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that the Board of Governors charge the staff of the Office of the President to
implement the report’s recommendations.
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Executive Summary

The Committee on Non-Tenure Track Faculty, appointed in February 2001 by Dr.
Gretchen M. Bataille, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, waé charged with
examining the employment of non-tenure track faculty at the University of North
Carolina “from numerous perspectives, including the needs of the institﬁtioﬁs as well as _
the conditions of employment for this group of faculty” and making “a series of
recommendations that meet both the needs of faculty we employ and the institutions in
need of their services.”

The committee reviewed recent literature and national survey information on non-
tenure track faculty, policy statements from professional organizations, campus surveys,
campus policies on non-tenure track faculty positions, and data on UNC faculty. They
consulted with legal and human resources staff in the Office of the President and
developed a survey for UNC chief academic officers. Committee members also held
regional focus groups with non-tenure track faculty and developed a questionnaire for
faculty who may have been unable to attend a focus group. The commiittee found that the
issues and concems identified in the national context are mirrored by many of the
practices at UNC campuses and in the com:ﬁe’nts of UNC faculty in focus groups and
questionnaires.

The committee determined that the percentage of non-tenure track faculty has
increased nationally and at UNC institutions in the last decade; however, compared to
national percentages, non-tenure track faculty make up a smaller percentage of total
faculty at UNC institutions and have increased at a slower rate. Among all U. S.
institutions, the percentage of part-time faculty increased from 33% in 1987 t0 43% in

1998; in the same period, full-time non-tenure track faculty increased from 8% to 18%
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nationally (Chronicle of Higher Education, May 4, 2001). The combined percentages of
part-time and full-time non-tenure track faculty increased nationally from 41% in 1987 to
61% in 1998 (see Table 1).

Data from UNC institutions indicate that, from 1990-2000, the percentage of part-
time non-tenure track faculty increased from 15% to 21%, while full-time non-tenure
track faculty increased from 19% t0 23%. Cbmbined percentages of part-time and full-
time non-tenure track faculty increased_ét UNC institutions from 34% in 1990 to 43% in

2000 (see Table 1).

Table 1: Combined PT and FT NTT Faculty at US and UNC Institutions,
1987-2000
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Source: NSOPF: 99, Chronicle of Higher Education, May 4, 2001, and UNC-GA Prog Assess/ PDF.CH134/ 16JANQ2

The internal and external forces leading to these increases nationally and at UNC
institutions include “rising costs, perceived deciines in faculty workload and productivity,
projected increases in student enrollment, a diversifying student chgntele, the shifting
popularity of academic fields, an aging faculty, . .. afavorable academic labor market,

. .demands for greater accountability and responsiveness, new technologies and
competitors, and strident criticism of the tenure system” (Baldwin and Chronisfer, 2001,

p. 30).



For UNC institutions in particular, influences include declining state support
relative to actual personnel and operating costs, enrollment growth at most campuses, the
possibility of budget reversions, the deléy between the enrollment of HCV\-/ students or the
implementation of new programs and allocation of funds for enrollment increases, the
emergence of more “applied” é.nd clinically-based academic programs, and the grow‘th in
sponsored research (with the accompanjing need to hire research faculty on “soft money”
or temporary faculty to replace those faculty whose instructionﬂ time is “bought out” by
grants). The éging of the faculty and thei;‘frequent move to formal or informal phased
retirement arrangements also create a temporary geed for'part-time faculty to cover
retiring faculty members’ responsibilities.

The increase in employment of non-tenure track faculty should create concern for
the University for a number of reasons. These include the “bifurcation’; of faculty into
“high- and low-status fcastes,’ " alack of integration and support of part-time faculty as
“full partners” among campus faculty, and ‘ffalse economies” resulting from the “burdens
that accrue to full-time faculty [such as increased student advising loads, responsibility
for curricular development, other service activiﬁes, and higher expectations for research
productivity] as more part-timers take on teaching assignments” (Gappa and Leslie, 1993,
p- 12). An additional false economy arises from failure to calculate the costs in
administrative time of hiring, evaluating, and making reappointment decisions for an
increasing proportion of faculty hired year-to-year or semester-to-semester.

In addition, non-tenure track faculty often “play a highly circumscribed, that is,
specialized, role at institutions, usually centeﬁng on the teaching function” (at least at the
undergraduate level) and may spend more time teaching, less time in service, and even
less time in research than tenure-track and tenured faculty (Finkelstein and Schuster,

2001, p. 6). In some departments, this leaves a smaller group of tenure-track and tenured
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faculty to assume greater responsibilities in advising, research and public service. In
other départrnents, particularly in graduate and professional programs, non-tenure track
faculty appointments may be specialized research or clinical rat_her than instructional
positions. Whether non-tenure track appointments are concentrated in instruction,
research, or clinical practice, they reflect a shift away frorn' traditional assumptions about
faculty responsibilities (represented by the ténure system) aﬁd raise issues aboup the
distribution of faculty responsibilities across institutions. ‘Whatever the focus of these
appointments, institutions need to make staffing decisions on the basis of assumptions
about academic quality and the ability of the institution to échieve»itsbdiverse missions,
rather than on financial considerations alone.

The committee recognizes that issues for both non-tenure track faculty and
Institutions vary in relation to various types of appointments—<linical, research and
teaching faculty, for example—and that faculty members accept non-tenure track
positions for a variety of reasons. Just as there is no single profile for non-tenure track
faculty members, there is no single set of concerns and no single set of remedies to
address the needs of non-tenure track faculty as a group. However, based on its review of
literature, data on non-tenure track faculty, surveys of chief academic officers, focus
groups, and questionnaifes from non-tenure track faculty, the committee has identified a
number of issues related to the employment of non-tenure track faculty that UNC
insdmﬁoﬁs should address.

The corrﬁnittee makes the following recommendations for addressing these issues,
each of which is discussed at length in the committee’s report (page numbers refer to the
location of the recommendations in the full report):

Recommendation 1: Each UNC institution should develop a staffing plan defining

the desired mix of various types of faculty appointments and monitor its progress in
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.moving toward its stafﬁng goals. These plans should be developed with input from a
broad array of campus constituencies, including non-tenure track faculty: The staff of
the Office of the President should also undertake periodic studies of the mix of
faculty appointments across the University. (See pp. 24-25)

Recommendation 2: Each campus, wheﬁever possiblé, should offer multi-year
contracts (for three or more years, with eligibility fdr reappointmeht) to full-time non-
tenure track faculty who have successfully éompleted a probationary period or
otherwise demonstrated their effectiveness and contributions. (See p. 27)
Recommendation 3: The Office of the President should develop a policy and |
guidelines fof non-tenure track appointments, requiring each institution to develop the
following:

A. adefinition of “full time” faculty load applicable to non-tenure track positions
and appropriate to the institution’s mission and program array;

B. a definition of assignments and responsibilities that constitute 50%, 75% and
100% loads, with identification of the employee beneﬁts available to non-
tenure track faculty employed at 50% or 75% of a full-time load;

C. apolicy determining under what circumstances if any faculty on part-time
appointments can be assigned full-time loads;

D. apolicy determining under what circumstances pé.rt-time faculty should be
issued two-semest.er continuing contracts with accémpanying eligibility for
benefits;

E. apolicy for timely notice of appointment or reappointment of part-time
faculty.

Recommendation 4: Each campus should develop a set of clearly defined position

descriptions and titles for full- and part-time non-tenure track positions. The use of
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“advanced” titles with appropriate salary increases and other recognition should be
considered to appropriately distinguish faculty with longer service records and
accomplishments (for example, Senior Lecturer or Research or Clinic.al,Faculty with
~rank). (See p.31)

Recommendation 5: At campuses which have not done so, full-time and part-time
non-tenure track faculty should be provided a specific descﬁption of the evaluation
process and criteria by which their performance will be judged and how the
evaluations will be linked to reappointment and salary determination; training should
be provided to department chairs on effective means of evaluating and supervising
non-tenure track faculty. (See p. 32)

Recommendation 6: Each campus should

A. provide non-tenure track faculty adequate orientation to their
responsibilities aﬁd access to office space, telephones, computers, email,
clerical support and other assistance necessary to fulfill their
responsibilities;

B. develop guidelines for the proper compensation, either through stipends or
adjusted teaching loads, for advising and administrative activities assigned
to non-tenure track faculty;

C. include non-tenure track faculty as appropriate in decision-making
processes at the department, college, and university level, particularly in
decisions affecting their own responsibilities and employment conditions.

(See p. 34-35) |

Recommendation 7: Each campus should provide opportunities to non-tenure track
faculty for professional development activities and for recognition of the’ir

accomplishments through campus awards. (See p. 36)
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Recommendation 8: As part of their staffing plans, institutions should

A. analyze the compensation of full-time and part-time non-tenure track
faculty and weigh this compensation against the duties and responsibilities
of these positions;

B. increase compensation where appropriate to ensure the continued
employment of qualified, experienced, and professional faculty;

C. develop policies for the eligibility of full-time non-tenure track faculty for
regular salary increases and for increases in part-time faculty stipends,
both across-the-board within disciplines and’ fof individual faculty based

on experience and performance. (See p. 38) -

The committee recognizes that the same forces that produced an increase in the
proportion of non-tenure track faculty at UNC institutions also make it difficult to change
institutional hiring patterns. Increasing enrollment, declining and uncertain state funding,
broader demands on institutions for other personnel and services, and increasingly
complex instructional, research and service nﬁssioﬁs are trends that will likely be
exacerbated réther than moderated in the future. However, because of the potential
impact of an increasingly specialized cadre of non-tenure track faculty on the ability of
institutions to achieve all aspects of their missions and the likely increase in competition
to hire both tenure-track and non-tenured faculty in the next decade, the committee
believes that the University and 1ts constituent institutions must address the issdes'
identified in this report and respond to the recommendations in order to ensure an

appropriate mix of qualified, adequately compensated and supported faculty.
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Introduction

The Committee on Non-Tenure Track Faculty, appointed in February 2001 by Dr.
Gretchen M. Bataille, Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs, was charged with
examining the employment of non-tenure track faculty at the University of North
Carolina “from numerous perspéétives, including the needs of the institutions as well as
the ‘conditions of employment for this group of faculty” and making “a series of
recommendations that meet both the needs of faculty we employ and the institutions in |
need of their services.” The committee’s éstablishmex}t followed a commitment by
President Molly C. Broad and then-Senior Vice President Roy Carroll to address the issue
of part-time and fixed-term faculty, raised by the UNC Faculty Assembly in late 1999.
The committee, made up of representatives from 10 UNC campuses and chaired by the
Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs, met from March 2001 through January
2002. Mernbers. include two department chairs, a dean, a provost, and both tenured and
adjunct faculty, several of whom are involved in the study of non-tenure track faculty
issues on their campuses.

While committeé: members did not bring the same perspective to all of the issues
considered in this study or always agree on the best ways to address them, the
recommendations were reached by consensus after continuing analysis and discussion.
The committee’s report and recommendations are intended to initiate discussion and
consideration of changes in policy and practice by the Board of Governors, the Office of
the President, chancellors, academic adx_ninistrators, and facqlty on UNC campuses to
address important issues related to the faculty workforce and faculty working conditions
across the University. Issues surfounding the appropriate and equitable employment of
non-tenure track faculty are linked to institutional mission and vary to some degree for
full-time and part-time faculty members. Many of these issues will not be easily or
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immediately resolved. The Committee hopes that its report will initiate short-term
revisions of policies and practices and long-term planning and evaluation of the roles,

responsibilities and needs of all UNC faculty.

Methods
The committee began its work with a review of recent literature on non-tenure
track faculty. Its work has been informed by the release of initial reports from the
National Study of Post-Seconciary Faculty 1999 (NSOPF: 99), the most recent of three
faculty surveys by the National Center for Educational Statistic.:s of the U.. S. Department

of Education. The first report from the survey, Background Characteristics, Work

Activities, and Compensation of Faculty and Instructional Staff in Postsecondary

Institutions: Fall 1998, released in April 2001, not only provided a national context for
statistics on UNC faculty but also prompted a number of eu“ticies in the higher education
press about the growing reliance of U. S. institutions on non-tenure track faculty.
Several studies of full-time and part-time faculty in the past decade describe th¢
non-tenure track workforce, analyze issues, aﬁd suggest best practices for institutions
employing non-tenure track faculty. These studies include Judith M. Gappa and David

W. Lesiie’s The Invisible Faculty: Improving the Status of Part-times in Higher

Education (1993); a report by the Sloan Conference on Part-'fime and Adjunct Faculty,

Part-Time, Adjunct and Temporary Faculty: The New Majority? (1998); and Roger G.

Baldwin and Jay L. Chronister’s Teaching Without Tenure: Policies and Practices for a

New Era (2001). In addition, the committee reviewed policy statements on non-ténure
traék faculty from professional organizations such as the Conference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC), the American Association of University
Professors (AAUP), and the Association of American Universities (AAU) as well as
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criteria for use of part-time faculty from the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools’ Commission on Colleges (SACS).

In the context of higher education literature and national data, the committee
reviewed UNC faculty data, consulted with legal and human resources staff in the Office
of the President, and reviewed éampus surveys and selected campus policies on non-
tenure track faculty positions. UNC chief academic ofﬁceré completed a survey
developed by the committee on contractual, salary and other employﬁent issues for full-
time and pan—timé non-tenure track faculty. Committee members held regional focus
groups with non-tenure track faculty at seven ca‘mpuses and developed questionnaires to
be completed by faculty who mﬁy have beén unable to attend a focus group. The
committee found that the issues and concerns identified in the national context are
mirrored by many of the practices at UNC campuses and in the cornmex;ts of UNC
faculty in focus groups and questionnaires.

In its study, the committee looked at non-tenure track fgculty in two large gfoups,
full-time and part-time, without detailed analysis of the variety of types of appointments
within these two categorieé. The committee elected not to address the particular issues
related to post-doctoral employees. Typically, postdoctoral appointees occupy their non-
renewable positions for two or three years, as part of the transition from graduate study to
tenure-track positions. “Postdocs” are generally involved in the research activities of a
department, and competition among research universities in hiring them keeps salaries
and benefits (sometime_:s offered through student health rather than employee benefits
programs) at a competitive level. While a study of the working conditions for
postdoctoral appointments may be timely, the committee decided to focus its study on

more traditionally defined faculty positions.
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The committee recognizes that issues for both non-tenure track faculty and
institutions vary in relation to various types of appointments—clinical, research .and
teaching faculty, for example—and that faculty members accept non-tenﬁre track
positions for a variety of reasons. As the committee’s focus groups and questioﬁnaires
showed, some full-time faculty choose their non-tenure track jobs because they either do
not have the credentials or do not want the multiple responsibilities associated with the
tenure-track; others would prefer tenure-eligible appointments but are place-bound and
thus are not abie to seek thefn or find competition keen for such appointments in their
fields. Some part-time faculty hold full-time non-academic jobs and teach a course or
two for their own personal or professional development; others seek part-time
employment because family or other personal responsibilities keep them from pursuing
full-time positions. Still others would like a full-time appointment but, .when these are
not available, piece together “full-time part-time” jobs by teaching multiple sections or
taking on other’ responsibilities, often at more than one institution.

Just as there is no single profile for non-tenure track faculty members, there is no
single setof concerns and no single set of remedies to address the needs of non-tenure
track faculty as a group. Having recommended a set of “best practices” below, the
committee hopes that institutions will work to match appointments and terms of
employment to their needs and the qualifications and circumstances of each faculty

member.

National and UNC Trends in Faculty Hiring

National Hiring Trends: Reports from NSOPF: 99, based on data from a 1998 survey,

document a trend, previously reflected in similar surveys in 1992 and 1987, of increasing
use of non-tenure track faculty among U. S. college and universities. The percentage of
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part-time faculty increased in the 1980’s and 1990’s, from 33% in 1987 to 42% in 1992
and 43% in 1998, an increase of ten percentage points (Chronicle, May Af, 2001). The
percentage of full-time non—tén’ure track positions also ihcreascd by 10 percentage points
in the same period, from 8% to 18% (see Table 2). Combined, full-time and part-time
non-tenure track faculty at institutions with tenure systems increased from 41% to 61%
from 1987 to 1998 (see Table 1, above). Nationally, an additional 10% of

full-time faculty work at institutions that have no tenure system.

Table 2: PT & FT-NTT Faculty, 1987- 1998
All US Institutions

EPart Time
B Full Time

% of All Faculty

*An additional 10% were employed at institutions without tenure systems in 1998
Source: NSOPF: 99 and Chronicle of Higher Education (May 4, 2001)

At four-year institutions nationally, part-time faculty represent a smaller
percentage of faculty than at all U. S. institutions. The percentage-of part-time faculty at
4-year institutions in 1998 was 34%, compared to 43% at all institutions. The percentage
of full-time non-tenure track faculty at four-year institutions offering tenure was slightly
higher than at all U. S. institutions with tenure systems: 21%, compared to 13% at all

institutions offering tenure.
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UNC Hiring Trends: Data on faculty appointmentls in the University of North Carolina

show that non-tenure track faculty make up a smaller percentage and have increased at a
slower rate than nationally. (See Table 1 above and Appendix'A.) The percentage of
part-time faculty at UNC institutions increased from 15% to 21% between 1990 and 2000 |
(including participants in the Phased Retirement Program), an incrcase of six percentage
points compared to an increase of ten percentage points nationally between 1987 ana
1998 (see Table 3). The 2000 UNC percentage, 21%, compares to 43% part-time faculty
among all U. S. institutions and 34% among four-year institutions nationally, as noted
above. |

The percentage of full-time non-tenure track faculty at UNC institutions increased
from 19% to 23% between 1990 and 2000, an increase of four percentage points
compared to ten-point increase nationally from 1987 to 1998 (see Table 3). The UNC
percentage in 2000, 23%, compares to 18% at all U. S. institutions with tenure systems
and 21% at four-year institutions offering tenure. Combined, full-time and part-time non-
tenure track faculty at UNC institutions increased from 34% in 1990 to 43% in 2000, an
increase of 9 percentage points corﬁpared to a national increase of 20 percentage points in
roughly the sam'e.period (see Table 1 above).

An additional 10% of faculty members nationally are employed at institutions that
do not have tenure systems. At UNC, only the North Carolina School Qf the Arts does not
offer a tenure system. However, the number of full-time noﬁ-tenure track faculty at
NCSA is small, slightly over 1% of all UNC faculty in Fall 2000. Excluding them from
UNC data does not change the UNC faculty percentages represented in the committee’s

report; thus, they are included in totals and percentages for completeness.
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Table 3: PT and FT NTT Faculty, 1990-2000
UNC Institutions
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k] EPart Time
e ® Full Time

1990 1995 2000

*Includes participants in Phased Retirement Program
**Includes faculty at NCSA, which does not have a tenure system
- Source: UNC-GA Prog Assess/ PDF.CH134/ 16JANO2

During the period 1990-2000, UNC institutions saw a decline in tenured and
tenure-track faculty paralleling the increase in non-tenure track faculty. Among all UNC
faculty, the percentage of tenured faculty in 2000 was 42%, declining from 47% in 1990
The percentage of tenure-track faculty in 2000 was 15%, down from 19% in 1990 (see
Table 4). When these two groups are combined, the percéntage of these “tenure-stream’

(tenure-track and tenured) faculty declined from 66% in 1990 to 57% in 2000.
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Table 4: Tenure-Track and Tenured Faculty, 1990-2000
UNC Institutions
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Source: UNC-GA Prog Assess/ PDF.CH134/ 16JANO2

These data clearly demonstrate a trend on UNC campuses away from hiring
tenure-track and tenured faculty toward hiring more non-tenure track faculty in the
decade between 1990 and 2000. These figures parallel the direction of hiring trends

nationally, but at a slower rate and lower overall percentages, as noted above.

Institutional Differences: From 1990-2000, all UNC institutions showed an 'incr;ease in
the percentage of all non-tenure track faculty ;nd in the percentage of part-time faculty in
particular. However, faculty data from individual UNC institutions show variéﬁon in the
proportion of tenure-stream and non-tenure tx;ack faculty and of full-time and part-time
faculty (see Appendix A). The percentage of all non-tenure track faculty (full- and part-
time) varied in 2000 from 36% at Fayetteville State and 37% at UNC Chapel Hill to 51%

at UNC Pembroke and 53% at UNC Asheville. The percentage of part-time faculty also '
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varied among UNC institutions in 2000, from 8% at the School of the Arts and 9% at
UNC Chapel Hill to 42% at UNC Asheville.

Student satisfaction wﬁh instruction at UNC institutions does not appear to
correlate with the percentage of non-teﬁure and part-time faculty. The 2000 Senior
Survey conducted by the UNC Office of the President Division of Program Assessment
asked students about their satisfactibn with the overall quality of instnictidn at their
institutions. The highest mean response to this question, 3.3 on a fouf-poin; scale, came
from seniors at UNC Pembroke ‘and UNC Asheville, which employed the highest
percentages of non-tenure track f.ac_ulty. in the same year; UNC Asheville also employed
the highest percentage of part-time faculty. The next highest mean satisfaction rating,
3.2, was réported by UNC Chapel Hill seniors; UNC-CH had the lowest percentage of
non-tenure track faculty and the next lowest percentage of part-time faculty in the same
year. These responses suggest that the proportion of non-tenure track faculty at an

institution is not a major influence on student satisfaction with instruction.

Full-time Equivalence: The numbers and percentages of non-tenure track and tenure-

stream faculty cited above represent the numbers of faculty (or headcount) employed in
each category. Information on faculty full-time equivalence—FTE, or the number of
full-time positions each group _equals——is not available from the UNC Personnel Data
File, from which the headcoﬁnt nu.rnbers- are drawn. However, the annual Faculty
Tedchz’ng Workload Report, dré@n from data provided by department chairs, ipcludes
data on the percentage of lower-divisior; undergraduate smdenf credit hours (SCHs)
taught by three groups of instructors: tenure-streain faculty and department heads;
teaching assistants; and off-track faculty/“other” (which includes non-tenure track faculty
but may also include administrators and others who do not fit the “tenure-stream” '
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definition). According to the 1999-2000 faculzy Teaching Workload Report (see
Appendix B), 43% of lower-division undergraduate SCHs were taught by “Off
Track/Other” faculty system-wide. This percentage varied considerably -across UNC,
from 50% or more at two institutions (NC A&T and UNC Cilarlotte) to 22% at UNC
Cﬁapel Hill, where an additional 37% of undergraduate SCHs were taught by teaching

assistants.

Inﬂuencgs on Hiring Patterns

The reasons for the national trend toward hiring fewer tenure-track and tenured
faculty have been analyzed by a number of authors, many c;f whom note that the. highe.r
e;iucation community has paid little attention to the trend and its possible conseqﬁences.
Baldwin and Chronister, in their study of full-time non-tenure track faculty, provide a
heliaful summary of the internal and external factors that have led to shifts in faculty
hiring, including “rising costs, perceived declines in faculty workload and productivity,
projected increases in student enrollment, a diversifying student clientele, the'shifting
popularity of academic fields, an aging faculty, and a favorablé academic labor market”
(2001, p. 30). Additional influences include “demands for greater accountability angl
responsiveness, new technologies and competitors; and strident criticism of the tenure
system” (p. 30). According to Baldwin and Chronister,

Developing alternatives to traditio.nal tenure as a means of assuring some degree

of staffing flexibility has become a more and more common faculty employment

strategy. At many institutions this has meant limiting faculty appointments fo

fixed or renewable term contracts and in some cases narrowing these positions to

specialized or single-function roles réther than the traditional multiple-function

faculty position. In a transitional period, full-time non-tenure-track positions buy
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institutions time and flexibility to respond to the diverse forces that are reshaping

hi gﬁer education (p. 30).

Constituent institutions of the University of North Carolina face the same
challenges. identified by these authors; in particular, declining state support relative to
actual personnel and operating coéts, em-oﬂrnent growth af most campuses, the possibility
of budget reversions, the delay between the enrollment of new stu_dénts or the
implementation of new programs and allocation of funds for enrollment increases, the
emergence of more “applied” and clinically—based academic programs, and the growth in
sponsored research (with the accompanying need to hire research faculty on “soft money”
or temporary faculty to replace those faculty whose instructional time is “bought out” by
grants) are forces which, while often consistent with University goals, result in the need
for more fixed-term or part-time faculty to carry out the teaching, research, clinical and
public service missions of UNC institutions.

The aging of the faculty and their frequent move to formal or informal phased
retirement arrangements also create a temporary need for part-time faculty to cover
retiring faculty member’s responsibilities. However, while the Uni*)ersity’s formal
Phased Retirement Program for Tenured Faculty was anticipated to contribute to an
increase in part-time faculty, the relatively small number of faculty barticipating in the
formal Phased Retirement Program in the first three years has not had a significant
impact on the growth of part-time faculty across t_he University.

Changes in the mix of faculty at U. S; institutions hés been called a “silent
revolution” by authors Martin J. Finkelstein and Jack H. Schuster, who have done
extensive analysis of faculty surv.ey data since the 1988 NSOPF survey. Citing the
“radically decentralized” organization of higher education and forces similar to those

delineated by Baldwin and Chronister, they conclude:
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No sinister conspiracy orchestrates this change. It truly is a revolution driven
from ‘below,’ fueled by innumerable decisions on individual campuses—often at
the academic unit level—as they develop strategies to engage an -uncertain future.
No single agency’s or institution’s decisions can influence more than a small
portion of the larger picture—either by way of further fueling or retarding the
changes.” (2001, p. 7)
However, Finkelstein and Schuster urgé “that faculty members and administrators alike
commit to focusing more attention on monitoring the e;ctent and pace of change, and that
they also contemplate, beyond ackr}owledging the expedient flexibility and cost savings
that éccrue with faculty redeploymént, the likely consequences for the quality of

education” (p. 7).

Consequences of Recent Hiring Patterns

What are the consequences on faculty work life and educational quality of recentg
hining irends? Researchers and professional organizations cite several consequeﬁces. In
their study of part-time faculty, Gappa and Leslie discovered several “themes” in their
questionnaires and campus interviews with tenured faculty, part-time faculty, and
administrators that would seem to apply to full-time non-tenure track faculty as well.
These themes include “bifurcation” of faculty into “high- and‘low-gtatus ‘castes’ " which
the authors describe as “damaging to the general ethic of community” among academics; -
a lack of integration and support of part-time faculty as “full partners” amohg campus
faculty; and “false economies” that result from “failing to account for the burdens that
accrue to full-time faculty [such as increased student advising loads, responsibility for
curricular development, other service activities, and higher expectations for research

productivity] as more part-timers take on teaching assignments” (1993, p. 12). Another
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false economy may result from the failure to calculate the costs in administrative time |
(for department chairs and institutional staff) of hiring, evaluating, and mékihg
reappointment decisions for an increasing proportion of faculty employed year-to-year or
semester-to-semester.

Finkelstein and Schuster point to a number of long-term policy implications from
evidence tfley found that many full-time non—t;enure track faculty spend more time
teaching, less time in sefvice, and even less time in research than t‘enure-track and tenured
faculty (p. 6). Non-tenure track faculty often “play a highly circumscribed, that is,
specialized, role at institutions, usually cenltcring on the teaching functioni (p. 6).” In
some departments, this leaves a smaller group of tenure-track and tenured faculty to
assume greater responsibilities in advising, research and public service. In other
departments, particularly in graduate and professional programs, non-tenure track faculty
appointments may be specialized research or clinical rather than instructional positions.

Finkelstein and Schuster express concern about the “unraveling of the ‘holy
trinity’--teaching, research and service” as the traditional definition of the faculty role
and about the implications of this “unraveling” for the quality of teaching, advising and
research (p. 6). This concem is not so much for the impact of non-tenure-track faculty
members on the quality of instruction. (In fact, neither Gappa and Leslie nor the Sloan
Conference found evidence that the quality of teaching was lower overall among part-
time or other non-tenure track faculty compared to tenured and tenure-track faculty.)
Inst'ead,‘ incre’as'ing the number of facuity whose responsibility is primarily instruction
- may have greater cénsequences for the reSear;:h' and service missions of institutions, as
fewer tenure-track and tenured faculty take oﬁ an increasing share of these

responsibilities.
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The most iimportant consequence for the faculty and institutions, beyond changes
in responsibilities as the faculty cohort changes, may be the impact on the tradition of
tenure itself as the standard by which all faculty are measured. Ir_1 additién to a loss of
commitment to the institution and its students when more and more faculty are hired on
short-term, contingent contracts and the difﬁqglty of hiring many of the most prqmising
new faculty in non-tenure track positions, “the excessive use of part-time and non-t.enure‘
track faculty,” according to the American Association of Univérsity Professors’
“Guidelines for Good Practice: Part-Time and Non-Tenure Track Faculty” (1995)
undermines “academic freedom, ac~ademic quality and professional standards” and
“erodbes” the tenure system:

The treatment of non-tenure track faculty appointments is the barometer whereby

the general status of the profession may be measured. . . . Failure to extend to all

faculty reasonable professional commitments compromises quality and risks the

stability of the professional and the integrity of our standing with the public (p.

79).

Wh}ether non-tenure track appointments are concentrated in instruction, research, or

clinical practice, they reflect a shift away from traditional aséumptions about faculty,
responsibilities (the “holy trinity” represented by the tenure system) and raise issues
about the distribution of faculty responsibilities across institutions.

Concerns about the ability of an increasingly specialized cadre of faculty to
achieve all aspects of an institution’s mission and the impact of recent hiring patterns on
assumptions about faculty responsibilities (represented by the tenure system) must be
weighed against the needs for reduced personnel costs and hiring flexibility as institutions

develop plans for future staffing. Staffing decisions should be based on assumptions
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about academic quality and the ability of the institution to achieve its diverse missions
rather than on financial considerations alone.

The University of North Carolina and its constituent institutions need to examine
more reflectively the numbers ana roles of faculty in various types of appointments—
tenured and tenure-track, fixed-term and part-time—to determine the appropﬁate mix of
faculty necessary to achieve each institution’s mission and maintain its quali&. The need
for this examination is particularly timely in light of projections by the Office of the
President that UNC institutions may need to hire up to 10,000 FTE faculty in the next
decade as a result of retirements and enrollment increases (Faculty Compensation and
Competitiveness, January 16, 2001).

In addition to its specific recommendations below addressing aspects of the work
life of non-tenure track faculty, the committee believes that UNC institutions must
undertake regular, comprehensive analyses of their faculty, including how many faculty
they employ in each kind of appointment—tenure-eligible and non-tenure track faculty,
full-time and part-time; how thése appointments are arrayed among programs,
department, colleges and the institution as a whole; how the proportion of appointments
is changing; and how faculty fcsponsibilities in teaching, research and service are—or are
not—being fulfilled at the levels and quality dictated by the institdtion’s mission.
Although faculty needs may vary across departments and schools (particularly at large,
complex institutions)., campuses need to maintain institutional as well as unit perspectives
on their faculties.

The committee makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation 1: Each UNC institution should develop a staffing plan

defining the desired mix of various types of faculty appointments and monitor its

progress in moving toward its staffing goals. These plans should be developed
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with input from a broad array of campus constituencies, including non-tenure
track faculty. The staff of the Office of the President should also undertake

periodic studies of the mix of faculty appointments across the University.

Best Practices

All UNC institutions are accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, whose Criteria for Accreditation (1998)
offers several standards by which UNC institutions can organize their analyses of the
faculty cohort and evaluate their employment policies. Thé Criteria states: “the number
of fuﬁ-ﬁme faculty members must be adequate to provide effective teaching, advising -
and scholariy or creative acﬁvity, and be appropriate to participate in curriculum
developrﬁent, policy making, institutional planning and governance” (p: 46). In addition,
the Criteria makes a number of statements concerning an institution’s employment of
part-time faculty: for example, each institﬁtion must “establish and publish
comprehensive policies concerning the employment of part-ﬁme faculty” (p. 46). The
institutional polig:ies the committee received from UNC chief academic officers varied in
scope and detail, often addressing limits on contracts and appointments rather than the
role and responsibilities of non-tenure track faculty in moving the institution toward
achieving its mission.

Prdfessional organizations such as the AAUP and the Conference on College
Composition and Communication (CCCC) recommend limits on the percentage of non-
tenure track appointments in institutions and departments that UNC institutions might
consider in developing their staffing goals. AAUP’s Guidelines (1995) recommends that
institutions limit the use of non-tenure‘track and part-time faculty to no more than 15% of
the total instruction within the institution, and no more than 25 % of the total instruction
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within any given department. CCCC suggests that departments reconsider their hiring
practices when the percentage of sections taught by part-time faculty ext_:eeds 10% (1989,
p.3).

The committee finds the following “Best PracticeslModel for the Employment of
Full-Time Non-Tenure Track Faculty,” from Baldwin and Chronister’s‘ Teaching Without
Tenure, an excellent guide for establishing the terms and conditions of employrﬁent for
non-tenure track faculty. Baldwin and Chronister recommend that institutions offer t‘he
following to non-tenure track faculty mémbers (2001, p. 171):

s A deﬁned probationary period

e Multiyear appointments following probation

¢ Defined dates for contract renewal or termination

e Explicit evaluation criteria

e Equitable salary system

e Equitable fringe benefit system

e System of sequential ranks

e Support for professional development

¢ Involvement in governance and curriculum development

e Recognition and reward for contributibns

* Protection of academic freedom

¢ Orientation

¢ Opversight and monitoring of use of non-track faculty
This list parallels the recommendations of a number of professional organizations,

including the AAU (2001) and AAUP (1995). While hiring policies may be developed at
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the departmental or school level, particularly at large and complex institutions, all
policies should be developed in light of institutional “best practices.”

While this list for the most part applies equally to full-time and pért-time faculty,
best practices also suggest that part-time faculty be given timely notice of appointment
and reappointment. CCCC, following AAUP guidelines, recommends that when possible
notice of hiring be given to part-time faculty during the preceding sémester and that part-
time faculty who have taught for three consecutive semesters be given ai full semester’s
notice if they will not be rehired (1989, p.3). |

The committee used many gf these best practices in developing its survey for
chief academic officers, focus group questions, and the questionnaire comi)leted by non-
tenure track faculty. They are also reflected in the committee’s recommendations for

improving current employment practices at UNC campuses.

Recommendations for Employment Practices at UNC Campuses

As part of its study, the committee developed a survey for chief academic officers
(CAOQs) at UNC campuses to determine current practice among institutions on a variety
of issues identified in the literature on employment of non-tenure track faculty. The
survey and a summary of responses are included in Appendix C. The issues identified in
the survey were also raised in focus groups with non-tenure track faculty and in their
responses to the committee’s questionnaire. This questionnaire is included in Appendix
D, as is a report summarizing the issues raised and recommendét;ions made by the focus

groups. The sections below address issues from all three sources.

Appointments and Contracts for Full-time Faculty: While full-time non-tenure track

faculty at nine institutions can receive appointments longer than year-to-year (generally
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three to five years), CAO surveys indicate that six cémpuses limit appointments to one
year at a time. Single-year contracts do not provide contingity fér either faculty members
or institutions. In addition, faculty on year-to-year contracts may not be considered
eligible for merit or cost-of-living salary increases. Since many full-time non-tenure
track faculty are rehired for a number of years and have more permanent than contingent
roles in departments or programs, the committee makes the following feco@mcndaﬁonz
Recommendation 2: Each campus, whenever possible, ;hould offer multi-year
contracts (for three or more years with eligibility for reappointment) to full-time non-
tenure track faculty who have successfuﬂy completed & probaﬁénary period or
otherwise demonstrated their effectiveness and contributions.
With careful planning, departments should be able to determine their needs for
continuing full-time faculty while reserving flexibility in some positions in anticipation
of changes in enrollment, funding, and the availability of tenure-track and tenured

faculty.

Appointments and Contracts for Part-time Faculty: Although details about appointments
of part-time faculty were not elicited through the CAO survey, in focus groups and
questionnaires these faculty indicated that, even more than their full-time counterparts,
they see job security as a major concern. In addition, the timing of appointments creates
challenges for course preparation for these faculty and, presumébly, their s'tudents.
Finally, the practice at many campuses of semester-by-semester part-time appointments
to teach up to four or five sections denies many part-time faculty appropriate contractual
status and the benefits to which they could be entitled; many of them identify availability |

of benefits as the most important change that could be made to improve their jobs.
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While some part-time faculty are hired to fill ad hoc vacancies created by
unexpected enrollment increases or the départure or reassignment of tenure-étream
faculty, many others are employed semester after semester to supplement the _full-time
cohort, particularly in lower division courses. Although departménts‘expect to continue
employing experienced lecturers or adjuncts each semester, these faculty are often given
no formal assurance of reemployment and may learn within dajzs of the beginning of the
seméster about the courses and number of sections they will teach. The uncertainty and
timing of these appointments can limit faculty member’s preparation for their courses and
make proper orientation to new courses impossible.

AAUP’s Guidelines recommends that non-tenure track faculty be informed of
their continued employment and assignments as early as possible but at least four weeks
before the beginning of a semester; the committee believes this recommendation can be a
useful guideline for UNC campuses in developing procedures for part-time faculty
appointments. To achieve this goal, department chairs and program directors must
receive timely information about available funds in order to plan appropriately and
provide adequate notice to faculty about future employment. |

While the timeliness of part-time appointments raises questions of professional
and instructional effectiveness, the widespread use of temporary part-time appointrﬁents
that deny faculty the contractual status agd benefits they could receive creates serious
equity and ethical questions. Part-time faculty»who teach each semester frequently are not
given the two-semester continuing contracts that would make them eli-gibl.e for beneﬁ.ts
such as rétirementlcontributions and heaith insurance (depending on the number of
courses they teach). And some part-time faculty teach the equivalent of a full-time
load—four or five courses a semester—without being offered a full-time appointment

with the accompanying job security and benefits.
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Except in the case of appointments to cover last minute vacancies or added
sections, part-time faculty teaching a full course load should be given full-time nine-
month contracts. And faculty whom departmen£s expecf to employ pAart-.timc for both
semesters, with the proSpect of employment' for more than one academic year, should'be
given 50%-75% nine-month continuing appointments that entitle them to participation in
the state employees™ health insurance programs and state-sponsored retirément programs.
With a 50% continuing appointment, faculty members are eligible to participate in the
state employees’ health insurance prograﬁ, although Lhéy must contribute both the
employee and employer’s share of program costs, with no tontribution by the institution.
Continuing appointments of 75% or more entitle faculty to particiipate in the health
insurance plan and contribute to the Teachers and State Employees Retirement System or
a optional retirement program, with the ihstitution contributing the regular employer’s
share for both benefits.

Itis difﬁéult to determine from available data how many part-time faculty could
become eligible for employee beneﬁts if given the necessary continuing contracts.
However, in focus groups and questionnaires, many part-time faculty who had taught
multiple sections for a number of consecutive semesters reported receiving no employee
benefits. Since funds to cover employee benefits are allocated to institutions with FTEs,
institutions should have the funds available to cover their contributions to the benefits
package for continuing part-time instructors who qualify and seek benefits.

Among all the issues raised by part-time facuity, the issues of job security and
availability of employee benefits seem the most compelling and rﬁost easily addressed by

a central policy affecting all 16 UNC campuses. The committee makes the following

recommendation:
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Recommendation 3: The Office of the President should develop a poélicy and
guidelines for non-tenure track appointments, requiring each institution to develop
the following:

A. adefinition of “full time” faculty load applicable to non-tenure track
positions and appropriate to the institution’é mission and program array;

B. a definition of assignments aﬁd responsibilities that constitute 50%, 75%
and 100% loads, with identification of the employee benefits available to
non-tenure track faculty employed at 50% or 75% of a full-time load;

C. a policy determining under what circumstances if any faculty on part-time
appointments .can be assigned full-time loads;

D. a policy determining under what circumstances part-time faculty should be
issued two-semester continuing contracts with accompan-ying eligibility
for benefits;

E. apolicy for timely notice of appointmg:nt or reappointment of part-time

faculty.

Job Responsibilities, Titles and Ranks: Survey responses from CAOs confirmed that

UNC campuses uée a variety of titles for non-tenure track faculty with different types of
responsibilities and appointments, a fact leadmg to confusion about the nature of these
appointments that was confirmed in the campus focus groups. The most commonly used
title for both full-time and part-time non-tenure track faculty is “lecturer”; other widely
used titles for both full-time and part-time appointments are “Instructor” and “Adjunct.”
A number of campuses employ “Clinical” and “Research” faculty both full-time and part-
time, some of whom are awarded traditional professorial ranks. A new title, “Academic

Professional” (with rank), has been developed by two schools at UNC Greensboro. More
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than half of the campuses employ “Visiting Faculty” (usually on temporary assignment
from other academic or non-academic positions) and “Artists in Residence” (whose

" responsibilities are likely to focus on the practice of their art as well as mentoring of arts
students).

The uses across individual campuses of the same titles for both‘fullééhd part-time
faculty and of different titles for faculty with essentially the séme set of responsibilities
add to the confusion among non-tenure track faculty (and pcrhaps th;:ir department
chairs) about the responsibilities of their positions and the rights and benefits associated
with them. This confusion over titles on some campuses reflects a lack of cleaﬂy defined
positioﬁ descriptions, including length of appointment, opportunities for reappointment,
possibility of prombtion or movement thréugh sequential ranks, job responsibilities,
procedures for evaluation and reappointment, and eligibility for salary increases and
employee benefits. Some long-time faculty in the focus groups also noted their
frustration that they could not aspire to a title, such as “Senior Lecturer (currently used at
two UNC institutions) reflecting their service or longevity. |

While it is not feasible to develop a single set of titles and corresponding position
descriptions for all 16 campuses, the committee makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation 4: Each campus should develop a set of clearly defined

position descriptions and titles for full- and part-time non-tenure track positions.

The use of “advanced” titles with appropriate salary increases and other

recognition should be considered to appropriately -distingui.sh faculty_with longer

service records and accomplishments (for examplé, Senior Lecturer or Research

or Clinical Faculty with rank).
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The committee has included two sample position descriptions in Appendix E, one from a
professional school and one from a humanities department, which'incorp_orate many of
the best practices cited above and may serve as models for other institutions.
Evaluation: Research into the employment of non-tenure track faculty indicates that a
well-defined evaluation process with clearlly deﬁned performance criteria is important for
both the performance and morale of full-time and part-time faculty. According to the
CAO survey, full-time non-tenure tracic faéulty at UNC institutions are usually evaluated
by the departmept chair, sometimes by deans, progfam diré;:tors, and facults’ peers.
Evaluation of full-time and part-time non-tenure track faculty includes the use of student
evaluations. Part-time faculty are evaluated either annually or each semester, usually by
the department chair. However, some non-tenure track faculty indicated uncertairity
about the components and results of these evaluati;)ns and how they are used in decisions
about reappointment and salary increases. Department chairs are key figures in the
evaluation and supervision of non-tenure track faculty and should be provided training
for these responsibilities, which vary in many ways from responsibilities for evaluating
and supervising tenure-track and tenured faculty.

The committee makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation 5: At campuses which have not done so, full-time and part-

time non-tenure track faculty should be provided a specific description of the

evaluation process and criteria by which their performance will be judged and

how the evaluations will be linked to reaﬁpointment and salary determination;

training should be provided to department chairs on effective means of evaluating

and supervising non-tenure track faculty.
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Institutiona) and Departmental Support, Recognition and Participation: A major concern
of non-tenure track faculty is a lack of support and recognition by their colleégues{ their
departments, and their institutions. This lack of support sometimes includes lack of
access to basic resources needed to perform theirjob responsibﬁities. For example, not
all part-time faculty are provided use of an office, telephone, con'lpqter, or clerical
support. Providing offices for part-time faculty can be difficult on campuses where space
is extremely limited, even for full-time faculty. However, as campuses proceed with
planning and construction of new facilities supported by University or campus bonds or
other funds, they should include in:their planning consideration of the needs of all
faculty, full-time and part-time, and their students for office space for conferences, as
well as access to telephones and email networiﬁs.

A few faculty reported th;t their names and contact numbers are not provided to
students and colleagues through campus or department telephone lists. It seems obvious
that students must have a way to contact these faculty; the committee assumes that they
are left off regular depal_'tment lists only because they are hired at the last minute, and
encourages departments to remedy this omission v;rhere it exists. Some faculty also
indicated that they are often consciously or unconsciously excluded from other
department activities, both academic and social. While department cultures vary-in the
degree to which non-tenure track faculty are included in informal faculty activities, the
committee encourages de?artménts and campuses to include non-tenure track fé_culty in
as many activities as possible, recognize their status as contributing colleagues, and make
them more “visible” to their colleagues and the campus co‘mmuniiy.

Involvement in more formal departmental activities is also a concern for non-
tenure track faculty. Many non-tenure track faculty indicated a willingness to become
more involved in depanmentél and institutional activities such as curriculum
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development, student advising, program supervision, and governance activities. Some
part-time appointees, however, noted that they are asked to take on such responsibilities
in addition to their teaching assignments but without additional compenéétion.

Responses from the survey of CAOs indicate that at nearly all campuses, full-time -
non-tenure track faculty participate in orientation programs, curricular deveIOpmént
activities, student advising, and department governance. They are involved in program
administration and university governance at slightly more than half theAcarnpuses. Part-
time faculty, however, participate in campus orientation programs at nine institutions.
(Since SACS criteria require that part-time faculty be provided an orientation to their
responsibilities and thei; institutions, the committee assumes that this orientation takes
place informally within departments at some institutions.) At a few campuses, part-time
faculty are involved in curriculum development and student advising. Only one
institution reported that part-tirne faculty are involved in program administration or
department governance. No institutions reported that part-time faculty participate in
college or university governance activities.

Appropriate participatiovn in department and other governance activities is one of
the “best practices” recommended in the literature on non-tenure track faculty. Either as
part of regular governance structures or on peer committees, these faculty can contribute
to the well being of their departments and to their own self—govemaﬁée and development
as employees if they are given a voice at their institutions and feel that their academic
fréedom is not threatened.

Concerning institutional and departmental support, recognition and participation, the

committee makes several recommendations:
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Recommendation 6: Each campus should

A. provide non-tenure track faculty adéquate orientation to their
responsibilities and access to office space, telephones, computers,
eméjl, clerical support and 'other assistance necessary to fulfill their -
responsibilities;

B. develop guidelines for the proper compensation, either through
stipends or adjusted teaching loads, for advising and administrat;’ve
activities assigned to non-tenure track faculty;

C. include non-tenure track faculty as appropriate in decision-making
processes at the department, college, and university level, particularly
in decisions affecting their own responsibilities and employment

conditions.

Support for Professional Development: Non-tenure track faculty need opportunities to
improve their skills and develop as professionals in order to contribute effectively to the
teaching and/or research and service rm'ssion§ of their institutions. According to the
CAOs, funds are available to full-time non-tenure track faculty to support travel to

| professional conferences related to teaching at 12 campuses; 11 also provide some
support for travel related to research. Less than half provide support for research
activities; such support is most likely to come from the department, although at about
two-thirds of the campuses, support is also provided by school/college or university funds
or external grants. Part-time faculty receive support for professional development travel

related to teaching or research at only a few campuses, usually provided by the program

or department.



The perennial shortage of travel funds, even for tenure and tenure-track faculty,
has been exacerbated by recent budget reductions and state limits en reimbursement.
However, while campuses may not be able to provide support for professionalv
development travel to all faculty, non-tenure track faculty can be included'in on-campus -
programs offered by such ofﬁces as the teaching and learning centers. In addition, at
many campuses'non-tenure track faculty are ineligible to apply for gra:its as principal
investigators or to receive teaching awards and other recognition of their contributions, a
disincentive noted by several non—tenufe track faculty in focus groups and questionnaires.

The committee makes the following recommendation:

Recommendation 7: Each campus should provide opportunities to non-tenure

track faculty for professional development activities and for recqgnitioh of their

accomplishments through campus awards.

Salaries and Stipends: In no other area of non-tenure track employment is variation

among UNC institutions more pronounced than in the salaries and stipends paid to these
faculty members. This variation derives in part from the variety of appointments they
hold, ranging from clinical faculty positions in medical schools and field instructors or
supervisors in professional schools to instructors hired by the course in lower-division
humanities and social sciences disciplines. Variations are also related to the disciplinary
and market factors that are reflected in the salaries of tenure-stream faculty. Some
variation may also be due to location, since institutions in urbaﬁ areas must often pay
more to compete with other institutions for non-tenure track faculty, while more rural
institutions may pay less to place-bound employees for whom there are few other

opportunities for employment.
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These variations are clear from the CAO survey, which included questions about
compensation of both full-time and part-time non-tenure track faculty. (See Appendix C.)
Starting salaries for full-time non-tenure track faculty ranged by type of institution and
discipline, from under $30,000 for faculty in the humanities at some baccalaureate and
comprehensive institﬁti_ons to over $45,000 at other institutions in architecture, computer
science, law, medicine, and other health professions at research institutions. Most CAOs
indicated that these salaries were lower than starting salaries for tenure-track faculty
members, and all indicated that full-time non-tenure track fﬁculty were eligible for merit
and other salary increases.

Per-course stipends for part-time faculty reported by CAQs varied wideiy across
disciplines and institutions and even within disciplines. For eéxample, the stipend for
English instructors varied from $1500 to over $4500 for a three-credit course. Several
institutions have a fixed stipend for all part-time faculty regardless of discipline; most use
a scale based on discipline, credentials and experience. At one institution, the fixed
stipend was $1500 for a ﬁce—credit-hour course; other institutions pay part-time
instructors over $4500 for a three-credit course, with higher stipends more frequent in
such disciplines as computer science, social work and criminal justice. iny Six
institutions reported that part-time faculty were eligible for regular salary or merit
increases. In focus groups and questionnaires, some part-time faculty reported teaching
more than five years Witﬁ no increase in their stipends.

Since varigtions in salaries and stipends across UNC inétitutions appear to be
linked to the same forces that determine the salaries of tenure-track and tenured faculty,
the committee has chosen not to recommend a single scale for full-time salaries and part-
time stipends. However, based on informétio‘ri drawn from the focus groups and

questionnaires, the committee recognizes that at many institutions part-time faculty, in

P-38



particular, are hired at the lowest rate possible and that these rates often are not increa;ed
to reflect higher credentials, better performance, or years of experience. Full-time non-
tenure track faculty are not paid in proportion to their tenure-track or tenﬁred colleagues,
even though their responsibilities are similar in many disciplines and institutions. In
addition, non-tenure track faculty sometimes do not receive merit of even :cost-of-h'ving
increases because of the terms of their contracts, especially if they are hired on a series of
one-year contracts.
Given the demonstrated reliance on full-time and part-time faculty members at
UNC institutions, where they teach up to 50% of lower-division sections, their levels of
compensation (often with no employee benefits) should give pause to institutional
administrators and tenured faculty colleagues. Institutions should consider not merely
how cheaply they can employ these faculty but what compensation is appropriate and
adequate to reduce turnover and ensure a continging cadre of qualified, experience and
professional faculty.
The committee makes the follow?ng recommendation:
Recommendation 8: As part of their staffing plans, institutions should
A. analyze the compensation of full-time and part-time non-tenure track
faculty and weigh this compensation against the duties and
responsibilities of these positions;
B. increase compensation where appropriate to ensure the coqtinﬁed
employment of qualified, experienced, and professioﬁal faculty;
C. develop policies for the eligibility of full-time non-tenuré track faculty
for regular salary increases and for increases in part-time faculty
stipends, both across-the-board within disciplines and for individual

faculty based on experience and performance.
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Conclusion

The committee recognizes that the same forces that have producéd an increase in
the proportion of non-tenure track faculty at UNC institutions also make it difficult to
change institutional hiring patterns. Increasing enrollment, declining and uncertain state
funding, broader demands on institutions for other personnel and services, and
increasingly complex instructional, research and service missions are trends that will
likely be exacerbated rather than moderated in the future. However, because of the
potential'impact of an increasingly specialized cadre of ﬁon-tenure trz;ck faculty on the
ability of institutions to achieve all aspects of tﬁeir missions and the likely increase in.
competition to hire both tenure-track and non-tenure track categories of faculty in the
next decgde, the committee believes that the University and its constituc;,nt institutions
must address the issues identified in this report and resp;)nd to its recommendations in
order to ensure an appropriate mix of qualified, adequately compensated and supported
faculty. This report, the committee hopés, represents the beginning of the University’s
attemnpt to understand and address the role of non-tenure track faculty in ensuﬁng qﬁality

in achieving its institutions’ missions.
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Appendix B

Percentage Distribution of Undergraduate Lower-Division SCHs
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Appendix C

CAO Survey and Summary of Responses
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SUMMARY
UNC Chief Academic Officers
Survey Concerning Non-Tenure Track Faculty
August, 2001

1. Which of the following titles are used at your institution for full-time (FT) and part-time
(PT) non-tenure track faculty? (Check all that apply)

Title (FD) _(PT)

Lecturer . 12 12

Senior Lecturer 2 [NCSU/UNCC] 1 [NCSU]

Instructor

Adjunct Faculty

Clinical Faculty with rank

Clinical Faculty without rank

Research Faculty with rank

Research Faculty without rank

Artist-in-Residence

om—y

Visiting Faculty

== Ol oo |
=0 1N Wi |o|\O

Other: UNCG:
Academic Professional w/rank

Comments: UNC-CH: All fixed-term appointments carry rank.

2. Are full-time non-tenure track faculty at your institution eligible for a promotion or

change in title? A
*Yes 7 No 8 N/R 1 (NCSA- PT responses only)
*(does not include promotion to t-t Assistant Professor)

If so, in what disciplines are thése promotions/title changes available? (check all that
apply)

[] Agriculture [] Engineering [] Humanities
[] Architecture [] English []Law
] Business ] Fine Arts (] Mathematics
[] Communications ] Foreign Languages [ ] Medicine
] Computer & Info Science [ ] Health Professions [] Physical & Life Sciences
] Education ] Home Economics [ ] Social Sciences
[] Other (please list)
Comments:
ASU: Change in title only (yes)

UNCG: Clinical Faculty and Academic Professionals with rank (yes)
UNCW:  Only upon achieving qualifications for tenure-track position (no)
WSSU: Faculty can apply for a tenure-track position (no)
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UNC Chief Academic Officers
Survey Summary — Non Tenure Track Faculty
August 2001

3. Do full-time non-tenure track faculty at your institution receive contracts whose
duration is longer than one year?
6 None 9 Some 0 All

If so, do they have to complete a probationary period before teviewinsreceiving a
multiple-year contract? Of what length? No response to “length” from any of the 16.
Yes_0 No__38 NR_1

In what disciplines are multiple-year contracts available? (Check all that apply) -

[] Agriculture [] Engineering ("] Humanities

(] Architecture [] English [JLaw

[ ] Business [ ] Fine Arts ' (] Mathematics

[[] Communications [] Foreign Languages [] Medicine

[[] Computer & Info Science [ ] Health Professions  [_] Physical & Life Sciences

[ ] Education [l Home Economics - [ ] Social Sciences '
' [] Other (please list)

Comrments: .

NCCU: Some are given inijtial multi-year contracts up to 5 years; 3 is the norm.

UNC-CH: Appointments may be made for 1 — Syears.

4. Please indicate how often full-time and part-time non-tenure track faculty at your
institution are evaluated.

each semester Annually every 3-5 years
full-time 4 14 ‘ 1
part-time 7 8. 0

Comments: UNCA: FT NTT faculty evaluated annually for first 3 yrs; then every 3-5 yrs.
FSU: Student evaluations each semester for both. Comprehensive annual
evaluations for FT.

UNCC: Student evaluations each semester. '
WCU: PT are evaluated only in certain departments (by Department Head).
Student evaluations for all PT faculty.

5. Who is typically involved in the evaluation of full-time and part -time non-tenure
track faculty at your institution?

Title FT) (PT)

Students 13 14
Program director 9 9
Department chair/head 15 15
Peers 7 5
Dean 8 7
CAO 3 1
Comments:
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6. In which of the following activities do full-time and part-time non-tenure track faculty

at your institution typically participate? Check all that apply.

Title (FT) (PT)

Orientation program . 13 9
Curriculum Development 14 5
Student Advising 13 6
Program Administration 8 1.

*Department governance 14 1
College governance 10 0

| »University governance 9 0
Comments:
* ASU: Lecturers only.
«« UNC-CH: Membership in Faculty Council requires FT appointment of at
least 3 years. PT faculty involvement is limited.

7. For which of the following professional development activities are full- time and

part-time non-tenure track faculty at your institution typically eligible to receive

funds? (Check all that apply.)

FD | @D
Travel to professional conferences related to teaching | 12 S5
Travel to professional conferences related to research | 11 1
Support for research activities 6 0

Other (please explain):

NCSU: Varies by department and responsibility of 1nd1V1dua1

From what sources are these funds typically available? (Check all that apply.)

FTD) ®T)
Program 9 5
Department 14 5
School/College 11 3
University 10 2
External Grants: 12 4
Comments:
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8. Please check your estimate of the starting salary (in thousands) of new full-time non-
tenure track faculty in the disciplines at your institution:

<$30 $30-35 | $35-40 | $40-45 >$45

« Agriculture
Architecture
Business
Communications
Computer and information
sciences
Education
Engineering

* English
Fine Arts
Foreign Languages
Health Professions -
Home Economics
Humanities
Law
Mathematics
Medicine
Physical and Life Sciences

Social Sciences (includes
Criminal Justice and Social Work)

Other - Info. & Library
Science
Comments: *NCSU - English Technical Writers salaries are $30,000; others are
Jess than $30,000.
NCSU -~ Agriculture covers a wide range, from $30 - $50,000+.
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9. How do these salaries generally compare to those of new tenure-track faculty members
in the same discipline?

12 Lower 2 About the same *1 Higher

*NCCU: Hiring salaries are higher overall; thus, many new faculty typically come in a
salaries greater than long-time faculty.

P-54



UNC Chief Academic Officers

Survey Summary — Non Tenure Track Faculty

August 2001

10. Are full-tixne non-tenure track faculty at your institution eligible to receive

regular salary or merit increases?

Comments:

ECSU: If at the institution for 2 or more years.

15Yes

0 No

UNCP: At the request of the chairs, long-term NTT faculty might receive an increase.

11. Please estimate the range paid per course to part-time non-tenure track fécﬁlty at your
institutions in the following disciplines: (assumes 3 credit hour courses)

$1500-
2000

$2000-
2500

$2500-
3000

$3000-
3500

$3500-
4000

$4000-
4500

$4500+

Agriculture

1

Architecture

1

Business

Communications

1

Computer and information
sciences

WiQ1w

1
1
2

Fou I (O N [US N PR 5

"I Education

N

Engineering

English

Fine Arts

Foreign Languages

Health Professions

Home Economics

Humanities

Q= (W N Q]00 | |

Law

Mathematics

(OSBRI R RO R ORI § RSO R

Medicine

Physical and Life Sciences

W

Social Sciences (includes
Social Work & Criminal Justice)

38

Other - Info. & Library
Sciences

o

Comments: ASU: Each discipline pays the same rate per credit hour taught, depending on
faculty member’s highest degree: Doctorate: $1020 per credit hour.
Master’s: $918. Bachelor’s $816. Counted as $2000-$2500.
FSU: Master’s $2,000/doctoral $2500.
NCA&T: Atdiscretion of dept/school/college.
UNCA: Flat rate $1500-2500; included in $2000-2500 range.
UNCC: Rates vary within discipline; counted in higher range.
UNCP: Established scale based on terminal degree/teaching experience.
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12. Are part-time non-tenure track faculty at your institution eligible to receive regular
salary or merit increases? 6 Yes 9No 1 Other

Comments:

ECSU: Recent across-the-board increase.

UNCG: Reviewed at time of re-appointment

NCA&T: At the discretion of the department/school/college

NCCU: Increases are usually given when new contract is negotiated.

13. Does your institution or do individual colleges or departments have a written policy
concerning the contractual terms, reappointment, evaluation, salary, benefits, raises, and
other issues related to non-tenure track faculty? If so, could you please return a copy
with this survey or indicate who might provide the committee with a copy?
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SUMMARY REPORT ON CAMPUS FOCUS GROUPSR

In order to determine UNC non-tenure track faculty (NTTF) members’ concerns, members of the
Non-Tenure Track Faculty Committee held campus and regional focus groups in October and
November 2001. Regional focus groups were held in the Triad region (UNCG, WSSU,
NCA&T), the western region (ASU, UNCA, WCU), and the eastern region (ECU, ECSU, FSU,
UNCW, UNCP). Campus focus groups were held at UNCC, NCSU, UNC Chapel Hill and
NCCU. NTT faculty members were informed by committee members, campus Faculty Senate
chairs, and academic affairs administrators about the focus group meetings. Attendance varied
because of notification and schedules from less than five to over 35.

Below is a summary report on the committee’s focus groups representing the range of issues
raised and recommendations suggested by focus group participants.

Salaries and Benefits:
Issues:

e Salaries for both part-time and full-time NTTF are unreasonably low, and the salary
differential between TT and NTTF is large.

¢ Salaries for both part-time and full-time NTTF vary across disciplines within an
institution, presumably driven by market forces or quality of performance but often
seemingly capricious. .

e Salaries do not take into consideration such factors as years of experience at an
institution, professional qualifications, class size, responsibilities other than teaching,
meritorious performance, classification of position, and cost of living.

¢ Part-time NTTF are not eligible for ment increases, some FT NTTF are not eligible, and
others do not know whether they are eligible.

e Low salaries result in a revolving door for NTTF, which negatively affects the quality of
instruction and mission of each institution. )

¢ There is little opportunity for NTTF members of institutions located in rural areas to
supplement their income through “outside work.”

* The definition of “part-time” NTTF is not clear or at least not uniformly applied, as at
some institutions any workload below a 4/4 arrangement is treated as part-time without
benefits even under the terms of a one-year contract.

* It would be helpful if NTTF could become vested in the retirement program more
quickly. .

e NTTF often do not know the source of the funds supporting their salaries or the factors
affecting decisions regarding salary increases. ‘

¢ At some campuses, part-time faculty teaching three or four courses a semester are paid at -
or below the federal poverty level.

Recommendations: :
¢ Institutions should be prowded clear guidelines regarding the prov1sxon of benefits to
NTTF based upon workload over an academic year, and monitoring of an institution’s
implementation of the guidelines should occur.
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e Uniform NC system policies should be established for determining salaries of part-time
and full-time NTT, and should include such factors as credentials, years of experience,
responsibilities, and performance.

e Establish NC system classifications of part-time and full-time NTTF and set minimum
salaries for each classification.

e Establish NC system policies regarding merit increases for NTTF.

Contracts and Workload:
Issues: -

e Part-time faculty need more notice regarding their status from semester to semester.

e In some institutions, multi-year contracts are utilized in some departments and colleges
but not others; NTTF, and apparently administrators, are not clear about policies
regarding such contracts. Job security is a major concern for NTTF.

» Contracts of NTTF do not specify clearly their responsibilities; some are responsible for
non-instructional activities such as student advising, others are not.

e Lack of job security affects NTTF’s perception of their academic freedom.

*. NTT faculty who teach four courses a semester are not given FT contracts with eligibility
for benefits.

e NTT faculty often carmry heavier teaching loads and larger classes.

e Those who want to do their own research have little time or support-and cannot be
Principal Investigators on grants.

Recommendations:

e Institutions should consider new job titles for long-serving NTTF.

o Establish across the NC system “best practice” guidelines for notification of part-time
faculty from semester to semester.

¢ Institutions should establish policies for departments and colleges related to the use of
multi-year contracts.

e Institutions should specify the responsibilities of NTTF in contracts.

e NTTF who teach full loads each semester should be given year-long, FT contracts with
benefits.

Work Environment:
Issues:

e All learning does not occur in the classroom, therefore, it is important for part-time as
well as full-time NTTF to have a place to meet with students and access to telephones,
computers, e-mail.

* It would be helpful to extend to part-time NTTF some amenities such as electronic
-deposit of salary.

e There is too little recognition of the contributions that NTTF make to their departments
and institutions.

e NTTF too frequently feel undervalued

» NTTF are isolated from the decision-making processes iri their departments and
institutions.
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o NTTF are either not provided travel funds and other professional development support or
are unaware of the availability of such funds.
o NTTF often are not eligible for teaching awards and other recognition.

Recommendations: o ,

¢ Institutions should e'stablish mechanisms to assure that NTTF are provided the amenities
and recognition afforded their tenure track peers.

e NTTF should be included in web sites, catalogs, and departmental listings.

e When possible, all NTTF should be provided office space and access to telephones,
computers and email, and receive necessary instructional supplies and clerical support.

e NTTF should be made aware of departmental policies related to travel funds and how to
obtain funding if it is available.

* Tenured faculty should be made aware of working conditions of NTTF.

Faculty Governance:
Issues:
e Some NTTF are systematically excluded from departmental and institutional governing
bodies, some have no idea whether they are or are not excluded.
e In some departments and institutions, NTTF are not particularly encouraged to participate
in faculty governance but are accepted if they decide to do so.
e There may be some reluctance on the part of departments and institutions to encourage
NTTF participation in faculty governance for fear of further exploitation.
e Some NTTF are reluctant to participate in faculty governance for fear of reprisal without
the safety net of tenure.

Recommendations:
e NC system guidelines should be established providing for the involvement of NTTF in
faculty governance.

Performance Evaluation:
Issues:
e Within and among institutions, some NTTF are subject to annual performance
evaluations and some are not. 4
e Consequences of performance evaluations vary within and among institutions from
nonexistent to determining whether NTTF will be retained. NTTF are not always given
access to their evaluations.
e Merit increases are either not affected by performance evaluations, or NTTF are unclear
about the effect.
¢ Departments vary regarding whether NTTF are subject to peer evaluations, and whether
student evaluations are made available to NTTF. :

Recommendations:
* NC system guidelines should be established regarding methods of performance
evaluations for NTTF, and the utilization of results.
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Questionnaire for Part-time and Non-Tenure Track Faculty in the UNC System

Your department Your campus

1. Please indicate whether you are a p~ *ime or full-time non-tenure track faculty member.
Part-time _ Full-time

2. How many years have you taught at this UNC campus?
Are you concurrently teaching at another campus, either within the UNC system or private?
Do you hold other non-teaching jobs at the present time? '

3. Check the category below that best describes your assignment, indicating the percentage of
time for each if your ‘
dunes are divided among several categones
Classroom teacher
Clinical faculty
Administrator of a program
Research faculty
Other (please describe briefly)

4. How many sections or clinical students, on average, do you teach each semester?
sections clinical students

5. How much are you paid each semester?
. percourse or $ full time annually

6. Why are you a non-tenure track faculty member?
Personal preference
Don't have the degree required for tenure-track position
Can't find tenure-track position
Other (please specify briefly)

7. How satisfied are you with
a. your teaching at this institution

Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied - Very
dissatisfied
Why?
" b. With your department (status, support, relationship to other faculty)
Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Somewhat dissatisfied Very

dissatisfied
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Why?

c. With the relationship between your teaching here and other jobs/roles
___ Very satisfied __-_Somewhat satisfied ____Somewhat dissatisfied -____Very
dissatisfied
Why?

8. Do you know of any opportunity for promotion, title change, or salary increase available in
your current non-tenure

track position?

If so, briefly describe.

9. Have you received a contract or do you have an agreement, oral or written, indicating that
your position will ‘

continue for more than one year?

If so, briefly describe.

10. Do you feel you have any job security?
Is your academic freedom jeopardized?

11. Check which of these activities you are eligible to participate in:

orientation for new faculty department governance

funding for professional travel college or school governance

curriculum development university governance
____ student advising other (please identify)

12. Check which kind of support is available to you:

an office (shared with how many?- ) ___._ a computer .
a telephone secretarial assistance if needed
_other (please identify) '

13. What could be done to improve your situation in your current position?
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Appendix E: Sample NTT Position Descriptions
Department of English, UNC Chapel Hill

School of Human EnvironmentalSciences, UNC Greehsboro
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Guidelines for Employing Lecturers
Department of English
UNC Chapel Hill

Although the Department of English has hired fixed-term faculty in the past without
miich thought to their conditions of employment, we believe that recent demographic changes--
offer an opportunity to consider certain standards and expectations for such appointments. The
following guidelines serve three purposes: 1) to ensure the ethical and fair treatment of fixed-
term faculty, 2) to promote high quality teaching in General College courses, and 3) to enable the
efficient, stable administration of the Composition and Undergraduate Studies Programs.

1. Lecturers are defined as non-tenure-track faculty members in the English Department,
excepting graduate teaching fellowships but including spousal hires. They are fixed-term
(EPA non-faculty) appointments that may be part-time or full-time, temporary or permanent.
To confer full fringe benefits, including University-paid health benefits and retirement
contributions, lecturers must hold at least a 75% “permanent” appointment and a one-year
contract. '

2. Lecturers must hold the Ph.D. degree or other appropriate academic, scholarly, and artistic
credentials, and they must demonstrate excellence in teaching.

3. The Department of English-defines a full-time teaching load for a lecturer as three courses
per semester. A 75% "permanent” appointment is defined as teaching five courses per year;
to receive a 67% "permanent” appointment, lecturers will teach two courses per semester.

Assignments will be split between composition/creative writing and literature/film courses. {" _
4. Because only "permanent" appointments of 75% or greater carry benefits, such employment Rt

is a goal in awarding lectureships; however, the Department will consider individual
preferences in determining teaching loads.

5. Lecturers will serve the first year of their appointment on a probanonary contract; thereafter,
they may be renewed for an additional two years. Following a satisfactory review in the
third year of employment, the contract may be renewed for anothier three-year term.

6. Salaries and raises will be determined by qualifications and experience. In 2001-02 first-year

lecturers will receive $6000 per course. The Department of English recommends that future

stipends be indexed to salaries customarily offered to beginning assistant professors in

English. '

Lecturers will have office space (two lecturers per office) and a shared telephone line.

Each lecturer will be assigned a mailbox, a photocopy allocation, and a computer. Each

lecturer should be eligible to apply for travel funds awarded by the Department.

9. Though lecturers will not vote on personnel matters affecting tenure-track faculty members,
they may vote on other issues coming before the faculty. They may attend faculty meetings,
serve on departmental committees, and otherwise involve themselves in the life of the
Department.

10. Lecturers will elect representatives to a peer-review committee, responsible for advising the
Department Chair on policies and procedures affecting lecturers. Members of this committee
may also interview applicants for lectureships and evaluate lecturers being con51dered for
renewed appointments.

11. Lecturers shall be appointed in the spring semester. A call for applications will appear on the
Department’s Website, in local publications, and in announcements sent to the English » Tt

® N
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12.

Department chairs of other North Carolina universities. Applicants will submit a letter of
application, current vitae, a teaching portfolio, and at least one letter of recommendation
from someone who has observed the applicant’s teaching. A small search committee,
appointed by the Department Chair, will review all applications and will conduct personal
interviews with a smaller group of candidates (probably on two Saturdays). A list of
recommended appointees will be circulated to the English faculty, who will be invited to
review the candidates’ materials on file outside the Chair’s office. A meeting of the faculty
will be called to discuss the candidates and to vote on which names should be recommended
to the Chair for appointment.

The English faculty annually will receive a report describing how many lecturers are
employed by the Department, what courses they are teaching, and what roles they are taking
in the life of the Department. The faculty also will have an opportunity to review materials
bearing on the reappointment of any lecturer and to advise the Chair on these
reappointments.
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[UNC Greensboro]

SCHOOL OF HEALTH AND HUMAN PERFORMANCE

THE ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL TRACK
I.  Purpose and Rationale:

Purpose .

- Commentary in higher education over the past decade has underscored the importance of
the diverse academic and professional contributions of faculty to the successful operation of the
university (Krahenbuhl; 1998; Schon, 1995; Boyer, 1990). A companion theme has been the
need to structure promotion and reward mechanisms that are sufficiently flexible to recognize
performance in this broad spectrum of professional and academic work (Boyer, 1996). His
proposal describes a mechanism for addressing this issue in the School of Health and Human
Performance at UNCG. Specifically, the proposal recommends the establishment of an
Academic Professional Track (APT) that provides for a hierarchy of ranks and a system for
appointment and promotion to those ranks for non-tenure track faculty, based on the quantity and
quality of critical teaching, service and professional scholarship.

Rationale

Fulfilling the mission of The School of Health and Human Performance (HHP) depends not
only on tenure track faculty whose teaching, research and service conform to traditional
prescriptions, but also on non-tenure track faculty assigned to unique and indispensable roles.
Most of these assignments are carried out in connection with the professional preparation of
students in all of the disciplines represented in HHP where application of theory to practice is an
integral ingredient of the curriculum. Currently, one-quarter of the faculty force in HHP is
assigned to lecturer lines. These positions require not only an advanced graduate education, but
also a wealth of experience in the practice of the respective disciplines. Faculty in these positions
not only keep abreast of theory and current practice, but also collaborate with professionals and
contribute to the advancement of their professions. Because the disciplines represented in the
school are diverse, these academic assignments span a broad range of professional duties
including, but not limited to, the following: collaborative work with health and social agencies,
technical support and teaching in creative performance settings, coordination and supervision of
student interns at on-campus and off-campus clinical settings, fitness evaluation and prescnptlon
professional program supervision, and advanced skill instruction.
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Academic professionals assigned to these roles have developed reputations as
excellent teachers and providers of important services, both to the university and to
professional organizations. In addition, some have mastered highly specialized
knowledge and skills sufficiently so that their professional contributions have received
regional, national, or international recognition. However, because their roles do not align
with the expectations typically prescribed for tenure track faculty (e.g., conducting highly
specialized research in formal disciplines, advanced graduate teaching and advising, etc.)
or because they lack the terminal degree, faculty usually are appointed to non-tenure
track positions as lecturers. -

Lectureships tend to be viewed as quasi-temporary appointments in which the
institution has only a marginal commitment. This is especially the case where the term of
appointment is subject to the AAUP recommendation of a maximum of seven years for
faculty in non-tenure track positions. Faculty in these positions, however, often invest
heavily in the mission of the institution. At the same time, they struggle with career
uncertainties and regrettably suffer from the stigma of second class departmental citizens.
From the standpoint of the department, the temporary nature of such appointments
creates program instability and lack of continuity among the teaching faculty, many of
whom are central to the day to day functioning of the professional curriculum.
Additionally, even in cases where lecturers have been afforded the special privilege of
multi-year appointments, current mechanisms do not adequately recognize and reward
professional achievement and growth. Consequently, experienced, highly skilled and
knowledgeable, regionally and nationally recognized non-tenure track faculty share the
same rank designation as the novice—*lecturer.”

The proposed APT will reduce the uncertainty and instability surrounding selected
lectureship positions in HHP by providing for fixed term, multi-year appointments. It also
will create a system for appointing and promoting faculty currently grouped under the
rank of lecturer to professorial ranks based on their individual professional
accomplishments. Finally, the proposed APT will strengthen departmental efforts to
recruit highly qualified clinical and professional faculty who desire job stability and the
opportunity for professional advancement. The APT is not intended to alter existing
job descriptions, workloads or qualifications for lecturers currently employed in
HHP.

The proposed structure has precedence in many professional schools. For example,
clinical, non-tenure track faculty positions have long been recognized at professional
schools of law, medicine, nursing, social work and education. At UNCG, both the
School of Nursing and the School of Human Environmental Sciences have instituted
similar academic professional, non-tenure track streams and appear to be functioning
effectively.

The following titles for the AP track in HHP are proposed: Academic Professional
Instructor, Academic Professional Assistant Professor, Academic Professional Associate
Professor, Academic Professional Professor. This proposal includes two strong
recommendations: 1) that the APT be open to all faculty who meet at least the
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qualifications for appointment to the rank of AP Instructor; and 2) that promotions to
higher ranks be accompanied by salary increments comparable to those i mcrernents
awarded for promotions within the existing tenure track.

DEFINITIONS AND GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING TEACHING,
SERVICE AND SCHOLARSHIP

CRITERIA FOR APPOINTMENT/REAPPOINTMENT TO RANKS
WITHIN THE APT.

REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR APPOINTMENT, REAPPOINTMENT, AND
PROMOTION OF ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL FACULTY

INITIAL APPOINTMENT OF CURRENT HHP LECTURERS TO AP
TRACK

< 2 B H

[For the complete proposal, contact UNCG School of Health and Human
Performance]
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