
S
triving for employment rights
and benefits can seem like an
uphill battle to tenure-track

f a c u l t y. But nontenure-track facul-
ty have even more difficulty securi-
ing any form of job security or fair
treatment.

If an administration can make
these groups see each other as
rivals and play them off against
each other, the consequences can be
serious for all faculty. Yet this kind
of internecine conflict does take
place. In light of the community of
interests that exists between
tenure-track and lecturer faculty,
this conflict is senseless.

Drawing specific examples from
the California State University
system—where both lecturers and
tenured and tenure-track faculty
are represented in the same bar-
gaining unit by the California Fac-
ulty Association—we hope to show
that the relationships between
these two groups of faculty should
be harmonious, rather than con-
tentious. Fifteen years ago, when

the California Pubic Employees
Relations Board put both tenure-
track and nontenure-track faculty
in the same unit, the board deter-
mined that all teaching faculty at
CSU shared a “community of inter-
ests.”1

The Board found that the two
faculty groups “perform function-
ally related services or work toward
established common goals,” “have
common skills, working conditions,
job duties, or similar educational or
training requirements,” and “have
common supervision.”2

More than 15 years later, the
CSU central administration is still
trying to undermine these commu-
nity of interests and divide the
faculty. 

A recent CSU press release,
during the latest contract negotia-
tions, falsely claimed that the CFA
is proposing that thousands of tem-
porary faculty be given tenure-like
employment security. This release
is only the latest such attempt t o
play off temporary appointment fac-
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Lecturers want a contractual seniority
system as a reward for becoming more
experienced faculty.

ulty against the permanent faculty.3

In this article, we hope to
explore the issues of conflict and
commonality between lecturers and
tenure-track faculty. We point out
some fallacies that foster division
and conclude with an assessment of
what is to be lost or gained from
conflict or cooperation between
groups of faculty.

Our setting: The 23 campus
system of the California State Uni-
v e r s i t y, which enrolls  nearly
350,000 students and has an annu-
al budget of approximately $2.5 bil-
l i o n .4 CSU employs 20,449 faculty,
of whom 9,899 or 48 percent hold
nontenure-track appointments.5

These lecturers may be part-
time or full-time and are hired usu-
ally for one term or one year. A very
small proportion have two- or
three-year renewable contracts.6

The average length of employment
for lecturers in the CSU is about
five years, and they teach on aver-
age two courses a semester. Factor-
ing in the difference in course load
between tenure-track faculty and
lecturers, we estimate lecturers
teach about 34 percent of the class-
es offered in the CSU.7

Lecturers are not a uniform
group of faculty, either in the CSU
or nationwide. The employment
terms and conditions at their insti-
tutions will vary. Their reasons for
teaching, their preferences for part-
time or full-time work, and the

issues and concerns they see as
important to their jobs reflect a
variety of perspectives.

These concerns, however, can
be grouped into two general cate-
gories: one involving contractual
rights under the collective bargain-
ing agreement, the other involving
the campus work environment. 

T
he issues for lecturers at
CSU—since they are covered
by a collective bargaining

agreement—are in some ways
unique, but in other ways the same
as those of their colleagues.

After a series of bargaining
agreements, lecturers in the CSU
currently have a number of
contractual rights. These include
periodic evaluations, some protec-
tions against arbitrariness in rehir-
ing and longevity, and a salary
schedule.

But there are ongoing, unre-
solved bargaining-related concerns,
such as job security, salary, partici-
pation in governance, and fairness
in evaluation procedures.

Lecturers want a contractual
seniority system as a reward for
becoming more experienced faculty
and to reduce the possibility of
their being replaced for a variety of
unpredictable reasons.

Many lecturers who teach year
after year don’t get a notice of
assignment, let alone an offer of
employment, until shortly before
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As absurd as it might seem, the
reward for quality teaching: 
They put themselves out of work.

the term begins. This uncertainty
of employment means the lecturer
must make a decision whether or
not to invest the necessary prepa-
ration time to do a good job in
advance of being hired. An effective
seniority system would reduce the
uncertainty.

In addition, lecturers are often
bewildered and frustrated by the
reappointment process. During
periods when departments have
fewer classes to offer to lecturers,
there can be great anxiety if long-
term lecturers are competing for
the same courses and have no idea
of how decisions are being made. 

On another front, salary issues
for lecturers take on a strange
irony beyond the amount of the
salaries themselves. As lecturers
advance through salary steps to
higher pay, they are sometimes
told, quite bluntly, by department
chairs or deans that they are
becoming too expensive.

As absurd as this might seem,
these lecturers are not reappointed
because they have not been given a
commitment to continuing employ-
ment and—unlike their tenure-
track colleagues—by moving up the
salary schedule, they “price them-
selves out” of the labor market. The
reward for quality teaching: They
put themselves out of work.

There are other areas where
lecturers want redress. Lecturers
are typically not afforded the same

opportunity to take a leave of
absence even for professional pur-
poses.  If  a major rationale for
granting professional development
opportunities is to promote quality
education, then lecturers feel
cheated when they are denied these
opportunities.

I
n addition to salary, job security
and benefits—administrative-
generated concerns—lecturers

have no doubt that they are gener-
ally viewed by the tenured faculty
as “second-class citizens.” They rec-
ognize the irony of being needed to
teach large lower division classes,
while the tenured faculty teach the
more high-status, upper division
classes, and then being treated
with disrespect by their tenure-
track colleagues.

Lecturers often feel isolated
from the academic community,
unless they have the opportunity to
participate in such matters as cur-
ricular decisions. When opportuni-
ties to participate do arise, lectur-
ers receive mixed signals about
whether they are wanted. For those
lecturers who are expected to be
employees without a voice or input,
frustrations mount. But many lec-
turers never venture to speak
about their concerns, fearing that
involvement will lead to a decision
not to reappoint them.

Much of the blame for these
conditions may be found in the per-
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Lecturers tend to teach courses or
sections of courses with larger class
sizes than do tenure-track faculty.

spectives of administrators and
tenured faculty.

For administrators always on
the lookout for ways to cut costs,
lecturers are valuable for a variety
of reasons. For one thing, lecturers
are an important complement to a
u n i v e r s i t y ’s capacity to build new
or experimental programs. Lectur-
ers can be used cheaply and with-
out the fear of having to lay off
tenure-track faculty.

L
ecturers are also a good bar-
gain for the administration in
ways that go beyond lower

salaries. They teach an average of
10 courses per year as a full-time
load while tenure-track faculty
teach on average fewer than eight.
That translates into 25 percent
more classes taught by lecturers,
even if the salaries were identical
to full-time.

The process is even more cost
effective if the courses lecturers
teach are splintered so that each
individual lecturer teaches less
than half-time. In the CSU, the
administration doesn’t  pay for
health benefits for people teaching
less than half time.

Quality issues don’t appear to
be a major concern in the employ-
ment of lecturers, except for the
reputation of the institution and for
accreditation purposes. Conse-
q u e n t l y, little support is given for
these activities. Yet, for the equiva-

lent of promotion, lecturers are
expected to publish. 

Tenure-track faculty also feel
the impact of the use of lecturers in
a number of ways, perhaps most
immediately on tenure-track facul-
ty workloads and work conditions. 

Lecturer faculty provide flexi-
bility by filling in when tenure-
track faculty go on leave or sabbati-
cal. Lecturers typically teach less
desirable courses, enabling tenure-
track faculty to focus more on
upper division or advanced courses. 

S i m i l a r l y, lecturers tend to
teach courses or sections of courses
with larger class sizes than do
tenure-track faculty. And, again
consistent with the lecturer role of
filling in as needed, lecturers typi-
cally get the leftover and less desir-
able schedules, while tenure-track
faculty get schedules more con-
ducive to professional, scholarly,
and service activities.

These tendencies may vary. But
it’s safe to state that these proposi-
tions are typical and generally ben-
eficial to tenure-track faculty. 

The use of lecturers also pro-
vides less apparent benefits to
tenure-track faculty. For instance,
the number of class sections taught
by lecturers replacing a tenure-
track faculty member on leave will
typically be greater than the num-
ber of sections taught by that same
faculty member when not on leave. 

These savings benefit tenure-
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Some tenure-track faculty see lecturers
as receiving a share of the ‘budget pie’
that might otherwise go to them.

track faculty indirectly via
resources gained by the depart-
ment, including staff and student-
assistant time,  or even travel
funds.

The impact of lecturers on job
security for tenure-track faculty is
more complex. For one thing, lec-
turers add another layer of faculty
to the lay-off list during time of
retrenchment, and, in that respect,
constitute added job security for
tenure-track faculty.

O
n the other hand, some
tenure-track faculty feel
their job security is threat-

ened by the use of temporary
appointments. For instance, if lec-
turer status were to become the
norm, current tenure-track faculty
may never get tenure. In such a
case, it is easy to imagine an assis-
tant professor feeling uncomfort-
able about the use of temporary
appointments.8

Another drawback for the
tenure-track faculty: the use of lec-
turers increases aspects of full-time
workload. This is especially true
where lecturers don’t participate in
committee work. The higher the
percentage of faculty in temporary
appointments,  the greater the
share of  committee work for
tenure-track faculty.

Some tenure-track faculty see
lecturers as receiving a share of the
“budget pie” that might otherwise

go to them. For example, if lectur-
ers are eligible for awards, they
may be resented as competition. 

One additional area of concern
for tenure-track faculty is the repu-
tation of the university in the areas
of research and scholarship, which
declines when there is a large por-
tion of faculty in lecturer status.

When there is over reliance on
lecturers,  tenure-track faculty
might also have concerns about the
quality of teaching. This is a prob-
lem because high turnover among
lecturers presents the possibility of
courses being noticeably less well-
taught. Less well-taught courses
could diminish interest among
prospective majors, and this would
naturally be of concern to tenure-
track faculty.

Another sentiment we often
hear is the desire for a feeling of
community among academics,
which can often be inclusive  even
of lecturers. Those who believe in
this vision of the academic commu-
nity find in their lecturer col-
leagues attributes that are valued
by this community.

But those with a more exclusive
view see lecturers as not genuinely
belonging to the academic commu-
n i t y. “A Statement of Concern to
the Community of CSU H a y w a r d ”
illustrated this attitude succinctly:
“Lecturers are in the university for
a time, but they are not of the uni-
versity.”9
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Lecturers should have the same rights
as tenure-track faculty to be treated
f a i r l y.

This type of elitism also
includes resistance to any narrow-
ing of the gap in terms and condi-
tions of employment between lec-
turers and tenure-track faculty. An
increase in lecturer salary, for
example, is seen as a threat to the
class lines that separate the two
groups of faculty.

Desire for special status is a
natural enough human characteris-
tic to not require deeper analysis
here. Rather, our point in this arti-
cle is to highlight the benefits of the
more inclusive approach to acade-
mic community.

We should note here that some
use off temporary appointments
can enhance a university’s reputa-
tion. Specialists in particular fields
working on particular projects or
teaching special classes can cer-
tainly augment the breadth and
quality of the programs offered. 

F o r t u n a t e l y, some tenure-track
faculty oppose on principle the use
of job insecurity as a way to manip-
ulate or intimidate lecturers. Or, as
discussed below, tenure-track facul-
ty may see that what happens to
lecturers may later happen to all
faculty.

We are not arguing for increas-
ing or decreasing the percentage of
lecturer faculty as a portion of the
total faculty. Rather, our goal is to
make the terms and conditions of
employment for lecturers parallel
to those for tenure-track faculty.

Some conditions of employment
must remain different for lecturers.
Job security, for instance, should
not be the same for lecturers as for
tenure-track faculty, for lecturers
must necessarily remain below
tenure-track faculty in seniority,
regardless of date of hire or tenure
status.

Pay scales will almost certainly
be different. If lecturers are not
hired to do scholarship or service,
the resources allocated to lecturers
for these activities also will reflect
this. But other terms of employ-
ment not related to the difference in
the roles they play in the university
should not be different.

L
ecturers should have the
same rights as tenure-track
faculty to be treated fairly

and have redress in the case of mis-
treatment.

Lecturers should have the same
procedural rights to be evaluated
under legitimate criteria for re-
employment as tenure-track facul-
ty have to be evaluated for contin-
ued employment and eventual
tenure.

In neither case should adminis-
trative whim, even if hidden behind
such terms as “flexibility,” be con-
sidered sufficient justification for
an employment decision.

Lecturers should have rights to
medical benefits, sick leave, and
the like on a par with the level of
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As lecturers pay increases, it becomes
easier to argue that tenure-track
faculty merit higher pay.

their appointments. Breaks in ser-
vice should be treated the same
way for seniority purposes within
the lecturers “pool” as leaves are
treated for seniority purposes
among tenure-track faculty.

M o r e o v e r, providing lecturers
with terms and conditions employ-
ment that are parallel to those for
tenure-track faculty is in the inter-
ests of all faculty.

This point is premised on the
administration keeping constant
downward pressure on the terms
and conditions of employment for
all employees.

G e n e r a l l y, in such situations,
the larger the gap between the
terms of employment for lecturer
faculty and for tenure-track faculty,
the greater the downward pressure
on the tenure-track faculty.

For example, if lecturers pay
scales are at 50 percent those of
tenure-track faculty, the ability of
tenure-track faculty to gain pay
increases or resist decreases will be
less than if lecturers pay scales
were at 70 percent of those of
tenure-track faculty. As lecturer
pay increases, it becomes easier to
argue that tenure-track faculty
merit higher pay.

A general upward movement in
terms and conditions for lecturers
is, of course, an answer to most lec-
turer concerns.

For tenure-track faculty, the
roadblocks to supporting such

improvements in the worklife of
their lecturer colleagues are con-
cerns about a supposedly limited
supply of salary funds and a per-
ceived threat to the special status
of tenure-track faculty as compared
to lecturers.

The first of these concerns is
exactly the same issue that a union
faces in negotiating pay scales from
assistant professor through full
professor and should be addressed
in the same manner. 

The second concern is illusory,
even putting aside the issue of the
legitimacy of a definition of aca-
demic community that excludes
lecturers. 

E
ven if lecturers were to win
optimal terms and conditions
of employment, these condi-

tions would be qualitatively differ-
ent from those enjoyed by their
tenure-track colleagues. Moreover,
the threat of replacement of tenure-
track positions with temporary
positions is lessened if the gap
between the two is reduced.

It should also generally be true
that as conditions improve for lec-
turers, so will the quality of their
work. In the absence of tenure,
greater job security would inspire
those lecturers who see teaching as
an important job to invest more
time into becoming an increasingly
effective instructor.

Another argument is quite sim-
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It should also generally be true that as
conditions improve for lecturers, so will
the quality of their work.

ply that fair treatment of people
should always be of particular con-
cern to academia. Universities are
centers for building and maintain-
ing the foundations of society and
play a role in defining socially
responsible behavior.

Fair treatment should be the
standard for all university employ-
ees, whether permanent or tempo-
rary. But, beyond that, many of us
believe fair treatment is essential
to achieving a moral community.
Such a community,  we would
argue, tends to be more efficient
and productive than an exploitative
group fraught with antagonistic
divisions. And such a community
gives its members a sense of digni-
ty that the alternative cannot.

W
h y, then, might tenure-
track faculty resist
improvement of conditions

for lecturers? Perhaps much of the
reason lies in a number of fallacies
about lecturers.

One fallacy, for example, labels
lecturers as “temporary” employ-
ees. The appointments lecturers
receive are temporary, but many, if
not most, of the faculty in those
positions teach at their institution
for many years.

Like some tenure-track faculty,
some lecturers do not stay long.
But it is a distortion to loosely label
lecturers as “temporaries.” They do
not just show up and disappear

with too little permanency to be
bothered with.

Another complaint one can
sometimes hear is that lecturers
“use up resources that could go to
tenure-track faculty and create
quality issues and other problems.”

Lecturers do use resources, like
office space and supplies, comput-
ers, and the like. But resources are
typically acquired with budgets
based on enrollments, and lectur-
ers produce revenue. So without
the lecturers to teach the extra
classes there wouldn’t be any extra
resources.

For some tenure-track faculty,
quality issues are a concern—and
should be, for these issues arise
because of the way some adminis-
trations choose to hire and treat
lecturers. Little or no job security
and little or no advance notice of
teaching assignment make high
turnover likely and morale low.

It is also a fallacy to equate the
kind of job security a lecturer
might have with the security that
tenured faculty have. Whatever the
nomenclature, tenure boils down to
a matter of job security in the face
of work or budget shortages.

We propose a seniority system
for lecturers that is in the interests
of both lecturers and tenure-track
f a c u l t y. This would be a separate
seniority list for lecturers who
would, as a group, be lower on the
seniority list than tenure-track fac-
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Lecturers will never be in a position to
direct policies against the interests of
tenure-track faculty.

ulty in the same department.
So why would tenure-track fac-

ulty feel threatened by job security
for lecturers? This leads to the next
fallacy: “Lecturers are taking over.”

Getting rid of of tenure and
replacing permanent appointments
with temporary appointments is
perhaps the dream of most univer-
sity administrations—and this is
the agenda that should worry
tenure-track faculty.

L
ecturers, regardless of job
seniority or the l ike, will
never be in a position to

determine policies for tenure-track
faculty. As the proportion of lectur-
ers increases, it is  the relative
power of administration vis-a-vis
faculty that is increased.

In the end, two divisive factors
emerge as most influential. The
first is the desire of administrators
to reduce costs and increase con-
trol. We have seen the proportion of
budgets going to administration
steadily increase, even in times of
faculty layoffs and dropping enroll-
ments. Increasing the proportion of
faculty hired on a cheaper, tempo-
rary basis has made this easier for
administrations to effect.10

At the same time, the over-use
of lecturers makes it possible for
administrations to use the threat of
a large pool of “reserve” instruc-
tional employees to gain leverage
on tenure-track faculty. The lower

the cost, the lesser the rights and
job security of lecturers, the greater
the leverage of administration. 

C l e a r l y, it is in the interest of
cost- and control-conscious admin-
istrations to keep tenure-track fac-
ulty and lecturers separate. 

The one legitimate reason for
hiring instructional faculty with
lower job security is to be able to
meet variations in demand. This is
the one inherent way in which the
role of lecturers is and will remain
distinct from the role of tenure-
track faculty. And it is this differ-
ence in job security that adminis-
trators use to play the groups off
against each other.

A sense of academic community
that encompasses both faculty
groups—and makes lecturer con-
tract rights parallel to tenure-track
rights—would take this weapon out
of the hands of the administration
and increase faculty power. We
need to recognize that despite the
different roles we play, our inter-
ests are the same.

Some sort of seniority system
for lecturers would be inherent in
this proposition. But at the same
time, lecturers must accept spo-
radic variations in work as an
inevitable feature of their jobs. This
is a limitation that tenure-track
faculty—thanks to the existence of
lecturers—rarely face.

A recognition of the importance
that each group has for the other,
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and their basic commonalties as
instructors in academia, should
lead to recognizing a fuller aca-
demic community as one providing

opportunity for achievement,
expression, and growth for all its
members.  ■
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