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Findings 

Quantitative Data 

Institutional Data 

While the primary emphasis of the Millennium Project was to detail the lives of faculty 

by hearing from them what supports and hinders their work, existing quantitative data provided 

the opportunity to identify actual statistical differences across gender and race/ethnicity with 

respect to a number of elements (e.g., how faculty view the institution’s priorities, factors that 

create stress for faculty, etc.).  The quantitative data also provided a resource for supporting or 

questioning the issues raised in faculty focus and discussion groups.  For instance, in the 

qualitative analysis, women faculty mentioned time and again that they felt they spent more time 

teaching labor-intensive independent study courses than do their male colleagues.  By analyzing 

the quantitative data, we can statistically determine whether in fact there is a significant 

correlation to this proposition. 

 Highlighted below are faculty demographic data as a context for the study, including a 

cursory examination of salary data.  

 

Faculty Representation and Distribution 

  According to the Decision and Planning Support (DAPS) Office at the University 

of Arizona, women consisted of approximately 28% of tenure/tenure-track faculty in 1999-2000.  

Faculty of color accounted for 14% of the tenure/tenure-track faculty (see Table 3.1).   

Table 3.1: Faculty Head Count* by Rank, Gender, Race/Ethnicity 
 Women Men Native 

American 
African 

American 
Hispanic Asian 

American 
White 

Professor 124 (15.5%) 677 (84.5%) 10 (1.2%) 4 (.5%) 26 (3.2%) 42 (5.2%) 719 (89.8%) 

Associate 
Professor 

154 (35.2%) 284 (64.8%) 1 (.2%) 11 (2.5%) 20 (4.6%) 25 (5.7%) 381 (87%) 

Assistant 
Professor 

123 (41.1%) 176 (59.9%) 4 (1.3%) 4 (1.3%) 21 (7%) 14 (4.7%) 256 (85.6%) 

 
 
*Faculty numbers include department heads and directors, but excludes administrative deans and above on tenure-
track.  Data include both full and part-time faculty and exclude faculty on leave without pay. 
Sources:  IPEDS Fall 2000 Staff Survey; Personnel Census Files, PSOS. 

With respect to academic rank, male faculty make-up 85% of full professors, 65% of 

associate professors, and 60% of assistant professors.  White/non-Hispanic faculty are 90% of 

full professors, 87% of associate professors, and 86% of assistant professors. 
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Over the last six years the number of tenure-track women faculty has increased only 

slightly from 365 in 1995 to 407 in 2000, which includes administrative deans and above on the 

tenure-track.  In contrast, the number of tenure-track male faculty decreased from 1220 in 1995 

to 1131 in 2000 (see Chart 3.1). 

 

Sources:  IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, 1995-2000; Personnel Census Files, PSOS. 
 

The number of women as a percentage of the total at the full and associate professor 

ranks have grown by about five percent during this same time frame.  The number of women at 

the assistant professor rank remained relatively stable (see Table 3.2).  
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Table 3.2:  Number of Faculty by Rank and Gender (1995-2000) 
Year # Women 

Full 
# Men 
Full 

# Women 
Associate 

# Men 
Associate 

# Women 
Assistant 

# Men 
Assistant 

Total # 
Women 

Total # 
Men 

1995 100 (12%) 710 (88%) 131 (29%) 328 (71%) 134 (42%) 182 (58%) 365 (23%) 1220 (77%) 

1996 105 (13%) 697 (87%) 141 (30%) 334 (70%) 136 (44%) 170 (56%) 382 (24%) 1201 (76%) 

1997 106 (13%) 689 (87%) 155 (32%) 337 (68%) 134 (45%) 161 (55%) 395 (25%) 1187 (75%) 

1998 111 (14%) 687 (86%) 166 (35%) 314 (65%) 125 (44%) 157 (56%) 402 (26%) 1158 (74%) 

1999 124 (15%) 679 (85%) 154 (34%) 303 (66%) 123 (42%) 173 (58%) 401 (26%) 1155 (74%) 

2000 135 (17%) 666 (83%) 148 (34%) 290 (66%) 124 (41%) 175 (59%) 407 (27%) 1131 (73%) 

 
Tenure-track Faculty Only.  Sources:   DAPS, IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, Personnel Census Files 
 

 

While there is a perception that the numbers of faculty of color have increased 

dramatically over time, this is not the case.  The DAPS data (see http://daps.arizona.edu/) 

indicates that the number of faculty of color has not changed significantly, from 176 in 1995 to 

182 in 2000 (see Chart 3.2). 

 
Sources:  IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, 1995-2000; Personnel Census Files, PSOS. 

 

Over the last six years, the number of faculty of color at the full professor rank has grown 

by only three percent to make-up 10 percent of the total faculty (see Table 3.3).  At the associate 

C h a r t  3 . 2 :  T e n u r e - T r a c k  F a c u l t y  b y  R a c e / E t h n i c i t y  1 9 9 5 - 2 0 0 0

0

2 0 0

4 0 0

6 0 0

8 0 0

1 0 0 0

1 2 0 0

1 4 0 0

1 6 0 0

1 8 0 0

1 9 9 5 1 9 9 6 1 9 9 7 1 9 9 8 1 9 9 9 2 0 0 0

Y e a r

N
u

m
b

e
r

#  w h i t e  t r a c k  f a c u l t y

#  n o n w h i t e  t r a c k  f a c u l t y



 

 24

professor level, the number has remained stable.  However, at the assistant professor level, the 

number of faculty of color have dropped by eight percent, leaving little opportunity to improve 

the future number of tenured faculty of color. 

 

Table 3.3:  Number of Faculty by Rank and Race/Ethnicity (1995-2000) 
Year # 

Nonwhite 
Full 

# White 
Full 

# 
Nonwhite  
Associate  

# White 
Associate  

# 
Nonwhite 
Assistant 

# White 
Assistant 

Total # 
Nonwhite 

Total # 
White  

1995 54 (7%) 756 (93%) 54 (12%) 405 (88%) 68 (22%) 248 (78%) 176 (11%) 1409 (89%) 

1996 58 (7%) 744 (93%) 57 (12%) 418 (88%) 59 (19%) 247 (81%) 174 (11%) 1409 (89%) 

1997 65 (8%) 730 (92%) 63 (13%) 429 (87%) 54 (18%) 241 (82%) 182 (12%) 1400 (88%) 

1998 73 (9%) 725 (91%) 61 (13%) 419 (87%) 41 (15%) 241 (85%) 175 (11%) 1385 (89%) 

1999 78 (10%) 725 (90%) 61 (13%) 396 (87%) 42 (14%) 254 (86%) 181 (12%) 1375 (88%) 

2000 82 (10%) 719 (90%) 57 (13%) 381 (87%) 43 (14%) 256 (86%) 182 (12%) 1356 (88%) 

 

Tenure-track Faculty Only.  Sources:   DAPS, IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, Personnel Census Files 
 

 

With respect to hiring practices, over the last five years the percentage of women faculty 

hired has dropped by nearly ten percent (see Table 3.4).  For faculty of color, the numbers have 

been inconsistent, with some years showing a slight increase and other years showing a slight 

decrease (see Table 3.5).   

The largest growth category, according to the IPEDS Fall Staff Survey and DAPS data 

(see http://daps.arizona.edu/), is in hiring non-tenure-track instructors/lecturers.  In 1995, this 

group comprised 17 percent of the total faculty as compared to 2000 when it represented 28 

percent of all faculty/instructors.  The practice of hiring non-tenure-track faculty versus tenure-

track faculty seems to be on the rise, which may have implications for tenure-track faculty who 

will have an increased advising and service load.  Such a result will have a disproportionate 

impact for women and faculty of color, who already feel an undue service burden. 
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Table 3.4:  Faculty New Hires by Gender (1995-2000*) 

 1995 1996 1998 1999 2000 

 Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 

Tenured 
Faculty 

5 (4.1%) 8 (6.5%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 3 (2.8%) 14 (13%) 3 (2.2%) 15 (11%) 3 (2.2%) 7 (5.2%) 

Non-
Tenured,
on track  

24 
(19.5%) 

27 (22%) 19 
(18.8%) 

21 
(20.8%) 

16 
(14.8%) 

21 
(19.4%) 

14 
(10.3%) 

31 
(22.8%) 

19 
(14.2%) 

36 
(26.9%) 

Non-
Tenured, 
not on 
track 

27 (22%) 32 (26%) 27 
(26.7%) 

29 
(28.7%) 

26 
(24.1%) 

28 
(25.9%) 

33 
(24.3%) 

40 
(29.4%) 

26 
(19.4%) 

43 
(32.1%) 

Total 56 
(45.5%) 

67 
(54.5%) 

47 
(46.5%) 

54 
(53.5%) 

45 
(41.7%) 

63 
(58.3%) 

50 
(36.8%) 

86 
(63.2%) 

48 
(35.8%) 

86 
(64.2%) 

 

*Data not reported for 1997 
Sources:  IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, 1995, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000 

 
 
 

Table 3.5:  Faculty New Hires by Race/Ethnicity (1995-2000*) 
 1995 1996 1998 1999 2000 

 Non-
White  

White  Non-
White  

White  Non-
White  

White  Non-
White  

White  Non-
White  

White  

Tenured 
Faculty 

1 (.8%) 8 (6.5%) 2 (2%) 3 (3%) 3 (2.8%) 14 (13%) 6 (4.4%) 12 (8.8%) 0 7 (5.2%) 

Non-
Tenured,
on track  

13 
(10.6%) 

37 
(30.1%) 

7 (6.9%) 32 
(31.7%) 

13 (12%) 24 
(22.2%) 

11 (8.1%) 30 
(22.1%) 

13 (9.7%) 31 
(23.1%) 

Non-
Tenured, 
not on 
track 

12 (9.8%) 45 
(36.6%) 

9 (8.9%) 46 
(45.5%) 

12 
(11.1%) 

40 (37%) 25 
(18.4%) 

44 
(32.4%) 

19 
(14.2%) 

39 
(29.1%) 

Total 26 
(21.1%)** 

90 
(73.2%)** 

18 
(17.8%)** 

81 
(80.2%)** 

28 
(25.9%)** 

78 
(72.2%)** 

42 
(30.9%)** 

86 
(63.2%)** 

32 
(23.9%)** 

77 
(57.5%)** 

 
*data were not reported for 1997 
** Percentages do not equal 100%, as the race/ethnicity of some new hires is unknown. 
Sources:  IPEDS Fall Staff Survey, 1995, 1996, 1998, 1999, 2000 

 

 

 Nationally, more than 50% of undergraduates are women and graduate numbers are 

quickly approaching 50% (Leatherman, 2001).  Thus, institutions like the University of Arizona 

must strive to provide more female mentors and role models as a part of supporting women in 

joining the academic ranks.  Overall, however, women undergraduate students to women tenure-

track faculty is a ratio of approximately 35:1, while men undergraduate students to men tenure-

track faculty is a ratio of approximately 12:1.When broken down by colleges, in 1999, of the 14 

colleges at the institution (Arizona International College was not included in these data), 10 of 
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them had less than 40% of the faculty who were women.  Of these, four of the colleges had less 

than 20% of the faculty who were women (see Chart 3.3).  

Source:  UA DAPS, Fall 2000 
   

Regarding faculty of color, approximately 20 percent of the faculty in the College of 

Engineering and the College of Law are faculty of color.  All the other colleges have far less 

representation (see Chart 3.4).   

 

 

Source:  UA DAPS, Fall 2000 
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These numbers suggest that there are few mentors and role models of color for students.  In fact, 

nonwhite undergraduate students to nonwhite tenure-track faculty is a ratio of approximately 

36:1, while white undergraduate students to white tenure-track faculty is a ratio of approximately 

15:1.  Thus, faculty of color are at risk for carrying an undue burden of advising and community 

service responsibilities.     Moreover, the paucity of faculty of color in a college can create 

feelings of isolation and “tokenism” among those faculty, feelings that do not positively enhance 

the climate for academic excellence. 

Current academic leadership data among faculty also shows a stark under representation 

of women and faculty of color.  Of the 104 department heads and directors, twelve are women 

and eleven are faculty of color (see Table 3.6).  Such numbers send the message that it is difficult 

to advance into a leadership role at the University of Arizona if you are woman or faculty 

member of color. 

 

Table 3.6:  Numbers of Departmental Administrative Faculty by Gender and Race/Ethnicity (1999-2000) 
 Women Men Nonwhite* White  Total 

Department Heads 
and Directors  

12 (11.5%) 92 (88.7%) 11 (10.6%) 92 (88.7%) 104 

 
* includes nonresident aliens 
Percentages are percent of total, which includes faculty whose race/ethnicity is unknown. Data Source:  UA Fact 
Book 1999-2000 
 

 

Salary Data 

In general, salary at the University of Arizona seems to be of great concern.  A recent 

paper issued from the Provost’s office, Eating Our Seed Corn, highlighted faculty retention 

problems due to low salaries.  Indeed, an analysis of University of Arizona salaries compared 

with other peer institutions (via Association of American Universities Data Exchange) indicates 

that the University of Arizona is seriously below the average (see Table 3.7). 

With respect to 9 month salary in 1999, women faculty earned between 86% and 97% of 

the salaries of their male colleagues depending on academic rank.  For instance, women full 

professors earned on average $8,007 less per year than their counterparts, whereas female 

assistant professors earned on average $1,648 less than male assistant professors.    
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Table 3.7: Salary Comparison by Academic Rank 

Source:  DAPS 
 

 

According to DAPS data, in Fall, 2000, within no academic rank was the average female 

faculty salary on par with the average male salary (see Table 3.8). Women full professors earned 

on average $9,079 less per year than their counterparts.  While the gap is least prominent at the 

associate level, overall, women faculty earn 82.6% of what than male faculty earn.  The available 

raw data do not statistically adjust for factors regarding monetary compensation such as number 

of years at the institution, publication record, academic field, etc.  However, female faculty 

salary at the University of Arizona as equivalent to only 83% of male faculty salary is less than 

national findings by other researchers.  In 1998-99, for faculty across the country at four-year 

higher education institutions, women earned between 91 and 95 cents for every dollar earned by 

men in the same academic rank (Sax, Astin, Korn, & Gilmartin, 1999).  These researchers point 

out that even a small difference in annual salary makes a substantial difference in income earned 

over the span of a career.  For example, a difference of only $1,000 in current annual salary 

makes a difference of approximately $85,000 over a 40-year career (assuming annual 3.5 percent 

salary increases), and a difference of over $200,000 if the “lost income” was invested annually in 

an account generating 5 percent interest (Haignere, Lin, Eisenberg, & McCarthy, 1996). 

The University Compensation Advisory Team (UCAT) is currently working to identify a 

framework for consistently monitoring faculty compensation.  It seems apparent that clarifying 

the responsibility for on-going salary equity review is of critical and immediate importance, 

since reliance on available raw data creates an incomplete compensation picture. 

 
Table 3.8:  Faculty Salaries by Rank and Gender (2000) 

FTE

Avg 

Age Avg Sal

Dollar 
Diff UA- 

AAUDE FTE

Avg 

Age Avg Sal

Dollar 
Diff UA- 

AAUDE FTE

Avg 

Age Avg Sal

Dollar 
Diff UA- 

AAUDE
University 1. U of A 204 38.3 48,500. 327 46.4 54,300. 543 55.2 79,400.

2. AAUDE Land-grant 2,721 38.0 49,900. -1,400. 3,834 46.6 58,800. -4,500. 5,989 54.4 83,400. -4,000.

3. AAUDE Peers 2,747 37.6 50,500. -2,000. 3,774 46.0 60,300. -6,000. 6,993 54.6 86,000. -6,600.
4. AAUDE Public 5,533 37.7 49,800. -1,300. 7,552 46.3 58,800. -4,500. 13,444 54.5 86,100. -6,700.

1. U of A 23 39.5 54,600. 82 48.4 64,500. 121 54.5 88,400.
2. AAUDE Land-grant 597 39.3 54,700. -100. 795 46.6 68,100. -3,600. 2,000 54.2 96,400. -8,000.

3. AAUDE Peers 505 39.2 55,500. -900. 593 46.2 69,900. -5,400. 1,317 53.8 101,100. -12,700.

4. AAUDE Public 824 39.0 56,100. -1,500. 1,103 46.8 69,700. -5,200. 2,541 54.3 99,800. -11,400.

The University of Arizona

AAUDE Faculty Salary Analysis 1998-99

Average Salaries at University and College Level

Fiscal

Acad

Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor
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 Women 
Average Salary 

Men 
Average Salary 

All Faculty 
Average Salary 

Professor $77,435 $86,514 $84,855 
Associate $58,542 $60,879 $60,028 
Assistant $49,611 $53,734 $52,027 

Lecturer $44,814 $50,261 $47,785 
TOTAL $60,806 $73,584 $69,870 

 
Salaries include combination of 9 and 12 month contracts, with 12 month converted.  
Sources:  DAPS summary of AAUDE and Oklahoma State (main campus only) and AAUP & IPEDS (excluding 
College of Medicine); Fall 2000 
 
 

Teaching Load Data 
 

According to institutional data, female full professors teach more regular and independent 

study units than male full professors (see Table 3.9).  Male associate professors tend to teach 

more regular units than their colleagues, but the independent study rate is considerably more for 

women associate professors than for men at that rank.  Female and male assistant professors 

teach about the same amount of regular units, but female assistant professors teach more 

independent study units.  This means that when regular and independent study units are 

combined, women teach more per FTE than men.5 

 

                                                 
5 However, data from DAPS show that men teach larger courses, especially at the lower undergraduate division, 
than women. 
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Table 3.9:  Regular and Independent Study Units Taught by Rank and Gender (1999-2000) 
 Regular Units 

per FTE Faculty 
Independent Study 

Units 
per FTE Faculty 

Total Teaching Units 
per FTE Faculty 

Female Full  4.53 4.04 8.57 

Male Full 3.75 3.59 7.34 
Female Associate 4.19 5.5 9.69 
Male Associate 4.94 4.19 9.13 

Female Assistant 4.2 3.35 7.55 
Male Assistant 4.19 2.59 6.78 
 
Source: DAPS, UA 
 

 
 

Tenure Delay  
 
Data were available to compare male and female faculty requests for tenure delay.  The 

findings indicate that very few faculty actually take tenure delays (average of 21.5 or 6 percent 

of tenure-eligible faculty per academic year) and this number does not differ considerably by 

gender (see Table 3.10).   Contrary to popular belief, the evidence indicates that the policy is 

implemented less for parental delays (due to the birth or adoption of a child) than for research set 

up or delays due to unforeseen circumstances.  In fact, the policy is utilized more often for other 

reasons, including scholarly pursuits, than for family considerations.  In addition, when it is used 

for a parental delay, it is requested by nearly as many men as women. 

 
Table 3.10:  Approved Tenure Delay Requests (1994-2000) 
 Women Men Total 
Parental Delays 18 15 33 
Leave without Pay Delays 9 19 28 

Illness Delays 6 1 7 
Research Set-Up or Unforeseen Circumstances 27 34 61 
Total 60 69 129 
Source:  Vice Provost for Academic Personnel 

 
 
National Survey of College and University Faculty 

 
 In 1998-99 the University of Arizona participated as one of 378 institutions nationwide 

in the National Survey of College and University Faculty conducted by the Higher Education 

Research Institute (HERI) at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA).  In addition to 
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demographic and biographic information, the questionnaire focused on how faculty members 

spend their time, how they interact with students, their preferred methods of teaching, their 

perceptions of the institutional climate, and their primary sources of stress and satisfaction.  This 

was the fourth in a series of faculty surveys conducted on a triennial basis by HERI that resulted 

in 33,785 responses including 837 from the University of Arizona. (See Appendix H for a 

complete copy of the results and Appendix I for selected tables identified throughout the report.) 

As noted earlier, statistical testing confirmed that the UA HERI sample mimics the UA 

population for both the General Faculty (Faculty with Faculty Senate voting rights, excluding 

those without salary and on leave without pay) and the IPEDS6 Faculty (Regular faculty (tenured 

or tenure-track) including those on sabbatical, permanent full-time lecturers and instructors, 

excluding medicine faculty.  Thus, we have empirical confidence that the HERI data represent 

the responses of the General Faculty from which the sample was randomly selected (see 

Appendix H for additional detail). 

The next step, then, was to analyze the UA responses with respect to gender and 

race/ethnicity.  In other words, we wanted to investigate if men and women at UA view the 

institution the same or differently, and whether or not any differences were statistically 

significant.  To accomplish this, a series of chi-square analyses were performed on the HERI 

survey items.  This same technique was also performed to identify similarities and differences 

between white faculty and faculty of color.  Unfortunately, the numbers for faculty of color did 

not allow for an individual analysis based on separate categories of race/ethnicity for faculty of 

color.  While we know, for example, that African American faculty experiences may differ from 

Asian American faculty experiences, previous research has indicated that these differences are 

significantly less than for those between white faculty and faculty of color as an aggregate 

(Astin, Antonio, Cress & Astin, 1997).  Thus, race/ethnicity in this analysis was dichotomized 

into white faculty and faculty of color. 

Similarly, the scope of this report did not allow for disaggregating and analyzing the 

faculty responses by college, program, and/or department.  In other words, we did not, for 

instance, compare faculty views from the English department with faculty views from 

                                                 
6 IPEDS--The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System, National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. 
Department of Education is an integrated data system of surveys from areas such as enrollments, program 
completion, faculty, staff, and finances for all institutional and educational organizations whose primary purpose is 
to provide postsecondary education.  The University of Arizona is a participating IPEDS institution. 
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psychology department.  While technically it is possible to make these comparisons, the myriad 

of possible combinations for analysis makes it an impractical approach.  Rather, the data provide 

an opportunity for a more informed understanding of larger institutional patterns by focusing the 

analysis on issues of gender, race/ethnicity, and academic rank. 

Next, we were interested in seeing whether or not UA faculty responses differ 

significantly from faculty responses at other institutions.  For example, we wanted to investigate 

whether faculty at the University of Arizona as compared to faculty at other public research 

universities are more or less likely to view an issue like subtle discrimination as a problem.  In 

other words, are UA faculty perceptions of the institution approximately the same as those for 

faculty at other institutions.  If so, we can probably say that while certain factors like subtle 

discrimination are not a redeeming part of the learning and work environment at the institution, 

the campus climate does not tend to be any better or worse than at other institutions.  If, 

however, faculty perceptions differ dramatically from those at other institutions, then we need to 

pay even closer attention to those issues as especially problematic on the campus rather than 

endemic to academe.   

A summary of the HERI findings appear below.  However, highlighted throughout this 

report are survey items from the HERI survey where gender or race/ethnicity proved to be a 

significant factor with respect to how faculty at UA view and experience the institution and 

where qualitative data triangulate and provide further support for those findings. 

 

Summary of HERI Data Analysis—Within the University of Arizona 

 According to the HERI data analysis: 

• Female and male faculty report working the same number of overall hours although women 

are most engaged in teaching and administrative work, while men tend to focus on research 

and consulting work.   

• In general, male and white faculty (particularly senior level professors) seem to feel the most 

positive about the climate of the institution— 

• they are less likely to believe that certain groups of faculty (faculty of color, women, 

gay/lesbian/bisexual faculty) are treated inequitably; 

• they are the most likely to feel that their research is valued in their department;  
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• they are most likely to feel that the institution is trying to create a sense of community 

between faculty and students; 

• they are the most traditional in their views about educational objectives for 

undergraduate students; 

• they seem to experience the least stress from balancing the time-consuming demands 

of research, service, and teaching;  

• they appear to suffer the least from the affects of subtle discrimination. 

 

Comparison of UA with Other Institutions7 

 As noted earlier, we were also interested in whether faculty responses at the UA tend to 

be normative with respect to how faculty at other institutions view their campuses.  For this 

external comparison we examined faculty perceptions at peer institutions and faculty at other 

public research universities.  (A complete copy of the results can be found in Appendix H.) 

 Compared to how faculty at other public research universities view their own institutions, 

faculty at the University of Arizona are significantly less likely to believe that: 

• hiring more minority faculty and administrators is an institutional priority 

• hiring more women faculty and administrators is an institutional priority 

• creating a multicultural environment is an institutional priority 

In other words, both male and female faculty at UA do not believe that the institution is 

actively engaging in efforts to increase the number of women and individuals of color at the 

institution, as compared to other institutions.  Nor do faculty believe that the overall climate on 

campus is one conducive to supporting a multicultural learning and working environment (see 

Table I-53). 

In keeping with these sentiments, UA faculty, especially female faculty (as compared to 

faculty at other public and 4-year institutions) are significantly less likely to believe that: 

• women are treated fairly at the University of Arizona 

 Other significant differences that emerged from the analysis with respect to views about 

the institution include the beliefs that at the University of Arizona, it is less likely that: 

                                                 
7 The HERI data is compared with peer institutions only across gender.  The numbers for faculty of color are too 
small to make national comparisons. 
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• faculty are at odds with the administration 

• there is racial conflict on campus 

Thus, while the UA campus may be relatively free from internal strife, faculty do not 

believe women faculty are being treated fairly nor that it is an institutional priority to diversify 

the campus, as compared to similar institutions.  Interestingly, overall, faculty of both sexes were 

more likely than faculty at other public research universities to indicate that students were a 

significant source of stress. 

 

Within Gender Differences 

Except for those items noted above, male faculty at the University of Arizona shared 

fairly similar views with male faculty across the country.  However, faculty men at UA were less 

likely than their male colleagues at other public research universities: 

• to be stressed due to research or publishing demands 

A number of significant differences emerged with respect to how women faculty at UA 

view their institution as compared to their female counterparts at peer institutions.  Female 

faculty at UA were significantly more likely to indicate that a significant source of stress was: 

• the review and promotion process 

• teaching load 

• committee work 

UA female faculty were also significantly less likely to believe that: 

• faculty are rewarded for good teaching 
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Project Participant Survey Data 

 Project participants (with the exception of administrative groups) were asked to complete 

a demographic form.  The form replicated some of the questions (10 items) from the National 

Survey of College and University Faculty (HERI, UCLA).  This was done for comparison 

reasons to see if focus group and discussion group Project participants responded similarly or 

differently from one another.  Analysis of the data indicated that Project participants shared very 

similar views on institutional priorities and campus climate. (See Appendix G for a complete 

copy of the results.) 

For instance, 82 percent of focus group participants and 83 percent of discussion group 

participants believe that male faculty are treated fairly at the University of Arizona.  With respect 

to stress over the review and promotion process, 69 percent of the focus group participants and 

64 percent of the discussion group participants indicated that this was an issue.  Any variation 

that was observed between the two groups could be attributed to faculty representation within the 

groups.  For example, a higher percentage of faculty of color were among the focus group 

participants, than among the discussion group participants. 

As might be expected, on occasion the participants in the Project felt slightly more 

concerned about campus issues than did the faculty who anonymously completed the National 

College and University Faculty Survey (HERI, UCLA).  This was especially true for male 

faculty.  

 Regarding the review and promotion process and research and publishing demands, male 

faculty in the Focus Groups indicated 73 and 81 percent that these had been source of stress 

(somewhat or extensive) during the last two years.  This is compared to 45 and 67 percent of the 

male faculty who responded to the National Survey.  It could be argued that male faculty who 

elected to participate in the Focus Group discussions were more concerned with campus issues 

than the “average” male faculty. 

 In comparison, female faculty indicated 68 and 80 percent that the review and promotion 

process and research and publishing demands were a source of stress.  This replicates the 

responses of female faculty on the National Survey who indicated 66 and 86 percent that these 

were a source of stress.  Thus, female faculty who participated in the Project also appear to 

represent the General Faculty. 
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Summary of Quantitative Findings 
 
• University of Arizona faculty salaries are below the national average (see Table 3.7) 
 
• Hiring of female faculty has resulted in increased numbers over the last six years (see Chart 

3.1) 
 
• Hiring of faculty of color has remained essentially stagnant (see Chart 3.2) 
 
• The following are based upon self-reported data: 
 

• Women and men work approximately the same number of hours but men report spending 
a higher percentage of their time on research while women report spending it on teaching 
and service (see Table I-1) 

 
• Male faculty are more likely to believe that everyone is treated fairly and that their 

research is valued (see Tables I-11, I-13, I-15, I-17) 
 

• Female faculty are more likely to be stressed over work load demands and subtle 
discrimination (See Tables I-45, I-46, I-47, I-48, I-50, I-51) 

 
• Faculty of color are less likely to believe that creating a multicultural campus is an 

institutional priority (See Table I-23) 
 

• Compared to faculty at peer institutions, UA faculty are less likely to believe that it is an 
institutional priority to hire more women and faculty of color (See Table I-53) 

 
• Participants in the qualitative portion of the project appear to replicate faculty views on the 

national survey   
  

 

Qualitative Data 

Following are the categories (with illustrative quotations) that emerged from analysis of 

the transcriptions.  The data were analyzed via the constant-comparative method that is a 

procedure utilized widely in qualitative studies.  The method “involves comparing one segment 

of data with another to determine similarities and differences…The overall object of the analysis 

is to seek patterns in the data” (Merriam, 1998, p.18).  Moving beyond basic description, the 

challenge is to construct categories or themes that capture some recurring pattern that cuts across 

“the preponderance” of the data (Taylor & Bodan, 1984, p. 139).  In other words, there was an 


