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Foreword

This publication utilizes data from the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF:99),
a study of faculty and ingtructional staff in postsecondary ingtitutions in the United States. The 1999
NSOPF and its predecessors, the 1988 and 1993 NSOPFs, were conducted by the National Center for
Education Statistics within the U.S. Department of Education to fill the information gap about this
important segment in postsecondary education. Additional support for NSOPF has been provided by the
National Endowment for the Humanities and the National Science Foundation. Since its inception,
NSOPF has stimulated wide interest at the federal, state, ingtitution, and individua levels. Organizations
and individual researchers have obtained faculty data that provided them with nationa estimates and
knowledge in genera about faculty backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads, compensation, and
attitudes.

A number of publications based on NSOPF.99 data are planned or have been recently released.
Topics of these publications include the use of the Internet/technology by faculty; faculty and staff who
taught classes to undergraduates; distance education taught by faculty; minority and women faculty; part-
time faculty; retirement and other departure plans of faculty; changes in the tenure status of faculty; and
institutional policies and practices regarding faculty in degree-granting institutions.

As soon as publications are released from NSOPF, they can be found and downloaded at the
NSOPF Web Site:  http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/insopf. Finally, researchers are encouraged to conduct their
own in-depth analysis of the data. For information about using NSOPF:99 data, please read the Technical
Notes to this report.

C. Dennis Carroll Andrew G. Madizio

Associate Commissioner Program Director

Postsecondary Statistics Division Postsecondary Longitudinal and
Sample Survey Studies
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Summary

The literature examining gender and race/ethnicity issues for faculty in postsecondary education
has relied largely on data from two national studies conducted by the U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES): the 1988 and 1993 Nationa Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF:88 and NSOPF:93), and the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System Fall Staff
Surveys (IPEDS-S). These studies have consistently shown that the vast mgjority of full- and part-time
faculty were White, non-Hispanic males (U.S. Department of Education, 1997, U.S. Department of
Education, 2000).

The purpose of this E.D. Tab is to describe how the gender and racial/ethnic composition of full-
and part-time instructional faculty and staff has changed between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998. In
addition to this more focused report, two new NCES publications use data from NSOPF:99 to explore
gender and racid/ethnic differences among faculty by severa outcome variables such as salary, tenure
status, and academic rank: Gender and Racial/Ethnic Differences in Salary and Other Characteristics of
Postsecondary Faculty (U.S. Department of Education 2002a) and Tenure Satus of Postsecondary
Instructional Faculty and Saff, 1992—98 (U.S. Department of Education 2002b).

The data for this report are analyzed by ingtitution level, type and control, and academic program.*
The analyses are based on instructional faculty and staff; that is, faculty and staff with some for-credit
teaching responsibilities. The first part of the summary will focus on changes in the gender composition
of instructional faculty and staff, and the second part will discuss changes in the racial/ethnic composition
of instructional faculty and staff?

All comparative statements in this report have been tested for statistical significance and are
significant at the 0.05 level. However, not al dtatisticaly significant comparisons are presented in the
text. In this report, some differences that appear large may not be statistically significant due in part to
the relatively large standard errors surrounding the estimates because of small sample sizes.

Changesin the Composition of Faculty by Gender

Data from the NSOPF:99 indicate that some changes occurred in the gender composition of both
full- and part-time instructional faculty and staff between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998. Among
full-time faculty over the 6-year period, the percentage who were female increased by 3 percent from
33 percent to 36 percent across al ingtitutions (table 1A). Similar changes in the gender composition of
part-time faculty occurred between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 (table 1B). Across all institutions,
there was an increase in the percentage of part-time faculty who were female (from 45 to 48 percent).

! Institution types are based on the Carnegie classification and whether the institution is public or private not-for-profit. To improve readability,
the phrase “ not-for-profit” may be excluded when referring to “private not-for-profit” institutions. Private for-profit ingtitutions are not part of
the population for the NSOPF study. See the Technical Notes for a discussion of the ingtitution types and the Glossary for a description of
program areas used in this report.

2 American Indian/Alaska Native respondents made up only 0.8 percent of the overall sample. Because the group is so small, analyses involving
the comparison of this group to others, particularly if subdivided further, are inadvisable because the resulting standard errors are very large and
very few apparent differences would achieve dtatistical significance. For this reason, this report excludes the American Indian/Alaska Native
category from analysis, though estimates for this group are shown in the tables.
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Gender Changes by Levd of Ingtitution

Full-Time Faculty

Similar to the overall percentage of full-time instructiona faculty who were female, the percentage
of female full-time instructional faculty in 4-year ingtitutions increased by 3 percent over the 6-year
period, and the percentage in 2-year institutions increased by 5 percent (table 1A).

In spite of this gain, the gender gap persisted among full-time faculty in 4-year ingtitutions in the
fall of 1998 (67 percent male vs. 33 percent female), asit did across all types of postsecondary ingtitutions
(64 percent male vs. 36 percent femae). In 2-year institutions in the fall of 1998, there was no significant
difference between the proportion of mae and female full-time instructiona faculty (50 percent each);
whereas in the fall of 1992, full-time instructiona faculty were more likely to be male than female (54
percent male vs. 46 percent female).

Part-Time Faculty

Several changes occurred in the gender composition of part-time instructiona faculty (table 1B).
Across ingtitutions, there was an increase in the percentage of faculty who were female (from 45 percent
to 48 percent). Over the 6-year period, the percentage of female faculty who taught in 2-year institutions
increased 5 percent (from 44 percent in 1992 to 49 percent in 1998). Mirroring the pattern that existed
among mae and female full-time faculty, the gender gap that existed between mae and female part-time
faculty in the fall of 1992 (56 percent male vs. 44 percent female) was no longer significant by the fall of
1998 (51 percent male vs. 49 percent female; table 1B).

Gender Changes by Type and Control of Institution

Full-Time Faculty

The analysis of the gender composition of faculty between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 by
type and control of indtitution revealed that most, but not al, of the changes occurred in public
ingtitutions. The proportion of females among full-time faculty increased in public ingtitutions (from 34
percent in 1992 to 37 percent in 1998; table 1A). The percentage of female faculty who taught full-time
in public research, public comprehensive, public 2-year, and private doctoral ingtitutions increased
between the fall of 1992 and the fal of 1998 (table 2A). Over the 6-year period, the increase in the
percentage of female faculty was larger for those teaching in private doctoral ingtitutions than for female
faculty teaching in either public comprehensive or public 2-year ingtitutions.

Part-Time Faculty

Among part-time instructiona faculty, the only gender changes that occurred over the 6-year
period were an increase in the proportion of female faculty overall (from 45 to 48 percent) and an increase
in the proportion of female faculty who taught in public 2-year ingtitutions (from 43 to 48 percent; table
2B).



Gender Changesby Program Areain 4-Year Institutions

Full-Time Faculty

Between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998, the percentage of female full-time faculty teaching in
4-year indtitutions across al program areas increased by 3 percent over the 6-year period (from 30 to 33
percent; table 3A). For example, over this 6-year period, there was an increase in the percentage of
female faculty teaching in the socia sciences (from 26 to 30 percent). Although in the fall of 1998, male
full-time faculty were more likely than femae full-time faculty in 4-year institutions to teach in the
natural sciences (79 percent vs. 21 percent), the proportion of female full-time faculty teaching in this
area increased over the 6-year period.® In the fall of 1992, education was the only area in which there
were no significant differences between male and female faculty (table 3A). By the fall of 1998, female
faculty outnumbered male faculty in this area.

Part-Time Faculty

Across al program areas, there were no significant changes in the proportion of mae and femae
part-time faculty teaching at 4-year institutions between 1992 and 1998 (table 3B). In specific program
areas, however, some gender changes did occur, with the proportion of female faculty increasing in some
areas and decreasing in others. For example, in the fall of 1992, part-time male faculty were more likely
than their female counterparts to teach in the fine arts. By the fall of 1998, no differences were detected
between mae and femae faculty teaching in this program area.  Conversdly, in the fal of 1992, no
differences were detected in the proportion of male and female faculty teaching in the socia sciences.
However, in the fal of 1998, part-time mae faculty were more likely than their female counterparts to
teach in the socia sciences. The differences in the proportions of male and femae part-time faculty
teaching in the health sciences in both the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 were not significant.

Gender Changesby Program Areain 2-Year Ingtitutions

Full-Time Faculty

Consistent with the findings for 4-year institutions, the proportion of female faculty teaching full
time in 2-year ingtitutions increased in the natural sciences (from 33 to 42 percent), the socia sciences
(from 34 to 46 percent), and education (from 68 to 81 percent) between the fall of 1992 and the fall of
1998 (table 4A). While male faculty dominated most remaining areas in both years, female faculty were
more likely than their male counterparts to teach in the areas of education and the health sciences in both
1992 and 1998.

Part-Time Faculty

Among part-time faculty teaching business in 2-year ingtitutions, the percentage of female faculty
increased between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 (35 to 49 percent; table 4B). However, the
percentage of female part-time faculty who taught engineering in 2-year ingtitutions declined over the
6-year period (from 13 to 2 percent). Within program years, there were more male than female part-time
faculty teaching business and the socia sciences in 2-year institutions in the fall of 1992. However, by

% The apparent changein the proportion of female faculty teaching in the field of engineering between the fall of 1992 and 1998 is not statistically
significant.



the fall of 1998, no differences were detected between male and female part-time faculty teaching in these
areas. Conversdy, there were more femae part-time faculty in 2-year ingtitutions than male part-time
faculty teaching in the humanities in the fall of 1992, but by the fall of 1998, there were no significant
differences between male and female part-time faculty teaching in the humanities (table 4B).

Changesin the Composition of Faculty by Race/Ethnicity

White, non-Hispanic faculty continued to hold the vast magjority of full-time postions in
postsecondary institutions (87 percent in 1992 and 85 percent in 1998; table 5A). The only identifiable
change overal was in the percentage of Hispanic full-time faculty across al institutions, which increased
between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998.

Race/Ethnicity Changes by Level and Type of I nstitution

Examining changes by institution level and type shows that there was an increase in the percentage
of Hispanic full-time faculty teaching in 4-year ingtitutions between the fall of 1992 and the fal of 1998
(table 5A). The percentage of White, non-Hispanic full-time faculty teaching in 4-year institutions
declined between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 (from 87 to 85 percent). There was also an increase
in the percentage of Hispanic full-time faculty teaching in public institutions during the 6-year period
(teble 5A).

There were no changes in minority and White, non-Hispanic full-time faculty teaching in 2-year
ingtitutions between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998.

Race/Ethnicity Changes by Control of Institution

Examining changes by control of institution shows that there was a decline in the percentage of
White, non-Hispanic full-time faculty teaching at public research institutions over the 6-year period (from
88 to 85 percent; table 6A). There were no significant differences between minority and White, non-
Hispanic part-time faculty by control of ingtitution (table 6B).

Race/Ethnicity Changes by Program Areain 4-Year |nstitutions

Full-Time Faculty

In individual program areas, severa changes occurred in the racia/ethnic composition of
instructional faculty and staff in 4-year ingtitutions. The percentage of Asian/Pacific Idander full-time
faculty teaching in the social sciences increased between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998 (from 3 to 6
percent; table 7A). The percentage of Hispanic full-time faculty declined from 3 to 1 percent among
those teaching in the fine arts, while Hispanic faculty increased from 4 to 6 percent among those teaching
in the humanities. Over the 6-year period, there was a decline in the percentage of White, non-Hispanic
full-time faculty who taught in the humanities and social sciences.



Part-Time Faculty

There were aso severa changes in individual program areas among part-time minority and White,
non-Hispanic faculty and staff who taught in 4-year ingtitutions. The percentage of Black, non-Hispanic
part-time faculty decreased in two program areas—education and the fine arts—and increased in the
socia sciences (table 7B). The percentage of Hispanic part-time faculty in 4-year institutions who taught
in “dl other fields’ (i.e., other than agriculture/home economics, business, education, engineering, fine
arts, health sciences, humanities, natural sciences, and social sciences) increased during the 6-year period
(from 2 to 5 percent), as did the percentage of White, non-Hispanic part-time faculty teaching the fine arts
(from 90 to 94 percent).

There were no significant differences between minority and White, non-Hispanic faculty who
taught part-time or full-time in 2-year ingtitutions between the fall of 1992 and the fall of 1998.*

4 Compared to 4-year institutions, estimates for 2-year institutions were based on small sample sizes and generally had larger standard errors.
Thus, some differences that appear large for 2-year institutions were less likely to be stetistically significant.
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Table 1A.—Percentage distribution of full-time instructional faculty and staff, by gender and by
type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type of institution Male Female

1992 1998 1992 1998

AlLINSHTULIONS ... 66.8 63.7 33.2 36.3
All 4-year institutions 70.2 67.0 29.8 33.0
All 2-year ingtitutions 54.4 49.6 45.6 50.4
All public iNSHIULIONS.......oveveieieecceee e 66.5 62.8 335 37.2
All private not-for-profit institutions...............c.ccvennee.. 67.5 65.9 325 34.1

*All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 1B.—Percentage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff, by gender and by
type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type of institution Male Female

1992 1998 1992 1998

AlLINSHTULIONS ... 55.4 52.2 44.6 479
All 4-year institutions 55.0 531 45.0 46.9
All 2-year ingtitutions 55.9 50.9 44.2 49.1
All public iNSHIULIONS.......oveveieieecceee e 55.3 51.0 4.7 49.0
All private not-for-profit institutions...............c.ccvennee.. 55.8 54.7 44.2 45.3

*All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).



Table 2A . —Per centage distribution of full-time instructional faculty and staff, by gender and by
type and control of ingtitution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type and control of institution Male Femde

1992 1998 1992 1998

AlLINSHTULIONSE ... 66.8 63.7 33.2 36.3
PUBIIC reSBarCh ..o 76.7 705 233 295
Private not-for-profit research.... 69.1 739 30.9 26.2
PUDIIC dOCLOral? ...t 69.9 66.7 30.1 333
Private not-for-profit doctoral? ............ceoeevveinnnccnennns 76.4 63.6 236 36.4
Public COMPreNeNSIVE.........coveirriieerreeeee e 66.1 61.7 33.9 38.3
Private not-for-profit comprehensive............ccccoevvecnenns 64.9 63.3 351 36.7
Private not-for-profit liberal arts..........c.ccoecvveinrncicnennns 61.1 62.2 38.9 37.9
54.7 50.1 453 49.9

70.5 67.9 29.5 321

! All public and private not-for-profit Title 1V degree-granting ingtitutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
2 Includes institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.
% Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 2B.—Per centage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff, by gender and by
type and control of ingtitution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type and control of institution Male Femde

1992 1998 1992 1998

AlLINSHTULIONSE ... 55.4 52.2 44.6 479
PUBIIC reSBarCh ..o 56.7 55.2 433 448
Private not-for-profit research.... 58.7 60.3 41.3 39.8
PUDIIC dOCLOral? ...t 55.4 49.6 44.6 50.4
Private not-for-profit doctoral? ............ceoeevveinnnccnennns 63.1 58.6 36.9 41.4
Public COMPreNeNSIVE.........coveirriieerreeeee e 49.0 46.5 51.0 535
Private not-for-profit comprehensive............ccccoevvecnenns 56.4 59.1 43.6 40.9
Private not-for-profit liberal arts..........c.ccoecvveinrncicnennns 46.6 44.0 534 56.1
56.6 51.8 434 48.2

56.0 54.3 44.0 458

! All public and private not-for-profit Title 1V degree-granting ingtitutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
2 Includes ingtitutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.
% Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary
Faculty (NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 3A.—Percentage distribution of full-time instructional faculty and staff in 4-year ingtitutions,
by gender and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Program area Male Female

1992 1998 1992 1998

All program areas in 4-year institutions.............c.cccc...... 70.2 67.0 29.8 33.0
Agriculture/home economics 77.3 81.8 22.7 18.2
BUSINESS......oveeeeeveiennns 76.4 73.2 23.6 26.9
Education 52.7 459 47.3 541
ENQINEEITING....ciiiieeiiireee et 94.2 90.8 58 9.2
L T ST R 67.3 68.4 32.7 31.6
HEAIth SCIENCES......cviieecece e 58.5 575 415 425
[ (010072 0 (1= 62.2 58.8 37.8 41.2
NGIUrAl SCIENCES......veivecriiteitecteerererie e sre sttt eenens 83.3 79.2 16.7 20.8
Social SCiences..........on.... 73.9 69.7 26.1 30.3
All other fields. 68.4 66.6 31.6 334

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 3B.—Percentage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 4-year
institutions, by gender and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Program area Male Female

1992 | 1908 192 | 1998

All program areas in 4-year institutions.............c.cccc...... 55.0 53.1 45.0 46.9
Agriculture/home economics # # # #
BUSINESS......oveeeeeveiennns 75.0 70.3 25.0 29.7
Education 35.6 33.0 64.4 67.0
ENQINEEITING....ciiiieeiiireee et 95.9 94.8 41 52
L T ST R 55.0 475 45.0 525
HEAIth SCIENCES......cviieecece e 51.3 48.0 48.7 52.0
HUMANIIES ...t 40.8 41.3 59.2 58.7
NGIUrAl SCIENCES......veivecriiteitecteerererie e sre sttt eenens 68.7 64.4 313 35.6
Social SCiences..........on.... 53.7 59.7 46.3 40.3
All other fields. 56.8 59.8 43.2 40.3

#Too small to report.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 4A.—Per centage distribution of full-time instructional faculty and staff in 2-year ingtitutions,
by gender and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Program area Male Female

1992 1998 1992 1998

All program areas in 2-year institutions.............c.c.c....... 54.4 49.6 45.6 50.4
Agriculture/lhome economics 63.8 739 36.2 26.1
BUSINESS......cccveririeirienene 49.1 431 50.9 56.9
Education 324 195 67.6 80.5
ENQINEEITING....ciiiieeiiireee et 92.6 90.3 7.4 9.7
FINE AItS.....viieeicicee e 65.4 69.1 34.6 30.9
HEalth SCIENCES......ceeveecicece e 15.0 10.1 85.0 89.9
HUM@NITIES ..o 48.8 45.7 51.2 54.3
Natural SCIENCES.......ccciiiiiieiteee e 67.4 58.3 326 417
Social sciences..........c.e... 65.7 54.5 34.3 455
Vocational training 86.6 84.1 134 159
All Other fieldS.......ccivieeeciccec 55.7 51.4 44.3 48.6

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 4B.—Per centage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 2-year
ingtitutions, by gender and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Program area Male Female

1992 | 1908 192 | 1998

All program areas in 2-year institutions.............c.c.c....... 55.9 50.9 442 49.1
Agriculture/lhome economics (#) (#) (#) #
BUSINESS.....oveveierieiecenes 65.3 50.6 34.7 49.4
Education 26.7 16.0 73.3 84.0
ENQINEEITING....ciiiieeiiireee et 87.1 97.6 12.9 24
FINE AItS.....viieeicicee e 46.3 50.6 53.7 49.4
HEalth SCIENCES ......cviiece e 275 28.6 72.5 714
HUM@NITIES ..o 41.2 475 58.8 52.5
Natural SCIENCES.......ccciiiiiieiteee e 67.3 61.6 32.7 384
Social sciences..........c.e... 61.8 48.4 38.2 51.6
Vocational training 87.1 85.5 129 145
All Other fieldS.......ccivieeeciccec 58.1 48.1 41.9 51.9

#Too small to report.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 5A.—Per centage distribution of full-timeinstructional faculty and staff, by race/ethnicity
and by type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity?
Type of institution and year American Asian/ Black, o White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥
1998
AL INSHEUTONS. .ot 0.7 5.8 51 33 85.1
All 4-year INSLIULIONS........ccovriereerrieeineseeeseeeeeenes 0.7 6.4 4.9 30 85.0
All 2-year INSLIULIONS ..o 0.7 34 58 45 85.6
All public institutions..........c.ccceerereneee 0.7 6.2 51 37 84.4
All private not-for-profit institutions 0.7 4.9 5.0 25 86.9
1992
AlLINSHIUTIONS . ..o 05 5.2 5.2 2.6 86.5
All 4-year ingtitutions 0.3 5.8 4.9 22 86.8
All 2-year ingtitutions 1.0 34 6.2 4.0 85.4
All public iNStItUtIONS .......ccceereee e 0.6 53 54 29 85.9
All private not-for-profit ingtitutions............ccccce...... 0.3 52 4.7 20 87.8

! In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 5B.—Per centage distribution of part-time instructional faculty and staff, by race/ethnicity
and by type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity?
Type of ingtitution and year Amgrlcan ASlf’:ll’.l/ Black, . . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥
1998
AL INSHEUTONS. .ot 1.0 32 45 37 87.6
All 4-year INSLIULIONS........ccovriereerrieeineseeeseeeeeenes 0.9 38 4.0 30 88.2
All 2-year INSLIULIONS ..o 1.0 23 53 4.7 86.7
All public institutions..........c.ccceerereneee 1.2 31 4.7 4.2 86.7
All private not-for-profit institutions 0.3 32 4.2 2.6 89.7
1992
Al INSEEULTONS. ...t 0.6 32 48 30 88.4
All 4-year ingtitutions 0.4 3.7 51 23 88.6
All 2-year ingtitutions 0.9 2.7 45 38 88.1
All public iNStItUtIONS .......ccceereee e 0.6 35 4.7 35 87.6
All private not-for-profit ingtitutions............ccccce...... 0.5 26 51 17 90.1

! In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 6A.—Per centage distribution of full-timeinstructional faculty and staff, by race/ethnicity
and by type and control of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity’
Type and control of institution and year Amgrican Agla',q/ Black, ) . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥

1998

Al INSUTIONS. ... 0.7 5.8 5.1 33 85.1
Public research ... 0.5 85 3.2 34 84.5
Private not-for-profit research...........ccoovveieinnienene. 0.2 7.0 37 35 85.6
PUbliC dOCLOral®.........oveeeceeee s 13 6.0 39 3.0 85.8
Private not-for-profit doctoral® 0.7 9.2 4.4 39 81.8
Public comprehensive...........cccoovevieveienciccccee, 0.5 59 7.4 36 82.6
Private not-for-profit comprehensive..............cccu...... 12 3.7 45 27 87.8
Private not-for-profit liberal arts.........c.cccevvvveeirenenne. 11 29 6.4 16 88.1
PUDIIC 2-YE8I ...t 0.8 34 6.0 4.6 85.3
OLNEN™ .ot 0.6 4.6 71 13 86.4
1992

Al INSHIUIONS. ... 05 5.2 5.2 26 86.5
Public research ... 0.1 6.9 28 22 88.0
Private not-for-profit research...........cccoveeiinnncnene. 0.2 9.0 50 21 83.7
PUDIIC OCLOral® ..o 0.8 6.1 31 25 87.6
Private not-for-profit doctoral®..........c..cocoeeeerreennene. 0.2 7.1 4.9 37 84.1
Public cOmMPrenenSiVe. ..o 0.5 51 9.1 2.6 82.7
Private not-for-profit comprehensive.... 0.2 33 35 16 91.3
Private not-for-profit liberal arts..........c.cocveevirnienne. 0.5 28 54 13 90.0
PUDIIC 2-YE8I ...t 1.0 3.3 6.2 41 85.5
ONEI™ ... 05 5.2 37 14 89.2

! In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

% Includes ingtitutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.

“ Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 6B.—Per centage distribution of part-time instructional faculty and staff, by race/ethnicity
and by type and control of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity’
Type and control of institution and year Amgrican Agla',q/ Black, ) . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥

1998

Al INSUTIONS. ... 1.0 32 45 37 87.6
Public research ... 19 4.6 29 35 87.1
Private not-for-profit research...........ccoovveieinnienene. (#) 25 33 4.3 89.9
PUDIC AOCLOTal® ........ooevee e, 2.3 31 36 31 87.9
Private not-for-profit doctoral® 0.4 7.1 34 23 86.8
Public comprehensive...........cccoovevieveienciccccee, 12 55 41 38 85.5
Private not-for-profit comprehensive..............cccu...... 0.5 1.7 27 20 93.1
Private not-for-profit liberal arts.........c.cccevvvveeirenenne. 0.2 32 6.9 31 86.7
PUDIIC 2-YE8I ...t 1.0 23 5.3 4.8 86.6
OLNEN™ .ot 0.2 29 4.6 20 90.3
1992

Al INSHIUIONS. ... 0.6 32 4.8 30 88.4
Public research ... # 6.6 25 32 87.8
Private not-for-profit research...........cccoveeiinnncnene. 0.4 30 4.4 27 89.5
PUDIIC OCLOral® ..o 0.4 33 33 16 91.4
Private not-for-profit doctoral®..........c..cocoeeeerreennene. 0.2 35 7.2 15 87.7
Public cOmMPrenenSiVe. ..o 0.7 41 7.2 30 85.0
Private not-for-profit comprehensive.... 0.5 25 50 11 90.9
Private not-for-profit liberal arts..........c.cocveevirnienne. 0.1 16 58 29 89.6
PUDIIC 2-YE8I ...t 0.8 2.7 4.6 4.0 88.0
ONEI™ ... 11 38 32 11 90.8

#Too small to report.

! In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting ingtitutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

® Includes ingtitutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.

“ Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).



Table 7A.—Per centage distribution of full-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 4-year ingtitutions,
by race/ethnicity and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity*
Program area and year American | Asa Black, . White,
Indiar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥

1998

All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 0.7 6.4 4.9 30 85.0
Agriculture/home €CONOMICS ........ccvveverirerierinerenienenes 1.2 35 41 15 89.8
BUSINESS ...ttt 16 6.8 5.7 11 84.9
[0 (U o= 1o o ISR 1.0 31 83 31 84.6
Engineering 0.5 16.8 25 35 76.8
FINEAItS.....coiiiiiciitccte e 05 23 7.1 12 88.9
Health SCIENCES........ccoiiiiiicr e 0.8 6.9 4.1 34 84.8
HUMBNITIES ...t 03 4.8 4.8 6.2 83.8
Natural SCIENCES.......cccviiiiiiiiee e 03 9.2 26 23 85.5
SOCial SCIENCES. ....vvvrerereriererereieterereeere et rerenenas 11 55 5.7 28 84.9
All other fieldS.......oevivieec s 09 31 6.3 22 87.6
1992

All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 0.3 5.8 49 22 86.8
Agriculture/hOme €CONOMICS ........cevveverererreriereneenenes 0.8 2.7 41 16 90.8
BUSINESS ...ttt 0.6 5.9 3.7 14 88.5
EQUCELION. ...t 05 12 9.2 21 87.1
ENGINEEING....c.oiiiieieirireere s 0.2 189 30 25 75.4
Finearts.....cccoovevvecvreennn. 0.5 26 6.1 27 88.2
Hedlth sciences 0.2 6.6 4.6 2.3 86.4
HUMBNITIES ... 0.3 34 42 39 88.2
Natural SCIENCES.......cccvriiiiiiiee e 0.3 9.1 3.6 17 85.3
SOCial SCIENCES. .....cvvrererereiererereierererere e 04 32 55 22 88.6
All other fieldS.......ccivivieeiiice e 0.3 34 6.2 17 88.4

*In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more
information).

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 7B.—Per centage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 4-year
ingtitutions, by race/ethnicity and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity*
Program area and year American | Asa Black, . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative|  Isiander ¥ ¥

1998

All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 0.9 38 4.0 30 88.2
Agriculture/home €CONOMICS ........ccvveverirerierinerenienenes
BUSINESS ....cvviiirieieiceri ettt (#) 29 33 0.6 93.2
EQUCELION. ... 23 0.3 3.6 23 915
Engineering #) 105 7.0 7.9 74.6
FINEAItS.....coiiiiiciitccte e 0.7 1.0 22 17 9.4
Health SCIENCES........ccoiiiiiicr e 1.9 5.0 21 18 89.3
HUMBNITIES ...t 12 44 23 45 87.7
Natural SCIENCES.......ccceveeeriiieiete et # 55 7.7 18 85.0
SOCial SCIENCES. ....vvvrerereriererereieterereeere et rerenenas 09 17 8.6 39 84.9
All other fieldS.......oevivieec s 05 5.6 31 47 86.1
1992

All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 04 3.7 51 23 88.6
Agriculture/hOme €CONOMICS ........cevveverererreriereneenenes (#) # # # #
BUSINESS ...ttt 0.3 19 45 2.4 90.9
EQUCELION. ...t 10 10 7.0 12 89.9
ENGINEEING....c.oiiiieieirireere s (#) 12.2 15 2.6 83.6
Finearts.....cccoovevvecvreennn. 0.6 26 53 17 89.8
Hedlth sciences 0.2 5.1 6.1 15 87.1
HUMBNITIES ... 0.1 26 4.1 4.7 88.5
Natural SCIENCES.......cccvriiiiiiiee e 0.6 7.1 4.0 23 86.0
SOCial SCIENCES. .....cvvrererereiererereierererere e 05 34 6.1 24 87.7
All other fieldS.......ccivivieeiiice e 0.2 24 5.7 1.6 90.2

#Too small to report.

* |1n 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those personswere placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 8A.—Per centage distribution of full-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 2-year ingtitutions,
by race/ethnicity and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity*
Program area and year American | Asa Black, . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
Alaska Native|  Islander

1998

All program areas in 2-year institutions................. 0.7 34 58 45 85.6
Agriculture/home €CONOMICS ........ccvveverirerierinerenienenes (#) (#) 4.0 0.8 95.3
BUSINESS ...ttt 05 0.7 4.3 31 91.5
EAUCALION. ...t #) 6.9 10.6 4.4 78.1
Engineering 1.7 109 14 7.1 78.9
FINEAItS.....coiiiiiciitccte e 0.8 25 49 0.9 91.0
Health SCIENCES........ccoiiiiiicr e 05 23 5.7 28 88.8
HUMBNITIES ...t 05 43 37 7.5 84.0
Natural SCIENCES.......cccviiiiiiiiee e 0.2 39 51 53 85.5
SOCial SCIENCES. ....vvvrerereriererereieterereeere et rerenenas 24 24 12.6 41 78.4
Vocational traiNiNg..........cccoeeereierieneieneereseeeseeees 26 0.6 5.8 4.8 86.3
All other fields. 01 46 5.8 28 86.6
1992

All program areas in 2-year ingtitutions................. 1.0 34 6.2 4.0 85.4
Agriculture/hOme €CONOMICS ........cevveverererreriereneenenes (#) 3.7 26 33 90.4
BUSINESS ...ttt 2.0 2.0 52 22 88.6
EQUCELION. ...t 33 34 10.2 8.8 74.3
Engineering 2.8 6.1 22 59 83.0
FiNE atS....uoieeieicece et 0.6 32 41 12 90.9
Health SCIENCES........cccoviiiiricr e 0.3 3.7 9.9 23 83.9
HUMBNITIES ... 09 27 42 4.7 87.6
Natural SCIENCES.......cccviiiiiiiieee e 0.7 54 3.6 27 87.7
SOCial SCIENCES. .....cvvrererereiererereierererere e 0.6 35 9.4 54 81.1
Vocational traiNiNg..........cccoeeereiereneieneenene e 0.7 20 34 44 89.6
All other fields. 05 17 8.1 53 84.5

#Too small to report.

* |n 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more
information).

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table 8B.—Per centage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty and staff in 2-year
ingtitutions, by race/ethnicity and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity*
Program area and year American | Asian/ Black, . White,
Inciar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic
AlaskaNative| Islander
1998
10 23 53 47 86.7
#) # # # #
# 13 8.2 2.3 88.2
0.8 0.8 8.7 6.3 834
ENQGINEEIiNG.....ccvciiieieieei et 25 36 1.0 17.3 75.7
FINE @IS, .o 0.6 11 4.2 59 88.2
Health SCIENCES......ccviceec s 0.5 14 4.0 21 922.1
HUMANITIES ... 15 29 31 7.2 85.4
NatUral SCIENCES.......cerveieeerieerie e 0.9 35 4.7 29 88.1
SOCIAl SCIENCES.....eveireereirerie e 0.9 # 7.4 6.1 85.6
Vocational traiNiNg..........cccoeeereierieneieneereseeeseeees 38 13 6.2 34 85.3
All other fields. # 31 6.1 3.0 87.8
1992
All program areas in 2-year institutions................. 0.9 2.7 45 38 88.0
Agriculture/home €CONOMICS ........ccvveverirerieeinerenienenes (#) # # # #
BUSINESS.....eoveeiiieieeesisiee et e ss 0.8 23 5.7 29 88.3
[0 (U o= 1o o ISR 0.8 24 10.1 3.6 83.3
Engineering 4.3 20 25 12 90.1
FINE @IS, .o 0.6 1.9 4.8 4.2 88.4
Health SCIENCES ... 12 18 4.8 18 90.3
HUMANITIES ..o 14 29 2.6 6.8 86.3
NEUral SCIENCES. .....eoveeeieieireeeeeser s 0.8 4.0 4.2 2.6 88.4
SOCIAl SCIENCES.....cveeeeieireie e 0.6 2.6 7.4 3.0 86.4
Vocational traiNiNg..........cccoeeereiereneieneenene e 0.1 13 35 6.3 88.8
All other fields. # 2.7 33 2.7 91.3

#Too small to report.

* 1n 1998, respondents were alowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority racial/ethnic category they selected (see Technical Notes for more

information).

NOTE: This table includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities). Percentages may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Nationa Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Technical Notes

Overview

Since the fall of 1987, the U.S. Department of Education’'s National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) has sponsored three cycles of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) to
provide nationa profiles of postsecondary faculty, including their professonal backgrounds,
responsibilities, workloads, saaries, benefits, and attitudes. This report analyzes data from the second
and third cycles of NSOPF.

The first cycle of NSOPF (NSOPF:88), conducted in 1987-88, sampled 480 ingtitutions
(including 2-year, 4-year, doctorate-granting, and other colleges and universities), over 3,000 department
chairpersons, and over 11,000 faculty. The second cycle (NSOPF:93), administered in 1992-93, was
limited to surveys of ingtitutions and faculty, but with a substantially expanded sample of 974 public and
private, not-for-profit degree-granting postsecondary institutions and 31,354 faculty and instructional
staff> A similar sample was designed for the most recent study (NSOPF:99); it included 960 degree-
granting postsecondary ingtitutions and a final sample of 19,813 faculty and instructional staff from those
ingtitutions. (See table A1 on p. A-10 for weighted sample sizes)) Additional information about NSOPF
isavailable at http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nsopf/.

Institution Universe
The institution universe for NSOPF:99 included
e  TitlelV degree-granting institutions;’
° Public and private not-for-profit ingtitutions;’
. Institutions that confer associate’ s, bachelor’s, or advanced degrees; and
. Institutions that are located in the United States.

The universe excluded ingtitutions that offered only less-than-2-year programs, those that did not
participate in federa Title IV student aid programs, those that were private for-profit, and those located
outside the United States (for example, in U.S. territories). It adso excluded ingtitutions that offer
instruction only to employees of the institutions, tribal colleges, and institutions that offer only

correspondence courses. According to the NCES Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS), 3,396 institutions met these criteria and were eligible for the NSOPF.99 sample.

® For more details on the sample and methodol ogy for NSOPF:93, see R. Kirshstein, N. Matheson, and Z. Jing, Instructional Faculty and Staff in
Higher Education Ingtitutions: Fall 1987 and Fall 1992 (NCES 97-470), U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Stetistics, 1997.

® The U.S. Department of Education is no longer distinguishing among institutions based on accreditation level. As a result, NCES now
subdivides the postsecondary institution universe into schools that are eligible to receive Title IV federa financial assistance and those that are
not.

" Private for-profit ingtitutions are not included even though they may be Title IV degree-granting institutions.
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Faculty Universe

Unlike NSOPF:88, which was limited to faculty whose assgnment included instruction, the
faculty universe for NSOPF:93 and NSOPF:99 was expanded to include all those who were designated as
faculty, whether or not their responsbilities included instruction, and other (nonfaculty) personnel with
instructional responsibilities. Under this definition, researchers and administrators and other institutional
staff who hold faculty positions, but who do not teach, were included in the sample. Instructiona staff
without faculty status also were included. Teaching assistants were not included in any cycle of NSOPF.

Sample Universe

As in NSOPF:93, the NSOPF:99 sample was selected through a two-stage stratified, clustered
probability design. The first-stage sampling frame consisted of the 3,396 postsecondary ingtitutions in
IPEDS that were public or private, not-for-profit Title 1V ingtitutions and provided forma degree
programs of at least 2 years duration. While the IPEDS universe includes private institutions that are
both for-profit and not-for-profit, the ingtitutional universe for NSOPF.99 excluded private for-profit
institutions.

The 3,396 ingtitutions in the NSOPF:99 universe were stratified based on the highest degrees they
offered and the amount of federal research dollars they received. These strata distinguished public and
private ingitutions, as well as severa types of ingtitutions based on the Carnegie Foundation's
classification system.® The following ingtitutional categories were used in this report:

e Public research: Publicly controlled institutions among the leading universities in federa
research funds. Each of these universities awards substantial numbers of doctorates across
many fields.

e Private not-for-profit research: Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions among the
leading universities in federal research funds. Each of these universities awards substantial
numbers of doctorates across many fields.

e Public doctoral: Publicly controlled ingtitutions that offer a full range of baccaaureate
programs and doctoral degrees in at least three disciplines, but tend to be less focused on
research and receive fewer federal research dollars than the research universities. In this
report, this group aso includes publicly controlled institutions classified by the Carnegie
Foundation as specialized medica schools.

e Private not-for-profit doctoral: Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions that offer a
full range of baccalaureate programs and doctoral degrees in at least three disciplines, but
tend to be less focused on research and receive fewer federal research dollars than the
research universities. In this report, this group aso includes privately controlled institutions
classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medica schools.

e Public comprehensive:  Publicly controlled ingtitutions that offer libera arts and
professiona programs; these institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate programs and are

8For more information on IPEDS data, go to the NCES Web Site (http:/nces.ed.qov/ipeds).

¢ See the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, 1994.
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committed to graduate education through the master's degree. They award 20 or more
master's degrees annually in one or more disciplines.

e Private not-for-profit comprehensive: Privately controlled not-for-profit institutions that
offer libera arts and professonal programs, these ingtitutions offer a full range of
baccalaureate programs and are committed to graduate education through the master's degree.
They award 20 or more master's degrees annually in one or more disciplines.

e Private not-for-profit liberal arts: Privately controlled not-for-profit ingtitutions that are
smaller than comprehensive colleges and universities; they primarily offer bachelor's degrees,
athough some offer master's degrees.

e Public 2-year: Publicly controlled ingtitutions that offer certificate or degree programs only
through the associate' s degree level.

e Other: Public liberal arts, private 2-year," and religious and other specialized institutions,
except medical.

Data Collection Procedures

Prior to collecting data from faculty, it was first necessary to obtain cooperation from the sampled
ingtitutions. Each ingtitution was asked to provide lists of al faculty and instructional staff at their
institution and to complete an Ingtitution Questionnaire.

Ingtitution coordinators were asked to provide a list of full- and part-time faculty and instructional
daff that included al personnel who had faculty status or instructional responsibilities during the 1998
fal term (i.e., the term that included November 1, 1998).

Response Rates

Of the 960 indtitutions in the sample, one was indligible because it had merged with another
ingtitution. A total of 818 ingtitutions provided lists of faculty and instructional staff, for a weighted list
participation rate of 88.4 percent. A total of 865 ingtitutions returned the ingtitution questionnaire, for a
weighted response rate of 92.8 percent. Institution weights were based on the inverse of the institutional
probability of selection.

Initialy, 28, 576 faculty and instructional staff were selected from institutions that provided a list
of their faculty and instructional staff. Subsequently, a subsample of 19,813 faculty and instructional staff
was drawn for intensive followup. Approximately 18,000 faculty and instructiona staff questionnaires
were completed for a weighted response rate of 83.0 percent. The overal weighted faculty response rate
(ingtitution list participation rate multiplied by the faculty questionnaire response rate) was 73.4 percent.

10 public liberal arts and private not-for-profit 2-year institutions have been placed in the “ other” category because there are relatively few of them
inthe United States.
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Faculty nonresponse hias analyses indicated no significant bias. Item nonresponse occurred when
a respondent did not answer one or more survey questions. The item nonresponse rates were generaly
low for the faculty questionnaire.™

Data Analysis System

The estimates presented in this report were produced using the NSOPF:99 Data Analysis System
(DAS). The DAS software makes it possible for users to specify and generate their own tables from the
NSOPF:99 data. With the DAS, users can replicate or expand upon the tables presented in this report. In
addition to the table estimates, the DAS calculates proper standard errors® and weighted sample sizes for
these estimates. For example, table B1 contains standard errors that correspond to table 2A in the essay of
this report, and was generated by the DAS. If the number of valid casesis too small to produce a religble
estimate (less than 30 cases), the DAS prints the message “low-N" instead of the estimate.

In addition to tables, the DAS will also produce a correlation matrix of selected variables to be
used for linear regression models. Included in the output with the correlation matrix are the design effects
(DEFTs) for each variable in the matrix. Since dstatistical procedures generally compute regression
coefficients based on simple random sample assumptions, the standard errors must be adjusted with the
design effects to take into account the NSOPF:99 stratified sampling method.

The DAS can be accessed eectronicaly at http://nces.ed.gov/DAS. For more information about the
NSOPF:99 Data Anaysis System, contact:

Aurora D’ Amico

Postsecondary Studies Division
Nationa Center for Education Statistics
1990 K Street NW

Washington, DC 20006-5652

(202) 502-7334

aurora.d amico@ed.gov

Sourcesof Error and Statistical Procedures Used

The survey estimates provided in the NSOPF:99 analytical reports are subject to two types of error:
sampling errors and nonsampling errors. Sampling errors occur because the estimates are based on a
sample of individuals in the population rather than on the entire population. The standard error measures
the variability of the sample estimator in repeated sampling, using the same sample design and sample
Size.

1 For afull description of faculty and item nonresponse, see the 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty: Methodology Report (NCES
2001-151).

12 The NSOPF:99 samples are not simple random samples and, therefore, simple random sample techniques for estimating sampling errors cannot
be applied to these data. The DAS takes into account the complexity of the sampling procedures and calculates standard errors appropriate for
such samples. The method for computing sampling errors used by the DAS involves approximating the estimator by the linear terms of aTaylor
series expansion. The procedureistypically referred to asthe Taylor series method.
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Standard errors for al estimates presented in this report’s tables were computed using a technique
known as Taylor series approximation. Standard errors for selected characteristics are presented in tables
B1-B6 in appendix B. Standard errors for al other estimates presented in this report are available upon
request. The DAS software as well as other specialized computer programs, such as SUDAAN" and
CENVAR," calculate variances with the Taylor-series approximation method.

Since the estimates in this report are based on a sample, observed differences between two
estimates can reflect either of two possibilities. differences that exist in the population at large and are
reflected in the sample, or differences due solely to the composition of the sample that do not reflect
underlying population differences. To minimize the risk of erroneoudy interpreting differences due to
sampling alone as signifying population differences (a Type | error), the statistical significance of
differences between estimates was tested using a t-test. Statistica significance was determined by
caculating t values for differences between pairs of means or proportions and comparing these with
published values of t for two-tailed hypothesis testing, using a 5 percent probability of a Type | error (a
significance level of .05).*°

The t values may be computed to test the difference between estimates with the following formula:

t= E12' E- : )
set se

where E; and E, are the estimates to be compared and se, and se, are their corresponding standard errors.
Note that this formula is valid only for independent estimates. When estimates are not independent, a
covariance term must be added to the formula
E1 - Ez
Joe? 987 - 2n)se, se,

@

where r is the correlation between the two variables.'® The denominator in this formula will be at its
maximum when the two estimates are perfectly negatively correlated, that is, when r = —1. This means
that a conservative dependent test may be conducted by using —1 for the correlation in this formula, or

3 Ei—E2
Je)? +(se,)? +2se5,

t ©)

The estimates and standard errors are obtained from the DAS.

There are hazards in reporting statistical tests for each comparison. First, comparisons based on
large t statistics may appear to merit specia attention. This can be mideading since the magnitude of the t
datistic is related not only to the observed differences in means or percentages but also to the number of

3B V. Shah, B. G. Barnwall, and G. S. Bieler, SUDAAN User’ s Manual, Release 6.4, Research Triangle Institute, 1995.
4y .S. Bureau of the Census, CENVAR IMPS Version 3.1, 1995.

%A Type | error occurs when one erroneously concludes that a difference observed in a sample reflects a true difference in the population from
which the sample was drawn.

18%.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, A Note from the Chief Satistician, no. 2, 1993,
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sample members in the specific categories used for comparison. Hence, a small difference compared
across alarge number of sample members would produce alarget statistic.

A second hazard in reporting statistical tests for each comparison occurs when making multiple
comparisons between categories of an independent variable. For example, when making paired
comparisons between different levels of income, the probability of a Type | error for these comparisons
taken as a group is larger than the probability for a single comparison. When more than one difference
between groups of related characteristics or “families’ are tested for statistical significance, one must
apply astandard that assures alevel of significance for al of those comparisons taken together.

Comparisons were made in this report only when p < .05/k for a particular pairwise comparison,
where that comparison was one of k tests within a family. This guarantees both that the individua
comparison would have p < .05 and that for k comparisons within a family of possible comparisons, the
significance level for all the comparisons would sum to p < .05.’

For example, when comparing males and females, only one comparison is possible. In this family,
k=1, and there is no need to adjust the significance level. When faculty members are dvided into five
racial/ethnic groups and all possible comparisons are made, then k=10 and the significance level for each
test within this family of comparisons must be p <.05/10, or p < .005. The formula for calculating family
sze (k) isasfollows:

_iG-9
k=" @

where | is the number of categories for the variable being tested. For example, in the case of a variable
with five categories such as race/ethnicity, one substitutes 5 for j in equation 4:

k= 5(52‘1) _10

Different schools of thought exist on the application of the Bonferroni adjustment: while some
would use an experiment-wise caculation of k, where al the dependent variables were considered
simultaneously in selecting a critical value, here the calculation of k and the accompanying critical value
were restricted to a single dependent variable at a time, since the Bonferroni adjustment is aready a
conservative strategy.

Sample estimates also are subject to bias from nonsampling errors. It is more difficult to measure
the magnitude of these errors. They can arise for a variety of reasons. nonresponse, undercoverage,
differences in the respondent’s interpretation of the meaning of questions, memory effects, misrecording
of responses, incorrect editing, coding, and data entry, time effects, or errors in data processing. Whereas
genera sampling theory can be used, in part, to determine how to estimate the sampling variability of a
satistic, nonsampling errors are not easy to measure. Measurement of nonsampling errors usualy
requires the incorporation of a methodological experiment into the survey or the use of externa data to
assess and verify survey results.

To minimize the potential for nonsampling errors, the faculty and institution questionnaires (as well
as the sample design, data collection, and data processing procedures) were field-tested with a nationa

"The standard that p < .05/k for each comparison is more stringent than the criterion that the significance level of the comparisons should sum to
p <.05. For tables showing the t statistic required to ensure that p < .05/k for a particular family size and degrees of freedom, see Olive Jean
Dunn, “Multiple Comparisons Among Means,” Journal of the American Satigtical Association, 56 (1961): 52-64.
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probability sample of 162 postsecondary ingtitutions and 512 faculty members in 1997-98. An extensive
item nonresponse analysis was also conducted followed by additional evaluation of the instruments and
survey procedures™ An item nonresponse analysis was aso conducted for the full-scale surveys. Seethe
1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty: Methodology Report (NCES 2002—-154) for a detailed
description of the item nonresponse analysis.

In addition, for the full-scale surveys, a computer-based editing system was used to check data for
range errors, logica inconsistencies, and skip patterns that were not properly followed by respondents.
For improperly followed skip patterns, values were logicaly assigned on the basis of the presence or
absence of responses within the skip pattern, given the responses. Some small inconsistencies between
different data elements remained in the data files. In these situations, it was impossible to resolve the
ambiguity as reported by the respondent.

*8A complete description of the field test design and results can be found in Abraham, Sameer Y., Steiger, Darby M. , Montgomery, Margarethe,
Kuhr, Brian D., Tourangeau, Roger, Montgomery, Bob, and Chattopadhyay, Manas. (2000). 1999 National Sudy of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:99): Field Test Report (NCES 2000-01), U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Working Peper.
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Table Al—Waeighted sample sizes (in thousands), full-time and part-time instructional faculty and
staff, by type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Type of institution and year | Total | Full-time Part-time

1998

AllINSLTULTONS* ..o 976 560 416
All 4-year iNStTUtIONS........cccvvvveeeereeeereseeereeeenenes 692 453 239
All 2-year iNStTUtIONS........cccvveveeeerreeecreseeere e 284 107 177
All public iNStitUtiONS......c.ccovviveeiecee e 684 395 289
All private not-for-profit institutions............c.eeuee. 293 166 127
1992

Al INSHULIONS* ... 905 528 377
All 4-year iINStULIONS..........covveeiiieice e 614 412 202
All 2-year INSLTULIONS.........cccoveeiiicereereeeeee 291 116 175
All public institutions...........cc.cccceeeee. 636 373 263

All private not-for-profit institutions 269 155 114

*All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table BlL—Standard errorsfor table 2A, per centage distribution of full-time instructional faculty
and staff, by gender and by type and control of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type and control of institution Male Femae

1992 | 1998 1992 | 1998

AlLINSHTULIONS! ... 0.52 0.60 0.52 0.60
PUBIIC reSEarch ..o 1.08 1.00 1.08 1.00
Private not-for-profit research.... 241 201 241 201
Public doctoral? ...........cccceveenee 1.15 1.69 1.15 1.69
Private not-for-profit doctoral? .. 1.67 2.88 1.67 2.88
Public comprehensive.........c.cocceevnernnee 0.85 141 0.85 141
Private not-for-profit comprehensive.... 1.86 2.09 1.86 2.09
Private not-for-profit liberal arts.... 243 1.86 243 1.86
PUDIIC 2-YEBI ...ttt 1.01 133 1.01 133
OtNEI....oee bbb 3.21 3.62 3.21 3.62

! All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting ingtitutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
2 Includes ingtitutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.
% Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table B2—Standard errorsfor table 2B, percentage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty
and staff, by gender and by type and control of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Type and control of institution Male Femde

1992 | 1998 1992 | 1998

AlLINSHTULIONS! ... 0.83 1.08 0.83 1.08
PUBIIC reSEarch ..o 4.16 3.50 4.16 3.50
Private not-for-profit research.... 5.79 4.62 5.79 4.62
Public doctoral? ...........ccccceeinnen. 3.93 5.56 3.93 5.56
Private not-for-profit doctoral? .. 361 3.48 3.61 348
Public comprehensive.........c.cocceevnernnee 2.08 2.95 2.08 2.95
Private not-for-profit comprehensive.... 2.16 3.19 2.16 3.19
Private not-for-profit liberal arts.... 287 4.33 287 4.33
PUDIIC 2-YEBI ...ttt 122 1.62 122 1.62
OtNEI....oee bbb 3.41 3.82 3.41 3.82

! All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting ingtitutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
2 Includes ingtitutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as specialized medical schools and medical centers.
% Public liberal arts, private not-for-profit 2-year, and other specialized institutions, except medical schools and medical centers.

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary

Faculty (NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table B3—Standard errorsfor table 3A, percentage distribution of full-time instructional faculty
and staff in 4-year ingtitutions, by gender and by program area: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Gender
Program area Male Femae

1992 | 1998 1992 | 1998

All program areas in 4-year institutions...........c.cccccveeune 0.56 0.62 0.56 0.62
Agriculture/hOme ECONOMICS ........cvrvreeuereririeierireereieeseeee 3.90 3.16 3.90 3.16
BUSINESS ...ttt 1.65 2.03 1.65 2.03
EQUCELION. ...t 1.99 2.59 1.99 2.59
ENQINEEIING....ciiiieiiiriieerreee e 1.06 192 1.06 192
FINE @IS, ... 1.86 249 1.86 249
Health SCIENCES ..o 194 1.87 194 1.87
HUMANITIES ..o 1.33 1.80 1.33 1.80
Natural sciences 0.99 1.16 0.99 1.16
SOCiAl SCIENCES.....cviveeeeireeieiereeie e 1.33 1.65 1.33 1.65
All Other fIeldS........coveveieeiciic e 1.52 2.00 1.52 2.00

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Table B4—Standard errorsfor table 5A, per centage distribution of full-time instructional faculty
and staff, by race/ethnicity and by type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity?
S American Asian/ .
Type of ingtitution and year
P ’ Indiar/ Pecific nonBI-I|Ei£k.,ani c Hispanic nonvl\f:i1I tezya\ni C

AlaskaNative| Islander sp sp

1998
AlLINSHEULIONS.....ooceeveeve et 0.09 0.30 0.36 0.24 0.53
All 4-year INSULIONS .......coceeieee e 0.11 0.34 0.42 0.25 0.60
All 2-year INStUtiONS .......cccoeieierr e 0.19 0.62 0.62 0.71 114
All public iNStItULIONS .......coceieee e 0.12 0.39 0.39 0.31 0.63
All private not-for-profit ingtitutions............cccc.e...... 0.15 0.40 0.40 0.35 1.02

1992
AlLINSHIUIONSE. ... 0.06 0.25 0.39 0.18 0.52
All 4-year iINStitUtioNS........ccccovveveeeveeceecee e 0.06 0.29 0.46 0.18 0.59
All 2-year iNStitUtioNS.........covveveeevieeceececeecee 0.20 0.49 0.68 0.50 1.10
All public inStitUtions...........ccoevveeveeceececcecee 0.08 0.30 0.45 0.23 0.60
All private not-for-profit ingtitutions......................... 0.09 0.48 0.80 0.25 1.04

! In 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority category they selected (see Technical Notesfor moreinformation).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: Thistableincludes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).

B-8



Table B5—Standard errorsfor table 5B, percentage distribution of part-timeinstructional faculty
and staff, by race/ethnicity and by type of institution: Fall 1992 and fall 1998

Race/ethnicity?
S American Asian/ .
Type of ingtitution and year
yp y Indian/ Pecific noankénic Hispanic nonvmteénic

AlaskaNative| Islander sp sp

1998
Al INSEEULTONS. ..o 0.21 0.40 0.40 0.38 0.70
All 4-year INSItUtioNS .......ccccvveecieeceeceee e 0.28 0.64 0.45 0.35 0.89
All 2-year INStItUtioNS........cccccvveiecireecee e 0.32 0.35 0.72 0.74 114
All public inStitUtionS...........ccoeveeiveecereceee e 0.30 0.51 0.50 0.50 0.91
All private not-for-profit ingtitutions.............ccccuc...... 0.13 0.60 0.66 0.44 1.01

1992
AlLINSHIUIONSE. ... 0.11 031 0.36 0.35 0.60
All 4-year INSLULIONS .......ccooereiceeeeee 0.11 0.49 0.58 0.31 0.86
All 2-year iINSLULiONS .......ccccereeieeeeeeee 0.20 0.37 0.42 0.65 0.83
All public iNSLITULIONS .......coeeieereeecee e 0.14 0.39 0.38 0.48 0.72
All private not-for-profit institutions 0.18 0.47 0.83 0.32 1.07

! In 1998, respondents were alowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority category they selected (see Technical Notesfor moreinformation).

2 All public and private not-for-profit Title IV degree-granting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or
advising or supervising students' academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty
(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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TableB6.—Standard errorsfor table 7A, percentage distribution of full-time instructional faculty
and staff in 4-year ingtitutions, by race/ethnicity and by program area: Fall 1992 and

fall 1998
Race/ethnicity*
Program area and year Amgrlcan Asgr.ll Black, . . White,
Indiar/ Pecific non-Hispanic Hispanic non-Hispanic

AlaskaNative| Idander » ¥

1998
All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 011 0.34 0.42 0.25 0.60
Agriculture/home econoOmICS ........ccoceeerererereeiereennes 1.15 1.13 1.38 0.74 2.23
BUSINESS .....coieiee ettt s sre v aes 1.12 1.02 1.09 0.36 1.81
0o 807z 1 o] 1S 0.36 0.95 1.65 0.65 1.87
ENGINEEING. ..ot 0.33 2.19 0.59 1.48 2.37
[ T g £ 0.31 0.64 1.40 0.37 1.62
Health SCIENCES .....ccveceiceecececeec s 0.23 0.76 0.64 0.62 1.27
HUMBNITIES ... 0.16 1.21 1.01 0.93 1.67
NGUral SCIENCES......eeevieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 0.13 0.74 0.50 0.51 1.08
SOCIAl SCIBMNCES.....vievireerecrecreceeee e see et eeseens 0.32 0.90 0.83 0.51 1.33
All other fIEldS. ..o 0.29 0.64 0.88 0.63 1.30

1992
All program areas in 4-year ingtitutions................. 0.06 0.29 0.46 0.18 0.59
Agriculture/home econoOmICS .........coeeererererererieenes 0.78 0.98 117 112 1.93
BUSINESS .....cocveieceecte sttt sre v v nes 0.27 0.83 0.64 0.33 1.19
o (807 1 o] IS 0.23 0.30 1.24 0.78 145
ENGINEEIING....ciiiirieierieeerie s 0.24 2.10 0.91 0.63 251
[T £ 0.25 0.96 0.94 0.70 151
Health SCIENCES ......cveceeceecececeeceee e 0.11 0.82 0.85 0.53 1.20
HUMBNITIES ..o 0.11 0.52 0.53 0.41 0.82
NGUral SCIENCES.......ecveeeeceeeeeeeteeese e 0.12 0.73 0.68 0.26 111
SOCIAl SCIEMNCES......vicveteerecreereeeeie e e ere e sre e eeeenens 0.17 0.47 0.73 0.49 0.98
All other fIEldS......cceeiiiiicecececcececeee e 0.16 0.87 0.82 0.37 1.22

*|n 1998, respondents were allowed to report more than one race/ethnicity category; however, very few (about 1 percent) respondents reported
more than one category. Those persons were placed into the largest minority category they selected (see Technical Notesfor more information).

NOTE: Thistable includes only faculty and staff with instructional responsibilities for credit (e.g., teaching one or more classes for credit, or

advising or supervising students' academic activities).

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 1993 and 1999 Nationa Study of Postsecondary Faculty

(NSOPF:93; NSOPF:99).
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Glossary

C-1



C-2



This glossary describes the variables used in this report. The variables were taken directly from the Data
Analysis System (DAS), an NCES software application that generates tables from the NSOPF data. A
description of the DAS software can be found in appendix A.

In the index below, the variables are organized by the order they appear in the summary. The glossary is
in aphabetical order by the variable label.

Glossary Index to Variables Used in this Summary

Variable Page Number in Summary
Gender 1

Full- or part-time employment 1

Instructional faculty and staff 1

Leve of ingtitution 2

Type and control of ingtitution 2

Program area (principal field of teaching) 3

Race/ethnicity 4

Glossary (NSOPF: 99 and NSOPF: 93)
Full- or part-time employment at this ingtitution (Q5in NSOPF:99 and A4 in NSOPF:93)

Faculty responses to the question, “During the 1998 Fall Term, did this ingtitution consider you to be
employed part-time or full- time?’

Part-time

Full-time

Gender (Q81in NSOPF:99 and F51 in NSOPF:93)
Faculty response to the question “Are you mae or female?’

Mde
Femde



Instructional faculty and staff (X01Z1in NSOPF: 99 and NSOPF: 93)

This derived variable was created from NSOPF.93 faculty survey data and included faculty who answered
yes to the question for the Fall of 1992 and 1998: “During Fall Term, did you have any instructional
duties at this ingtitution?’ Instructional duties for credit included teaching one or more classes for credit,
or advising, or supervising academic activities for credit, e.g., individuaized instruction.”

Level of ingtitution, 4-year versus 2-year X06Z0 in NSOPF:99 and X06 in NSOPF:93

This derived variable reflects the type of ingtitution (2- or 4-year) sampled for NSOPF:99.

Four year

Two year

Principal field of teaching 4-year ingtitutions X02Z14 in NSOPF:99 and
X01A12 in NSOPF:93

2-year ingitutions X01Z14 in NSOPF:99 and
X02A12 in NSOPF:93

To identify the general program area of a respondent’s principal field of teaching, this derived variable
was created from variable Q14 in NSOPF:99, and Q12 in NSOPF:93. The variables are different for 4-
year and 2-year ingtitutions because vocational training is offered by 2-year but not 4-year institutions.

Program in 4-year ingtitutions Program in 2-year ingitutions
Agriculture & home economics Agriculture & home economics
Business Business

Education Education

Engineering Engineering

Fine arts Fine arts

Health sciences Health sciences

Humanities Humanities

Natural sciences Natural sciences

Social sciences Social sciences

All other programs Vocational training

All other programs



Race/ethnicity, recoded (X03Z84 in NSOPF:99 and X02F53 in NSOPF: 93)

This derived variable was created to categorize individuals into one and only one racial/ethnic category.
In 1988 and 1993, respondents were asked to pick only one race category to identify themselves. They
also were asked to identify if they were of Hispanic origin. In 1999, respondents were asked to pick one
or more race categories to identify themselves. They also were asked to identify if they were of Hispanic
origin. Very few individuas picked more than one racia/ethnic category (about 1 percent). For those
individuals who picked more than one racia/ethnic category, a coding scheme was devised to place them
into one and only one racia/ethnic category. If respondents identified themselves as Hispanic and Black
or Hispanic and White, they were coded as Hispanic. Otherwise, they were coded according to the
following scheme: if respondents indicated they were Black or African American and any other race,
they were coded as Black. If they were Asian or Pecific Islander and any other race (except for Black),
they were coded as Asian. If they were Native American or Alaska Native and any other race (except for
Black or Asian), they were coded as Native American.

American Indian or Alaska Native
Asan or Pecific Idander

Black, not of Hispanic origin
Hispanic

White, not of Hispanic origin

Type and control of ingtitution (X02Z0in NSOPF:99 and X02 in NSOPF:93)

This variable was used to identify control of ingtitution according to a modified Carnegie classification.
The 1994 Carnegie classification was used. See a description of each type of Carnegie classification
under the “ Sample Universe” section of the Technical Notes.

Public research control=public and carnegie=11 or 12
Private research control=private and carnegie=11 or 12
Public doctoral control=public and carnegie=13, 14, or 52
Private doctord control=private and carnegie=13, 14, or 52
Public comprehensive control=public and carnegie=21 or 22
Private comprehensive control=private and carnegie=21 or 22
Private liberal arts control=private and carnegie=31 or 32
Public 2-year control=public and carnegie=40
Other control=public and carnegie=31 or 32, or
control=private and carnegie=40, or
carnegie=51 or 53-65
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