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Report on the AAA’s 2018 Member Survey  

Introduction 
From October 4 through 31, 2018, the American Anthropological Association invited 899 members to 

participate in its 2018 Member Survey. The survey questions in this most recent iteration asked 

members to provide information regarding their demographics, career trajectories, current professions, 

and experiences in the field. Invitations were sent via email to a composite of members from every AAA 

section and membership type, including non-U.S.-based members.  A total of 273 (30.4% of the sample) 

successfully participated in the survey. 

Our analysis of survey responses and relevant external data serve as an empirical basis that the 

Association continues to build in order to answer questions about the discipline and profession of 

anthropology. Further questions about this research and the discipline can be directed to Palmyra 

Jackson at academic@americananthro.org.  

Palmyra Jackson 

Daniel Ginsberg, PhD 

 

Arlington, VA 

November 12, 2019 

Key Observations 
• Regardless of the sector of the economy in which they are employed, respondents shared a high 

level of satisfaction with their job’s degree of independence. Within the academic sector, 

tenured and non-tenure-track academics tended to be more satisfied with their compensation. 

Participants working in non-academic settings were more satisfied with their job location and 

opportunities for advancement. 

• In an evaluation of what factors increase the likelihood a participant will leave their current 

position, we found that members in business, government and nonprofit settings are 3.7 times 

more likely than members in academia to consider leaving their jobs, non-tenure-track 

academics are 2.3 times more likely than tenure-line faculty, and members with low satisfaction 

with their job’s security are 80 percent more likely. 

• 54 respondents (19.8%) are students, 37 of whom are concurrently working and enrolled in a 

degree-granting program. Among the students pursuing an undergraduate or master’s degree, 

64 percent reported that their most preferred post-graduation plan is to continue to another 

degree program, and 60 percent of PhD students report a tenure-track position in academia as 

their intended next step. 

mailto:academic@americananthro.org


Professional Outlook on the Discipline  2 

Methodology 
We invited a random sample of 899 members to participate in the 2018 Member Survey, comprising 

10% of association membership. The sample was stratified between student and professional 

membership types and selected to ensure roughly proportional representation of all 40 AAA sections. All 

AAA members in the survey sample were given a $5 prepaid incentive with their invitation to 

participate; U.S.-based members received a $5 Amazon.com credit, but this was not possible with non-

U.S. based members, so they were given a $5 credit toward their next AAA membership renewal or 

conference registration. The survey was open from October 4 through 31, 2018, and telephone follow-

ups were conducted with a random sample of non-respondents in late March 2019, resulting in a final 

tally of 273 completed surveys, a 30.4% response rate. 

The survey contained 88 questions that asked about members’ employment, current student status and 

former education history, experiences of hostile work environments, and general demographic items. All 

analyses were conducted using STATA (version 15.1) and Microsoft Excel. This report includes an 

analysis of the demographics, employment, and student status modules, while the hostile work 

environment data will be presented in a future publication. 

Overview of Survey Respondents 

Gender Distribution 
There were 250 survey respondents who provided their year of birth and selected a binary gender 

category. Non-binary/third gender respondents are omitted from gender analyses due to low reporting 

numbers. Overall, women accounted for 65.6% of this group. Similar to the gender analysis in the 2016 

Member Survey, the gender imbalance presented in Figure 1 and summarized in Table 1 was most 

pronounced among younger anthropologists.  

  

Figure 1: Gender distribution by age groups. This figure visualizes the number of men and women within each age group on a 
number line; data is replicated in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Gender distribution of participants by age groups. This table summarizes the data in Figure 1 and includes the 
percent of women in each age group. 

Gender  Age group 20s  Age group 30s  Age group 40s  Age group 50s  Age group 60s  Age group 70s  Age group 80s 

Women 
Women in 

their 

twenties 

28 
Women 

in their 

thirties 

43 
Women 

in their 

forties  

33 
Women 

in their 

fifties  

29 
Women 

in their 

sixties 

14 
Women 

in their 

seventies  

14 
Women 

in their 

eighties 

3 
Men 

Men in their 

twenties 

2 
Men in 

their 
thirties 

22 
Men in 

their 
forties  

16 
Men in 

their 
fifties  

16 
Men in 

their 
sixties 

10 
Men in 

their 
seventies  

15 
Men in 

their 
eighties 

5 
Percent of women 

Percent of 

people i n 
their 

twenties 

who are 

wome n 93.3% 
Percent 

of 
people 

in their 

thirties 

who 

are 

wome n 66.2% 
Percent 

of 
people 

in their 

forties 

who 

are 

wome n 67.3% 
Percent 

of 
people 

in their 

fifties 

who 

are 

wome n 64.4% 
Percent 

of 
people 

in their 

sixties 

who are 

wome n 58.3% 
Percent 

of 
people i n 

their 

seventies 

who are 

wome n 48.3% 
Percent 

of 
people 

in their 

eighties 

who 

are 

wome n 37.5% 

Race and Ethnicity 
Members were also asked to select their racial/ethnic identities. Counts per race/ethnic group are 

shown in Table 2.  About 11.6% of participants chose more than one race/ethnicity, with the highest 

correlation occurring between Middle Eastern/North African and White. 

Table 2: Racial and ethnic makeup of survey participants. The number of Native American, American Indian, and First Nation 
participants is not shown due to insufficient numbers that are too low to report without disclosing confidential information. 
This occurrence is signified by “in.” Percentages total less than 100% due to non-responders. 

Race/Ethnicity Count % 

White 183 67.0% 
More than one race/ethnicity 29 10.6% 
East Asian, South Asian, Asian American, Pacific Islander 17 6.2% 
Hispanic or Latinx 7 2.6% 
Black or African American 5 1.8% 
Middle Eastern, North African 5 1.8% 
Native American, American Indian, First Nation in. in. 

 

Educational Attainment 
Educational attainment refers to the highest degree completed by an individual. Within the survey 

sample there was a high concentration of advanced degrees: 

• 257 (94.1%) of respondents currently have a bachelor’s degree or higher 

• 191 (70.0%) have a degree at the PhD level, with current PhD students accounting for an 

additional 40 (14.7%) 

• 17 (7.9%) have a terminal master’s degree, with current master’s students accounting for an 

additional 4 (1.5%) 

Overall, there was no significant correlation of educational attainment with gender (χ2(2) = 0.1724, p = 

0.91739) or race (χ2(4) = 0.00281, p = 1) within the sample. 

As expected, the high concentration of advanced degrees within the sample is present in all major 

subgroups: 174 members in academia (94.6%) and 26 members in the business/government/nonprofit 

(BGN) sector (83.9%) have a master’s degree or higher. There was no significant relationship between 

educational attainment and practice setting (χ2(6) = 1.1502, p = 0.9793). 
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Country of Residence 
As a U.S.-based association, it’s expected that a majority of members both in the sample and within the 

AAA’s membership overall live in the United States. However, in recognition that the AAA has a 

worldwide membership, the survey sample was selected without regard to country of residence, and 63 

respondents from outside the United States successfully completed the survey. The map in Figure 2 is 

colored according to the frequency of respondents from each region. The United States is separated 

from the other countries in the Western Hemisphere to compare the level of concentration of members 

outside of the U.S. The region with second-highest concentration of members is Europe/Eurasia with 24 

members, followed by East Asia and the Pacific (n = 19), the remainder of the Western Hemisphere (n = 

13), the Near East (n = 6), and Sub-Saharan Africa (number withheld for reasons of confidentiality). We 

received no survey responses from the South and Central Asia region. 

 

Subfield Affiliation 
Consistent with previous findings, AAA members most closely identify with the sociocultural subfield of 

anthropology—when given the option to select more than one subfield, about 225 (84.3%) of 

respondents selected sociocultural anthropology. Table 3 compares subfield affiliation by employment 

status. In addition to the traditional four fields of anthropology, respondents were also able to provide 

the name of other subfields or disciplines. Of the 12 open responses, four were “applied” anthropology, 

but we consider applied anthropology to be a mode of practice present in all fields of anthropology, not 

a subfield parallel to the traditional four fields. There was no significant relationship between practice 

setting and subfield affiliation (χ2(3) = 0.048, p = 0.997).  

0         207 

Figure 2: This global map depicts the frequency of survey participants per region on a color-coded scale; the darker the color, 
the higher the concentration of members within that region. Countries were sorted into the U.S. Department of State’s 
classification of regions. The map template is Bjorn Sandvik’s “World Borders Dataset,” 
http://thematicmapping.org/downloads/world_borders.php 

http://thematicmapping.org/downloads/world_borders.php
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Table 3: Subfield affiliation by employment status. Subfields are listed in decreasing order. 

Subfields Employed Retired Unemployed Current 
students 

Total Percent of 
respondents 

Sociocultural 
Number of employed re sponde nts who identify with the socio -cultural subfiel d 

148 
Number of retired respondents who identi fy with the socio-cultural subfield  

26 
Number of une mpl oyed respondents w ho ide ntify with the socio -cultural subfield  

8 
Number of curre nt stude nts who i dentify with the soci o-cultural subfi eld  

43 
Total number of respondents who identi fy with the socio-cultural subfield  

225 
Total perce nt of respondents w ho ide ntify with the socio -cultural subfield 
84.3% 

Archaeology 
Number of employed re sponde nts who identify with the archaeol ogy subfield  

 22 
Number of retired respondents who identi fy with the archae ology subfiel d  

 4 
Number of une mpl oyed respondents w ho ide ntify with the archaeology subfield  

d 2 
Number of curre nt stude nts who i dentify with the ar chae ology subfield  

 8 
Total number of respondents who identi fy with the archae ology subfield  

 36 
Total perce nt of respondents w ho ide ntify with the archaeology subfield 
13.5% 

Biological 
Number of employed re sponde nts who identify with the bi ological subfield  

20 
Number of retired respondents who identi fy with the biologi cal sub  

field 0 -- 
Number of une mpl oyed respondents w ho ide ntify with the biol ogical subfi eld  

 1 
Number of curre nt stude nts who i dentify with the biologi cal subfield  

d 12 
Total number of respondents who identi fy with the biologi cal subfield  

33 
Total perce nt of respondents w ho ide ntify with the biol ogical subfi eld 
12.4% 

Linguistic 
Number of employed re sponde nts who identify with the lingui stic subfi  

Number of employed re sponde nts who identify with the lingui stic subfiel d  

 16 
Number of retired respondents who identi fy with the linguistic subfield  

4 
Number of une mpl oyed respondents w ho ide ntify with the linguisti c subfield  

2 
Number of curre nt stude nts who i dentify with the ling uistic subfield  

9 
Total number of respondents who identi fy with the linguistic subfield  

31 
Total perce nt of respondents w ho ide ntify with the linguisti c subfield  
11.6% 

 

Because respondents were allowed to select up to two subfields, we can calculate the overlap between 

pairs of subfields, as shown in Table 4. This analysis shows the predominance of sociocultural 

anthropology within AAA membership: while three out of every four sociocultural anthropologists only 

identified with the one subfield, a plurality of archaeologists, a significant minority of biological 

anthropologists, and an overwhelming majority of linguists also identified as sociocultural 

anthropologists. It also shows a tendency for archaeology and biological anthropology to overlap, 

suggesting a tighter connection between these two subfields, at least among AAA members. 

Table 4: Overlap of subfield affiliation. Each cell shows the percentage of participants who identify with the subfield in the 
left column and another subfield as indicated by the row headings. Bolded numbers represent participants who identify with 
a single subfield. 

Percentage of … 
↓  

… who also 
identify as 

→ 

Socio-cultural Archaeology Biological Linguistic 

Sociocultural 
 

Percent of respondents w ho ide ntify only with the socio -cultural subfiel d 78.2% Percent of socio-cultural  anthropologi sts who also identi fy with the archae ology subfield 6.2% Percent of socio-cultural  anthropologi sts who also identi fy with the biologi cal / physi cal subfiel d 4.4% Percent of socio-cultural  anthropologi sts who also identi fy with the linguistic subfield 11.1% 

Archaeology 
 

 Percent of archa eologists w ho also i dentify with the soci o-cultural subfi eld 38.9% Percent of respondents w ho ide ntify only with the archaeol ogy subfield 36.1% Percent of archaeol ogists who also identi fy with the biologi cal / phy sical subfiel d 25.0% Percent of archaeol ogists who also identi fy with the linguistic subfield 0. 0% -- 

Biological  Percent of bi ological ant hropologists who also ide ntify with the socio -cultural subfiel d 30.3% Percent of bi ological ant hropologists who also ide ntify with the archaeol ogy subfield 27.3% Percent of respondents w ho ide ntify only with the bi ological subfield 42.4% Percent of bi ological / physical a nthropologists who also identify with the ling uistic subfiel d 0.0% -- 

Linguistic 
 

Percent of lingui stic anthr opol ogists who also ide ntify with the socio -cult ural subfield 80.6% Percent of lingui stic anthr opol ogists who also ide ntify with the archae ology subfiel d 0.0% -- Percent of lingui stic anthr opol ogists who also ide ntify with the biol ogical / physical subfiel d 0.0% -- Percent of respondents w ho ide ntify only with the ling uistic anthr opol ogy subfield 19.4% 

Employment Status 
The first question on the survey asked participants if they were working for pay or for profit during the 

week of September 1, 2018. Respondents who 

were not working during this period (recently laid 

off or unable to find a suitable job) were sorted 

into the “Unemployed” employment status. 

Those who indicated they were working were 

then asked to report who many hours they 

worked during a typical week. Participants who 

worked less than 35 hours are categorized as 

part-time in Table 5 and those who worked 35 

hours or more are considered full-time. In all, 

145 of participants were fully employed (53.1% 

Employment Status Frequency Percent of total 

Full-time Number of fully e mploye d participa nts 145 Percent of fully empl oyed partici pants 53.1% 
Current student Number of curre nt stude nts 54 Percent of current students 19.8%  
Part-time Number of partially employe d participa nts 30 Percent of partially employed parti cipants 11.0% 
Retired Number of retired participa nts 30 Percent of retired partici pants 11.0% 
Unemployed Number of une mpl oyed partici pants 10 Percent of unemployed participant s 3.7% 
No response Number of non-re sponses 4 Percent of non-response s 1.5% 

Total Total parti cipa nts 273 Total per cent 100.0 % 

Table 5: Aggregate employment status listed in decreasing 
order. 
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of the survey sample), compared with the 30 who were working part-time (11.0%), and the 10 who were 

unemployed for reasons other than retirement (3.7%).“No response” in Table 5 refers to the 

participants who either did not provide their employment status or did not report the number of hours 

they worked during a typical week. 

Sectors of Employment 
Employed survey respondents were sorted into two broad sectors of employment, academic and BGN 

(business/government/nonprofit). Of the 216 employed participants, 184 (85.2%) were working in an 

education institution, 31 (14.4%) were employed in the BGN sectors, and one respondent did not 

indicate their sector. As an Association we recognize that there is often overlap between these two 

sectors; “much socially engaged anthropology maintains a presence in both higher education and BGN 

institutions” with many anthropologists straddling both settings (Ginsberg 2019, 2). The purpose of 

dividing responses by broad sectors in this report is to address each field in its appropriate context, and 

it also allows us to draw direct connections to other reporting institutions that release data for each 

division of anthropology. For example, as of May 2018 the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that 

there are 6,020 “anthropologists and archeologists” working outside of postsecondary institutions, 

compared to 5,890 “anthropology and archeology teachers, postsecondary” (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 

2019). Yet respondents from the BGN sectors only account for 11.3% of our total survey sample. The 

Association continues to make strategic efforts to bring more of these anthropologists into the 

community. More information regarding this sector is also provided in AAA Members Outside of the 

Academy (Ginsberg 2016). 

To learn more about the type of work anthropologists do in their respective sectors, all employed 

respondents were asked to identify the activities that occupy the most hours during a typical work 

week. These responses are provided in Table 6. The “Other” category captures activities that are 

associated with particular positions in either sector (e.g. repatriation, advising, and administrative 

duties). 

Table 6: Top five primary work activities for employed respondents. Percentages exceed 100% since participants were able 
to select more than one activity. 

Primary work activities BGN Academics 

 Count % Count % 

Applied research 
(study directed toward gaining scientific knowledge to 
meet a recognized need) 

Number of BG N respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of applied resear ch a ctivities 
11 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho said a pplied re search composes most of their w ork week 
35.5% 

Number of academi cs whose pri mary work activity is applied research 
22 

Percent of aca de mics w hose primary work activity is applied resear ch 
12.0% 

Basic research  
(study directed toward gaining scientific knowledge for 
its own sake) 

Number of BG N respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of ba sic resear ch a ctivities 
4 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho said basic re search activities composes most of their work week 
12.9% 

Number of academi cs whose pri mary work activity is basic research 
92 

Percent of aca de mics w hose primary work activity is basic resear ch 
50.0% 

 

Managing/supervising people or products 
Number of BG N respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of managing or supervising people 

or products 6 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho said managi ng or supervising pe ople or pr oducts composes most of their work week 

19.4% 
Number of academi cs whose pri mary work activity is managing or supervising pe ople 

17 
Percent of aca de mics w hose primary work activity is managing or supervising people 

9.2% 
 

Other 
Number of BG N respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of other activities  

9 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho said other activities compose most of their w ork week 

29.0% 
Number of academi cs whose pri mary work activity is “other”  

28 
Percent of aca de mics w hose primary work activity is “other ” 

15.2% 
 

Sales 
Number of BG N respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of sales  

4 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho said sales composes most of their work week 
12.9% 

Number of academi c respondents whose work week is pri marily composed of sales 0  
-- 

Percent of aca de mic respondents w hose w ork week is primarily compose d of sal es 0.0%  

-- 
 

Teaching 
Number of BG N respondents whose pri mary work activity is teaching  

2 
Percent of BGN respondents w hose primary work activity is teaching  

6.5% 
Number of academi cs whose pri mary work activity is teaching 

132 
Percent of aca de mics w hose primary work activity is teaching 

71.7% 

Total 
Total num ber of response s from BGN participa nts  

36 
Total per cent of responses from BGN parti cipa nts  

116.2% 
Total num ber of response s from academics  

291 
Total per cent of responses from aca demics 

158.1% 

http://s3.amazonaws.com/rdcms-aaa/files/production/public/FileDownloads/pdfs/MemberSurvey2016_Report2.pdf
http://s3.amazonaws.com/rdcms-aaa/files/production/public/FileDownloads/pdfs/MemberSurvey2016_Report2.pdf
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Business, Government, and Nonprofit 

Business, government, and nonprofit workplaces can be 

further categorized into four sectors: nonprofit, private 

for-profit, self-employed, and government. Table 7 

provides the frequency of participants per industry; 

other AAA research (American Anthropological 

Association 2019) drawing on NSF data provides a 

baseline for comparison.  

Academia 

Based on their academic position title, academic respondents were subdivided into faculty (n = 134) and 

non-faculty (n = 20) subdivisions. 

Respondents who selected “Other” 

and “No ranks for my position” 

were sorted into a third subdivision 

“Other” (n = 29). As observed in 

Table 8, non-faculty appointments 

primarily function as support for 

teaching faculty. Although some of 

these positions may have a 

teaching engagement, often the 

opportunities for advancement 

and/or terms of employment 

operate in a system separate from 

traditional faculty positions. The 

subdivisions that make up the 

academic sector are not necessarily 

indicative of tenure status; instead 

they reflect the responsibilities of the position and type of services to the department.  

Tenure  

Academic respondents were asked to identify their faculty rank and tenure status separately. 

Participants who work at institutions without a tenure system or whose positions are not affiliated with 

a tenure status are categorized as “No tenure system.” Counts for each type of tenure and appointment 

lengths for non-tenure track/“no tenure system” respondents are displayed Table 9, Figure 3, and Table 

10. Transitory positions such as postdoctoral fellowships are counted as “not eligible for tenure.” 

 

 

Industries 
Count 

Count 
Percent 

Percent 

Nonprofit 
Count 

11 
Percent 

35.5% 
Private for-profit 

Count 
8 

Percent 
25.8% 

Self-employed 
Count 

8 
Percent 

25.8% 
Government 

Count 
4 

Percent 
12.9% 

Total 
Total 

31 
Total 

100.00% 

Faculty position Full professor Count 40 
Faculty position  

Associate professor Count 38 
Faculty position  

Assistant professor Count 37 
Faculty position  

Instructor Count 9 
Faculty position  

Lecturer / Senior Lecturer Count 10 
Faculty position  

Total Total 134 

Other position No ranks for my position Count 25 
Other position  

No ranks at my institution Count 2 
Other position  

Other Count 2 
Other position  

Total Total 29 

Non-faculty position Postdoctoral Count 6 
Non-fa culty position  

Scientist/Researcher Count 5 
Non-fa culty position  

Teaching assistant Count 9 
Non-fa culty position  

Total Total 20 

Aggregate Total   183 

Table 7: Number of participants per BGN industry 

 

Table 8: Number of participants per academic appointment type. Subdivisions 

are listed in decreasing order. 
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Table 9: Tenure status of academics by academic subdivision. Number of participants per tenure status are listed in 
decreasing order. 

Tenure status Faculty Other Non-Faculty No Response Total 

 Count % Count % Count % Count % Count % 

Tenured 
Number of tenure d fa culty  
69 

Percent of tenured fa culty 
37.5% 

Number of tenure d academi cs whose position is classi fied as “Other ” 
1 

Percent of tenured aca de mics w hose position is classified a s “Ot her” 

0.5% 
Number of tenure d non-faculty 0  

-- 
Percent of tenured non-fa culty 0.0%  

-- 
Number of tenure d academi cs who did not provide their acade mic 

position 0 -- 
Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho did not provi de their 

acade mic position 0.0% -- 
Total number of tenure d academi cs  
70 

Total perce nt of tenured a cade mics 
38.0% 

No tenure 
system 

Number of fa culty with no tenure system  

 

18 
Percent of fa culty with no te nure syste m  

 

9.8% 
Number of academi cs whose position is classi fied as “Other ” and do not 

have a tenure syste m  

22 
Percent of aca de mics w hose position is classified a s “Ot her” and do not 

have a tenure syste m 
12.0% 

Number of non-faculty without a tenure syste m  

 

14 
Percent of non-fa culty without a tenur e system  

 

7.6% 
Number of academi cs who did not provide their acade mic position and 

do not have a tenure syste m 0  

-- 
Percent of aca de mics w ho did not provi de their academi c 

position a nd do not have a tenure syste m 0.0%  

 -- 
Total number of academi cs without a tenure syste m  

 

54 
Total perce nt of a cade mics without a tenure system  

 

29.3% 

Tenure-track 
Number of tenure -track fa culty  

34 
Percent of tenure-track faculty 

18.5% 
Number of tenure -track aca demi cs whose position i s classi fied as 

“Other ”0 -- 
Percent of tenure-track a cade mics w hose position is classifie d as “Other” 

0.0% -- 
Number of tenure -track non-fa culty  

1 
Percent of tenure-track non-fa culty 

0.5% 
Number of tenure -track aca demi cs who did not provide their acade mi c 

position 0 -- 
Percent of tenure-track a cade mics w ho di d not pr ovide their 

acade mic position 0.0% -- 
Total number of tenure -track aca demi cs 

35 
Total perce nt of tenure-tra ck acade mics 

19.0% 

Not on tenure 
track 

Number of fa culty not on the tenure tra ck  

 

11 
Percent of fa culty not on the tenure track  

 

6.0% 
Number of academi cs whose position is classi fied as “Other ” who are 

not on the te nure track  

6 
Percent of aca de mics w hose position is classified a s “Ot her” who are not 

on the tenure track 

3.3% 
Number of non-faculty not on the te nure track  

 

4 
Percent of non-fa culty not on the tenure tra ck  

 

2.2% 
Number of academi cs who did not provide their acade mic position and 

are not on the te nure track 0  

-- 
Percent of aca de mics w ho did not provi de their academi c 

position a nd are not on the tenure track 0.0% 
-- 

Total number of academi cs not on the tenure track  

 

21 
Total perce nt of a cade mics not on the tenure track  

 

11.4% 

No response 
Number of fa culty who di d not pr ovide their tenur e status  

 

2 
Percent of fa culty who did not provide their tenure status  

 

1.1% 
Number of academi cs whose position is classi fied as “Other ” who did not 

report their tenure status  

0 -- 
Percent of aca de mics w hose position is classified a s “Ot her” who did not 

report their tenure status 0.0  

% -- 
Number of non-faculty who did not provide their tenure status  

 

1 
Percent of non-fa culty who di d not pr ovide their tenure status  

 

0.5% 
Number of academi cs who did not provide their acade mic position nor 

their tenure status  

1 
Percent of aca de mics w ho did not provi de their academi c 

position nor their tenure status 
0.5% 

Total number of academi cs with unknown te nure statuses  

 

4 
Total perce nt of a cade mics with unknown tenure statuses  

 

2.2% 

Total 
Total number of fa culty  

134 
Total perce nt of faculty 

72.8% 
Total number of academi cs whose position is classi fied as “Other ” 

29 
Total perce nt of a cade mics w hose position is classifie d as “Other” 
15.8% 

Total number of non-faculty  

20 
Total perce nt of non-fa culty 

10.9% 
Total number of non-re sponses  

1 
Total per cent of non-re sponses 

0.5% 
Total number of academi cs 

184 
Total perce nt of a cade mics 

100.0% 

 

 

Figure 3: This figure portrays the length of appointments for academics either not on the tenure track or not working in a 
tenure system. Data are also in Table 10. 

Table 10: Length of appointment for academics not on the tenure track or not working in a tenure system. 

Length of Appointment No tenure system Not on tenure track 

 Count Percent Count Percent 

One year 16 29.6% 6 28.6% 

One semester 11 20.4% 6 28.6% 

Two to three years 11 20.4% 4 19.0% 

Indefinitely 10 18.5% 2 9.5% 

Fixed term of more than three years 
No response 

6 
0 

11.1% 
0.0% 

2 
Number of academi cs not on the tenure track who did not provide the le ngth of their appointment 1 

9.5% 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track who did not provide t he length of their appoint ment 

4.8% 

Total 54 100.0% 21 100.0% 
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There was no significant relationship between tenure status and gender (χ2(4) = 0.051, p = 0.999) and 

tenure status and race (χ2(6) = .345, p = .999).  

Institutional Affiliation 

Academic respondents also provided the name of their current employer. To understand where tenure 

is granted we compared the tenure status of academics working at U.S. colleges and universities by their 

institution’s Carnegie 

classification (Indiana 

University Center for 

Postsecondary Research, n.d.) 

of their institution type (Figure 

4 and Table 11) and sector 

(Figure 5 and Table 12). 

Institution types were 

condensed to the following 

four categories: Primarily 

Undergraduate which captures 

all Associate’s and 

Baccalaureate Colleges; 

Comprehensive, all Master’s 

Colleges and Universities; Primarily Research, Doctoral Universities; and Non-U.S. To preserve 

confidentiality, the number of academics at Special Focus institutions and Tribal colleges is not depicted 

in Figure 4. Those who did not provide the name of their employer nor their tenure status are also 

omitted.   

Table 11: Comparison of tenure status by institution type. This table is a replication of Figure 4. 

Institution types Tenured No tenure 
system 

Tenure 
track 

Not on 
tenure-

track 

Total 

 n  % n % n % n % n % 

Primarily Undergraduate 
Number of tenure d fa culty at primarily 

undergraduate colleg es 

10 
Percent of tenured fa culty at primarily undergraduate colleges 

55.6% 
Number of fa culty at primarily 

undergraduate colleg es without a 

tenure syste m 1 
Percent of tenured fa culty at primarily undergraduate colleges 
5.6% 

Number of tenure track faculty at 
primarily undergraduate colleges 

6 
Percent of tenure track faculty at primarily undergra duate colleges 
33.3% 

Number of fa culty not on the tenure 
track at primarily undergraduate 

colleges 1 
Percent of fa culty not on the tenure track at primarily undergraduate 

colleges 5.6% 
Total num ber of aca demics at primarily 

undergraduate colleges 
18 

Total per cent of academi cs at primarily undergraduate college s 
100.0% 

Comprehensive 
Number of tenure d fa culty at 

comprehensive colleges and 

universities 9 
Percent of tenured fa culty at compre hensive colleges a nd universities 
75.0% 

Number of fa culty at comprehensive 

colleges and universitie s without a 

tenure syste m 3 
Percent of fa culty at compre hensive colleges a nd universities without a 

tenure syste m 
25.0% 

Number of tenure -track fa culty at 

comprehensive colleges and 

universities 0 -- 
Percent of tenure-track faculty at comprehensive college s and 

universities 0.0% -- 
Number of fa culty not on the tenure 

track at comprehensive college s and 

universities 0 -- 
Percent of fa culty not on the tenure track at compre hensive colleges a nd 

universities 0.0% -- 
Total num ber of aca demics at comprehensiv e 

college s and universities 
12 

Total per cent of academi cs at compre hensive college s and univer sities 
100.0% 

Primarily Research 
Number of tenure d academi cs at 

primarily research universities 

32 
Percent of tenured aca de mics at pri marily research universities 
31.4% 

Number of academi cs at primarily 

research universities without a tenure 

system 
34 

Percent of aca de mics at pri marily research universities without a tenure 

system 
33.3% 

Number of tenure -track aca demi cs at 

primarily research universities 
21 

Percent of tenure-track a cade mics at pri marily research universities 
20.6% 

Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at primarily research 

universities 15 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at pri marily research 

universities 

14.7% 
Total num ber of aca demics at primarily research 

universiti es 
102 

Total per cent of academi cs at primarily re search universitie s 
100.0% 

Non-U.S. 
Number of tenure d academi cs at Non 

U.S. institutions  

 

18 
Percent of tenured aca de mics at Non U.S. institutions  

 

 

42.9% 
Number of academi cs at Non U.S. 

institutions who do not have a tenure 

system 
13 

Percent of aca de mics at Non U.S. institutions w ho do not have a tenure 

system  

 

31.0% 
Number of tenure track a cade mics at 

Non U.S. i nstitutions  

 

7 
Percent of tenure track acade mi cs at Non U.S. institutions  

 

 

16.7% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at Non U.S. institutions  

 

4 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at Non U.S. institutions  

 

 

9.5% 
Total num ber of aca demics at Non U.S. 

instituti ons  

 

42 
Total per cent of academi cs at Non U.S. institutions  

 

 

100.0% 

 

Although R1 universities are the largest employer of academic members, only 30.0% are tenured. The 

remaining academics are either in positions not affiliated with a tenure status or an institution without a 

tenure system (34.4%), on the tenure track (21.1%), or not on the tenure track (14.4%). In comparison, 

most academics at primarily undergraduate and comprehensive colleges and universities have tenure; 

however, this may be a result of either our sampling methodology or composition of the AAA’s 

membership overall. Sector-wise, tenure is mainly granted at public, 4-year or above institutions. 

Figure 4: Comparison of tenure status by institution type. Data points are 
summarized in Table 11. 
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Figure 5: Comparison of tenure status by sector. Data points also present in Table 12 

Table 12: Comparison of tenure status by sector. Summarization of Figure 5. Non-responses are omitted from this table, 
therefore percentages do not equal 100. 

Sector Tenured No tenure 
system 

Tenure 
track 

Not on 
tenure-track 

Total 

 
n % n % n % n % n % 

Public, 4-year or 
above 

Number of tenure d academi cs at public 

4-year or above i nstitutions  
 

34 
Percent of tenured aca de mics at public 4 -year or above institutions  

 
 

39.5% 
Number of academi cs at public 4 -year 

or above institutions without a tenure 
system 

 23 
Percent of aca de mics at public 4 -year or above institutions without a 

tenure syste m  
 

26.7% 
Number of tenure track a cade mics at 

public 4-year or above institutions  
 

19 
Percent of tenure track acade mi cs at publi c 4 -year or above institutions  

 
 

22.1% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at publi c 4-year or a bove 
institutions 

10 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at public 4 -year or above i nstitutions  

 
 

11.6% 
Total number of academi cs at public 4 -

year or above institutions  
 

86 
Total perce nt of a cade mics at public 4-year or above institutions  

 
 

100.0% 

Private not-for-
profit, 4-year or 
above 

Number of tenure d academi cs at 

private not-for-profit, 4-year or above 

institutions 
15 

Percent of tenured aca de mics at private not -for-profit, 4 -year or above 

institutions  

 

32.6% 
Number of academi cs at private not-

for-profit, 4-year or above institutions 

who do not have a tenur e system 

17 
Percent of aca de mics at private not -for-profit, 4 -year or above 

institutions who do not have a tenure system  

 

37.0% 
Number of tenure track a cade mics at 

private not for pr ofit 4 -year or above  

 

8 
Percent of tenure track acade mi cs at private not for profit 4-year or 

above  

 

17.4% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at private not-for-profit, 4-

year or above institutions 
6 

Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at private not -for -pr ofit, 4 -year or 

above institutions  

 

13.0% 
Total number of academi cs at private 

not-for -profit, 4-year or above 

institutions 
46 

Total perce nt of a cade mics at private not-for-profit, 4 -year or above institutions  

 

 

100.0% 

Non-U.S. 
Number of tenure d academi cs at Non 

U.S. institutions 
18 

Percent of tenured aca de mics at Non U.S. institutions  

 

42.9% 
Number of academi cs at Non U.S. 

institutions without a tenure syste m 
13 

Percent of aca de mics at Non U.S. institutions without a tenure syste m  

 

31.0% 
Number of tenure -track aca demi cs at 

Non U.S. i nstitutions 
7 

Percent of tenure-track a cade mics at Non U.S. institutions  

 

16.7% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at Non U.S. institutions 
4 

Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at Non U.S. institutions  

 

9.5% 
Total number of academi cs at Non U.S. 

institutions  

42 
Total perce nt of a cade mics at Non U.S. i nstitutions  

 

100.0% 

Public, 2 year 
Number of tenure d fa culty at publi c, 2 

year institutions  

2 
Percent of tenured fa culty at public, 2 year institutions  

 

40.0% 
Number of academi cs at public, 2 -year 

institutions without a tenure syste m 

1 
Percent of aca de mics at public, 2-year institutions without a tenure 

system 
20.0% 

Number of tenure track a cade mics at 

public, 2-year institutions 
1 

Percent of tenure track acade mi cs at publi c, 2 -year institutions  

 

20.0% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track at publi c, 2 year 

institutions 1 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track at pu blic, 2 year institutions  

 

20.0% 
Total number of academi cs at public 2 

year institutions  

5 
Total perce nt of a cade mics at public 2 year institutions  

 

100.0% 

Subjective assessments 
This final section on employment addresses the quality of employment for anthropologists, their career 

trajectories, and affiliation with the discipline. To assess these elements we asked participants a series of 

questions regarding their satisfaction with their current job and their relationship with anthropology 

then used statistical analyses to measure similarities and differences between respondents employed in 

each sector. 

Professional Plans 

Participants reported what they plan to do in the next three to five years by selecting one of five 

options; responses are provided in Table 13. There is more planned repositioning within the BGN sectors 

compared to the academic; 21 of BGN participants (67.7%) indicated that they plan to leave their 

position within the next three to five years compared with the 109 academics (59.2%) who plan to stay 

in their current position. When disaggregated by tenure status (Table 14) it appears that the academics 

with the highest preference for staying in their current position are those who have already received 
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tenure or are on the tenure track; those that would like to leave their current position, but continue 

doing the same kind work, are academics not on the tenure track. 

Table 13: Professional plans by employment sector 

Professional Plans BGN Academic 

 Count Percent Count Percent 

Stay in my current position 
Number of BG N participa nts who plan to stay in their current position 

9 

Percent of BGN partici pants who plan to stay in their current position 

30.0% 

Number of academi cs who plan to stay in their current position 

109 

Percent of aca de mics w ho plan t o stay in their curre nt position 

59.6% 

Look for a better job doing the same kind of work 
Number of BG N participa nts who plan to look for a better job doi ng the 

same kind of work 5 

Percent of BGN partici pants who plan to l ook for a better job doing the sa me kind of work 

16.7% 

Number of academi cs who plan to look for a better job doing the sa me kind 

of work 50 

Percent of aca de mics w ho plan t o look for a better job doing the sa me kind of w ork 

27.3% 

Look for a better job doing a different kind of 
work 

Number of BG N participa nts who plan to look for a better job doi ng a 

different kind of work 11 

Percent of BGN partici pants who plan to l ook for a better job doing a di ffere nt kind of work 

36.7% 

Number of academi cs who plan to look for a better job doing a different 

kind of w ork 14 

Percent of aca de mics w ho plan t o look for a better job doing a di ffere nt kind of work 

7.7% 

Retired Number of BG N participa nts who plan to retire 2 

Percent of BGN partici pants who plan to retire 

6.7% Number of academi cs who plan to retire 6 

Percent of aca de mics w ho plan t o retire 

3.3% 

Leave the workforce to obtain additional 
education or training 

Number of BG N participa nts who plan to leave the work force to obtain 

additional education or training 3 

Percent of BGN partici pants who plan to leave the w orkfor ce to obtain additional education 

or training 10.0% 

Number of academi cs who plan to leave the work for ce to obtain a dditional 

educati on or training 4 

Percent of aca de mics w ho plan t o leave the workfor ce to obtain additional education 

2.2% 

Total Total num ber of BGN partici pants 30 

Total per cent of BGN partici pa nts 

100.0% Total num ber of aca demics 183 

Total per cent of academi cs 

100.0% 

 

Table 14: Professional plans for academics, disaggregated by tenure status. 

Professional Plans Tenured No tenure 
system 

Tenure track Not on 
tenure track 

 n % n % n % n % 

Stay in my current position 
Number of tenure d academi cs who 

plan to stay in their curre nt position 
57 

Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho plan t o stay in their curre nt position  

 

81.4% 
Number of academi cs without a tenure 

system who plan to stay in their current 

position 
21 

Percent of aca de mics without a tenure syste m who plan to stay in their current 

position 38.9% 
Number of tenure track a cade mics w ho 

plan to stay in their curre nt position 
22 

Percent of tenure track acade mi cs who plan to stay in their current position 
62.9% 

Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track h 7 33.3% 

Look for a better job doing the 
same kind of work 

Number of tenure d academi cs who 

plan to look for a better nob doi ng the 

same kind of work 7 
Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho plan t o look for a better nob doi ng the same 

kind of w ork 
10.0% 

Number of academi cs at institutions 

without a tenure syste m who plan to 
look for a better nob doing the sa me 

kind of w ork 

21 
Percent of aca de mics at institutions without a tenure syste m who plan to look for a 

better nob doing the sa me kind of w ork 
38.9% 

Number of tenure track a cade mics w ho 
plan to look for a better job doing the 

same kind of work 
11 

Percent of tenure track acade mi cs who plan to look for a better job doi ng the sa me 

kind of w ork 
31.4% 

Number of academi cs not on the 
tenure track who plan to look for a 

better job doi ng the sa me kind of work 
10 

Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track who plan to l ook for a better job 

doing the sa me kind of w ork 
47.6% 

Look for a better job doing a 
different kind of work 

Number of tenure d academi cs who 

plan to Look for a better job doing a 

different kind of work 
2 

Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho plan t o Look for a better job doi ng a different 

kind of w ork 2.9% 
Number of academi cs at institutions 

without a tenure syste m who plan to 

look for a better job doi ng a different 

kind of w ork 9 
Percent of aca de mics at institutions without a tenure syste m who plan to look for a 

better job doi ng a different kind of w ork 
16.7% 

Number of tenure track a cade mics w ho 

plan to look for a better job doing a 

different kind of work 1 
Percent of tenure track acade mi cs who plan to look for a better job doi ng a 

different kind of work 2.9% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track who plan to look for a 

better job doi ng a different kind of 

work 2 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track who plan to l ook for a better job 

doing a di ffere nt kind of work 
9.5% 

Retire 
Number of tenure d academi cs who 

plan to retire 4 
Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho plan t o retire 
5.7% 

Number of academi cs at institutions 

without a tenure syste m who plan to 

retire 1 
Percent of aca de mics at institutions without a tenure syste m who plan to retire 

1.9% 
Number of tenure track a cade mics w ho 

plan to retire 1 
Percent of tenure track acade mi cs who plan to retire 

2.9% 
Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track who plan to retire 0 

-- 
Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track who plan to retire 0.0%  

-- 

Leave workforce to obtain 
additional education or 
training 

Number of tenure d academi cs who 
plan to Leave work force to obtain 

additional education or training 0 

-- 
Percent of tenured aca de mics w ho plan t o Leave workforce to obtain additional 

educati on or training  0.0% -- 

Number aca demi cs at institutions 

without a tenure syste m who plan to 
Leave workfor ce to obtain additional 

educati on or training 
2 

Percent of aca de mics at institutions without a tenure syste m who plan to Leave 

workforce to obtain a dditional e ducation or training 
3.7% 

Number of tenure track a cade mics w ho 
plan to Leave work force to obtain 

additional education or training 0 
--  

Percent of tenure track acade mi cs who plan to leave workforce to obtain additional 

educati on or training 0. 0% -- 

Number of academi cs not on the 

tenure track who plan to Leave 
workforce to obtain a dditional 

educati on or training 
2 

Percent of aca de mics not on the tenure track who plan to leave work force to obtain 

additional education or training 

9.5% 

Total 
Total num ber of tenured a ca demics 
70 

Total per cent of tenure d aca demics 
100.0% 

Total num ber of aca demics without a 
tenure sy stem 

54 
Total per cent of academi cs wit hout a tenur e system 

100.0% 
Total num ber of tenure track 

academi cs 
35 

Total per cent of tenure tra ck aca demics 
100.0% 

Total num ber of aca demics not on t he 
tenure tra ck 

21 
Total per cent of academi cs not on the te nure tra ck 

100.0% 

 

To assess what variables increase the likelihood of someone planning to leave their current job we 

conducted a logistic regression between the dependent variable of professional plans (stay or leave) and 

13 independent variables, 9 of which are each participant’s satisfaction levels with different areas of 

their jobs (see Figure 7 and Table 16). In total, 199 participants were included in the logistic regression. 

In light of the results in Table 15, it’s apparent that the factors that increase the likelihood of a 

participant leaving their current position are: 
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• Employment sector—BGN respondents are 3.7 times more likely to say they plan to leave their 

current position. 

• Tenure status—Non-tenured respondents (i.e., not on tenure track, no tenure system, and BGN) 

are 2.3 times more likely to say they plan to leave. 

• Job security—Participants with a low level of satisfaction with their job’s security are 80% more 

likely to leave their current position. 

Table 15: Results of logistic regression on twelve independent variables. Results indicate the likelihood each variable 
increases the chance that the participant will leave their current position. Variables that have reached statistical significance 
(p<.05) are marked with an asterisk.  

Variables Odds Ratio 95% Confidence Interval P = 

Employment sector* The odds ratio for the variable employment se ctor 3.7 1.2 11.9 

 

P value for e mploy ment sector .040 

(Academic, BGN) 

Tenure status* The odds ratio for the variable tenure status 2.3 The 95% confidence interval for the variable tenure status 1.0 The 95% confidence interval for the variable tenure status 5.5 P value for tenure status .028 

Job security* The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s se curity 1.8 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s se curity 1.2 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s se curity 2.6 P value for job se curity .009 

Marital status  
(Partnered, Single) 

The odds ratio for the variable marital status 1.7 The 95% confidence interval for the variable marital status 0.8 The 95% confidence interval for the variable marital status 3.6 P value for marital status .190 

Gender 
(Man, Woman) 

The odds ratio for the variable gender 1.6 The 95% confidence interval for the variable gender 0.7 The 95% confidence interval for the variable gender 3.4 P value for gender .240 

Contribution to society The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s contribution to society 1.5 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s contribution to society 0.9 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s contribution to society 2.6 P value for contribution of society .163 

Opportunities for advancement The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with opportunities for advancement 1.4 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with opportunities for advance ment 0.9 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with opportunities for advance ment 2.0 P value for opportunities for advancement .144 

Salary The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with salary 1.3 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with salary 0.9 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with salary 2.0 P value for salary .190 

Intellectual challenge The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s intelle ctual challenge 1.1 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s intelle ctual challenge 0.7 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s intelle ctual challenge 1.8 P value for intelle ctual challenge .692 

Level of responsibility The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s level of responsi bility 1.1 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s level of responsi bility 0.6 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s level of responsi bility 2.2 P value for level or responsibility .774  

Job location The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s location 1.1 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s location 0.7 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s location 1.6 P value for job locati on .800 

Benefits The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s bene fits 0.8 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s bene fits 0.6 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s bene fits 1.2 P value for bene fits .284 

Degree of independence The odds ratio for the variable satisfa ction with job’s degree of i nde pendence 0.8 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s degree of i nde pendence 0.4 The 95% confidence interval for the variable satisfa ction with job’s degree of i nde pendence 1.6 P value for degree of i nde pendence .611 

 

Although job security is a significant predictor of respondents’ professional plans, it is not the area with 

the highest level of dissatisfaction. Instead, members in the BGN sectors were most dissatisfied with 

their job’s benefits, while academics were most dissatisfied with their opportunities for advancement.  
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Figure 6: Percentage of respondents who ranked their satisfaction as "somewhat" and "very" satisfied with error bars to 
represent the 95% confidence intervals for each variable. 

Table 16: Percentage of respondents who ranked their satisfaction levels as “Very” or “Somewhat.”  

Areas of satisfaction BGN Academic 

Salary 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their salary 

61.3% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their salary 

70.1% 

Benefits 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their benefits 

54.8% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their bene fits 

75.0% 

Job security 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job security 

77.4% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job se curity 

76.1% 

Job location 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job location 

90.3% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job location 

78.3% 
Opportunities for 
advancement 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s 

opportunities for advancement 

67.7% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s opportunities for adva nce ment 

58.7% 

Intellectual challenge 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s 

intellectual challenge 
74.2% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s intellectual cha llenge 
79.3% 

Level of responsibility 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their level of 

responsibility 87.1% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their level of responsibility 

83.2% 

Degree of independence 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their degree of 

indepe nde nce 93.5% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their degree of independence 

91.8% 

Contribution to society 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s 

contribution to society 
83.9% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho were very and somew hat satisfie d with their job’ s contribution to society 
86.4% 

Salaries 

Annual income was analyzed in relationship to educational attainment, sector of employment, student 

status, and gender. The distribution of income and size of each population is shown in Figure 7 and 

summarized in Table 17. Although the highest paid respondents are women, this reflects the 

preponderance of women within the sample; men and women report statistically equivalent levels of 

income, as well as equivalent levels of satisfaction with their income. 
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Figure 7: Salary across employment sector and degree attainment, segmented by gender. Dotted lines represent quartiles; 
size of chart area is proportional to number of responses. See also Table 17. 

Table 17: Salary quantiles across employment sector and degree attainment.  

Percentile 10 25 50 75 90 

PhD academic (n = 144) 
Income of PhD academi cs at the tenth perce ntile 

$26,000.00 
Income of PhD academi cs at the twenty-fifth perce ntile 

$60,000.00 
Income of PhD academi cs at the fi ftieth per centile 

$77,000.00 
Income of PhD academi cs at the seventy -fi fth per centile 

$96,000.00 
Income of PhD academi cs at the ninetieth percentile 

$124,000.00 
PhD non-academic (n = 16) 

Income of PhD non-a cade mics at the tenth per centile 
$2,360.00 

Income of PhD non-a cade mics at the twenty-fi fth per centile 
$20,500.00 

Income of PhD non-a cade mics at the fiftieth perce ntile 
$35,000.00 

Income of PhD non-a cade mics at the seventy-fifth perce ntile 
$80,000.00 

Income of PhD non-a cade mics at the ninetieth perce ntile 
$112,800.00 

No PhD (n = 30) 
Income of partici pants without PhD s at the tenth per centile 

$6,900.00 
Income of partici pants without PhD s at the twenty-fi fth per centile 

$14,750.00 
Income of partici pants without PhD s at the fiftieth perce ntile 

$23,000.00 
Income of partici pants without PhD s at the seventy-fifth perce ntile 

$46,250.00 
Income of partici pants without PhD s at the ninetieth perce ntile 

$91,200.00 
Student (n = 56) 

Income for students at the tenth perce ntile 
$3,183.00 

Income for students at the twenty-fift h perce ntile 
$16,000.00 

Income for students at the fi ftieth per centile 
$22,000.00 

Income of students at the seve nty-fi fth per centile 
$29,000.00 

Income of students at the ni netieth per centile 
$40,000.00 

 

Due to an insufficient population size, we were unable to compare income across business, government, 

and nonprofit sectors for this Member Survey, but an analysis of BGN salaries was completed following 

the 2016 Member Survey (Ginsberg 2016, 10). 

Affiliation with the discipline 

“Affiliation with the discipline” refers to the level of relationship participants have with the field of 

anthropology. In sectors such as academia, one could expect a close relationship as they routinely use 

anthropological methods and perspectives to support departmental research or expand on their theses 

or dissertations. However, some anthropologists in the BGN sectors have referred to their relationship 
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with anthropology and the Association as strained due to fewer opportunities to explicitly identify as an 

anthropologist and obscurity of the discipline within the BGN sectors overall (Schensul et al 2017).  

First, to examine the relationship between BGN respondents and anthropology, we asked them to rank 

the utility or helpfulness of their training when competing for a job. For context, their responses in 

Figure 8 and Table 18 are displayed alongside academic responses, and responses across sectors were 

compared using Spearman’s rho. There is a significant negative correlation between helpfulness and 

sector of employment (ρ = −0.26, p < .05) meaning BGN respondents are less likely to experience the 

same utility as academics. 

 

Figure 8: Responses to Was your anthropology training helpful in obtaining your job? A total of 180 academic and 30 BGN 
participants provided answers. Data points in this visualization are summarized in Table 18.  

Table 18: Responses to Was your anthropology training helpful in obtaining your job? A total of 180 academic and 30 BGN 
participants provided answers. 

Sector 
Very 

helpful 
Somewhat 

helpful 

Neither 
helpful 

nor 
unhelpful 

Somewhat 
unhelpful 

Very 
unhelpful 

Total 

BGN 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho ranked t heir anthropology training as very helpful 

51.6% 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho ranked t heir anthropology training as somewhat helpful 

25.8% 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho ranked t heir anthropology training as neither helpful nor unhelpful 

16.1% 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho ranked t heir anthropology training as somewhat unhelpful 

3.2% 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho ranked t heir anthropology training as very unhelpful 

3.2% 
Total perce nt of BGN respondents 

100.0% 
Academic 

Percent of aca de mics w ho ranked their anthropology training as very helpful 
72.9% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho ranked their anthropology training as somew hat helpful 

15.5% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho ranked their anthropology training as neither helpful nor unhelpful 

9.9% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho ranked their anthropology training as somew hat unhelpful 

0.6% 
Percent of aca de mics w ho ranked their anthropology training as very unhelpful 

1.1% Total perce nt of a cade mics 100.0% 

 

The next measurement of affiliation had participants rate the frequency at which they 1) use the skills 

and perspectives provided by their anthropology training and 2) identify as an anthropologist day to day. 

The responses from each sector are presented in Figure 9 and Table 19. Even though 93.6 percent of 

BGN respondents reported using their anthropological skills and knowledge, they identify as 

anthropologists less often in professional settings (ρ = −0.201, p < .05). 
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Figure 9: This chart visualizes the frequency at which academics and BGN respondents use their anthropological 
skills/knowledge and identify as an anthropologist on a daily basis. Percentages are also provided in Table 19. Non-responses 
are not included. 

Table 19: This table is a replication of Figure 9 and depicts the frequency at which academics and BGN respondents use their 
anthropological skills/knowledge and identify as an anthropologist on a daily basis. 

 Sector Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Skills 

BGN (n = 
31) 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho always use their anthropologi cal skills and per spe ctives 
58.1% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho use their anthropologi cal skills and perspe ctives often 
35.5% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho someti mes use their anthr opol ogical skills and perspectives 
6.4% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho rarely use their ant hropological skills and perspectives 

0.0% -- 
Percent of BGN respondents w ho never use their anthr opol ogical skills and perspectives 

0.0% -- 
Academic 
(n = 181) 

Percent of aca de mics w ho always use their anthropologi cal skills and per spe ctives 
71.8% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho use their anthropologi cal skills and perspe ctives often 
18.2% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho someti mes use their anthropol ogical skills and perspe ctives 
9.4% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho rarely use their ant hropological skills and perspectives 0. 0% 
-- 

Percent of aca de mics w ho never use their anthr opol ogical skills and perspectives 
0.6% 

Identify 

BGN (n = 
30) 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho always identi fy as an anthr opol ogist 
36.7% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho ide ntify as an ant hropologist often 
30.0% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho someti mes ide ntify as an ant hropologist 
26.7% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho rarely identify as a n anthropologi st 
3.3% 

Percent of BGN respondents w ho never identify as an a nthropologist 

3.3% 
Academic 
(n = 182) 

Percent of aca de mics w ho always identi fy as an anthr opol ogist 
66.5% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho ide ntify as an anthr opologist often 
19.2% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho someti mes ide ntify as an ant hropologist 
6.6% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho rarely identify as a n anthropologist 
5.5% 

Percent of aca de mics w ho never ide ntify as an ant hropologist 
2.2% 

Current Students 
This section focuses on the 54 

respondents who were enrolled either in 

a degree-granting program (n = 51) or 

were taking courses not for a degree (n = 

3). Based on the degree they are pursuing, 

students were divided into the following 

three groups: Undergraduate (students 

who are working toward an associate’s or 

bachelor’s degree; n = 7); Master’s (n = 4), 

and PhD (n = 40). Among these students, 

47 are enrolled as full-time students. 
Figure 10: Enrollment status by current degree program. Data also 
provided in Table 20 
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Enrollment status per pursued-degree level are illustrated in Figure 10 and replicated in Table 20. 

Unsurprisingly, the most common broad area of study across all degree levels was anthropology; 84.3% 

of students are pursuing a degree in either general, four-field anthropology or one of its subfields.  

Table 20: Enrollment status by current degree program. This table contains the data points displayed in Figure 12 

Pursued degree Full-time 
students 

Part-time 
students 

Total 

Undergraduate Number of full -time stude nts pursuing an undergra duate degree 5 Number of part-ti me students pursuing a n undergraduate degree 2 Total num ber of stude nts pursui ng an undergraduate degree 7 
Master’s Number of full -time stude nts pursuing a Master’s degree 4 Number of part-ti me students pursuing a Master’ s degree 0 -- Total num ber of stude nts pursui ng a Mast er’s degree 4 
PhD Number of full -time stude nts pursuing a PhD 38 Number of part-ti me students pursuing a PhD 2 Total num ber of stude nts pursui ng a PhD 40 

Total Total num ber of full -time students 47 Total num ber of part -time student s 4 Total num ber of stude nts 51 

 

The institutions in which students were 

enrolled were classified using the same 

Carnegie Classification system; the 

institution types are condensed into the 

categories shown in Figure 11 and Table 21. 

Further data on master’s students alone 

cannot be presented without revealing 

information about the participants. To 

mitigate this issue, we have combined 

undergraduate and master’s students given 

their similar ages and career goals. 

 

Figure 11: Pursued degree by institution type. The 100% bar graph illustrates the proportion of students per degree level 
enrolled at each institution type. 

Table 21: Pursued degree by institution type. This table is a summarization of the data displayed in Figure 11. Total 
percentage for undergraduate and master’s students exceed 100% due to rounding. 

Institution type Undergraduate / 
Master’s students 

PhD students 

 Count Percent Count Percent 

Primarily Undergraduate Number of undergraduate / master’s  st udents at Pri marily undergra duate colleges 2 

Percent of undergraduate/ ma ster’s  students at Primarily undergraduate colleges 

18.2% There were no PhD students at Pri marily undergraduate colleges -- There were no PhD students at Pri marily undergraduate colleges -- 

Comprehensive 
Number of undergraduate/ master’s  st ude nts at compre hensive colleges a nd universities 

4 

Percent of undergraduate/ ma ster’s  students at compr ehensive college s and universities 

36.4% There were no PhD students at comprehe nsive colleges and universities -- There were no PhD students at comprehe nsive colleges and universities -- 

Primarily Research 
Number of undergraduate/ master’s  st ude nts at primarily research college s and universities 

5 

Percent of undergraduate / master’ s  stude nts at primarily research colleges and universities 

45.5% 

Number of PhD stude nts at primarily research colleg es and universities 

33 

Percent of PhD students at primarily resear ch colleges and universities 

84.6% 

Non U.S. There were no undergraduate/ master’s  students at Non U.S. universities -- There were no undergraduate/ master’s  students at Non U.S. universities -- Number of PhD stude nts at Non U.S. universities 6 
Percent of PhD students at Non U.S. universities 

15.4% 

Total Total num ber of undergra duat es / ma ster’s  11 Total per cent of undergraduates 100.0% Total num ber of PhD st ude nts 39 
Total per cent of PhD st ude nts 

100.0% 
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Demographics 
About 81.6% of students are between 

the ages of 20 and 39 years old, with the 

average age of a student being 32. Figure  

portrays the age groups of participants 

by their pursued degree; these data are 

also presented in Table 22. There was no 

significant difference between student 

and non-student respondents in regard 

to gender (χ2(1) = 0.0468, p = 0.828) or 

race (χ2(2) = 3.242, p = 0.197); however, 

compared with the overall population, the 

student sample had a higher proportion of 

participants who identified as more than 

one race/ethnicity (n = 16 or 29.6% of 

students, compared to 10.6% overall).  

Career Goals 
To gauge how students see their 

current degree program fitting into 

their longer-term professional plans, 

we asked participants to select all of 

the post-graduation opportunities they are considering, then rank their top three options. In Table 23, 

Figure 12, and Table 24 the left-hand column in each degree program section shows all of the choices 

selected by current students; the right column displays only their top choice.  

Table 23: Post-graduation plans for undergraduate/master’s students. 

Undergraduate / Master’s students  
 

All choices Top choice 

Count % Count % 

Continuing to another degree program 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to continue to 

another degre e progra m 9 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to continue to another 

degree progra m 
81.8% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to continue to another degree program 7 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to continue 

to another degre e progra m 
63.6% 

Temporary position for additional 
education or research training 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek a 

temporary position for additional education or resear ch training 
2 

Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek a temporary 

position for additional education or resear ch training 
18.2% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek a temporary position for additional education or resear ch 

training 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek a 

temporary position for additional education or resear ch training 0. 0% 
-- 

Tenure-track position in higher education 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek a 

tenure-tra ck position in higher e ducation 1 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek a tenure-tra ck 

position i n higher e ducati on 
9.1% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek a tenure-tra ck position in higher education 0  
-- 

Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek a 

tenure-tra ck position in higher e ducation 0. 0% -- 

Employment in higher education 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek another 

position i n higher e ducati on 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek another position in 

higher education 0.0% -- 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek another position in higher e ducation 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek 

another position in higher education 0.0% -- 

Employment in K-12 education  
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek 

employ ment in K-1 2 education 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek empl oyme nt in K-12 

educati on 0.0% -- 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek empl oyme nt in K-12 education 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek 

employ ment in K-1 2 education 0.0% -- 

Employment in a nonprofit organization 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek 

employ ment in a nonprofit organization 3 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek empl oyme nt in a 

nonprofit orga nization 
27.3% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek empl oyme nt in a nonprofit organization 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek 

employ ment in a nonprofit organization 0.0% -- 

Employment in a for-profit company 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek 

employ ment in a for -profit compa ny 3 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek empl oyme nt in a 

for-profit compa ny 
27.3% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek empl oyme nt in a for -pr ofit company 0 -- 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek 

employ ment in a for -profit compa ny 0.0% -- 

Employment at a government agency 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to seek 

employ ment at a government agency 3 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to se ek empl oyme nt at a 

governme nt agency 
27.3% 

Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to seek empl oyme nt at a governme nt agency 2 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to seek 

employ ment at a government agency 

18.2% 

Starting own business 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to start their 

own business 2 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to start their own busi ness 

18.2% 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to start their own busi ness 1 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to start 

their own business 9.1% 

Consulting or freelancing 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts who pla n to consult or 

freelance 2 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students who plan to consult or fre elance 

18.2% 
Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts whose first choi ce plan is 

to consult or fre elance 1 
Percent of undergraduate / master’ s students whose first choi ce pla n is to consult 

or freelance 9.1% 

Total 
Total num ber of response s from undergraduate / mast er’s st ude nts 

25 
Total per cent of undergraduate / master ’s st ude nts responses 

227.3% 
Total num ber of response s from undergraduate / mast er’s st ude nts 

11 
Total per cent of undergraduate / master ’s st ude nts responses 

100.0% 

Age Groups 
Undergraduate / 

Master's students 
PhD 

students Total 

20s Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts in their twenties 7 Number of PhD stude nts in their twenties 13 Total num ber of stude nts in their twentie s 20 
30s Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts in their thirties 2 Number of PhD stude nts in their thirties 18 Total num ber of stude nts in their thirties 20 
40s Number of undergraduate / master’s st ude nts in their forties 1 Number of PhD stude nts in their forties 6 Total num ber of stude nts in their forties 7 
50s There were no undergraduate / master’s students in their fifties -- Number of PhD stude nts in their fi fties 2 Total num ber of stude nts in their fifties 2 

Total Total num ber of undergra duat e and ma ster’s st ude nts 10 Total num ber of PhD st ude nts 39 Total num ber of stude nts 49 

Figure 12: Age of students by pursued degree. Data points are 
summarized in Table 22. 

Table 22: Age of students by pursued degree 
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Figure 12: Post-graduations plans for students by current degree program. Data are also presented in Tables 23 and 24. “All 
Choices” represent percentage of responses to a multiple-response item, not percentage of respondents.  

Table 24: Post-graduation plans for PhD students. 

PhD students All choices Top choice 

 Count % Count % 

Continuing to another degree program 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to continue to anot her degree 

program 1 
Percent of PhD students who plan to continue to another degree progra m 

2.5% 
Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce is to continue to 

another degre e progra m 0 -- 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce is to continue to another degree 

program 0. 0% -- 

Temporary position for additional education 
or research training 

Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek a temporary position for 
additional education or resear ch training 

29 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek a temporary position for additional 

educati on or resear ch training 
72.5% 

Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek a 
temporary position for additional education or resear ch training 

6 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek a temporary position 

for additional education or resear ch training 
15.0% 

Tenure-track position in higher education 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek a tenure-track position i n 

higher education 31 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek a tenure -track position in higher 

educati on 
77.5% 

Number of PhD stude nts who whose first choice plan is to seek a 

tenure-tra ck position in higher e ducation 
24 

Percent of PhD students who whose first choi ce plan is to seek a tenure -track 

position i n higher e ducati on 
60.0% 

Employment in higher education 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek e mploy ment in higher 

educati on 12 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek employme nt in higher e ducation 
30.0% 

Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek 

employ ment in higher education 1 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek e mploy ment in higher 

educati on 2.5% 

Employment in K-12 education  
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek e mploy ment in K-1 2 

educati on 3 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek employme nt in K -12 education 

7.5% 
Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek 

employ ment in K-1 2 education 0 -- 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek e mploy ment in K -12 

educati on  0.0% -- 

Employment in a nonprofit organization 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek e mploy ment in a nonprofit 

organization 30 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek employme nt in a nonprofit 

organization 
75.0% 

Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek 

employ ment in a nonprofit organization 3 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek e mploy ment in a 

nonprofit orga nization 
7.5% 

Employment in a for-profit company 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek e mploy ment in a for -profit 

company 14 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek employme nt in a for -pr ofit company 
35.0% 

Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek 

employ ment in a for -profit compa ny 0 -- 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek e mploy ment in a for-

profit company 0.0% -- 

Employment at a government agency 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to seek e mploy ment in a 

governme nt agency 18 
Percent of PhD students who plan to seek employme nt in a government agency 
45.0% 

Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to seek 

employ ment in a gover nme nt agency 3 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to seek e mploy ment in a 

governme nt agency 7.5% 

Starting own business 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to start their own busine ss 

7 
Percent of PhD students who plan to start their own busi ness 

17.5% 
Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to start their 

own business 1 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to start their own busine ss 

2.5% 

Consulting or freelancing 
Number of PhD stude nts who plan to consult or freelance 

13 
Percent of PhD students who plan to consult or fre elance 

32.5% 
Number of PhD stude nts whose first choi ce plan is to consult or 

freelance 2 
Percent of PhD students whose fir st choi ce pla n is to consult or freelance 

5.0% 

Total 
Total num ber of PhD st ude nt responses 
158 

Total per cent of PhD st ude nts 
395.0% 

Total num ber of PhD st ude nt responses 
40 

Total per cent of PhD st ude nt responses 
100.0% 
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Although respondents do list BGN employment among their options, in most cases it seems to maintain 

a sort of “Plan B” status. A majority of respondents listed the next stage in an academic career trajectory 

as their first choice, while none listed the private sector or K-12 teaching. As other AAA research has 

shown, however, approximately two master’s degrees in anthropology are granted for every PhD, and 

eight to ten bachelor’s degrees for every MA (Ginsberg 2016, 5). Moreover, even among those who do 

complete PhDs, a sizable minority find employment outside of higher education (American 

Anthropological Association 2019). Viewed in this light, the survey responses displayed in Figure 12 and 

its associated tables do not demonstrate that students of anthropology necessarily go on to academic 

employment, but rather the preference of some students to pursue such careers, combined with the 

relatively greater likelihood of these students to join associations such as the AAA.   
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