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“branch” campus or “satellite” locations, the questionnaire 
did not pursue this distinction.)

The CAW questionnaire also collected detailed information 
about the number and level of courses that non-tenure-track 
respondents taught, only a portion of which is tabulated here. 
The largest numbers of respondents were teaching two, three, 
or four courses during the fall 2010 term in which the sur-
vey was conducted. As would be expected, the teaching load 
varied by institution type. Nearly half of respondents from 
associate’s degree colleges were teaching five courses or more, 
a far higher proportion than in other categories of institutions. 
The most common teaching load in baccalaureate colleges and 
doctoral and research universities was three courses, while 
four courses was the teaching load reported most frequently 
by respondents at master’s degree universities. 

A frequent criticism regarding the overuse of contingent 
appointments is that the instructors with the lowest levels of 
institutional support (and academic freedom protections) bear 
the brunt of undergraduate teaching, which forms the core of 
the academic enterprise. This translates into a less rich aca-
demic experience for those students who are still at an early 
stage in developing their interests and the skills of indepen-
dent inquiry. Analysis of the CAW data regarding the level of 
courses full-time non-tenure-track respondents taught provides 
some support for this criticism. The level of courses taught 
by respondents from associate’s degree colleges is obviously 
constrained by the courses that are offered there, but the most 
common response from non-tenure-track faculty members 
across all categories of institutions, with the exception of bac-
calaureate colleges, was that they taught only lower-division 
undergraduate courses. In fact, the proportion of respondents 
who taught exclusively lower-division undergraduate or devel-
opmental (precollegiate) courses was 88 percent in associate’s 

colleges and 38 percent in other institutional categories 
combined.

We cannot emphasize enough that the threat to academic 
freedom and to the quality of instruction from the increasing 
use of contingent appointments is rooted in the conditions of 
employment in those positions, not in any shortcomings of the 
individuals who hold the appointments. As last year’s reports 
from CAW and the Center for the Future of higher Education 
document with regard to part-time appointments, a key chal-
lenge facing contingent faculty members is a lack of institutional 
support. Table G presents tabulations for four of the 2010 CAW 
survey items measuring the institutional support for instruction 
provided to full-time non-tenure-track respondents.

The first item listed, “participation in departmental meet-
ings,” refers simultaneously to two aspects of faculty work: 
teaching and governance. Departmental meetings are the locus 
for discussions and decisions about curriculum, consideration 
of pedagogical and student affairs issues, dissemination of 
information about instructional technology and other aspects 
of institutional operations, and participation in financial deci-
sion making. Contingent faculty members who are excluded 
from participation in such meetings are less able to convey to 
their students and advisees how various aspects of the cur-
riculum relate to one another, are at a disadvantage in using a 
whole array of instructional resources, and may be unaware 
of funds available for classroom instruction or professional 
development. Their tenure-eligible colleagues are also miss-
ing the perspective that contingent faculty members could 
bring to these discussions. Unfortunately, as the AAUP report 
on inclusion in governance referenced above describes, “the 
participation in institutional and departmental governance of 
faculty holding contingent appointments is uneven, with some 
institutions encouraging it, some allowing it, and some barring 

tablE g
Access to Institutional Support for Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty Members,  

by Institutional Category, Fall 2010 (Percent)

  

Carnegie Classification

associate’s baccalaureate master’s Doctoral/research all institutions

Participation in departmental meetings 81.9 82.2 79.0 75.9 77.6
Support for travel to professional meetings 56.2 69.9 49.4 51.5 52.9
Ability to submit research grants with institutional support 32.9 44.9 39.5 42.8 41.1
Priority consideration for tenure-track openings 4.7 6.0 4.1 1.8 3.1
   Total Valid Responses 559 552 1,432 3,476 6,583

 Note: “All institutions” includes special-focus institutions and those whose Carnegie classification was not available.
  
 Source: Coalition on the Academic Workforce, Survey of Contingent Faculty Members and Instructors, Fall 2010.  Analysis by AAUP Research Office.


