A record was retained for each individual for each year 
where they continued at the rank of full or named professor into the following year.  

Descriptive statistics of the 2014 tenured/tenure eligible cross-section 

The number of tenured/tenure eligible faculty has grown by 34.7% over the past fourteen 
years, with the 2014 cohort numbering 691 individuals. Figure 1 shows this growth in 
comparison to total full time faculty, renewable contract full time faculty, nonrenewable 
contract full time faculty (who are excluded from the rest of this study), and Liberal 
Studies faculty, who are renewable contract full time faculty considered separately when 
faculty are grouped by divisions. Liberal Studies faculty were included for the first time 
in the 2010 study. 

The nonrenewable contract faculty total includes both full time predoctoral teaching 
positions (which have been phased out over the past decade in conjunction with the 
financial aid reforms of the Graduate School of Arts and Science) and full time one to 
three year term postdoctoral teaching positions, consisting of Faculty Fellows (which 
currently number 36), Courant Instructors (17), and Postdoctoral Lecturers (18).  

Figure 1: Tenured/tenure eligible and contract faculty growth 
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Over this same period, student populations have grown, as shown in Table 1. In 
Academic Year 1999-2000, Arts and Science had 9,356 distinct individuals registered in 
its degree programs and had 17,596 distinct individuals enrolled in its courses.2 By 
Academic Year 2013-2014, these numbers grew to 14,081 registered degree candidates (a 
growth of 50.5%) and 27,044 individuals in its courses (a growth of 53.7%).3 

Table 1: Student population served over the course of these faculty studies 
Academic Year 1999-2000 Academic Year 2013-2014 

 Individuals in
Programs 

  Individuals in 
Courses 

Individuals in 
Programs 

Individuals in 
Courses 

CAS 6,311 14,220  7,700 (+22.0%) 21,020 (+47.8%) 
LS 0 0  2,429  3,009 
GSAS 3,046  3,377  4,051 (+33.0%)  5,000 (+48.1%) 
TOTAL UNIQUE 9,356 17,596 14,081 (+50.5%) 27,044 (+53.7%) 

Figure 2 visually depicts the proportion of female, minority, and underrepresented 
minority faculty over this period. The proportion of female faculty has increased at a 
steady rate from 24.0% to 30.7%. The proportion of minority faculty has also increased 
from 13.7% to 17.1% of domestic faculty with reported ethnicity information. The 
proportion of faculty in underrepresented minorities has grown to 9.3% of domestic 
faculty. To place these proportions in context, Figure 2 includes statistics for NYU as a 
whole and for other “Very High Research Activity” educational institutions.4 As of Fall 
2011, 37% of all NYU faculty and 31% of all faculty at similar institutions were female5, 
18% of all NYU faculty and 19% of faculty at similar institutions were minority, and 6% 
of all NYU faculty and 9% of faculty at similar institutions were underrepresented 
minorities6. 

2 These 1999-00 counts were drawn from the NYU Student Records Dashboard in March 2013 to capture 
all students registered in programs GARTS, UARTS, and UACER or enrolled in courses in the G, V, or A 
series. 
3 These 2013-14 counts were drawn from the NYU Student Records Dashboard in October 2014 to capture 
all students registered in programs GARTS, UARTS, UFGLS, and UFLSP or enrolled in courses in the 
GA, UA, or UF series.
4 New York University Faculty and Student Peer Diversity Trends Report, April 2014, Office of 
Institutional Research and Data Integrity 
5 Ibid. p21 
6 Ibid. p22 
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Figure 2: Proportion female, minority, underrepresented minority (tenured/tenure 
eligible faculty, n=691 for 2014 gender proportion, 645 for ethnicity proportion) 

Figures 3, 4 and 5 visually depict the proportion of female, minority, and 
underrepresented minority faculty by division over this same period.  

Figure 3: Proportion female by division (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 
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Figure 4: Proportion minority by division (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 

Figure 5: Proportion URM by division (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 
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Descriptive statistics of the 2014 contract faculty cross-section  

The Arts & Science contract faculty has grown dramatically in number over the past 
decade, growing from 37 to 381 individuals. A significant portion of the growth is from 
the addition of the Liberal Studies Program to Arts & Science, which is staffed entirely 
with contract faculty and accounts for 80 faculty members in 2014. Figure 6 visually 
depicts the proportion of female, minority, and underrepresented minority faculty over 
this period. The proportion of female faculty has remained flat around 50%. The 
proportion of minority faculty7, initially high, has dropped to 17.1% in 2014. The 
proportion of faculty in underrepresented minorities has been declining and is now 7.8%. 
To place these proportions in context, Figure 6 includes statistics for NYU as a whole and 
for other “Very High Research Activity” educational institutions.8 As of Fall 2011, 46% 
of all NYU faculty and 48% of all faculty at similar institutions were female9, 19% of all 
NYU faculty and 20% of faculty at similar institutions were minority, and 7% of all NYU 
faculty and 11% of faculty at similar institutions were underrepresented minorities10. 

Figure 6: Proportion female, minority, underrepresented minority (contract faculty, 
n=381 for 2014 gender proportion, 334 for ethnicity proportion) 

8  New  York University Faculty and Student Peer Diversity Trends Report, April 2014, Office of 
Institutional Research and Data Integrity 
9 Ibid. p21 
10 Ibid. p23 
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Figures 7, 8, and 9 visually depict the proportion of female, minority, and 
underrepresented minority contract faculty by division over this same period.  

Figure 7: Proportion female by division (contract faculty)  

Figure 8: Proportion minority by division (contract faculty)  
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Figure 9: Proportion underrepresented minority by division (contract faculty)  

Descriptive statistics of faculty hires 

Over the past six years ending in 2014, Arts and Science has recorded 257 offers to 
potential tenured/tenure eligible faculty members. Of these, 94 (37%) were made to 
females and 163 were made to males. These recorded offers led to 173 acceptances, some 
of which were for start dates beyond the study period, 70 of these (40%) were females 
and 103 were males. Given the missing data on self-reported ethnicities of faculty who 
declined offers, analysis of this data set by ethnicity is not possible at this time.  

Over the past twelve years ending in 2014, Arts and Science has hired 428 tenured/tenure 
eligible faculty members, 277 of these hires had short list (finalist) data available. Of the 
428 hires, 149 have been female (35%) and 279 have been male. Of the 370 domestic 
hires with reported minority status, 81 (22%) have been minorities and 42 (11%) have 
been underrepresented minorities. Counts of new hires by cohort are presented in Table 
5. From 2003 to 2008, 34% of new hires were female, while from 2007 to 2014, 36% 
were female. From 2003 to 2008, 22% of new non-resident-alien hires were minorities,  
while from 2009 to 2014, 21% were minorities. From 2003 to 2008, 12% of new non-
resident-alien hires were underrepresented minorities, while from 2009 to 2014, 10% 
were underrepresented minorities.  

Over the past twelve years, Arts and Science has hired 505 contract faculty members. Of 
these, 259 (51%) have been female and 246 have been male. Of the 436 non-resident 
aliens with reported minority status, 112 (26%) have been minorities and 74 (17%) have 
been underrepresented minorities. Counts of new hires by cohort are presented in Table 
6. From 2003 to 2008, 52% of new hires were female, while from 2009 to 2014, 51% 
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were female. From 2003 to 2008, 29% of new non-resident-alien hires were minorities,  
while from 2009 to 2014, 22% were minorities. From 2003 to 2008, 21% of new non-
resident-alien hires were underrepresented minorities, while from 2009 to 2014, 12% 
were underrepresented minorities.  

Part I: Gender and minority status versus current and starting rank 

I.1. Recruitments to tenured/tenure eligible vs contract faculty  

Table 2 depicts the number and of faculty recruited per division with respect to their 
tenure eligibility status (tenure track and tenure eligible versus continuing contract 
faculty). 

Table 2: Gender and minority status by career track and division of hire  
 Gender Minority Underrepresented Minority 

 Female Male Yes No Yes No 
2009 to 2014 (N=432, 143 not resident aliens) 
Humanities TT/TE  33 32 14 42 9 47 
Humanities CF 50 36 22 35 13 44 

Social Science TT/TE  15 37 8 31 3 36 
Social Science CF 6 9 2 12 0 14 

Science TT/TE 15 46 7 41 3 45 
Science CF 14 26 7 28 4 31 

Other CF 65 54 14 90 8 96 

2003 to 2008 (N=482, 233 not resident aliens) 
Humanities TT/TE  58 62 26 87 19 94 
Humanities CF 57 38 36 44 21 59 

Social Science TT/TE  19 44 16 43 9 50 
Social Science CF 4 5 5 3 4 4 

Science TT/TE 9 58 12 49 2 59 
Science CF 5 14 1 14 0 15 

Other CF 60 49 22 81 16 87 

Assuming nothing about causality, and examining within the main divisions of Arts & 
Science (Humanities, Science, and Social Science) in the 2009 to 2014 hiring cohort, the 
null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at recruitment and gender are independent was not 
rejected with the chi-square statistic for humanities (χ2=0.54, p=0.46), or science 
(χ2=0.82, p=0.37), nor with Fisher’s Exact Test for social science (p=0.53)11. Gender and 
tenure eligibility of offer are independent. 

11 Fisher’s Exact Test is used in lieu of the chi-square statistic for analyses where population counts in 
individual categories are too small for the chi-square statistic to be reliable. 
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Examining within the main divisions of Arts & Science (Humanities, Science, and Social 
Science) in the 2009 to 2014 hiring cohort, the null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at 
recruitment and minority status are independent was not rejected with the chi-square 
statistic for humanities (χ2=1.82, p=0.18) and science (χ2=0.13, p=0.72), nor with 
Fisher’s Exact Test for social science (p=0.71). Minority status and tenure eligibility of 
offer are independent. 

Examining within the main divisions of Arts & Science (Humanities, Science, and Social 
Science) in the 2009 to 2014 hiring cohort, the null hypothesis that tenure eligibility at 
recruitment and underrepresented minority status are independent was not rejected with 
the chi-square statistic for humanities (χ2=0.44, p=0.51), nor with Fisher’s Exact Test for 
social science (p=0.56) and science (p=0.44). Underrepresented minority status and 
tenure eligibility of offer are independent. 

I.2. Current tenured/tenure eligible faculty rank distribution 

Table 3 depicts the number and percentage of faculty per rank in 2014, and prior years. 

Table 3: Gender and minority status by rank (tenured/tenure eligible faculty)
 Gender Minority Underrepresented 

Minority
 Female Male Yes No Yes No 

2014 (N=691)  (N=691) (N=645) (N=645) 
Assistant 33 (32%) 71 (68%) 17 (22%) 59 (78%)  9 (12%) 67 (88%) 
Associate 78 (43%) 104 (57%) 40 (23%) 136 (77%) 22 (13%) 155 (88%) 
Full 83 (26%) 235 (74%) 48 (16%) 260 (84%) 28 (9%) 280 (91%) 
Named 18 (21%) 69 (79%) 6  (7%) 79 (93%) 2  (2%) 83 (98%) 

2012 (N=685)  
Assistant 45 (38%) 73 (62%) 24 (21%) 93 (79%)  7 (6%) 110 (94%) 
Associate 69 (41%) 99 (59%) 40 (24%) 124 (76%) 20 (12%) 144 (88%) 
Full 78 (25%) 235 (75%) 40 (13%) 269 (87%) 25 (8%) 284 (92%) 
Named 20 (23%) 66 (77%) 7  (8%) 79 (92%) 3  (3%) 83 (97%) 
2010 (N=674)  
Assistant 41 (37%)  69 (63%) 26 (24%)  84 (76%)  6 (6%) 104 (94%) 
Associate 62 (37%) 107 (63%) 42 (25%) 125 (75%) 20 (12%) 147 (88%) 
Full  70 (23%)  235 (77%)  32 (11%) 272 (89%) 22  (7%)  282 (93%) 
Named  21 (23%)  69 (77%)  8 (10%)  82 (90%)  4 (4%)  86 (96%) 
2005 (N=586) 
Assistant 27 (27%)  73 (73%) 21 (21%)  79 (79%)  8 (8%)  92 (92%) 
Associate 53 (38%)  88 (62%) 31 (22%) 110 (78%) 19 (13%) 122 (87%) 
Full+Named 71 (21%) 274 (79%) 35 (10%) 310 (90%)  23  (7%) 322 (93%) 
2000 (N=513) 
Assistant 33 (41%)  47 (59%) 22 (27%) 58 (73%)  9 (11%) 71 (89%) 
Associate 34 (30%)  80 (70%) 17 (15%) 97 (85%) 12 (11%) 102 (89%) 
Full+Named 56 (18%) 263 (82%) 31 (10%) 288 (90%) 21  (7%) 298 (93%) 

Note: self-reported ethnicity data was missing for 3 faculty in the 2010 cross section, 9 faculty in the 2012 cross section, and 1 faculty 
in the 2014 cross section. 
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Tests against prior year cross sections have established that there are statistically 
significant relationships for gender and minority status, (but not underrepresented 
minority status) with rank, and that all three categories are underrepresented at the full 
professor rank. These relationships persist in the 2014 cross section. 

The null hypothesis that gender and rank are independent was again rejected with the chi-
square statistic (χ2=19.96, p<0.001). Gender and rank are associated, for instance, 
females are underrepresented in the full professor rank (18 females are observed to be 
named professors compared to the 27 expected under independence).  

The null hypothesis that minority status and rank are independent was again rejected with 
the chi-square statistic (χ2=11.76, p<0.01). Minority status and rank are associated, for 
instance, minority faculty are underrepresented in the named professor rank (6 are 
observed to be named professors compared to the 15 expected under independence).  

The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and rank are independent was 
again not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=7.40, p<0.07). However, since p<0.1 
these results may show a trend towards significance, and the relationship should continue 
to be monitored in the future.  

The study of processes that affect the persistence of these relationships – namely hiring 
and career progression – will be further examined in the following pages and in Part III. 

I.3. Offers of appointment to tenured/tenure eligible candidates 

There were 277 short lists available for open academic positions that led to a new 
tenured/tenure eligible hire during a twelve year window from 2003 to 2014, representing 
65% of 428 hires. 96 female new hires and 179 male new hires were associated with 
these short lists. Females accounted for more than half of the finalists in 70 cases (25%), 
and males accounted for more than half of the finalists in 176 cases (64%). Further, 43 
(16%) of these short lists had no reported female finalists while 32 (12%) of these short 
lists had no male finalists. Given the missing data on self-reported ethnicities of faculty 
not selected or who declined offers, analysis of this data set by ethnicity is not possible at 
this time.  

Table 4 displays offers of employment, made and accepted, for a six year hiring cohort 
window starting in 2008-09, with detail of gender, division, and starting rank.  
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Table 4: Offers of tenure/tenure eligible employment, 2009-2014 
Made Accepted Yield

Gender 
Female 93 69 74%  
Male 164 104 63% 

Division 
Humanities 95 73 77% 
Social Sciences 75 49 65% 
Science 87 51 59% 

Starting Rank 
Assistant Professor 157 113 72% 
Associate Professor 48 28 58% 
Professor 52 32 62%  

The null hypothesis that gender and offer acceptance are independent was again not 
rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=0.45, p=0.50). Gender and offer acceptance are 
independent. 

I.4. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty hiring cohorts 

Table 5 reports starting ranks with gender, minority status, and underrepresented minority 
status for the two six year hiring cohorts.  

Table 5: Starting rank by hiring cohort, by gender and minority status 
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)

Gender Minority Underrepresented Minority
Female Male Yes No Yes No 

2009 to 2014 (N=178) (N=145) (N=145) 
Assistant 38 (33%) 76 (67%) 18 (21%) 69 (79%) 8  (9%) 79 (91%) 
Associate without tenure  2 (33%) 4 (67%) 1 (20%) 4 (80%) 0 (0%) 5 (100%) 
Associate with tenure 15 (63%) 9 (38%) 6 (27%) 16 (73%) 5 (23%) 17 (77%) 
Full 8 (24%) 25 (76%) 4 (14%) 24 (86%) 2  (7%) 26 (93%) 
Named  0  (0%) 1(100%) 0  (0%) 1(100%) 0  (0%) 1 (100%) 

2009 to 2014 (N=250) (N=233) (N=233) 
Assistant 41 (35%) 75 (65%) 26 (24%) 81 (76%) 12 (11%) 95 (89%) 
Associate without tenure 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 
Associate with tenure 22 (44%) 28 (56%) 16 (34%) 31 (66%) 9 (19%) 38 (81%) 
Full 18 (27%) 49 (73%) 7 (11%) 55 (89%) 5  (8%) 57 (92%) 
Named 3  (20%) 12 (80%) 4 (27%) 11 (73%) 3 (20%) 12 (80%) 

The null hypothesis that gender and starting rank are independent for the 2009-2014 
hiring cohort was rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.03). Gender and starting rank 
are associated, for instance, females are underrepresented in the professor rank (8 
observed versus 12 expected under independence) and overrepresented in the associate 
professor with tenure rank (15 observed versus 8 expected under independence).  

The null hypothesis that minority status and starting rank are independent for the 2009-
2014 hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.78). Minority status 
and starting rank are not associated. 
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The null hypothesis that URM status and starting rank are independent for the 2009-2014 
hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.13). URM status and 
starting rank are not associated. 

I.5. Contract faculty rank distribution 

Table 6 depicts the number and percentage of contract faculty by rank. 

Table 6: Gender and minority status by rank (contract faculty)  
 Gender Minority Underrepresented 

Minority
 Female Male Yes No Yes No 

2014 (N=381) (N=381) (N=337) (N=337) 
Contract Total 196 (51%) 185 (49%) 57 (17%) 280 (83%) 26 (8%) 311 (92%)
 Clin. Assistant 20 (43%) 27 (57%) 5 (13%) 33 (87%) 2 (5%) 36 (95%)
 Clin. Associate 14 (29%) 35 (71%) 9 (20%) 36 (80%) 3 (7%) 42 (93%)
 Clin. Professor 11 (46%) 13 (54%) 3 (13%) 20 (87%) 2 (9%) 21 (91%)
 Prof. w/o Ten. 3 (19%) 13 (81%) 2 (14%) 10 (86%) 2 (14%) 12 (86%)
 Lang. Lectr. 54 (63%) 32 (37%) 8 (13%) 55 (87%) 1 (2%) 62 (98%)
 Sr. Lang. Lectr. 50 (63%) 29 (37%) 18 (24%) 57 (76%) 8 (11%) 68 (89%)
 Master Teacher 44 (55%) 36 (45%) 12 (15%) 66 (85%) 8 (10%) 70 (90%) 

2012 (N=341) 
Contract Total 178 (50%) 179 (50%) 74 (21%) 275 (79%) 33 (9%) 316 (91%)
 Clin. Assistant 18 (50%) 18 (50%) 7 (20%) 28 (80%) 2 (6%) 33 (94%)
 Clin. Associate 12 (27%) 32 (73%) 11 (25%) 33 (75%) 5 (11%) 39 (89%)
 Clin. Professor 7 (47%) 8 (53%) 1 (7%) 14 (93%) 0 (0%) 15 (100%)
 Prof. w/o Ten. 2 (12%) 14 (88%) 4 (25%) 12 (75%) 4 (25%) 12 (75%)
 Lang. Lectr. 64 (57%) 49 (43%) 29 (27%) 79 (73%) 9 (8%) 99 (92%)
 Sr. Lang. Lectr. 29 (69%) 13 (31%) 8 (19%) 34 (81%) 3 (7%) 39 (93%)
 Master Teacher 41 (51%) 39 (49%) 14 (18%) 65 (82%) 10 (13%) 69 (87%) 

2010 (N=294) 
Contract Total 149 (51%) 145 (49%) 66 (22%) 226 (78%) 34 (12%) 258 (88%)
 Clin. Assistant 15 (54%) 13 (46%) 8 (29%) 20 (71%) 4 (14%) 24 (86%)
 Clin. Associate 13 (33%) 27 (67%) 9 (23%) 31 (77%) 5 (13%) 35 (88%)
 Clin. Professor 5 (22%) 18 (78%) 4 (18%) 18 (82%) 3 (14%) 19 (86%)
 Lang. Lectr. 66 (59%) 46 (41%) 26 (23%) 85 (77%) 10 (9%) 101 (91%)
 Sr. Lang. Lectr. 13 (68%) 6 (32%) 6 (32%) 13 (68%) 3 (16%) 16 (84%)
 Master Teacher 37 (51%) 35 (49%) 13 (18%) 59 (82%) 9 (13%) 63 (88%) 

2005 (N=85) 
Contract Total 46 (54%) 39 (46%) 22 (26%) 63 (74%) 8 (9%) 77 (91%) 

2000 (N=37) 
Contract Total 19 (52%) 18 (48%) 13 (35%) 24 (65%) 2 (5%) 35 (95%) 

Note: self-reported ethnicity data was missing for 2 faculty in the 2010 cross section, 7 faculty in the 2012 cross section, and 1 faculty 
in the 2014 cross section. 

The null hypothesis that gender and rank are independent was rejected with the chi-
square statistic (χ2=28.18, p<0.0001). Gender and rank are associated, for instance, 
females are underrepresented in the professor without tenure rank (3 females are 
observed to be professors without tenure compared to the 8 expected under 
independence). 
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The null hypothesis that minority status and rank are independent was not rejected with 
the chi-square statistic (χ2=4.41, p=0.62). Minority status and rank are not associated.  

The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and rank are independent was 
not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=6.14, p=0.41). Underrepresented minority 
status and rank are not associated. 

I.6. Contract faculty hiring cohorts 

Faculty who were hired at the rank of clinical assistant, clinical associate, clinical full 
professor, language lecturer, senior language lecturer, or master teacher between 2003 
and 2014 were selected for the starting rank and starting salary analyses.  

Table 7: Starting rank by hiring cohort, gender and minority status (contract 
faculty)

Gender Minority Underrepresented 
Minority

Female Male Yes No Yes No 
2009 to 2014 (N=254) (N=210) (N=210) 
Clin. Assistant 20 (43%) 26 (57%) 6 (17%) 30 (83%) 3 (8%) 33 (92%) 
Clin. Associate 4 (21%) 15 (79%) 5 (26%) 14 (74%) 2 (11%) 17 (89%) 
Clin. Professor 2 (40%) 3 (60%) 0 (0%) 5 (100%) 0 (0%) 5 (100%) 
Lang. Lectr. 93 (58%) 66 (42%) 30 (24%) 95 (76%) 16 (13%) 109 (87%) 
Sr. Lang. Lectr. 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 0 (0%) 1 (100%) 
Master Teacher 13 (54%) 11 (46%) 4 (17%) 20 (83%) 4 (17%) 20 (83%) 

2003 to 2008 (N=232) (N=206) (N=206) 
Clin. Assistant 10 (36%) 14 (64%) 3 (18%) 14 (82%) 0 (0%) 17 (100%) 
Clin. Associate 5 (24%) 16 (76%) 4 (20%) 16 (80%) 4 (20%) 16 (80%) 
Clin. Professor 1 (33%) 2 (67%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 
Lang. Lectr. 95 (62%) 59 (38%) 50 (36%) 88 (64%) 33 (24%) 105 (76%) 
Sr. Lang. Lectr. 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%) 
Master Teacher 15 (54%) 13 (46%) 5 (19%) 22 (81%) 3 (11%) 24 (89%) 

Note: self-reported ethnicity data was missing for 4 faculty in the 2003-08 cohort and 1 faculty in the 2009-14 cohort. 

The null hypothesis that gender and starting rank were independent for the 2009-2014 
hiring cohort was rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.01). Gender and starting rank 
are associated, for instance, females were underrepresented in the clinical associate 
professor rank (4 observed versus 10 expected under independence) and overrepresented 
in the language lecturer rank (93 observed versus 83 expected under independence).  

The null hypothesis that minority status and starting rank were independent for the 2009-
2014 hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.76). Minority status 
and starting rank were not associated during this period. 

The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and starting rank were 
independent for the 2009-2014 hiring cohort was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test 
(p=0.89). Underrepresented minority status and starting rank were not associated during 
this period. 
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Part II: Gender and minority status versus current and starting salary 

II.1. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty current salary distribution 

Table 8 depicts average salary at each rank in 2014. 

Table 8: Mean salary by gender, minority status, and salary (tenured/tenure eligible 
faculty)

Gender Minority Underrepresented 
Minority

Female Male Yes No Yes No 
Assistant 88,458 97,277 85,724 93,278 87,246 91,171 

(14,952)** (18,807)** (14,381)* (16,626)* (11,574) (16,892) 
Associate 113,835 114,198 116,705 112,421 119,152 112,571 

(18,939) (25,783) (21,779) (22,105) (24,734) (21,598) 
Full 172,289 183,531 182,087 178,407 188,621 178,036 

(40,500)* (62,390)* (51,758) (58,398) (53,511) (57,722) 
Named 217,014 232,842 233,596 231,772 † †

(55,904) (54,847) (35,079) (56,078) 

Note: Salary data was missing for 4 tenured/tenure eligible faculty. Non-resident aliens and unreported ethnicity excluded from 
minority analyses. 
†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  

Two-sample t-tests were run to compare the average salaries of faculty within each rank 
and category, making 12 tests in total. There is an apparent trend towards significance 12 

upon comparing male and female assistant professor salary (p=0.02) and male and female 
full professor’s salary (p=0.07). There is no longer a statistically significant difference 
between the mean of male and female salary at the named professor level (p=0.25).  

There is an apparent trend towards significance between minority and nonminority 
salaries at the assistant professor rank (p=0.09). There remains no significant difference 
between underrepresented minority status and salaries at any rank. 

Prior studies have established that, when taken in isolation, gender appears to be a 
significant predictor of log salary. However, it was also found that after controlling for 
department, rank, and year of hire, gender is no longer a significant predictor of log 
salary. We repeated this regression to verify the continuation of this trend in Table 9 
(model 2014b). We also expanded the regression model to test for a significant 
interaction between gender and ethnicity with salary for faculty not flagged as 
nonresident aliens (model 2014a), and confirmed that gender and ethnicity together are 
not significant predictors of salary. 

12 Assuming these are 12 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 71% chance of reporting at 
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤.10, and a 34% chance of reporting two false 
positives. 
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Table 9: Regression of log salary by gender, rank, department, and year of hire 
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 

2014a 2014b 2012 2010 2005 2000 
Intercept 11.98 11.99  11.90  11.84  11.69 11.55 

(0.06)*** (0.06)*** (0.06)*** (0.06) (0.06)*** (0.06)*** 
Female  0.01 -0.00  -0.01  -0.03  -0.02  

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 
vs. Male NonMin
 Female 0.02 

(0.02)
 Female Min. 0.01 

(0.03)
 Male Min. 0.03 

(0.03) 
Rank vs. 
Professor 
Assistant -0.75 -0.74 -0.74 -0.73 -0.82 -0.76 

(0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** 
 Associate -0.44 -0.44 -0.45 -0.43 -0.47 -0.47 

(0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.02)*** 
 Named 0.30 0.29 0.25 0.27 N.S. N.S. 

(0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** 
Department†  ***  ***  ***  *** *** *** 
Year of Hire 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** (0.00)*** 
R2 0.72 0.73 0.74 0.73 0.68 0.70 
N 640 684 672 663 586 513 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. 
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  
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II.2. Tenured/tenure eligible faculty starting salary distribution 

Table 10 displays mean starting salaries by rank and gender for the time periods 
considered, uncorrected for inflation. 

Table 10: Mean starting salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented 
minority status (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 

Gender Minority Underrepresented Minority
Female Male Yes No  Yes No

2009 to 2014 
Assistant 84,268 92,948 84,631 86,352 89,363 85,646 

(17,895)** (22,572)** (23,577) (16,518) (30,080) (16,647) 
Associate without 
tenure 

†  † †  † †  † 

Associate with 114,512  122,067  128,333  112,580  †  † 
tenure (26,677) (24,108) (24,427) (26,707) 
Full 201,250 216,447  † † † †

(26,559) (63,832) 
Named † † † † †  † 

2003 to 2008  
Assistant 71,890 77,050  74,912  75,639  73,642  75,692  

(13,533)* (13,588)* (13,317) (13,584) (15,050) (13,317) 
Associate without †  † † † †  † 
tenure 
Associate with 97,205  107,016  99,002  104,124  101,448  102,560  
tenure  (18,100) (18,650)* (17,966) (20,187) (21,759) (19,103) 
Full 142,850 163,253  160,997  158,696  †  † 

(30,095)** (47,313)** (29,898) (45,201) 
Named † † † † † †

†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10.  

Two-sample t-tests were run to compare the average salaries of faculty within each 
cohort, starting rank, and category, making 30 tests in total. There was an apparent trend 
towards significance13 upon comparing male and female starting salary in four of the 
tests: at the assistant professor rank in the recent cohort (p=0.03) and at multiple ranks in 
the prior cohort (p=0.05 for assistants, p=0.07 for associates with tenure, and p=0.4 for 
full professors) 

There were no apparent trends toward significance in minority or underrepresented 
minority status and starting salaries at any rank.  

A linear regression model on log starting salary was constructed to test the relationship 
between log starting salary and gender for new hires (Table 11). After controlling for 
starting rank, department, and year of hire, gender continues to not be a significant 

13 Assuming these are 30 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 96% chance of reporting at 
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤0.1, an 82% chance of reporting two false positives, 
a 59% chance of reporting three, and a 35% chance of reporting four. 
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predictor of log starting salary. Instead, rank, department, and year of hire appear to 
explain the majority of the variance in log salary.  

Table 11: Linear regression of log starting salary (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 
 2014a 2014b 

Intercept 11.78 (0.17)*** 11.78 (0.17)*** 
Female  -0.01 (0.02) 
vs. Male NonMin
 Female -0.01 (0.02)
 Female Min. -0.01 (0.03)
 Male Min.  0.00 (0.02) 
Starting Rank vs. Professor 
 Assistant  -0.77 (0.02)***  -0.75 (0.02)*** 
 Associate without tenure  -0.56 (0.07)***  -0.52 (0.07)*** 
 Associate with tenure  -0.41 (0.03)***  -0.38 (0.03)*** 
 Named Professor  0.07 (0.06)  0.06 (0.06) 
Department†  ***  *** 
Year of hire  0.03 (0.00)***  0.03 (0.00)*** 
R2  0.84  0.84 
N  373  425 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. 
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  

II.3. Contract faculty current salary distribution 

Table 12 displays mean salaries by rank and gender and minority status for contract 
faculty. 

Table 12: Mean salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented minority 
status (contract faculty) 

Gender Minority Underrepresented Minority
Female Male Yes No Yes No

 Clin. Assistant 69,458 73,826 ††† ††† ††† †††
(8,065)* (7,728)* 

 Clin. Associate 81,429 91,212 82,690 89,721 †††  ††† 
(12,755)* (19,750)* (11,682) (19,407) 

 Clin. Professor 103,158 109,771 †††* †††* †††** †††**
(23,427) (26,991) 

 Lang. Lectr. 51,165 51,356 51,408 51,364 ††† †††
(2,265) (1,632) (2,892) (1,657) 

 Sr. Lang. Lectr. 58,355 57,599 57,084 57,798 56,305 57,785 
(5,681) (6,591) (2,333) (5,843) (2,776) (5,431) 

 Master Teacher 67,282 71,860 66,449 69,920 66,208 69,749 
(9,605) (19,773) (5,696) (16,428) (3,877) (16,073) 

Note: Non-resident aliens and unreported ethnicity excluded from minority analyses. 
†Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  
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Within each rank and category, salaries were tested with a two-sample t-test, making 18 
tests in all. In 4 of the tests, there are apparent trends towards significant differences14: 
between genders in clinical ranks (p=0.07 for clinical assistants and p=0.09 for clinical 
associates), and between minority statuses for clinical professors (p=0.03 for URM, 
p=0.10 for minority). 

Prior studies have established that, when taken in isolation, gender appears to be a 
significant predictor of log salary. In 2010, it was also found that after controlling for 
department, rank, and year of hire, gender remained a significant predictor of log salary. 
We repeated this regression to verify the continuation of this trend. In 2014, as in 2012, it 
appears that there is a decreasing but still significant relationship between gender and log 
salary after controlling for rank, department, and year of hire.  

Table 13: Regression of log salary by gender, rank, department, and year of hire 
(contract faculty) 

 2014a 2014b 2012 2010 2005 2000 
Intercept 10.97 10.95 10.87 10.83 10.45 10.65 

(0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.12)*** (0.15)*** (0.06)*** (0.32)*** 
Female  -0.03 -0.03 -0.04  0.00 -0.00 

(0.01)*  (0.01)** (0.02)** (0.03) (0.08) 
vs. Male NonMin
 Female -0.02 

(0.01)
 Female Min. -0.04 

(0.03)
 Male Min. -0.01 

(0.03) 

Contract 0.18 -0.01 
(0.05) (0.25) 

vs. Sr Lang Lectr
 Clin. Assistant 0.22 0.21 0.25 0.27 

(0.04)*** (0.04)*** (0.04)*** (0.05)*** 
 Clin. Associate 0.32 0.33 0.34 0.37 

(0.04)*** (0.03)*** (0.03)*** (0.05)*** 
 Clin. Professor 0.44 0.43  0.50 0.62 

(0.04)*** (0.04)*** (0.04)*** (0.06)*** 
 Lang. Lectr. -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.09 

(0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.02)*** (0.04)** 
Master Teacher 0.18 0.19 0.27  0.26 

(0.04)*** (0.03)*** (0.12)** (0.15)*  
Department† *** *** *** *** *** N.S. 
Year of hire -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 

(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.12)*** 
R2 .79 .80 .84 .81 .77 .69 
N 323 365 330 293 124 46 

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. 
†Due to the number of variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown.  
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10 

14 Assuming these are 18 independent tests, it should be noted that there is an 85% chance of reporting at 
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤ .10, a 55% chance of reporting two false positives, 
and a 27% chance of three false positives. 
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II.4. Contract faculty starting salary distribution 

Table 14 displays mean starting salaries by rank and gender for the time periods 
considered, uncorrected for inflation. 

Table 14: Mean starting salary by gender, minority status, and underrepresented 
minority status (contract faculty) 

Gender Minority Underrepresented 
Minority  

Female Male Yes  No  Yes  No  
2009 to 2014 
Clin. Assistant 63,799  68,808  67,417  66,383  † †

(7,620)** (7,526)** (4,565) (7,603) 
Clin. Associate  † † † † † †

Clin. Professor † † † † † †

Lang. Lectr. 45,643  44,822  45,193  45,353  43,392  45,597  
(6,900) (6,178) (7,846) (6,185) (7,194) (6,482) 

Master Teacher 57,246  56,364  † † † †
(2,246) (2,248) 

2003 to 2008 
Clin. Assistant 62,444  59,173  † † † †

(12,837) (16,112) 
Clin. Associate  † † † † † †

Clin. Professor † † † † † †

Lang. Lectr.  42,059  43,746  41,983  43,253  41,400  43,231  
(4,231)*** (3,217)*** (3,620)** (3,579)** (3,805)** (3,481)** 

Master Teacher 53,215  57,088  † † † †
(3,144) (26,588) 

Note: Citizenship/Ethnicity data was missing for 4 contract new hires from the 2003 to 2008 cohort and 1 from the 2009 to 2014 
cohort †Categories with <=5 faculty are not reportable due to confidentiality concerns.  Means are compared with a two sample t-test 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10 

Two-sample t-tests were run to compare the average salaries of faculty within each 
cohort, starting rank, and category, making 30 distinct tests. There was an apparent trend 
towards significance15 upon comparing male and female recent clinical assistant starting 
salary (p=0.03), and the language lecturer starting salary for faculty in the early cohort 
(p<0.01). There was also an apparent significant difference between minority and non-
minority language lecturer starting salary in the earlier cohort (p=0.05, and p=0.01 for 
URM). 

15 Assuming these are 30 independent tests, it should be noted that there as a 98% chance of reporting at 
least one false positive with significance at a level of p≤0.1, an 90% chance of reporting two false positives, 
a 73% chance of reporting three, and a 51% chance of reporting four. 
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A linear regression model on log starting salary was constructed to test the relationship 
between log starting salary and gender for new contract faculty hires (Table 15). After 
controlling for starting rank, department, and year of hire, gender no longer remains a 
significant predictor of log starting salary.  

Table 15: Linear regression of log starting salary (contract faculty, 2003-2014) 
2014a 2014b

Intercept  10.82 (0.13)***  10.82 (0.13)*** 
Female  -0.01 (0.01) 
vs. Male NonMin
 Female -0.00 (0.02)
 Female Min.  0.00 (0.01)
 Male Min. -0.01 (0.02) 
Starting Rank vs. Sen. 
Lang. Lectr. 
 Clin. Assistant  0.31 (0.10)***  0.36 (0.10)*** 
 Clin. Associate  0.54 (0.10)***  0.56 (0.10)*** 
 Clin. Professor  0.94 (0.12)***  0.96 (0.12)*** 
 Lang. Lectr.  -0.12 (0.09)  -0.12 (0.09) 
 Master Teacher  0.11 (0.12)  0.12 (0.13) 
Department†  ***  *** 
Year of hire  0.02 (0.00)***  0.02 (0.00)*** 
R2  0.82  0.81 
N  416  483 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. 
†Due to the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  
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Part III: Tenured/tenure eligible career progression 

III.1. Tenure results of tenure-eligible new hires  

Out of the 118 tenure-eligible hires from 2003 to 2008, none are currently tenure-eligible: 
all have been denied tenure, granted tenure, or have resigned as of September 2014. The 
null hypothesis that gender and tenure outcome are independent was not rejected using 
Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.75). Gender and tenure outcome are not associated. The similar 
distributions of outcomes for male and female tenure-eligible faculty in this cohort are 
visually depicted in Figures 10 and 11. 

Figure 10: 2014 Status of female tenure eligible new hires (2003 to 2008) 

Denied, 2 

Granted 
32 

Departed 
9 

5% 

74% 

21% 

Figure 11: 2014 Status of male tenure eligible new hires (2003 to 2008) 

Denied, 3 

Granted 
60 

Departed 
12 4% 

80% 

16% 
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III.2. Progression of recent associate professor hires to full professor 

Out of the 54 associate professor hires from 2003 to 2008, 23 have been promoted and 9 
have departed prior to promotion. The distributions of outcomes for male and female 
faculty in this cohort are visually depicted in Figures 12 and 13. 

The null hypothesis that gender and promotion are independent for this cohort was 
rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.03). Gender and promotion from associate to full 
professor rank are associated when no other variables are considered. Controlling for 
division, the null hypothesis was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test for humanities 
(p=0.28), social science (p=1), or science (p=0.44). Within each division, gender and 
promotion from associate to full professor are not associated.

 Figure 12: 2014 Status of female associate professor new hires (2003 to 2008) 

Figure 13: 2014 Status of male associate professor new hires (2003 to 2008) 
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III.3. Progression from full to named professor 

From 2007 through 2013, there were 410 unique individuals who held the rank of full 
professor with tenure. Of these, 21 appeared in the A&S record for only a single year and 
389 continued into a next year. Of these, 37 were appointed to a named professorship in a 
next year. These 37 appointments can be compared against the number of individuals (37 
is 9.5% of 389 individuals), and they can also be compared against the total number of 
years each of these individuals appeared in the seven years studied (37 is 1.8% of 2017 
opportunities for the 389 individuals to have been appointed as named chairs.) These 
appointments to named professorships are summarized in Table 16. 

Table 16: Appointments from full professor to named professor (2007-2013) 
Number of
Individuals  

Appointed for 
more than one Year

Total Study 
Years  

Appointed 
as Professor 

Number of  
Appointments 

To Named 
Professor 

Percent of 
Individuals  
Appointed 

Percent of Named 
Appointments vs. 
Years Appointed  

Gender 
Female 91 465 8 8.8% 1.7%
Male 298 1552 29 9.7% 1.9%
Minority 
Yes 53 238 3 5.7% 1.3%
No 324 1717 34 10.5% 2.0%
Underrepresented 
Minority 
Yes 33 158 3 9.1% 1.9%
No 344 1797 34 9.9% 1.9%

The null hypothesis that gender and appointment from full to named professor were 
independent during for professors with tenure appointed during the years 2007-2013 was 
not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=0.436, p=0.83). It was also not rejected when 
individuals’ number of years appointed was not considered, with the chi-square statistic 
(χ2=0.716, p=0.79). Gender and appointment to named professorship are not associated.  

The null hypothesis that minority status and appointment from full to named professor 
were independent during for professors with tenure appointed during the years 2007-2013 
was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.61). It was also not rejected when 
individuals’ number of years appointed was not considered, with the chi-square statistic 
(χ2=1.202, p=0.27). Minority status and appointment to named professorship are not 
associated. 

The null hypothesis that underrepresented minority status and appointment from full to 
named professor were independent during for professors with tenure appointed during the 
years 2007-2013 was not rejected using Fisher’s Exact Test (p=1.00). It was also not 
rejected when individuals’ number of years appointed was not considered, using Fisher’s 
Exact Test (p=1.00). Underrepresented minority and appointment to named professorship 
are not associated.  
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Part IV: Gender and minority status versus non-salaried opportunities 

IV.1. Internal research support (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 

The proportion of tenured/tenure eligible faculty receiving internal research support is 
shown in Table 17, and analysis of the amount of support in Table 18. Support is defined 
as a transfer from an internal operating budget into an internal Arts & Science fund 
managed by or for the faculty member. 

Table 17: Received internal research support by gender and minority status 
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)

Gender Minority Underrepresented 
Minority

Female Male Yes  No Yes No 
2014 164 (77%) 274 (57%) 72 (65%) 340 (64%) 45 (74%) 367 (63%) 
2012 160 (75%) 265 (56%) 70 (64%) 339 (63%) 40 (74%) 369 (62%) 
2010 149 (77%) 256 (53%) 71 (66%) 332 (59%) 42 (81%) 361 (58%) 
2005 107 (70%) 213 (49%) 57 (65%) 263 (52%) 38 (76%) 282 (52%) 
2000 72 (59%) 143 (37%)  36 (51%) 179 (40%) 27 (64%) 188 (40%) 

Gender and underrepresented minority status are both associated with whether or not a 
tenured/tenure eligible faculty member receives support, with female faculty being more 
likely to receive support (χ2=25.72, p<.0001) and underrepresented minority faculty 
being more likely to receive support (χ2=2.91, p=.09). Minority status is not associated 
with receiving research support (χ2=0.07 p=0.79). 

Table 18: Linear regression on log internal research support (tenured/tenure 
eligible faculty)

2014 2012 2010 2005 2000 
Intercept 9.21 9.02 9.18 8.64 8.62 

(0.15)*** (0.18)*** (0.15)*** (0.16)*** (0.21)*** 
Female 0.05 -0.03 (0.06) -0.01 (0.06) 0.00 0.06 

(0.06) (0.06) (0.09) 
Rank vs. Professor
 Assistant -0.81 -0.69 -0.72 -0.99 -0.87 

(0.09)*** (0.10)*** (0.09)*** (0.09)*** (0.13)*** 
 Associate -0.41 -0.33 -0.32 -0.49 -0.61 

(0.07)*** (0.08)*** (0.07)***  (0.08) (0.13)*** 
 Named 0.34 0.57 0.73 

(0.09)*** (0.10)*** (0.09)*** 
Department† *** *** *** *** *
Year of hire 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02

(0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.00)***  (0.01)*** 
R2 0.44 0.47 0.49 0.45 0.42
N 436 420 405 320 215

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. Two faculty with missing year of hire data were excluded. 
†Due the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10.  
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Gender is again not a significant predictor of the amount of log internal research support 
after considering rank, department, and year of hire. 

IV.2. Internal research support (contract faculty) 

The proportion of tenured/tenure eligible faculty receiving internal research support is 
shown in Table 19, and analysis of the amount of support in Table 20. Support is defined 
as a transfer from an internal operating budget into an internal Arts & Science fund 
managed by or for the faculty member. 

Table 19: Received internal research support by gender and minority status 
(contract faculty)  

Gender Minority Underrepresented 
Minority

Female Male Yes No Yes No 
2014 169 (88%) 131 (76%) 47 (85%) 219 (82%) 22 (92%) 244 (82%) 
2012 149 (86%) 136 (79%) 52 (83%) 208 (84%) 26 (87%) 234 (83%) 
2010 129 (87%) 112 (77%) 56 (84%) 184 (81%) 28 (82%) 212 (82%) 
2005   46 (74%)   29 (47%) 20 (69%)   55 (58%)   7 (77%)   68 (59%) 
2000 4 (17%) 5 (22%)   3 (20%) 6 (19%)   1 (50%) 8 (18%) 

In 2014, gender is again associated with whether or not a contract faculty member 
receives support, with female faculty being more likely to receive support (χ2=8.08, 
p<0.01). Neither minority nor underrepresented minority status is significantly associated 
with receiving research support (χ2=0.44 p=0.51 and χ2=1.55 p=0.21). 

Table 20: Linear regression on log internal research support (contract faculty) 
2014 2012 2010 2005 

Intercept 7.56 7.67 7.68 7.06 
(0.04)*** (0.33)*** (0.37)*** (0.08)*** 

Female -0.02 -0.03  -0.03  0.00 
(0.02) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06) 

Department† *** *** *** *** 
Year of hire -0.00 -0.02 -0.02 -0.05 

(0.00) (0.00)*** (0.00)*** (0.01)*** 
R2 0.86 0.54 0.55 0.76 
N 300 274 241 75 

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. 
†Due to the number of dummy variables, only the overall significance of the variable department is shown. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  

In 2014 gender is again not a significant predictor of the amount of log internal research 
support after considering rank, department, and year of hire. 
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IV.3. Instructional load (tenured/tenure eligible faculty) 

Table 21 shows that there is no significant difference between the number of academic 
year scheduled courses assigned to male and female faculty, nor between groups of 
faculty based on minority status.  

Table 21: Courses assigned with enrollments by gender, minority status 
(tenured/tenure eligible faculty)

Gender Minority  Underrepresented
Minority 

Female Male Yes No Yes No 

Number of 
Courses 

1.93 
(1.34) 

1.83 
(1.27) 

1.74 
(1.41) 

1.90 
(1.28) 

1.92 
(1.57) 

1.87 
(1.29) 

Number of 
Students 

44.68 
(53.30)** 

56.75 
(94.16)** 

44.47 
(52.88)*  

54.86 
(92.84)*  

50.72 
(60.17) 

55.00 
(90.90) 

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  

IV.4. Instructional load (contract faculty) 

Table 22 shows that there is no significant difference between the number of academic 
year scheduled courses assigned to male and female contract faculty. Female contract 
faculty teach significantly fewer students, on average, in the 2014 academic year. There 
is a significant difference in the number of courses taught when faculty are grouped by 
minority status, which weakens when faculty are grouped by underrepresented minority 
status. 

Table 22: Courses assigned with enrollments by gender, minority status       
(contract faculty) 

Gender Minority  Underrepresented 
Minority

Female Male Yes No Yes No 

Number of 
Courses 

3.80 
(2.72) 

3.58 
(2.03) 

4.35 
(1.92)*** 

3.53 
(2.46)*** 

4.46 
(1.86)*  

3.60 
(2.43)*  

Number of 
Students 

70.83 
(75.45)*** 

111.20 
(176.20)*** 

106.90 
(155.00) 

88.47 
(134.50) 

83.83 
(77.15) 

92.23 
(141.90) 

Note: Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
***p<.01 **p<.05 *p<.10  
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IV.5. Faculty retention 
13 faculty members received outside offers in the 2013-2014 academic year. 12 of these 
outside offers were followed up by a counter offer from NYU, and 10 of these were 
retained. Table 23 displays counts by gender, minority status, and rank. 

Table 23: Outside offers & counter offers
2014 2012 2010

Outside
Offer  

Recorded 

Counter 
Offer  
Issued  

Counter 
Offer  

Accepted 

Outside 
Offer  

Recorded 

Counter
Offer  
Issued  

Counter 
Offer  

Accepted 

Outside 
Offer  

Recorded 

Counter 
Offer  
Issued  

Counter 
Offer  

Accepted 
Gender  
Female 3 2 1 6 6 6 6 4 3
Male 10 10 9 11 11 11 10 7 5 

Minority  
Yes 3 2 2 5 5 5 7 6 4
No 10 9 8 11 11 11 9 5 4

URM
Yes 3 2 2 3 3 3 0 0 0
No 10 9 8 13 13 13 16 11 8 

Rank  
Assistant  Professor 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 2 1
Associate Professor 3 2 1 5 5 5 7 6 4
Professor 6 6 6 9 9 9 3 1 1
Named  Professor 2 2 1 0 0 0 2 2 2
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IV.6. Juried awards 
Table 24 displays counts of nominations for 17 external awards programs in the 2010, 
2012, and 2014 academic years. Awards included topic specific awards, early career 
awards, and major national research awards.16 Faculty who were nominated for more than 
one award are counted multiple times. If there were multiple nominees for an award, then 
all nominees are included in these counts. As the majority of these award programs reside 
in the tenure eligible ranks in the sciences, a distribution by gender, minority, and rank in 
the sciences from the 2014 cross section is shown for comparison. 

Table 24: External award nominations 
2013-14 2011-12 2009-10 Total Percent Percent in 

Sciences, 2014 
Gender 
Female 2 3 3 8 17% 17% 
Male 8 14 17 39 83% 83% 
Minority 
Yes 3 4 2 9 21% 16% 
No 7 10 17 34 79% 84% 
Underrepresented Minority 
Yes 3 0 0 3 7% 5% 
No 7 14 19 40 93% 95% 
Rank 
Assistant Professor 6 14 9 28 61% 16% 
Associate Professor 4 1 1 6 13% 20% 
Professor 0 2 5 7 15% 52% 
Named Professor 0 0 1 1 2% 12% 
Master Teacher 0 0 1 1 2% 0% 
Emeritus 0 0 3 3 7% 0% 

20% of 2013-14’s nominations were of female faculty, and 30% of awards to non-
resident-aliens were of minority faculty. 30% were underrepresented minority. 60% of 
nominations were of faculty at the assistant professor rank, and 40% were of faculty at 
the associate professor rank. 

Fisher’s Exact Tests comparing nominees against the 2014 science faculty show that 
there is again no association between gender and receiving a nomination (p=1), minority 
status and receiving a nomination (p=0.36). This year there is a relationship between 
URM status and receiving a nomination (p<0.01), in that underrepresented minorities 
were more likely to be nominated.  

16 The external awards programs include: Andrew Mellon New Directions Fellowship, Blavatnik Awards 
for Young Scientists, Dana Foundation Program in the Neuroimmunology of Brain Infections and Cancers, 
Ellison Medical Foundation, Holberg Prize, James S. McDonnell Foundation, Mellon Foundation Emeritus 
Fellowship Program, Microsoft Research Faculty Fellowship, National Endowment for the Humanities 
Awards, National Science Foundation Integrative Graduate Education and Research Traineeship (IGERT), 
National Science Foundation Major Research Instrumentation Award, Pew Scholars Program in the 
Biomedical Sciences, Packard Fellowship for Science & Engineering, Rita Allen Foundation Scholars 
Program, Searle Scholars Program, Sloan Research Fellowship, and the William T. Grant Scholars Program 
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IV.7. Teaching awards 

A breakdown of the Golden Dozen Teaching Awards made since 2009-10, as reported on 
the College of Arts & Science website17 is in Table 25. 

Table 25: Golden Dozen nominations 
 2013-

14  
2012-

13  
2011-

12  
2010-

11  
2009-

10  
Total Percent Percent of

all 2014  
faculty, 

excluding 
LS  

 

Gender 
Female 9 6 7 4 5 31 52% 37% 
Male 3  6 5 8 7 29 48% 73% 
Minority 
Yes 3  0 1 0 1 5 9% 17% 
No 7 12 10 12 10 51 91% 83% 
Underrepresented 
Minority 
Yes 1 0 1 0 0 2 4% 9% 
No 9  12 10 12 11 54 96% 91% 
Rank 
Assistant Professor 3 0 2 2 0 7 12% 10% 
Associate Professor 2 4 2 2 4 14 23% 18% 
Professor 3 3 4 4 4 18 30% 32% 
Named Professor 1 1 0 0 0 2 3% 9% 
Clinical Instructor 0 1 0 0 0 1 2% 0% 
Clinical Assistant 1 0 0 1 0 2 2% 5% 
Professor 
Clinical Associate 1 0 0 1 2 4 7% 5% 
Professor 
Clinical Professor 0 2 1 3 5% 2% 
Language Lecturer 1 1 1 1 2 5 8% 9% 
Senior Language 1 0 3 0 0 4 7% 8% 
Lecturer 

Fisher’s exact tests comparing 2014 recipients against the 2014 faculty show an 
association between gender and receiving a Golden Dozen award (p=0.01), but no 
association between minority status and receiving an award (p=0.47), nor URM status 
and receiving an award (p=1.00). Given the five year totals are relatively evenly split 
between genders, the association with gender in 2014 does not appear to be systemic. 

17 http://cas.nyu.edu/page/teaching.awards
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IV.8. Opportunities to teach at portal campuses 
Table 26 reports the number of faculty teaching courses in 2014 outside of the 
Washington Square portal campus structure.  

Table 26: Instructors of courses in global portals, 2014 
 Total

Number  
 Number 

Leading 
Portal 

Courses 

Percentage 
Leading   
Portal     

Courses 
Tenured/tenure eligible 
Female 212 14 6.6%  
Male 479 43 9.0%  
Contract  
Female 193 3 1.5%  
Male 172 1 0.5%  

The null hypothesis that gender and opportunity to teach abroad for tenured/tenure 
eligible faculty was not rejected with the chi-square statistic (χ2=1.09, p=0.30). The null 
hypothesis that gender and opportunity to teach abroad for contract faculty was not 
rejected with Fisher’s Exact Test (p=0.63). There is no relationship between gender and 
opportunities to teach at NYU’s portal campuses. 
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