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Executive Summary

Meeting the needs and expectations of dual-career academic couples—

while still ensuring the high quality of university faculty—is the next 

great challenge facing universities. Academic couples comprise 36 per-

cent of the American professoriate—representing a deep pool of talent (Figure 

1).1 The proportion of academic couples (i.e., couples in which both partners are 

academics) at four-year institutions nationally has not changed since 1989.2 What 

has changed is the rate at which universities are hiring couples. Academic couple 

hiring has increased from 3 percent in the 1970s to 13 percent since 2000.3 In a 

recent survey of Canadian science deans, couple hiring emerged as one of the 

thorniest issues confronting their faculties.4 Administrators in this study concur. 

Figure 1: Partner Status of U.S. Academic Workforce^*‡

^ All data derive from the Clayman Institute’s Managing Academic Careers Survey unless otherwise noted. 
* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

14%

13%

36%

36%
Have Academic 

Partner

Are Single

Have Stay-at-
Home Partner

Have Employed  
(Non-Academic)  

Partner

Seventy-two percent of full-time faculty in this study have employed partners. 
Thirty-six percent have academic partners.

9,043 Full-Time Faculty from 13 Leading Research Universities



� �

One department chair commented that no other aspect of his job arouses as 

much controversy as dual-career hiring.

Despite the sizable number of academic couples in the workforce, little institutional 

and national data exist describing their career trajectories.5 Institutional approach-

es to couple hiring tend to be ad hoc, often shrouded in secrecy, and inconsistent 

across departments. Faculty tend to be unfamiliar with key issues and solutions, 

and many know little about their own university’s policies and practices. 

But change is afoot. Universities across the country have begun devoting attention 

to dual-career issues. In recent years, a number of conferences and collaborative 

efforts have sprung up, and university 

hiring practices are evolving to keep 

pace.6 In the same way that U.S. uni-

versities restructured hiring practices 

in the 1960s and 1970s in response to 

increased access to higher education 

and the advent of equal opportunity 

legislation, institutions are again today 

undergoing major transitions in hiring 

practices with respect to couple hiring. 

Ten percent of faculty respondents in this study are part of a couple hire, or “dual 

hire,” at their current institutions (this figure includes both recruitment hires and 

retentions).7 Ten percent is a small, but important, proportion of faculty hiring. Uni-

versities are in danger of losing some of their most prized candidates if suitable 

employment cannot be found for qualified partners. In independent internal stud-

ies analyzing factors influencing failed faculty recruitment, two prominent U.S. 

research universities found that partner employment ranked high (number one or 

two) in lists that included salary, housing costs, and some 14 to 15 other factors.8 

Similarly, a German study found that 72 percent of German scientists abroad 

cited “career opportunities for the partner” as a decisive factor for scientists con-

templating a return home.9

There are three key reasons for taking a new look at couple hiring:

Excellence. Our study suggests that couples more and more vote with their feet, 

leaving or not considering universities that do not support them. Support for dual 

careers opens another avenue by which universities can compete for the best 

Support for dual 
careers opens 
another avenue by 
which universities can 
compete for the best 
and brightest.
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and brightest. A professor of medicine in our survey commented that talented 

academics are often partnered, and “if you want the most talented, you find in-

novative ways of going after them.”

Diversity. Over past decades, universities have worked hard to attract women 

and underrepresented minorities to faculty positions and, in many instances, are 

meeting with success. The new generation of academics is more diverse in terms 

of gender and ethnicity than ever before. With greater diversity comes the need for 

new hiring practices. Institutions should not expect new participants to assimilate 

into current practices built around old academic models and demographics. This 

undermines innovation, opportunity, and equity. New hiring practices are needed 

to support a diverse professoriate—and one of these practices is couple hiring. 

Quality of Life. Faculty today are a new breed determined more than ever to strike 

a sustainable balance between working and private lives. Couple hiring is part of 

a deeper institutional restructuring around quality-of-life issues. To enhance com-

petitive excellence, universities are increasingly supporting faculty needs, such as 

housing, child care, schools, and elder care, in addition to partner hiring. Attending 

to quality-of-life issues has the potential to contribute stability to the workplace. 

Faculty may be more productive and more loyal if universities are committed to 

their success as whole persons. While often costly up front, assisting faculty ad-

dress the challenges of their personal lives may help universities secure their in-

vestments in the long run. 

As a relatively new hiring practice, 

couple hiring is fraught with complexi-

ties and pitfalls. The reality is, however, 

that 21st century universities increas-

ingly hire couples. One purpose of this 

report is to help institutions do a better 

job of partner hiring. To this end, we 

recommend that universities develop 

agreed-upon and written policies or 

guidelines for vetting requests for part-

ner hiring and seeing that process through the university. The ultimate goal is not 

necessarily to hire more couples but rather to improve the processes by which 

partner hiring decisions are made. 

New hiring practices 
are needed to 
support a diverse 
professoriate—and 
one of these practices 
is couple hiring. 
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Key Findings

Stanford University’s Clayman Institute for Gender Research launched a major 

study of dual-career academic couples in 2006 in an effort to bring data to bear 

on current debates about couple hiring. As part of this study, we collected survey 

information from more than 9,000 full-time faculty at 13 leading U.S. research uni-

versities (for a discussion of sample and methods, see Appendix A). This survey 

was supplemented with the collection of hiring policies from participating univer-

sities and interviews with university administrators. Our unique data set provides 

fresh insights into the place of couples in the academic workforce as well as uni-

versity recruiting and retention practices. Key findings are as follows:

•	 Partners matter: Faculty members’ career decisions are strongly influenced 

by partner employment status. Thirty-six percent of full-time faculty at the 

institutions we studied have academic partners; these we call “dual-career 

academic couples.” In addition, 36 percent of our survey respondents have 

employed (but non-academic) partners. This means that 72 percent of sur-

vey respondents overall have employed partners whose careers need to be 

taken into consideration when recruiting. 

•	 As a strategy to enhance competitive excellence, couple hiring (or dual hir-

ing) is on the rise. Dual hires comprise an increasing proportion of all faculty 

hires over the last four decades (from 3% in the 1970s to 13% in the 2000s), 

whereas the proportion of academic couples has remained relatively con-

stant. Overall, 10 percent of faculty enter the academy through dual hires. 

Ninety-three percent of dual hires work at the same institution. 

•	 Couple hiring can help build a more diverse, equitable, and competitive 

workforce, especially with regard to gender. 

– Women are more likely than men to have academic partners (40% of 

female faculty in our sample versus 34% of male faculty). In fact, rates 

of dual hiring are higher among women respondents than among men 

respondents (13% versus 7%). This means that couple hiring becomes 

a particularly relevant strategy for the recruitment and retention of female 

faculty.

– Women in academic couples report that their partner’s employment sta-

tus and opportunities are important to their own career decisions. Not 

only do women more often than men perceive a loss in professional mo-

bility as a result of their academic partnerships (54% for women versus 

41% for men), but they actively refuse job offers if their partner cannot 

find a satisfactory position. In our study, the number-one reason women 

refused an outside offer was because their academic partners were not 
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offered appropriate employment at the new location. These findings have 

significant implications for institutions seeking to recruit top women.

– Couple hiring is important to attract more female faculty to fields where 

women are underrepresented, such as the natural sciences and engi-

neering. Academics practice “disciplinary endogamy”; that is to say, 

they tend to couple in similar fields of study and are often found in the 

very same department. Endogamy rates are high in the natural sciences, 

particularly among women. Fully 83 percent of women scientists in aca-

demic couples are partnered with another scientist, compared with 54 

percent of men scientists.

– Historically, men more than women have used their market power to 

bargain for positions for their partners. Men comprise the majority (58%) 

of “first hires” (or the first partner hired in a couple recruitment) who re-

sponded to our survey. They make up only 26 percent of second hires 

(meaning that women are 74% of second hires). However, gender ratios 

of first and second hires may be changing with time, which suggests 

that there is an increasingly equitable share of bargaining power among 

women and men.

– An important finding is that recruiting women as first hires breaks the 

stereotype of senior academics seeking to negotiate jobs for junior part-

ners. Remarkably, more than half (53%) of female first hires who are full 

professors are partnered with male academics of equal rank. By con-

trast, only 19 percent of male first hires who are full professors seek po-

sitions for women who are their equals in academic rank. Administrators 

need to consider carefully how dual-hire policies might be refined to help 

their institutions achieve greater gender equality.

•	 Couple hiring may help to advance not only gender equity but also racial/

ethnic diversity, which enhances competitive excellence. Women and men 

from all backgrounds have academic partners; in fact, among underrepre-

sented minority respondents to our survey, the gender difference in rate of 

academic coupling disappears (30% of minority women and 32% of minority 

men are partnered with another academic). And although the rate of aca-

demic coupling among underrepresented minority faculty is generally lower 

than that among faculty overall (31% versus 36%, respectively), the rate of 

dual hiring is the same (10% of all underrepresented minority respondents 

have been part of a dual hire at their current institutions). Dual hiring, in other 

words, may support institutional efforts to compete for the brightest talent 

across the widest spectrum.
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•	 Universities are in danger of losing prized candidates if suitable employment 

cannot be found for a partner. When couples have choices, they prefer to live 

together and take jobs where each partner can flourish professionally. A full 

88 percent of faculty who successfully negotiated a dual hire at their current 

institution indicated that the first hire would have refused the position had 

her or his partner not found appropriate employment. Slightly more than 20 

percent also report that they or their partner have taken a job at a less pres-

tigious institution to improve the couple’s overall employment situation.

•	 Universities need to understand how policies and practices affect faculty 

attitudes toward dual hires on their campuses. Most survey respondents 

marked “I don’t know” in response to the question: Does your current insti-

tution have a written hiring and retention policy in place for dual-career aca-

demic couples? However, the one institution in our study with the highest rate 

of faculty awareness also enjoys the highest rate of perceived institutional 

and departmental support for accommodating academic couples. We also 

find that schools with written policies have higher rates of perceived support 

for academic couples than do schools without written policies. Thus, aware-

ness and clarity are critical to creating a positive climate overall.

•	 One problem with couple hiring is that a stigma of “less good” often attaches 

to a second hire. Study data suggest, however, that second hires, when 

full-time faculty members, are not less productive than are their disciplinary 

peers.

Policy Recommendations

U.S. universities are in the midst of a major transition in hiring practices. Couples 

comprise a significant proportion of the academic workforce, and couple hiring, 

when done properly, can support important institutional objectives. Based on our 

findings, we offer the following recommendations:

Develop a dual-career academic couple hiring protocol. Universities have much 

to gain by developing agreed-upon, written protocols or guidelines for the pro-

cesses whereby requests for partner hires flow efficiently through the institution. 

Each institution needs to develop policies that are right for it. Well-developed 

protocols increase the transparency and fairness as well as the speed with which 

departments can vet potential candidates. Written protocols may also help culti-

vate departmental reciprocity in partner hiring.

Think of the university as an intellectual and corporate whole. Finding an appro-

priate fit for a qualified partner is one of the most difficult aspects of dual hiring 
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and requires cooperation among departments across the university. Couple hiring 

may be an instance where the whole becomes more than the sum of its parts, and 

faculty should be encouraged to think of the university not as a set of autonomous 

departments but as an intellectual and corporate whole. 

Use dual hiring to increase gender equality. Our data and practices at one of our 

participating universities suggest that recruiting women and underrepresented 

minorities as first (rather than second) hires may help universities address both 

diversity and equity issues. Women more than men tend to request positions for 

partners of equal academic rank.

Budget funds for dual hiring. Couple hiring is now part of the cost of doing busi-

ness. Universities need to budget funds for partner hiring to increase the speed 

and agility with which they can place qualified partners.

Communicate with faculty. A general awareness of institutional goals and priori-

ties as well as policies and practices surrounding couple hiring can lead to greater 

cooperation across the university as individual cases arise. The process of de-

veloping or refining protocols provides an excellent opportunity to saturate the 

scholarly community with information about partner hiring and to build greater 

consensus. 

Make the partner issue easier to raise. Job candidates currently have much to lose 

by discussing the employment needs of a partner too soon (fearing that prefer-

ence may consciously or unconsciously be given unencumbered candidates). At 

the same time, universities have much to lose by not finding out about partners 

early enough to act. Universities that are dual-career couple friendly should signal 

this in job announcements, recruitment materials, and university websites. 

Interview potential partner hires. Departments asked to consider hiring a partner 

must do so carefully. Partners should go through a department’s full review pro-

cess. This will help build consensus within the department and, should the candi-

date be successful, contribute to a warm welcome for the new colleague. 

Negotiate partner positions fully up front. Among dual-hired faculty who were dis-

satisfied with at least one aspect of the process, 27 percent thought that they 

did not receive what was promised during negotiations. Universities need to step 

up to dual hiring and make decisions about where and how partners will—or will 
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not—fit into a particular institution at the time of hire. All promises need to be 

made in writing before either partner signs a contract. 

Collaborate with neighboring institutions. The many Higher Education Recruit-

ment Consortia (HERCs) springing up around the country provide new opportuni-

ties for institutions to coordinate job opportunities. It is important to publicize lo-

cal HERCs effectively on campus so that dual-career couples, faculty, department 

chairs, and deans take advantage of these networks.

Develop dual-career programs. Universities should hire dedicated staff or out-

side consultants to assist faculty relocate. For partners of new or current faculty 

seeking academic positions, programs should appoint a senior faculty member 

to serve in an official capacity as special assistant, vice provost, or the like. This 

administrator will work with departments to place partners. For non-academic 

partners seeking employment, program staff or consultants should be available 

to assist in the on- or off-campus job search. Program staff may help all faculty 

with quality-of-life issues, such as locating good-quality housing, daycare, elder 

care, and schools in the area.

Evaluate dual-career programs. Universities need to collect data and evaluate 

their programs in order to (1) assist universities in overall strategic planning and 

(2) ensure equitable treatment of faculty partners—both academic and non- 

academic. 

Structure of the Report

It is our hope that this data-driven report will assist universities, departments,  

faculty, and academic couples themselves in understanding the growing phe-

nomenon of dual-career academic couple hiring. This report has three parts: 

Part I. Partnering Patterns in the Academic Workforce identifies types 

of academic partnerships and presents new data concerning dual-career  

academic couples. 

Part II. Academic Couples: Career Paths and Priorities focuses on  

academic couples, their culture and values, and how these relate to university 

hiring. 

Part III. University Programs, Policies, and Practices: How to Maximize 

Options? examines current university policies and practices surrounding  

couple hiring. Here we lay out the many issues surrounding such hires and, 

where possible, offer new solutions.
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Part 1

Partnering Patterns in the Academic 
Workforce

To set the stage for discussions about successful recruitment and reten-

tion in today’s academic market, this study begins by exploring vital  

interrelationships between professional status and personal life. A liberal 

market economy assumes that professionals are meritorious individuals free to 

move to maximize their potential, and for many decades employers built recruit-

ment programs around these assumptions. Historically, however, “free-standing 

individuals” have, in fact, been male heads of households with relatively mobile 

family units.10 Now that women are joining the professional world in ever-greater 

numbers, these assumptions, and the practices and cultures built around them, 

require rethinking. Moreover, the majority of all professionals today are partnered 

with other professionals such that male and female professors both find them-

selves part of dual-career households—with all the stresses and strains that can 

entail. Dual-career couples need to maximize not one but two careers. Employers 

in industry, government, and universities are finding that old hiring practices do 

not always succeed in this new marketplace and are crafting new ways to anchor 

top talent to their institutions.

New hiring policies require a clear understanding of workforce demographics as 

well as the cultural practices and values of faculty in the 21st century. Drawing 

from survey findings, this section provides a snapshot of the current academic 

workforce and the place of academic couples in that workforce. For purposes of 

analysis, we look at the types of partnerships faculty in our study have chosen 

and identify four basic partner types (based on both partner and employment 

status): employed (non-academic) partners, stay-at-home partners, no partner 

(single), and academic partners (Figure 1). This section begins by identifying and 

analyzing these partnerships and how they figure into universities’ efforts to re-

cruit and retain faculty. Next we zero in on academic couples. We define three 

ways that faculty with academic partners enter universities: as dual hires (sequen-

tial or joint), independent hires, and solo hires. Each of these hire types needs to 
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Seven percent of faculty 
respondents in our sample 
are from underrepresented 
racial/ethnic backgrounds.11 
This includes faculty who 
are Black/African American, 
Hispanic/Latino/a, or Native 
American/Alaskan, as well as 
those who marked multiple 
underrepresented racial/ethnic 
groups. Women comprise 
half of this group, which is 
proportionally higher than is the 
percentage of women among 
other faculty (50% versus 41%, 
respectively).12

Ten percent of underrepresented 
minority faculty have a partner 
who stays at home, in contrast 
to 13 percent of all other faculty 
respondents. Sixty-five percent 
of minority faculty are in dual-
career relationships: 34 percent 

Box 1: Partner Status of Underrepresented Minorities

have working (non-academic) 
partners and 31 percent have 
academic partners. There is no 
significant difference in rates 
of academic coupling between 
women and men faculty from 
underrepresented racial/ethnic 
backgrounds—30 percent of 
women and 32 percent of men 
are partnered with another 
academic. Importantly, although 
underrepresented minorities 
are less likely than all other 
faculty to have an academic 
partner, rates of dual hiring are 
the same. Ten percent of faculty 
from both groups report entering 
their current institution as part 
of a couple hire. Partner hiring, 
in other words, may support 
institutional efforts to compete 
for the brightest talent across the 
widest spectrum of applicants.

All Respondents*

Underrepresented 
Minority Respondents 

(n=596)

0% 20%

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

40% 60% 80% 100%

n Academic Partner   n Employed Non-Academic Partner   n Stay-at-Home Partner   n Single

36% 36% 13% 14%

31% 34% 10% 25%
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be understood, as universities refine dual-hiring policies and practices. We also 

consider changes in couple hiring over time, with attention to how these devel-

opments relate to larger demographic shifts. Finally, we highlight the important 

topic of disciplinary endogamy. Not only do academics form partnerships, they 

frequently do so within the same discipline. Here we are interested in how under-

standing where women and underrepresented minorities cluster can help univer-

sities boost diversity.

Employed (Non-Academic) Partners

Partners matter: A faculty member’s willingness to move or consider a job is 

strongly influenced by his or her partner’s employment status, as well as both 

partners’ shared goals and plans.13

The first partner type we identify is that of faculty members whose partners ac-

tively pursue employment, even careers, but who are not themselves academ-

ics. These employed (non-academic) partners may be lawyers, artists, school 

teachers, software engineers, CEOs, administrators, construction workers, and 

so forth. 

Couples of this type make up 36 percent of our survey sample. These couples, 

like dual-career couples more generally, experience the pressures of dual-career 

households and the limited mobility that might entail. In some instances, a partner 

who works in finance, for example, must be located in a major metropolitan area, 

such as New York, Los Angeles, or Chicago. Physicians are theoretically fairly 

mobile in that they can join a practice most anywhere, but relocating is still dif-

ficult, time-consuming, and costly. Lawyers may not have the right qualifications 

to practice in a different state or may need to pass a new state bar examination. 

These factors can set sharp limits on academic partners’ careers.

One of our interests in this study is understanding where academics in particular 

types of partnerships are located in the academy. Faculty with working partners 

are found, of course, at every professorial level, with about one-third (34%) at the 

rank of full or endowed professor. However, for faculty women with employed, 

non-academic partners, the largest proportion is found at the starting point of 

their careers (38% are assistant professors). Women in this couple category are 

almost twice as likely as men in this group to be recent Ph.D.s or the equivalent 

(28% of women received their degree after 2000, versus 15% of men). It is impor-

tant, therefore, that universities be aware of and prepared to assist with partner 

employment issues when seeking to recruit the new generation of top faculty  

talent—a topic we will return to below.
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Same-sex couples have 
partnering patterns similar to 
those of heterosexual couples. 
Some same-sex academic 
couples, however, may not be 
as successful as other survey 
respondents in securing partner 
hires. Gay men do better than 
lesbians. Gay men respondents 
in our survey comprise 4 percent 
of all partnered men and 4 
percent of dual hires. Lesbian 
respondents comprise 7 percent 
of all partnered women, but 
only 4 percent of women who 
negotiate a dual hire (despite 
being equally as likely as other 
partnered women to have an 
academic partner).

Several factors help to explain 
this disparity. A few schools 
in our survey are located 

Box 2: Partner Status of Same-Sex Couples

in states where legislation 
prevents offering benefits to 
unmarried couples, which, 
in effect, blocks active hiring 
of same-sex partners. This 
makes it difficult for faculty to 
negotiate for their partners. 
Another consideration is that 
gay and lesbian faculty must be 
“out” in order to negotiate dual 
hires. Gay and lesbian faculty 
therefore give careful thought 
to geographic location and the 
types of attitudes they are likely 
to encounter when applying for 
jobs.14 A gay male engineer noted 
that “dual-career hiring policies 
for same-sex couples was very 
high on my list of requirements 
for institutions where I was 
thinking about applying for 
tenure-track positions.”

All Coupled 
Respondents*

Respondents with 
Same-Sex Partners 

(n=423)

0% 20%

*Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

40% 60% 80% 100%

n Academic Partner    n Employed Non-Academic Partner     n Stay-at-Home Partner
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Stay-at-Home Partners

Thirteen percent of our survey respondents have partners who are not active in 

the paid labor force. Men and women have very different partnering patterns in 

this regard (Figure 2). Most striking is that 86 percent of academics with stay-at-

home partners are men. These men face particular trade-offs in their careers. On 

the one hand, they generally have someone who manages the household. This 

can be tremendously helpful. They also tend to be more mobile. Even though 

families, especially those with children, do not like uprooting and making a new 

life for themselves in a new community, they often do. On the other hand, these 

families must survive on one salary.

Figure 2: Men and Women Have Different Partnering Patterns*‡

Women are more likely than men to have academic partners. Men are more likely 
than women to have stay-at-home partners, whereas women are more likely to be 
single.

Men
(n=5,322)

Women
(n=3,716)

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.
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There are some generational issues of note. Among faculty men with stay-at-

home partners, nearly 40 percent represent the “older generation” (completing 

graduate work in the 1970s or earlier) and 14 percent are recent graduates (earn-

ing degrees after 2000). 

It is not clear that partners who do not work outside the home do so by choice. 

Forty-eight percent of men and 69 percent of women faculty with stay-at-home 

partners report that their partners had difficulties finding an appropriate job in the 

area. 
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Singles

Fourteen percent of survey respondents report that they are currently single. Con-

sistent with national trends,15 women in our survey are more likely to be single 

(21%) than are men (10%). It is also striking that underrepresented minority fac-

ulty are more likely than other faculty to be single (25% among underrepresented 

minorities—see Box 1). In some instances, single status is a function of youth. 

Almost 30 percent of single men and women, for example, earned their degrees 

since 2000. But a number of academics remain single throughout their careers, 

or are widowed or divorced. Almost one-third of single men and one-quarter of 

single women are currently full professors.

For some single faculty, careers often come first. Seventeen percent of single 

women report that their professional goals are more important than are their per-

sonal goals (versus 5% of partnered women); similarly, 21 percent of single men 

give priority to professional over personal goals (compared with 7% of partnered 

men). Many single faculty, however, also have family concerns, such as parenting 

a child or caring for an aging relative. These concerns are no less salient for single 

faculty than they are for partnered academics. 

Academic Couples

Academic couples comprise 36 percent of our survey respondents. Women fac-

ulty are more likely than men to be in an academic partnership (40% versus 34%, 

respectively—Figure 2).16 As noted earlier, we classify faculty in this group accord-

ing to three ways that they enter universities: as dual hires, independent hires, and 

solo hires (Figure 3). 

Dual Hires

Ten percent of all respondents to our survey reported that they participated in a 

dual hire at their current institution(s) as part of either a recruitment or retention 

package. One senior professor of psychology commented that he and his partner 

“are very fortunate to have jobs in the same place. I feel that we were both hired 

fairly independently based on merit, and if dual partner concerns came into the 

equation, this was not a highly visible concern.” Dual hiring is increasingly an 

important route into the academy for all faculty, and for women in particular.  Sig-

nificantly, 13 percent of women respondents enter as dual hires compared with 7 

percent of men respondents.
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Figure 3: Academic Couples, by Hire Type*
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Dual hires are appointed either “sequentially” or “jointly.” The majority of dual 

hires are appointed sequentially (Figure 3). Typically, one partner, the “first hire,” 

receives an initial offer and then negotiates for his or her partner. This second 

partner—who enters the deal through a series of negotiations that generally in-

clude a full-blown campus visit and interview—we call the “second hire” in order 

to overcome the negative terms often applied to this partner, such as “trailing 

spouse.”17

Dual hires also include “joint hires,” or that small but growing number of couples 

who are a known couple and are recruited together by a university—there is no 

first or second hire. Couples recruited jointly comprise just 2 percent of all respon-

dents to our survey. These couples often market themselves and are approached 

by universities as a package. Both partners may be stars, in which case everyone 

wants them and hiring decisions are easy. If each partner is not happily settled 

at his or her current institution, universities can recruit the couple strategically by 

offering both attractive positions. 

Overall, 10 percent of faculty enter the academy through dual hires.



16 17

Overall, 75 percent of dual-hire respondents (both sequential and joint) report 

that they and their partners are employed in tenured or tenure-track positions—

the gold standard of academia.18 This figure, however, varies widely across the 

schools we studied, from a low of 55 percent at a private university to 80 percent 

or higher at five of our 13 schools (three public and two private). 

Some faculty who are dual hires work at different institutions (see A Successful 

“Joint” Hire at Neighboring Universities, p. 18). However, most dual hires work at 

the same institution (93%), meaning that universities need clear policies for these 

types of hires. This contrasts with “independent hires” (described below), in which 

only 61 percent work at the same institution. 

Gender differences in sequential couple hiring are important to consider. His-

torically, men more than women have used their market power to bargain for 

positions for their partners. Men comprise the majority (58%) of first hires who  

responded to our survey and 26 percent of second hires.19 However, gender ratios 

of first and second hires may be changing with time (see Hiring Trends below), 

which suggests that there is an increasingly equitable share of bargaining power 

among women and men. Administrators need to consider how their partner hiring 

policies influence gender equity at their institution (see University Programs, Poli-

cies, and Practices below). 

Box 3: Partner Status of University Administrators

University administrators not only 
help facilitate dual hires, in many 
instances, they themselves have 
academic partners and were 
hired at their current institution 
as part of a couple hire. Nine 
percent of respondents who 
identified themselves as chairs, 
deans, or upper administrators 
were part of a dual hire. Dual 
hires, moreover, hold the same 

types of administrative posts as 
do other faculty: Of the 876 dual 
hires in our survey, 6 percent are 
department heads; 1 percent 
are deans; and 1 percent are 
in upper administration as 
provosts, vice provosts, and the 
like. This matches the frequency 
of administrative posts among 
the full sample of respondents.
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Jennifer and Rick
Dual Hire with Sequential First and Second Hires

Like many academic couples, Rick Banks and 
Jennifer Eberhardt fell in love in graduate 
school. After earning their degrees from Har-

vard (Rick in law and Jennifer in psychology), Jennifer 
entered the academic job market while Rick pursued 
work as a lawyer. Although not yet an “academic 
couple,” they nevertheless experienced dual-career 
constraints. Their commitment to supporting both ca-
reers—while maintaining a single household—would 
be tested over the next decade when new job oppor-
tunities brought cross-country moves.

Jennifer and Rick started their careers in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. Jennifer earned her degree a 
year before Rick. After a postdoctoral appointment 

at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, during Rick’s third and final 
year of law school, Jennifer moved to a two-year postdoctoral position at  
Stanford, while Rick began practicing law in San Francisco. It was only a 
matter of time before the job market would spur another move. One year into 
her postdoc, Jennifer landed a faculty position in psychology and African 
and African American Studies at Yale University. Rick soon joined her in New 
Haven, where he “made a habit of commuting to other states” for work. While 
still living in New Haven, he completed a fellowship at Harvard, and then 
clerked for a federal judge in New York.

In 1998, Rick entered the law professor job market and was offered a posi-
tion as an assistant professor at Stanford Law School. Rick had other offers, 
but when Stanford offered his wife a faculty position as well, they decided 
to head west. At the time, the first of their three sons was an infant, and a 
cross-country commute was out of the question. Stanford offered Jennifer a 
four-year, non-tenure-track position as assistant professor in the psychology 
department. 

Over time, their decision to join the Stanford faculty proved to be the right 
one. Rick received tenure in 2004. Jennifer, whose research ranges from so-
cial neuroscience to racial stereotyping and crime, recently earned tenure 
as well. “Working at the same institution is critical,” says Banks, “or more 
precisely, being able to live in the same place is critical.”

Jennifer L. Eberhardt, 
Ph.D., Associate Professor 
of Psychology, Stanford 
University 

R. Richard Banks, J.D., 
Jackson Eli Reynolds 
Professor of Law, Stanford 
University
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Jagesh and Sangeeta
A Successful “Joint” Hire at Neighboring Universities

Sangeeta Bhatia and Jagesh Shah met in gradu-
ate school. Ambitious and passionate about 
their work, they both envisioned successful ca-

reers as tenured faculty engaged in world-class medi-
cal and technology research. They also hoped to build 
a family together. Could they realize both goals? Only 
time would tell.

After graduate school, Jagesh supported Sangeeta’s 
job offer at the University of California at San Diego 
(UCSD) by accepting a postdoctoral position on the 
same campus rather than pursuing other positions to 
bolster his own career development. When Jagesh 
was ready for the job market, the couple did a national 
search and applied to a number of advertised posi-
tions. In addition, Sangeeta (by then a tenured profes-
sor at UCSD) let various mentors know that they were 
interested in finding two faculty positions together 
where they could pursue their research interests. 

They “walked away from several bad offers” before securing a “joint” offer 
from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) and Harvard University. 
“The ‘bad offers’ were not materially bad,” Sangeeta clarifies, “but ones that 
did not consider that this was a dual recruitment where both of us needed to 
thrive and be valued.” The Harvard-MIT Division of Health Sciences and Tech-
nology (HST), where they had done their graduate work, succeeded in recruit-
ing both professors—an administrative challenge that, in this case, required 
coordinating the hiring process at two separate institutions. Joint hires allow 
universities to hire strategically and, with careful planning, attract top talent. 
In this case, HST created a competitive solution by identifying departments 
at Harvard and MIT interested in each scholar. After job talks and interviews, 
Sangeeta and Jagesh said “yes” to faculty positions. 

With their extended families located in the Boston area, the scales tipped in 
MIT/Harvard’s favor (they turned down competitive counteroffers from UCSD). 
“Being a professor was just one part of the lives we wanted to have,” said 
Sangeeta. They now live and work in the Boston area, where they are raising 
their two young children.

Jagesh V. Shah, Ph.D., 
Assistant Professor of 
System Biology and 
Medicine and Health 
Sciences and Technology, 
Harvard Medical School 
and Brigham and Women’s 
Hospital 

Sangeeta N. Bhatia, M.D., 
Ph.D., Associate Professor 
of Health Sciences 
and Technology and of 
Electrical Engineering 
and Computer Science, 
Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology 
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Differences in rank between women and men in sequential hires are also signifi-

cant (Figure 4). Among first-hire respondents, men are more likely than women 

to be well-established senior professors. Both men and women second hires, by 

comparison, tend to be junior ranking. Across all four groups (men and women 

first and second hires), female second hires are most likely to hold off-tenure-

track positions (such as research associate or lecturer).20

We see a greater proportion of second hires in off-tenure-line ranks when we 

examine partner rank data provided by our first-hire respondents only. This rep-

resents a second way of evaluating second-hire outcomes, insofar as these data 

are quite distinct from those provided by our second-hire survey respondents 

(all of whom are full-time faculty). Among partners of first hires, 41 percent are in 

off-tenure-line positions, compared with 17 percent of the second hires who re-

sponded to our survey (for a discussion of sampling methods, see Appendix A). 

However, by focusing on full-time second hires in this study, we are able to show 

the characteristics and consequences of dual hires when institutions are willing to 

make a long-term investment in the couple based on partner qualifications, depart-

ment priorities, and available funding (Figure 4 and see Types of Positions below). 

Figure 4: Current Ranks of First and Second Hires, by Gender*‡

 

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
‡ See Appendix D for methods notes for charts.
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Nearly half of men first hires are senior-ranking faculty versus just over one-third of 
women first hires. Men and women second hires, by comparison, tend to be junior-
ranking faculty.
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There are fewer rank differences between men and women joint hires. Consistent 

with the “star quality” of many joint hires, both female and male respondents who 

identified themselves as joint hires tend to be concentrated at the highest ranks 

(Figure 5). 

 

Figure 5: Current Ranks of Joint Hires, by Gender*

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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In terms of how actual couples in heterosexual relationships are paired by rank 

(Figure 6), our data suggest that senior males often seek employment for more 

junior female partners, which in the past has “fed” the stereotype of “trailing” (i.e., 

less accomplished) spouses (even as female partners may, in fact, be quite accom-

plished but at a junior rank). Among senior male first hires, 26 percent are partnered 

with associate professors, 11 percent are partnered with assistant professors, and 

23 percent are partnered with lecturers or adjunct faculty. Only 19 percent of senior 

men seek positions for women who are their equals in academic rank. 

Women first hires, by contrast, break the stereotype of senior academics seeking 

to negotiate jobs for junior partners. More than half (53%) of first-hire women who 

are full or endowed professors are partnered with academic men of equal rank.21 

Thus, recruiting women first hires may help universities achieve greater gender 

equality.

Men and women first hires at the assistant professor level also break the tradition-

al dual-hire mold; 40 percent of women and 38 percent of men at this level seek 

to place partners of equal rank to their own. In fact, male assistant professors are 

significantly more likely to bring a female partner of equal status to a dual-hire 

negotiation than are male full or endowed professors (Figure 6).

n Othern Full/Endowed 
	 Professor

n Associate 
	 Professor

n Assistant 
	 Professor

n Lecturer/
	 Instructor

n Research 
	 Associate



20 21

Independent Hires

Seventeen percent of all respondents 

to our survey are in an academic part-

nership but secured employment in-

dependent of their couple status, at 

the same or neighboring institution(s). 

These respondents comprise our group 

of “independent hires.” In these cases, 

either each partner replied to separate 

advertisements for positions and was 

hired without mention of a partner, or 

each already held a faculty position at 

their current institution(s) before they 

met and fell in love. Only 20 percent of 

respondents fall into this latter group; 

the vast majority of independent hires 

formed a partnership before each was 

Figure 6: Partnering Patterns among First and Independent 
Hires, by Gender and Current Rank*‡ 

Recruiting women as 
“first hires” (or the 
first partner hired in 
a couple recruitment) 
breaks the stereotype 
of senior academics 
seeking to negotiate 
jobs for junior 
partners and may help 
universities achieve 
greater gender 
equality.
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At the highest ranks, and among both first and independent hires, women are 
significantly more likely than men to be paired with partners of equal rank. 
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hired and faced the problem of finding jobs together. Coordinating jobs in this 

fashion (without specifically negotiating for a second partner) is not easy, and only 

61 percent find work at the same university. Independent hires are also less likely 

than dual hires both to hold tenured or tenure-track positions. However, partners 

of respondents in this hire category are also less likely to be qualified for a ladder 

position at the universities in our survey: 82 percent of partners of independent 

hires hold a Ph.D., M.D., J.D., or the equivalent, versus 94 percent of dual-hire 

partners.

 

When looking at the rank of independent hires, men are significantly more likely to 

be senior ranking than are women (Figure 7)—a trend we continue to see across 

major partnership groups and consistent with the characteristics of the overall 

sample (see Appendix A).

Patterns of couple rank-equivalence among independent hires are similar to 

those among first hires (see Figure 6). High-ranking women again lead the way in 

partnering with faculty of equal status: 69 percent of women full professors are 

coupled with men of equal rank, whereas only 36 percent of male full professors 

are coupled with women of equal rank.22 The majority of male professors at all 

ranks have female partners of a more junior rank than their own.

Figure 7: Current Ranks of Independent Hires, by Gender*

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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Peter and Kim
Independent Hires

Kim Cook, Professor of Music in Cello, and 
Peter Heaney, Professor of Geology, are an 
academic couple at the Pennsylvania State 

University. But they did not begin their Penn State 
careers this way. 

Kim, a graduate of Yale’s School of Music, began her 
academic career serving as principal cellist with the 
São Paulo State Symphony in Brazil. After a brief pe-
riod as an assistant professor at New Mexico State 
University, she chose to come to Penn State in 1991 
because she wanted the opportunity to build a cello 
studio at a major university. The move to Penn State 
was simplified by the fact that Kim was single at the 
time. Over the course of a dozen years, her studio 

has attracted cellists from around the world. Despite these successes, Kim 
started seriously “thinking about leaving this job to be in a place where I 
could meet someone.” 

Peter arrived on campus seven years after Kim. He was also single. Having 
done his doctoral work at Johns Hopkins University, Peter taught for seven 
years at Princeton. When Penn State offered him a tenured post in “one of 
the best geoscience departments in the country,” he grabbed it, knowing that 
positions in mineralogy are scarce. In his pursuit of tenure, Peter noted that 
“I focused more on my career than on my personal life.” His current position 
allows him to pursue his research on how certain minerals clean up ground-
water polluted with toxic metals.
 
After many successful years at Penn State, Kim and Peter finally met in 2004 
and married in 2005. Both agree that having “a balance between career and 
personal life” is becoming increasingly important to them. In fact, they be-
lieve that they would have made different job choices had they met earlier in 
their careers. If they had met while Peter was at Princeton and Kim at Penn 
State, they each say they would have given up their faculty positions to work 
near the other. But this is not a concern for them now. As an academic couple 
working happily at the same school, they agree that they are “less likely to go 
on the job market.”

Peter Heaney, Ph.D., 
Professor of Geology, 
Department of Geosciences, 
Pennsylvania State 
University 

Kim Cook, B.M., M.M.,
Professor of Music in 
Cello, Pennsylvania State 
University
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Solo Hires

“Solo hires” are those respondents to our survey who identify their partner as 

an academic—but one who is not currently employed in an academic position. 

For lack of better nomenclature, we call them “solo hires,” meaning that only 

one partner has secured academic employment (partners, of course, may have 

found work outside academia). Solo hires comprise 9 percent of the respondents 

in our survey. Approximately half (48%) of the partners of solo hires do not hold 

a Ph.D. or professional degree and are not necessarily qualified to be employed 

in tenure or tenure-track positions at the universities we surveyed. But of the 52 

percent who do hold advanced degrees, approximately one-third (31%) continue 

to search for faculty positions. Solo hires whose partners continue to look for 

academic jobs are likely to be easily recruited away if another institution can offer 

a partner an appropriate academic position.

Rank differences between solo hire women and men mirror those between inde-

pendent hire women and men (Figure 8). 

 

Figure 8: Current Ranks of Solo Hires, by Gender*

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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Susan and Thomas
A “Solo” Hire

Thomas Narten and Susan Rodger met during 
their graduate school years at Purdue Univer-
sity. Even before they finished their degrees 

in computer science, they planned to go on the job 
market together in the hopes of finding positions 
at the same school or nearby universities. Thomas 
(who was one year ahead of Susan in their doctoral 
program) accepted a postdoctoral fellowship at Pur-
due to give Susan time to complete her Ph.D. Once 
both degrees were in hand, they applied for faculty 
positions across the country and found tenure-track 
offers in computer science at two universities within 
commuting distance in Upstate New York—Susan at 

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute and Thomas at the State University of New 
York at Albany. 

Although the couple was not looking to move, Susan learned of a position at 
Duke University that was a perfect fit for her. Both agreed that this new posi-
tion, which focused on computer science education, was an excellent career 
move for Susan, who was already developing software experimenting with 
theoretical concepts. Thomas also felt ready to look for a new job and investi-
gated opportunities near Duke, but outside academia. The faculty position at 
Duke had another alluring feature: Susan and Thomas were planning to start 
a family, and Duke would bring them closer to their own extended families. 

To help the couple relocate, Duke offered Thomas a visiting professor posi-
tion for one semester while he looked for work in the area. This was an ideal 
scenario for Thomas, who was interested in working for IBM but had to wait 
for the company to lift a hiring freeze. After Susan and Thomas settled into 
their first semester at Duke, IBM made Thomas an attractive offer. 

Now an associate professor at Duke, Susan is a faculty member whom we 
define as a “solo hire”; that is to say, Susan and Thomas are an academic 
couple where one partner is not currently employed in an academic position. 
Theirs is a vibrant, dual-career household with two children. Although Thom-
as works on “issues that he loves” at IBM, his passion for teaching remains, 
and “down the road” he may once again search for a faculty position.

Susan Rodger, Ph.D., 
Associate Professor of 
the Practice of Computer 
Science, Duke University 

Thomas Narten, Ph.D., 
Senior Software Engineer, 
IBM
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Figure 9: Dual Hires as a Proportion of All Respondents Hired 
Each Decade‡

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Hiring Trends

Our data suggest that dual hires have comprised an increasing proportion of all 

faculty hires over the past four decades (Figure 9), even as the proportion of aca-

demic couples nationally has remained constant since such data were first col-

lected in 1989.23 Among faculty respondents who were hired to their current in-

stitutions in the 1970s, 3 percent report that they were part of a dual hire; among 

faculty respondents hired since 2000, 13 percent were part of a dual hire. 

Dual hires represent 10 percent of all respondents. The proportion of dual hires has 
significantly increased from 3 percent in the 1970s to 13 percent in the 2000s.
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Dual Hires

Of men and women who identified themselves as a first or second hire at their 

current institutions in the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s, men are more likely than 

women to be first hires, regardless of decade. However, in the 1980s, being a man 

increased the odds of first-hire status by a factor of 8, whereas in the 2000s, the 

odds ratio drops to 3 (Figure 10).24 Thus, our data indicate that the gender gap in 

the likelihood of being a first hire is narrowing with time, although small sample 

sizes limit the statistical significance of this trend.

Among all respondents to our survey who were part of a dual hire at their current 

institutions at any point in the last several decades (including sequential and joint 

hires), 39 percent are currently full or endowed professors, 25 percent are asso-
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ciate professors, and 29 percent are assistant professors. However, to examine 

where dual hiring actually “happens” in terms of rank, we analyzed respondents 

who were recently part of a dual hire (i.e., anytime since 2000). Among these re-

spondents, nearly half (46%) are assistant professors, which is, in fact, the rank at 

which most hiring occurs for all academics (55% of all recent hires in our sample 

are assistant professors). In this group, women are more likely than men to be as-

sistant professors (Figure 11). 

Figure 10: Men-to-Women Odds Ratio of Being a First Hire  
versus a Second Hire 
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Among sequential dual hires, men are still more likely than women to be a first hire, 
but the gender gap may be narrowing with time.

Figure 11: Current Ranks of Dual Hires since 2000, by Gender
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Box 4: Percentage of Women in U.S. Academic Workforce‡

 
The increase in academic-couple hiring parallels the increase of women 
hired as professors at U.S. colleges and universities. Before the coming of 
equal opportunity in the 1960s and 1970s, women worked in and around 
universities, but few were hired as professors in their own right.25 In a 
world where there were few women, there could be little couple hiring. 
However, as women entered the workforce as professors, couple hiring 
increased for men as well as women.

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.
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What does the future hold for U.S. universities? The most striking fact about the 

newest generation of academics is its diversity in terms of gender and ethnic-

ity. Women comprise 53 percent of recent Ph.D.s in our sample versus 40 per-

cent from the 1980s, which is consistent with national data on degree attainment 

rates by sex.26 Simply put, there are more women to recruit now—as first hires or  

otherwise—than ever before. Similarly, there are more faculty from underrepre-

sented racial/ethnic backgrounds to recruit now than ever before; their propor-

tionate share of degrees has doubled from the 1980s to the 2000s (from 5% 

to 11%). New hiring practices are needed to help build a professoriate that is 

aligned with these major demographic shifts. Given that more than one-third of 

academics in the newest generation have academic partners, dual hiring is and 

will continue to be one of many options to draw top faculty from this increasingly 

diverse talent base.
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Disciplinary Endogamy

Not only do academics fall in love and form partnerships, they frequently do so 

within the same disciplines. What is striking and important about disciplinary en-

dogamy is where women and minorities cluster. As universities strive to boost 

diversity, it is helpful to understand where couple hiring may enhance that goal. 

Figure 12 shows that faculty with academic partners are found across all academ-

ic fields. The natural sciences, social sciences, and humanities have the highest 

representation of faculty with academic partners. 

Figure 12: Percentage of Respondents with Academic Partners, 
by Field and Gender
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The rate of academic partnering is highest for women in the natural sciences and 
for men in the humanities. 
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Figure 13: Percentage of Academic Couples in Same Field,  
by Field and Gender‡ 
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‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Eighty-three percent of women scientists in academic couples are partnered with 
another scientist.

Astonishingly, 63 percent of all academic couples work within the same general 

field of inquiry—humanities, medicine, science, law, and the like. As Figure 13 

shows, the natural sciences stand out in this respect. Eighty-three percent of 

women scientists and 54 percent of men scientists (in academic couples) are 

partnered with another scientist.27 Other fields where couple hiring may be key to 

recruiting and retaining women include law (where 79% of women professors in 

academic couples are partnered with another law professor versus 38% of men), 

the humanities, medicine, and engineering.

Not only do academics partner within the same field of study, they also frequently 

couple in the same departments within those fields. An important finding in our 

study is that 38 percent of dual-career academic couples work in the very same 

department, although rates differ by department and between women and men 

(Figure 14; see Appendix B for all departments surveyed).
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Figure 14: Percentage of Academic Couples in Same Department, 
by Gender‡
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‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Survey respondents commented on 

disciplinary endogamy, particularly in 

reference to women in science. One 

female professor of medicine noted, 

“Most of the successful women scien-

tists I know have spouses in science.” 

A male professor wrote, “Universities 

must be able to hire partners [espe-

cially in science] because so many 

good candidates have spouses who 

are also scientists,” adding that it is 

important to control for quality.

“�Universities must be 
able to hire partners 
[especially in science] 
because so many 
good candidates have 
spouses who are also 
scientists.” 
— Professor of Medicine
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Same-field coupling among academic couples where at least one partner is from 

an underrepresented racial/ethnic minority is highest in the humanities (82%), the 

social sciences and medicine (65%), and the natural sciences (63%) (Figure 15). 

Lesbian and gay faculty also practice disciplinary endogamy: A full 83 percent of 

Box 5:  Disciplinary Endogamy and Diversity

A well-known physics department 
has advertised a job. The university 
has the resources to hire a partner, 
if sufficiently qualified. Because 
this is a junior-level position, time is 
of the essence, and the department 
chair would like to know whether 
candidates who make it onto the 
short list have partners who may 
need to be considered for a job. 
Even without asking, the chair can 
have a sense of how likely it is that 
a particular candidate will have a 
partner. One candidate on the short 

list is a woman: Because she is a 
woman, there is a 40 percent chance 
that she has an academic partner 
(Figure 2). Because she is a scientist, 
there is a 48 percent chance that she 
has an academic partner (Figure 12), 
and if she has an academic partner, 
there is an 83 percent chance she 
is partnered with another scientist 
(Figure 13). Because the candidate 
is a physicist, there is 58 percent 
chance that partner is also a 
physicist (Figure 14).

Figure 15:  Percentage of Same-Sex and Underrepresented  
Minority Academic Couples with Partners in Same Field‡

 

N
umber







 of
 

respondents














 in
 academic










 couples








business education engineering humanities law medicine Natural
Sciences

social
Sciences

(60%) (0%) (25%) (46%) (44%) (60%) (82%) (83%) (50%) (0%) (65%) (66%) (63%) (44%) (65%) (60%)

Other Respondents in Category

Same-Sex Couples in Same Field

Underrepresented Minority  
Couples in Same Field

50

40

30

20

10

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Understanding how couples cluster in the academy can be helpful to universities as 
they strive to increase diversity.
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Figure 16: Percentage of Couples Who Have Earned Degrees in 
the Same Field, by Hire Type
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Dual hires are more likely than other types of academic couples to have earned 
degrees in the same fields.

humanities faculty with same-sex academic partners couple within their field, and 

66 percent do so in medicine (Figure 15). For both of these groups, it is important 

to keep in mind that the total number of academic couples in our study is very 

small, especially when disaggregated by field.

From couples’ points of view, our study finds that building a partnership within the 

same field may increase the chance of being hired at the same university. Couples 

hired either sequentially or jointly share the same general field of study at a much 

higher rate than do other couple types (Figure 16).

Disciplinary endogamy is not something couples plan. It develops when they 

meet in college, graduate school, or on the job. The creative power of lifelong 

intellectual partnerships should not be underestimated by couples or by univer-

sities. In the days before women were hired at universities, a number of wives 

served as professors’ more or less “invisible” lifelong research assistants and 

often intellectual equals.28 Marie and Pierre Curie’s collaborations are rare for both 

being recognized equally with the 1903 Nobel Prize in physics—something he 

insisted upon. (They shared the prize with Antoine Henri Becquerel.) Marie Curie 

went on to become the first person to win two Nobel Prizes (garnering the prize in 

chemistry in 1911). One physicist in our study remarked, “Intelligent and creative 

academics tend to congregate and often end up married to one another. It is es-

pecially true that top females tend to be partnered with other academics.”
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Career success in academia requires talent, creativity, and productivity 

combined with the right career choices. These choices, however, are often 

made in the broader context of job opportunities, employment prospects 

for partners, willingness of families to relocate, and other personal circumstances. 

This section of our study takes a careful look at how personal and professional 

lives are linked and intertwined in reciprocal ways such that personal lives can 

support and enhance professional lives and vice versa. In a context where 72 

percent of full-time faculty are in dual-career partnerships (where partners are 

either academics or employed elsewhere in the workforce), it becomes important 

that nearly three-quarters of the faculty across the country consider their profes-

sional and personal goals of equal importance. Proportionately few academics in 

our study placed professional goals over personal ones. Men, interestingly, report 

privileging personal goals over professional at a slightly higher rate than women 

(22% versus 19%). In this section, we explore academic couples, their culture and 

values, and how these relate to university hiring. 

Who Privileges Their Career? Men or Women?

An important issue for dual-career couples—whether academic or non- 

academic—is which partner in a particular relationship privileges his or her career. 

Academics, like other professionals, advance more quickly and get substantial 

pay raises with multiple offers. In the days of male-headed households, it was 

relatively easy for a professional to move quickly and effectively to take advantage 

of career advances as they arose. This is not the case for professional couples 

who seek to make the most of two careers—not one. Dual-career academics may 

compromise personal lives to keep careers on track and vice versa. The question 

then arises: When push comes to shove and couples must decide to apply for 

particular jobs, what gives? Whose career comes first? Who follows whom? We 

examine this issue first by looking at differences between couple types. We then 

look at the differences within relationships between men and women.

Part 2

Academic Couples:
Career Paths and Priorities
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In response to the question “in your relationship, whose career is considered pri-

mary?” academic couples more often than others answered “both careers are 

equal” (Figure 17). Academic couples, in other words, place a relatively high pre-

mium on balance and equality in their relationships.29

Figure 17: Whose Career is Primary? by Partner Type and Gender
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Academic couples are more likely than others to value the career of each partner 
equally. Women more than men say they consider their own and their partners’ 
careers of equal importance across all couple types.

At the same time, and within each partnered group of respondents, men privi-

lege their careers over those of their partners at significantly higher rates than 

do women. Sixty-eight percent of all male survey respondents report that they 

consider their own career more important than that of their partner. Less than one-

third of women did so. There is, of course, good reason for men and women with 

stay-at-home partners to give priority to their own careers—they tend to provide 

the household income. However, 92 percent of men with stay-at-home partners 

privilege their careers, versus 79 percent of women with stay-at-home partners. 

Among faculty with partners employed outside of the academy, 71 percent of men 

give priority to their careers, versus 40 percent of women.

Analyzing this finding further by academic rank, women even at the highest rank 

(full or endowed professor), whom one might expect to have to put their careers 
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first in order to succeed, report that 

within their relationship they value 

their own and their partner’s careers 

equally. In fact, this trend of lending 

equal weight to both careers in the 

partnership increases as women move 

up the academic ladder. Men at all 

ranks, even the lowest, give priority to 

their careers significantly more than do 

women (Figure 18). 

Although many personal relationships 

experience stresses and strains in the 

context of working lives, our study 

shows that faculty across all couple 

Figure 18: Whose Career is Primary? by Rank and Gender‡ 
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‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Women privilege careers equally even as they climb the academic ladder. Women 
full professors most vigorously value careers in the partnership equally.

Box 6: Same-Sex  
Academic Couples

Like all academic couples, 
same-sex academic couples 
value balance and equality in 
their relationships. Lesbians 
and gay men in academic 
partnerships are more likely 
to give equal weight to both 
partners’ careers (64%) than 
are lesbians and gay men in 
other types of partnerships 
(46% among faculty with 
employed, non-academic 
partners; 11% among faculty 
with stay-at-home partners).
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types think that they are “more suc-

cessful” in their career because of their 

partner (Figure 19).30 The professional 

“value added” of partnerships is par-

ticularly strong for academic couples. 

Partners share intellectual interests 

and discuss their academic work with 

each other. Sharing professional net-

works stands out as perhaps the great-

est career gain for academic couples 

compared with other couple types.  

Fifty-eight percent of academic couples 

share contacts, mentors, colleagues, 

and friends compared with one-quar-

ter or less of faculty with stay-at-home 

or employed partners. This greatly  

Figure 19: Benefits of Partnerships*
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Academic couples benefit intellectually and professionally from their partnerships.

Box 7: Underrepresented 
Minorities

Underrepresented minority 
faculty in academic partnerships 
also tend to give equal weight 
to both partners’ careers. Nearly 
half (49%) of respondents from 
underrepresented racial and 
ethnic backgrounds consider 
their partner’s academic career 
to be of equal importance. This 
is higher than the proportion of 
minority faculty in other types 
of partnerships who do so (34% 
among faculty with employed, 
non-academic partners; 7% 
among faculty with stay-at-home 
partners).
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Why do men persist in privileging 
their careers, and why do many 
women continue to adjust 
their own careers to suit their 
partners’? A number of men in 
our survey pointed out that the 
decision to lend priority to their 
own careers boiled down to the 
simple fact that they make more 
money than do their partners. 
One business school faculty 
confirmed that when the issue 
arose of who should stay home to 
care for the children, the answer 
was easy: “Frankly I made much 
more money. If it had been the 
other way around, we would have 
done the opposite.” 

Things are, however, a bit more 
complicated than this simple 
equation might suggest. Our 
study (where salaries are self-
reported) shows that many men 
and women who out-earn their 
partners do, indeed, privilege 
their careers over those of 
their partners. However, even 
here gender differences remain 
significant. Among respondents 
who out-earn their academic 
partners, 61 percent of men and 
44 percent of women consider 
their own careers more important 
than their partners’, whereas 37 
percent of men and 51 percent 
of women consider the careers 
of both partners to be of equal 
importance. In other words, 
higher-earning men in academic 
couples more often privilege their 
careers whereas higher-earning 
women more often assign equal 
value to both careers. 

Box 8:  Why Do Men Privilege Their Careers?

In some instances, men privilege 
their careers because, as the 
demographics in our study 
suggest, they are more senior-
ranking and consequently the 
more sought-after partner (see, 
for example, Figure 6). It is true 
that U.S. women still practice 
hypergamy, the tendency to 
partner with men of higher 
(or at least not lower) status 
than their own. Consequently, 
in heterosexual couples male 
partners may be somewhat 
more established professionally 
than are female partners.31 Still 
faculty commented that when 
one partner makes too great of 
a sacrifice, the couple will move 
when good opportunities for 
both arise.

A study by the European 
Molecular Biology Organization 
(EMBO) confirms our findings. 
EMBO surveyed recipients of its 
two major fellowship programs—
the Long-Term Fellowship 
and Young Investigator 
Programme—from 1996 onward 
and found that even though 
women often selected partners 
with qualifications similar to 
their own, women frequently 
put their own careers second 
to their partners’ and move 
professionally more often to 
support their partners’ careers 
and not their own.32 A study done 
in 1997 showed that this practice 
is detrimental to women’s 
careers.33
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Data in our survey are self-
reported, and it is possible that, 
consistent with cultural cues, 
men overreport and women 
underreport the importance 
each attributes to his or her 
own career. Men and women 
are embedded in strong social 
systems directing them toward 
certain behaviors. In U.S. 
culture, a certain modesty is 

enhances each partner’s reach into the other’s circle of mentors, friends, and 

patrons. In academia, where power and privilege still often divide along gendered 

and racial/ethnic lines, access to multiple circles of knowledge and influence can 

potentially boost careers. 

Research productivity is another career “gain” for academic couples.34 In response 

to a separate survey question (not included in Figure 19), 44 percent of faculty in 

academic couples report that they have gained in terms of research productivity 

as a result of their partnerships compared with 35 percent of faculty with stay-at-

home or employed (non-academic) partners. 

often expected of women, and 
even women who are the lead 
partner in a relationship have 
been taught, sometimes through 
hard experience, not to say so. 
Thus both men and women in 
our survey may have consciously 
or unconsciously misestimated 
the value they assign their own 
careers. 
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Mobility and Trade-Offs of Partnerships

Academic couples, then, place a strong emphasis on the success of both part-

ners’ professional and personal well-being. It is important to understand what 

role these values play when couples are on the job market. Climbing the ladder 

with respect to rank, salary, professional opportunities, and prestige often drives 

faculty to seek outside offers. When asked, “Have you applied for another posi-

tion within the past five years?” 37 percent of all faculty said yes. Surprisingly, 

academic couples (42%) along with faculty who are single are the groups most 

likely to pursue outside offers. Why is this so? 

First and foremost, academic couples seek to have both partners settled in one 

location where each can thrive professionally. A full 88 percent of faculty who 

successfully negotiated a (sequential) dual hire at their current institution indi-

cated that the first hire would have refused the position if her or his partner had 

not found appropriate employment. 

Put differently, more than 600 faculty 

would have rejected offers had insti-

tutions in our sample not stepped up 

and taken candidates’ partners into 

account. Another measure of how im-

portant academic couples consider the 

careers of both partners when making 

decisions about where to work is the 

fact that more than 20 percent of both women and men who were part of a dual 

hire report that they or their partners have taken a position at a less prestigious 

institution in order to improve the couple’s overall employment situation. Couples 

will compromise in order to find the best of two possible positions.

Second, academic couples worry about salaries. It can be difficult—especially as 

people become more senior and more expensive—to move two bodies in tandem 

to suitable jobs elsewhere. Helen Astin and Jeffrey Milem’s study of academic 

couples in 1997 showed that men with academic partners earned less than those 

with non-academic partners but that women with academic partners earned more 

than those with non-academic partners.35 Our study found that respondents (both 

male and female) who were part of a dual hire (either jointly or sequentially) do not 

make significantly less than do other faculty members. Although many couples 

may indeed be underpaid, looking at the aggregate data from the institutions 

we studied, and accounting for field and rank, couple hires make slightly more 

money than their peers overall. First hires and joint hires do the best (as might be 

“�Women won’t take the 
jobs if their partners 
are not suitably 
employed.”  
– Dean of Social Sciences
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expected) but, looking at all respondents, the earning power of dual-career aca-

demic respondents is not diminished by their couple status.36 Follow-up research 

may offer some explanation for this finding. 

What builds couples’ loyalty to their institution and keeps them from accepting 

outside offers? Not surprisingly, among faculty with academic partners who have 

refused an outside job offer in the last five years, strong counteroffers are persua-

sive reasons to stay (Figure 20). However, professional opportunities for partners 

also play a major role. The top reason women refuse new job opportunities is that 

their partners are not offered satisfactory positions in the recruiting institution 

area. A dean confirmed this finding, commenting that in his experience universi-

ties make more effort to employ an accompanying male (in heterosexual couples) 

than female because, he said, “Women won’t take the jobs if their partners are not 

suitably employed.” The top reason men refuse outside offers is a strong counter-

offer, but following closely at number two is that their partners (and children) do 

not wish to relocate. 

Figure 20: Reasons for Refusing Outside Offer among Academic 
Couples, by Gender‡

(Women, n = 291; Men, n = 314)
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‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

 
The number-one reason women refuse outside offers is that partners do not find 
satisfactory employment in the recruiting area. The top reason men refuse outside 
offers is strong counteroffers.
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Academic partnerships also come into play when faculty consider professional 

gains and losses. Almost half (47%) of all faculty with academic partners note that 

they have lost professional mobility as a result of their partnerships compared with 

29 percent of faculty with stay-at-home partners and 39 percent of faculty with 

employed (non-academic) partners. This finding appears to be true especially of 

women in academic partnerships, who, as we have shown, tend to place a great 

deal of emphasis on career equality. However, men with academic partners also 

perceive a higher loss in professional mobility than do other men—a far cry from 

the notion of the unfettered male academic of the past (Figure 21).

Figure 21: Percentage Reporting Loss in Terms of Mobility,  
by Partner Type and Gender‡

 

Women              Men

100%

75%

50%

25%

Women              Men Women              Men

Have Academic  
Partner

Have employed  
(non-Academic) Partner

Have stay-at-home 
Partner

54%

41%
48%

33% 35%
29%

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

Academic couples are more likely than other couples to report that their partnerships 
limit their mobility. 

It is important to note that the “losses” incurred by academic partnerships are 

such only in the context of current hiring and employment structures. Many of 

these current structures are built around outdated models of family and faculty life 

that presume academics will act as “free agents” as they climb the tenure ladder. 

Having a partner is, therefore, a “loss”—a partner can compromise the mobility 

ostensibly required to maximize career success. However, academic couples are 

unlikely to cede the benefits of partnerships to gain mobility. For these and many 

other reasons, academic couples will continue to make choices about their ca-

reers that take one another and their families into account.
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Universities today are expanding and refining hiring practices to attract top 

talent from the broadest range of applicants. As we have seen in Part I of 

this report, academic couples comprise a significant proportion—more 

than one-third—of the candidate pool, and universities are increasingly tapping 

into that talent pool. In this final part of our report, we examine the many is-

sues surrounding couple hiring, and we suggest how partner hiring policies and 

practices can be designed to work to everyone’s best advantage—candidates, 

departments, and institutions overall.

Couple hiring is a sensitive topic because it challenges cherished ideals of ac-

ademic advancement, including open competition, fairness, and merit. But the  

reality in the 21st century is that universities increasingly hire couples. A number 

of universities now take “great pride” in working collaboratively with departments 

across their institutions to address dual-career issues. As one administrator put it, 

“We do not simply recruit faculty members; we recruit whole persons and all that 

might entail.” As these trends continue, universities will benefit by crafting fair and 

well-considered policies governing such hiring. 

Universities are organized differently and, consequently, there is no one best way 

to assist dual-career couples. All institutions that hire partners are quite clear that 

they do so on a case-by-case basis, looking carefully at the qualifications of each 

candidate set alongside institutional priorities. Some, however, have consistent 

procedures for initiating and seeing through that process, whereas others do not. 

Our question in this final report section is how can talented administrators maxi-

mize the benefit to the university, departments, and faculty members when con-

sidering hiring academic partners. Our purpose is to set out the myriad issues 

surrounding dual-career academic hiring in order to inform as well as to sug-

gest strategies for greater efficiency and consistency in procedures for moving 

Part 3

University Programs, Policies, and 
Practices: How to Maximize Options?
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It is important to look at how 
couple hiring has evolved in 
the longer scope of the history 
of university recruitment. Until 
the 1960s, universities openly 
discriminated on the basis of 
sex, race, religion, and much 
else besides. Jews were not 
hired at many U.S. universities 
until after World War II; women 
and African Americans were not 
appointed in significant numbers 
until after the Civil Rights 
movements of the late 1960s. 
Further, anti-nepotism rules 
barred women from teaching 
at the same university as their 
husbands. The Nobel Prize 
winner Maria Goeppert-Mayer, 
for example, was given an attic 
office, some honorary titles, and 
sometimes laboratory space, but 
no real jobs as she followed her 
husband from Johns Hopkins to 
Columbia and the University of 
Chicago.37 She and her husband 
were finally hired jointly as 
professors at the University 
of California, San Diego, in 
1959 after Goeppert-Mayer 
was elected to the National 
Academy of Sciences. At other 
universities, married women 
looking for professorships in 
the 1950s were counseled to 
keep their own family names 
to avoid nepotism issues. Most 
universities have now dropped 
their anti-nepotism rules.38

University hiring practices 
have evolved and changed 
dramatically in the past 40 
years. Before the coming of 
equal opportunity legislation, 

Box 9: Major Transitions in the History of University 
Hiring

faculty hiring was often fueled 
by cronyism. Professors now in 
their 60s reminisce about getting 
their first job: A department 
called up the top schools—
Harvard, Princeton, Stanford, 
Berkeley—and asked for their 
best candidates. Candidates 
were phoned and many hired 
sight unseen. We should 
remember that hiring procedures 
we now take for granted, such as 
nationally advertised positions, 
were created in the 1970s to 
broaden candidate pools and 
promote fairness. 

The 1960s and 1970s saw major 
transitions in hiring practices 
at U.S. universities. Title VII of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
Executive Order 11246 of 
1965, and Affirmative Action 
(Order No. 4) and Title IX of 
the Education Amendments, 
both of 1972, are federal laws 
designed to overcome past 
discrimination and to support 
fairness in hiring.39 Legislation 
set a necessary platform for 
fairness, but in the 1980s and 
1990s, universities found that 
they needed to go further. Many 
implemented “opportunity 
hiring” programs that allowed 
departments speed and flexibility 
in securing candidates outside 
the standard hiring process if 
that hire supported institutional 
priorities. Opportunity hiring 
typically supports areas such 
as “faculty excellence” to 
retain or establish a world-
class competitive advantage. 
Universities typically hold 
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“faculty incentive” or other funds 
in provosts’ offices to support 
opportunity hiring. 

Since the mid-1980s, U.S. 
universities have entered 
another period of transition 
in hiring. Couple hiring might 
be seen as a next step to 
broaden academic hires. It is 
important to understand that in 
the past “professionals” hired 
by universities, law firms, or 

elsewhere were, in fact, not 
free-standing individuals but 
male heads of households (with 
relatively mobile family units). 
As the labor force has changed, 
so have hiring practices. As we 
saw in Figure 1, 72 percent of 
the academics are not merely 
individuals, but partners in dual-
career relationships of one sort 
or another. As we have also seen, 
this is true for men and even 
more so for women.

requests for partner hiring through institutions. To organize this information, we 

follow the couple-hiring process, reporting alternative practices—their pros and 

cons—at each step along the way.

When initially designing this study in 2006, we had hoped to rely on university data 

concerning couple hiring and evaluations of dual-career programs. We found, 

however, that few universities gather such data or evaluate their programs, al-

though some are now beginning to do so. Consequently, in this section we report 

(1) findings from our survey (which included several questions that measure fac-

ulty perceptions of dual hiring); (2) findings from interviews with administrators at 

the universities in our study; and (3) findings from interviews with administrators 

at five additional universities with innovative programs and practices in this area. 

Universities in our study are anonymous; institutions named in this section are not 

necessarily those in our study.

Dual-Career Programs

This report focuses on dual-career academic couples and does not set out to 

investigate in depth the issue of relocation assistance for non-academic working 

partners. That is a large topic worthy of a dedicated study of its own. However, we 

received a number of comments pleading for universities to offer more employ-

ment assistance for partners working outside academia. One scientist noted that 

his wife, a software engineer, received no assistance finding employment within 

the university that hired him (where she now works). Finding her an appropri-

ate position, he commented, “took considerable time and we lost considerable 
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money” as a result. In light of the importance of this issue, we briefly discuss dual-

career programs that assist faculty with academic and non-academic partners.

Most universities assist all faculty to a greater or lesser degree with quality-of-life 

issues, such as locating good-quality housing, daycare, elder care, and schools. 

These overarching faculty relocation and retention programs are typically housed 

in an Office of Vice Provost for Faculty Development, Human Resources, or the 

equivalent (either at the university level or, for large institutions, at the school/col-

lege level). The most developed offices have full-time or part-time staff, depend-

ing on the size of the university, dedicated to these issues.

Dual-career programs form one part of these larger offices and specifically as-

sist with partner relocation and job searches. A dual-career office may offer a 

variety of services ranging from referrals to staff positions within the university 

to information about the local job market, direct contact with local firms, career 

counseling, resume preparation, job search strategies, and the like. The most 

developed of these offices employ a dual-career specialist to work with non-aca-

demic partners. Other universities, by contrast, contract an independent local 

career management company or employment agency that assists partners with 

their off-campus job search. Many universities find this latter option less costly 

than establishing comparable on-campus services. In the absence of such of-

fices, partner advising may fall to department chairs who rarely have the time or 

resources to help in a systematic fashion. 

It is important to note that dual-career programs clearly state that they do not 

guarantee job placement but seek to aid partners in their overall relocation. As-

sistance may be limited to partners of tenure and tenure-track faculty and is often 

available for a period of one to two years. 

Six of our 13 schools offer programs for non-academic employed partners. Pro-

gram staff devoted to these issues tend to develop close working relationships 

with on- and off-campus employers over the course of the years.40 Both Cornell 

University and Pennsylvania State University have well-developed programs.41 

This may not be surprising given that both schools are located in areas with few 

employment opportunities outside the university. In more recent years, how-

ever, schools in less isolated areas are following suit. Harvard University and the  

University of California, Berkeley, among others, are currently establishing such 

programs.42 Programs like these may prove to be critically important to recruiting 
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faculty with employed partners. Universities need to collect data and evaluate 

their programs to (1) assist universities in strategic planning and (2) ensure equi-

table treatment of all faculty partners—both academic and non-academic. 

Dual-career programs tend at some point to bifurcate into staff assisting non-aca-

demic partners, and faculty or academic staff assisting academic partners (Figure 

22). Although all dual-career couples require assistance when relocating for new 

jobs, in this report, we confine our analysis to the many complex issues surround-

ing academic partners. 

Figure 22: Dual-Career Programs Assist both Academic and 
Non-Academic Partners

Office of Vice Provost for Diversity and Faculty 
Development or the equivalent

Non-Academic Partners

referred to dual-career 
program staff or 

consultant for help with 
relocation

Academic Partners

referred to vice provost, 
institutional broker, 
dean, or department 

chair for assistance in 
finding an appropriate 
academic appointment
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Protocol or No Protocol?

Universities across the country offer a variety of solutions for dual-career aca-

demic couple hiring. All 13 universities in our study engage in couple hiring for 

recruitment or retention—with greater or lesser institutional support and success. 

This is quite different from a 2000 survey of 600 U.S. universities showing that 

only 20 to 24 percent of U.S. universities had some sort of dual-career academic 

hiring policy in place, while 15 percent of universities nationally did not support 

couple hiring.43 Five of the universities in our study (four public and one private in-

stitution) have written policies or principles guiding dual hiring. The others have no 

formal policies and rely instead on informal practices developed over the years. 

Two private universities, for example, have no written procedures but a central-

ized mechanism in the person of a “broker”—a distinguished member of the fac-

ulty who works universitywide (across all schools and colleges) to find the right 

departmental “fit” for a partner and simultaneously to find resources to seal a deal 

in a timely fashion. 

Administrators with hiring guidelines in place argue that protocols help (1) clarify 

for all participants—administrators, faculty members, Equal Opportunity officers, 

and perhaps potential job candidates—the processes by which such hires are 

vetted in a timely fashion and (2) facilitate clear communication between key play-

ers across the university. A number of universities have developed dual-career 

hiring guidelines in conjunction with their National Science Foundation ADVANCE 

grants.44 The hope is that clear and coherent protocols remove the sense of in-

trigue and favoritism that can adhere to partner hiring and bring greater fairness to 

the process. Universities who engage in dual-career academic hiring should treat 

all requests for a partner hire equitably; that is to say, requests for partner hires 

should trigger known and agreed-upon processes that work consistently through-

out the institution. Survey comments also show a strong preference among fac-

ulty for transparent and consistent procedures for couple hiring.

Written protocols do not in themselves determine outcomes. Universities that 

have established dual-hiring protocols state openly (often on their websites) that 

these guidelines do not guarantee employment to any candidate. Department 

chairs, deans, and provosts emphasized that each dual hire is unique and must 

be considered on the merits of each case. Policies define the processes by which 

partners are considered for hire; they do not define departmental standards for 

such hires. Outcomes depend on the quality of a particular candidate’s scholar-

ship, the “fit” of a particular candidate’s area of expertise with departmental priori-
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ties, and available funding (see What 

Counts in Hiring Decisions? below). 

A number of administrators worry that 

protocols might shut down the flexibil-

ity often required for finding the right 

“fit” for a partner within an institution. 

One department chair commented 

that he might be trying six different so-

lutions for one partner hire at any mo-

ment. Another university, also without 

written protocols, mixes and matches 

approaches (sometimes using a uni-

versitywide faculty broker, sometimes following the chain-of-command from de-

partment chairs to the dean) in efforts to find potential tenure homes for partner 

candidates. Flexibility—for both administrators and departments—needs to be 

built into protocols. Written policies themselves, of course, do not solve every-

thing. One search committee chair wrote that although his university has the right 

policies, “They are not always backed up with action or even a (serious) explana-

tion as to why there was no follow through.”

Couple hiring involves several key issues that protocols should address. One of 

the thorniest is departmental autonomy versus university priorities. Even when 

candidates are excellent, partner hiring—in which open searches are often waived 

and provosts sometimes offer persuasive resources—can be viewed as violating 

the sacrosanct autonomy of departments to mold and shape their profiles through 

selective hiring. Given how much one hears about the need of departments to de-

termine their own intellectual futures, it is significant that only 26 percent of survey 

respondents report that partner hiring disrupts the “intellectual direction” of their 

department (Figure 23). 

With couple hiring on the rise, many institutions encourage faculty to think of 

the university not as a set of autonomous departments but as an intellectual and 

corporate whole. Interdisciplinarity, for example, is fostered by an awareness of 

what departments and colleagues do across the university. One vice provost ar-

gued that academic couple hiring is another instance in which the total package 

may be greater than the sum of its individual parts. Another administrator contin-

ued that “what goes around, increasingly comes around” and that when asked 

Policies define 
the processes by 
which partners 
are considered for 
hire; they do not 
define departmental 
standards for such 
hires.
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Figure 23: Faculty Perceptions of Dual-Career Academic Couple 
Hiring*

n Agree Strongly n Agree Somewhat  n Disagree Somewhat  n Disagree Strongly

25%

25% 50% 75% 100%0%

50% 75% 100%0%

“Academic couples benefit the department 
by adding something valuable (loyalty, 

socializing, synergy, etc.).”

“Dual hiring/retention increases the 
proportion of women faculty.”

“In my department, the second hire 
is treated with less respect than 

the first hire.”

“My department has not approached 
or considered a candidate because it is 

known that s/he has an academic partner.”

“Faculty members of my department 
favor dual hiring/retention—when our 
department recruits the second hire.”

“Faculty members of my department 
favor dual hiring/retention—when our 

department recruits/retains the first hire.”

“Couples working in the same 
department create conflicts of interest.”

“Couple hiring disrupts the intellectual 
direction of the department.”

“My department has hired partners I 
consider underqualified.”

“Partner hiring/retention prevents 
open competition.”

“My university administrators make 
every effort to accommodate dual-

career academic couples.”

“My department head/chair makes 
every effort to accommodate dual-

career academic couples.”

“Dual hiring/retention increases the 
proportion of underrepresented 

minority faculty.”

26% 50% 17% 8%

18% 52% 22% 8%

8% 35% 40% 16%

8% 21% 29% 42%

4% 22% 40% 33%

11% 33% 36% 20%

14% 50% 26% 10%

3% 34% 48% 14%

4% 10% 31% 54%

7% 30% 36% 27%

14% 57% 24% 5%

7% 42% 40% 11%

11% 45% 33% 10%

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
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to consider a partner hire, faculty need 

to bear in mind that their department 

may itself be on the requesting end of 

the partner issue in the near future. 

Agreed-upon protocols do not dictate 

solutions to departments but may ask 

them to cooperate in new ways.

Another issue protocols need to ad-

dress concerns waiving open searches 

in order to move forward with a partner hire. Forty-three percent of survey respon-

dents worry that couple hiring jeopardizes open competition (Figure 23). In other 

words, faculty are concerned that if a job is not advertised nationally and open to 

all comers, their department may lose the opportunity to make the best possible 

hire. The problem, of course, is that the candidate who emerges as the top pick 

of 300 applicants may choose not to take the job if his or her partner is not also 

accommodated. A few universities nationally continue to require an open search 

and encourage a partner to apply. Most universities, however, and certainly those 

in our study request a search waiver for partner hiring, which is typically vetted 

by the university’s office of affirmative action/equal opportunity. In most cases, 

especially those in which a woman or underrepresented minority is involved as a 

first or second hire, a waiver is granted. 

Our survey reveals that most respondents do not know their university’s proce-

dures for couple hiring. For example, at 12 institutions, between 65 and 90 per-

cent of faculty marked “I don’t know” in response to the question: Does your cur-

rent institution have a written hiring and retention policy in place for dual-career 

academic couples? However, the one institution in our study with the highest rate 

of faculty awareness also enjoys the highest rate of perceived institutional and de-

partmental support for accommodating academic couples.45 We find more gener-

ally that schools with written policies have higher rates of perceived institutional 

and departmental support for academic couples than do schools without written 

policies. Thus, awareness and clarity are critical to creating a positive climate 

overall. Increasing faculty awareness can start with deciding whether to restruc-

ture or develop protocols, a process that will itself foster open policy discussions 

concerning couple hiring. This open dialogue will help to build a culture of con-

sensus and make individual cases easier to evaluate (positively or negatively) as 

they arise.

Agreed-upon 
protocols do not 
dictate solutions to 
departments but may 
ask them to cooperate 
in new ways.
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Raising the Partner Issue 

An important question for couple hiring is when first to raise the issue of a partner’s 

employment needs. A partner complicates the already complex choreography 

required to hire or be hired. How can institutions and couples best inform each 

other about partners and expectations? Candidates and universities are currently 

caught on the horns of a dilemma: Candidates may think that they benefit by 

raising the issue as late as possible; universities need to find out about potential 

partner issues as early in the process as possible. 

When to raise the issue is of real concern to applicants. If there are two equally 

impressive candidates for a job and one may not take the job without some ac-

commodation for a partner, departments may opt—perhaps without fully realizing 

it—for the unencumbered candidate. In fact, 14 percent of our survey respon-

dents agree that their department has not approached or considered a candidate 

because it is known that he or she has an academic partner (Figure 23). This 

finding is borne out in respondent comments in which several faculty noted that 

candidates are sometimes taken out of the running for a position because they 

have known partners and the search committee presumes that these partners are 

unmovable. The issue is compounded by small fields and departments where, as 

one faculty commented, search committees already know “whether candidates 

have spouses who require academic jobs.” 

Candidates, especially those fresh out of graduate school, attempt to learn the 

“rules.” And the pages of The Chronicle of Higher Education, graduate advisors, 

blogs, and similar sources are rife with advice. The current “word on the street” 

is that candidates should wait for an offer before mentioning that they have a 

partner, out of fear that this might spell “trouble”—raise a red flag—to a search 

committee. 

Candidates should investigate dual-career hiring practices at institutions to which 

they apply because university cultures and procedures differ greatly. Where the 

culture encourages partner hiring, candidates may benefit by raising the issue 

early in the process. Many universities, especially large ones, make every effort 

to hire academic partners. Other universities, as we learned in interviews with 

university administrators, rarely or never hire academic partners at the junior lev-

el—some because they do not readily tenure their own junior faculty and hence 

do not invest in them in this way, others because they are in metropolitan areas 

where they rely on other institutions for partner employment opportunities (see 

Geographic Location below). 
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From the point of view of the university, the sooner an institution finds out about a 

candidate’s needs, the sooner it can coordinate efforts to consider a partner hire. 

This may be less pressing at the senior level where appointments can take years 

to come to fruition, but it is especially urgent at the junior level, where, looking 

at our survey data, many couple hires occur (see, e.g., Figures 6 and 11). Newly 

minted Ph.D.s are often pressed to accept a position within three to four weeks. 

The time is, indeed, short for a university to vet a partner, especially if the position 

for that partner would not be in the same department or college as the original 

candidate. Administrators plead that the sooner they learn about a partner, the 

more leverage they have to negotiate a solution, especially if the partner is a 

strong candidate. 

Learning about candidates’ needs in this regard can be tricky (Figure 24). Search 

committees tend to steer clear of partner-status questions to avoid perceptions 

of discrimination in hiring. Asking about marital or partnering status can lead to 

lawsuits based on discrimination.46 The rationale is that search committee mem-

bers may discriminate by consciously or unconsciously succumbing to traditional 

gender stereotypes about work and family or the difficulty of dual-career hires. 

In the past, it was all too often assumed that women “follow their husbands” or, 

if married, leave to have children. Although it is common practice in Europe, for 

example, to list birth date and marital status on a professional curriculum vitae, 

in the United States it has become important that these private matters be kept 

private.

Figure 24: The First Hire Most Often Raises the Issue of a  
Partner Hire‡

69%

First Hire

6%

18%

4%

Second Hire

Hiring Committee

Dean

Other, 2%

Not Raised, 1%

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.
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How, then, can universities encourage candidates to divulge information that 

might count against them? Universities who use partner hiring as an advantage to 

attract and retain high-quality faculty can signal “friendliness” to the issue in job 

announcements, recruitment materials, and university websites. Some universi-

ties, for example, advertise that they are “responsive to the needs of dual-ca-

reer couples” (referring here to candidates with either academic or non-academic 

partners). Other universities include a brochure highlighting their support for dual-

career couples in materials sent to all candidates. This may put candidates at 

ease and encourage them to raise partner issues earlier in the process.

Some search committees, when they have narrowed the list to a few top candi-

dates, lay out the process for partner hiring in a generic way, indicating what they 

need to know and when, in order to make the process work for both the candi-

date and the institution. Search committees in this instance provide information; 

they do not ask prohibited questions. Other universities ask search committees 

to inform all interviewing candidates of possibilities and procedures for partner 

placement—thus placing the onus on the institution rather than the candidate to 

bring up the issue. One university invites all interviewees to have a confidential 

meeting with its dual-career program officer; this officer can spell out possibilities 

and, importantly, the officer does not report back to the search committee about 

the candidate’s situation. 

It is important that universities communicate carefully and regularly with faculty 

and search committees about how best to handle raising partner issues on their 

campus. All faculty need to know the policies and procedures, whatever those 

might be.

Our survey opens a window onto current recruiting practices, showing that dual-

hire candidates most often raise partner issues during interviews (57%). A number 

of candidates also raise the issue after a verbal offer (25%), a few in the letter of 

application (9%), and a few after a written offer (8%). Not surprisingly, timing dif-

fers by rank (Figure 25). Senior candidates are often being actively recruited by 

institutions and may feel more confident about discussing partner needs earlier in 

the hiring process.

Once the issue is raised and negotiated, the process may work best when each 

partner has a written offer in hand before a “first hire” accepts an offer. One savvy 

assistant professor remarked, “Many junior faculty naïvely accept the initial of-
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Figure 25: When Is Partner Issue Raised? By Rank of First Hire*‡

n In Application Letter  n In Interview  n After Verbal Offer  n After Written Offer  n After Offer Accepted

Assistant
Professors

(n=119)

assoCIate/
full/endowed 

professors
(n=293)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

3%

11%

54% 31%

60% 23%

11% 2

6% 1

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.
‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.

fer before the accompanying offer is suitably negotiated, which results in a poor 

accompanying offer.” He recommended that faculty—junior and senior—wait to 

accept an offer until both partners can simultaneously sign contracts. The pro-

cess can take a long time, but he judged that it is “worth it in the end.” Another 

professor noted that candidates must apply pressure in order to achieve what 

both candidates want professionally. 

When promises are inferred and not put in writing, considerable misunderstand-

ing can arise. One humanities professor commented that “during the recruitment 

process the dean and relevant departments were very positive and helpful [about 

a position for her partner], but since I have signed my contract and begun the job, 

my partner has been rather left in the dark about his own position and has still not 

received a contract.” Others noted that promises made verbally, such as possible 

tenure-line appointments becoming available in the next few years, rarely come 

to fruition. Even if no promises are made, faculty often feel “misled” by possibili-

ties discussed during the initial recruitment process. This fouls the air and makes 

for ill feelings. More than one-quarter (27%) of dual hires who rated their hiring 

experiences negatively thought they did not receive what they were promised 

during negotiations. Our faculty survey respondents and administrator interviews 

suggest that both the university and potential faculty benefit when the details are 

clear and in writing before either partner (first or second hire) accepts a contract. 

Senior candidates have more leeway than junior candidates to raise a 
partner issue earlier in the process.
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Who Brokers the Deal?

Once a partner is identified, who oversees university efforts to find a potential 

fit for the candidate? The first one on the scene is usually the department chair 

of the first hire. The department chair renders an initial judgment concerning the 

partner and initiates appropriate action. In all cases, the crucial step is finding an 

appropriate academic fit for the partner. Universities have settled into essentially 

two different protocols for vetting partner hires.

First, the key interactions follow the usual chain-of-command at a particular 

university with information and support flowing up or down from departments, 

through the dean’s office, and on to the provost’s office. There are two varia-

tions in this scenario. In the first, the department chair takes the lead, determin-

ing the type of position the partner seeks, reviewing the partner’s qualifications, 

and contacting the chair of a second department (although partners may also 

seek appointments within the same department). If the second chair decides to 

move forward to ask his or her department to consider the appointment, the two 

chairs approach the dean (if in the same school or college) or provost (if in differ-

ent schools or colleges) for approval of a potential faculty line or funding. If both 

appointments are within the same college, the issue may be handled at that level. 

If funding outside a college or school is required, application may be made to the 

provost’s office (see Funding Models below).47 In a slightly different version of this 

scenario, the department chair hands off to a dean, associate dean, or even a 

vice provost for faculty affairs who takes on the heavy responsibility of finding an 

appropriate home for the partner.

In both of these scenarios, department chairs are key to initiating the process, 

whether they coordinate with another chair or dean, or launch the request up the 

chain-of-command.48 Faculty in our study pointed out that, in the absence of a 

clear university process for partner hiring, “the chair sets the tone and agenda 

for dual-career hiring.” Even where policies or protocols are in place, department 

chairs or heads often make or break deals. One engineer commented that how 

policies are implemented depends on “the talent of the relevant department chairs 

and deans.” This is a large responsibility. Department chairs are generally mem-

bers of faculty who step up to lead the department for a short three- or five-year 

term. Many have little experience with dual hiring, and some may be unaware of 

university policies or practices. Moreover, as active scholars themselves, depart-

ment chairs may not have time to see this complex process through, or they may 

not think that such issues lie within their purview. Chairs may also lack expertise 
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in a partner’s field and feel uncertain about the quality of the candidate he or she 

is putting forward for consideration. One chair noted that “no other aspect of my 

job arouses as much controversy as dual-career hiring.”

A second, quite distinct protocol is currently used in several private universities 

but could be implemented in public institutions as well (in the university as a whole 

if the institution is not too large; in a college or school when size is an issue). In this 

process, department chairs hand off not to another chair or dean but to a central-

ized “special assistant” to the provost who serves as a “broker” universitywide—

across all schools and colleges—to find the right departmental fit for a partner 

and identify the necessary resources. A central broker, a senior administrator with 

release time to specialize in this area, can save department chairs (whose learning 

curve may be steep) considerable time by stepping in when called upon. To be 

effective, this special assistant needs to be a distinguished member of the faculty 

whose job it is to see the process through to the end. By providing department 

chairs with assistance in this matter (and not relying on the talents or proclivities 

of particular chairs) the university helps build uniformity, fairness, and reciprocity 

into dual-hiring practices.

Such central brokers might devote from one-quarter to half time to overseeing 

dual-career issues. This special assistant must know faculty, departments, and 

schools—their priorities and needs—across the university as a whole. One vice 

provost speculated that 80 percent of this job may be devoted to universitywide 

communication and coordination and only about 20 percent to resource alloca-

tion. Unfortunately, no written guidelines are currently available for this process.

In all cases—no matter what institutional pathway is devised (and universities 

often mix and match methods to find a solution)—speed is of the essence. The 

initial step of finding the right department to consider a partner is crucial. The 

chair of the department receiving a potential second hire can usually provide an 

initial “read” on the situation. If the answer is a clear “no,” a fast “no” is better than 

a slow “no.” If the answer is “maybe,” the process must be conducted with all 

deliberate speed to reach a final agreement in time to allow a successful recruit-

ment of the initial candidate. Especially when considering junior hires, universities 

need to be careful not to lose their second candidate.
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Funding Models

Dual hiring is today part of the cost of running a university. Although department 

chairs may be key to successful hiring, they are typically constrained by what 

deans or provosts will or can fund in terms of partner hires. Funding for dual-ca-

reer hiring requires monies for salary and also startup costs, including laboratory 

and office space, equipment costs, research accounts, graduate student stipends, 

staff support, housing packages, support for child care, and other benefits. At any 

level—junior or senior—it can be expensive.49 Many provosts or deans reserve 

incentive or opportunity funds for unexpected hiring needs, and many now set 

aside such centralized pots of monies for partner hires. Universities with funding 

available to support partner hiring increase the speed and agility with which they 

can place qualified and desirable candidates. As one vice provost noted, “One 

must be nimble with resources.”

A common cost-sharing model, used 

by six of the 13 universities we stud-

ied (five public and one private), draws 

monies for a second hire from three 

sources: one-third from the depart-

ment of the first hire, one-third from 

the department of the second hire, and one-third from the provost’s office.50 This 

arrangement can be permanent or guaranteed as bridge funding for anywhere be-

tween one and five years—with the most common solution being three years, at 

which time the hiring department is expected to pick up the full cost of the faculty 

line (possibly through retirements, increased student demand, or other means). 

Other universities (including some who use this cost-sharing model) are flexible 

and may devise other fractional cost-sharing arrangements depending on the re-

sources of a particular department or program. Depending on the arrangement, 

monies for a partner hire revert to the central administration or department(s) pay-

ing the bill when a partner leaves or retires. 

Many universities allow centralized funds that support dual hires to be used for 

recruiting or retaining all tenure-track and tenured faculty. Others, by contrast, 

mobilize these funds only when dual hiring enhances diversity—in terms of either 

gender or ethnicity. In the past, this strategy has allowed great leeway to dual 

hiring, given that most couples (except for males in same-sex relationships) in-

clude a woman. Some universities, however, now restrict female diversity to those 

fields, such as physics, chemistry, electrical engineering, and orthopedic surgery, 

“�One must be nimble 
with resources.” 
– Vice Provost for Faculty    
   Advancement
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to name a few, where women are underrepresented (and prefer not to use oppor-

tunity funds for women candidates joining comparative literature, English, or other 

departments that have succeeded over the years in cultivating greater gender 

equity). One university in our study is considering restricting these funds further, 

using them to recruit women and underrepresented minorities as first hires only 

and, in this way, address both diversity and equity issues across the institution.

Each university has its own procedure for accessing centralized funds for part-

ner hiring. At some large public universities, requests to the vice provost can be 

made only by a dean or his or her designate; at other schools, the request may 

be initiated by the department chair. In all cases, requests are intended to bolster 

the university’s overall priorities balanced against the needs of particular depart-

ments or research groups and individual faculty. Once the resources are clarified, 

the evaluation of the potential hire begins (see What Counts in Hiring Decisions? 

below).

The common cost-sharing model, however, also raises some concerns. Some 

faculty worry that a funding cutoff after three years can endanger tenure decisions 

for second hires. One professor wrote that when a second hire was not tenured, 

she was concerned that it was due in part to the expiration of the agreement by 

which the first hire’s department supported the second hire’s salary. Other fac-

ulty worry about what happens if couples divorce (a topic that warrants further 

research). As we suggest in this report, second hires must be carefully reviewed 

so that excellence is not compromised. A well-designed and communicated pro-

tocol outlines a process to ensure that both first and second hires add value to 

the institution.

Universities, of course, have finite resources, and many approach requests for 

partner hires on a first-come, first-served basis. Yet, dual hires constitute 10 per-

cent of faculty respondents (and 13% of all hires since 2000); universities need 

to budget so that such hires are possible. We recommend that policies be de-

veloped so that funding can be provided in an equitable fashion across the uni-

versity. Schools that do not provide central opportunity-hire funds generally lack 

agility to move quickly to make deals. Striking while the iron is hot can lure espe-

cially prized candidates to campus. Faculty members at one university we studied 

commented that the lack of serious funding made dual hiring nearly impossible.
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It is impossible to say what dual-career programs are likely to cost universities; 

each university is unique in its administrative structures and resources. Placing 

a partner can be expensive, especially in science and engineering where start-

up packages often require major resources. Losing faculty and this initial invest-

ment—for any reason, including partner issues—however, can also prove costly.

What Counts in Hiring Decisions?

Quality, quality, quality. Everyone—faculty and administrators alike—agrees that 

dual hiring works only when both partners are well qualified; each appointment 

must be based on the highest standards in research and teaching. Faculty em-

phasize that second hires are made on a case-by-case basis with no guarantees 

given to candidates. As one engineering dean put it, “We don’t want another 

department to lower its standards to take a spouse.” Whatever the case may be, 

second hires are the first to plead that faculty be hired on merit. It is essential, 

many counsel, that both partners are “wanted” by their respective departments. 

Tenure-line hires are scrutinized so that excellence is not compromised, and sec-

ond hires are no exception. As in any hire, partners brought forward as part of a 

couple hire present a full dossier of published work and teaching evaluations, go 

through a full set of interviews, and are vetted through letters of recommendation. 

Departmental faculty must have an opportunity to look carefully at a partner if that 

partner is to join their faculty in some capacity (see Types of Positions below). The 

search process is in essence the same as for any candidate with several excep-

tions: A search waiver may be requested, and departments may be asked to be 

flexible in both the rank order of candidates and the candidate’s field of special-

ization. 

Many of the universities we studied are among the top universities in the country. 

They strive to hire faculty not merely tenurable at the institution but the very “best” 

in their fields nationally and internationally. Although departmental autonomy to 

accept or reject a candidate remains paramount, universities suggest that when 

asked to consider a partner hire, departments be prepared to be flexible and will-

ing to hire from among the top five scholars in any particular discipline. This re-

quest can be complicated by the fact that departments cannot cover all subfields 

in a particular discipline and many set out hiring priorities to guide the intellectual 

coherence of their offerings (and to assuage battling factions). When a couple for 

hire comes along, a department may find itself suddenly offered an expert in en-

vironmental history or genetics rather than in the planned area of Latin American 

history or neurobiology. The candidate may be a star in his or her own right—but 
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may not necessarily add to the current strengths of the department or plug an 

important gap. His or her hire may mean sacrificing strength in another area. Even 

if a partner does not fit within a department’s top three priority areas, faculty may 

be asked to consider whether the potential hire can contribute in positive ways to 

their group. Not surprisingly, respondents in our survey consider a second hire’s 

area of specialization important to partner hiring decisions 87 percent of the time 

(Figure 26). When done carefully, partner hires do not necessarily impinge upon 

departments’ intellectual coherence. When asked to evaluate specific dual-hire 

recruitment and retention cases on their own campuses, only 26 percent of fac-

ulty respondents agreed that couple hiring disrupted a department’s intellectual 

direction (Figure 23).

When reviewing the qualifications of a potential second hire, our study shows that 

faculty are persuaded to make an offer based on the following considerations: (1) 

the second hire’s quality of scholarship, (2) the second hire’s “fit” with the depart-

ment, (3) the availability of university funds for the second hire, and (4) the second 

hire’s area of specialization (Figure 26). Between 87 and 93 percent of faculty 

agree that these factors are important to departments’ final hiring decisions. 

Figure 26: Importance of Factors when Considering a Partner 
Hire*‡

n Very Important  n Important  n No Effect  n Not Important
* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

‡ See Appendix D for methods notes.
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The “star quality” of the first hire is also an important factor—although not the 

most important one—driving employment decisions for second hires. The “de-

sirability of the initial hire” ranked at 84 percent among survey respondents as 

a reason to hire a partner (Figure 26). Faculty are also likely to favor a partner 

hire when their department benefits directly from the initial hire; that is, when the 

first hire is in their department. Sixty-four percent of respondents reported faculty 

members in their department favored a dual hire or retention when the first hire is 

in their own department (Figure 23). Only 37 percent of respondents reported that 

they favored a partner hire when their department got the second partner only 

(Figure 23).

Faculty also see dual hiring as one way to promote diversity by increasing the 

proportion of women and underrepresented minorities on staff (Figure 23). One 

department chair remarked, “I think dual-career hiring is going to be critical to 

increasing the numbers of women and minorities in the professoriate, but it can 

function successfully only if academic standards and departmental autonomy are 

maintained and respected.”

In addition to being asked how faculty perceive partner hiring, respondents were 

asked how their departments use partner hiring. Twenty-four percent agree that 

departments used couple hiring to recruit nationally and internationally renowned 

faculty “a great deal” or “a lot,” whereas another 55 percent agree that depart-

ments use dual hiring for this reason “a moderate amount” or “a little” (Figure 27). 

Faculty also agreed that departments use partner hiring to retain good faculty 

(Figure 27). A number of professors commented that couple hiring provides “great 

strength to a department’s ability to attract top talent,” especially at the rank of 

full professor. Survey respondents also commented that couple hiring can bring 

stability to departments if each partner is well-placed professionally. Fifty-six per-

cent of respondents agreed that academic couples benefit their departments by 

“adding something valuable” (e.g., loyalty, socializing, synergy) (Figure 23). 

 

Still, couple hiring raises concerns. In our survey, 44 percent of faculty overall 

(and a little more than one-third of academic couples themselves) worry that hir-

ing a couple in the same department may create conflicts of interest (Figure 23). 

Concerns can run high when one member of a couple takes on an administrative 

position. When this happens, some faculty express fears about nepotism, and 

some dual-hire couples find it “awkward.” One woman department chair “bent 

over backward” not to favor her husband in any way. Another woman in a law 
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Figure 27: Faculty Perceptions of How Departments Use Couple 
Hiring*

To Retain  
Good Faculty
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Renowned Faculty
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n A Great Deal  n A Lot  n A Moderate Amount  n A Little  n Never

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

school did not step up to become dean, because her husband was on faculty. 

Some universities have policies against couples directly supervising each other’s 

work. In such cases, oversight might be transferred to a noninterested party: a 

dean, provost, or another independent administrator. This, too, has its problems. 

One female professor thought that she lost out professionally by being supervised 

by an administrator outside her department who did not know her work well; she 

thought that she lost the “advocacy” usually associated with a department chair.

Although a number of faculty worry that by accommodating a partner hire their 

department will miss out on future hiring opportunities, some departments game 

the system to increase the size of their group. One second hire applied for an 

open position in a particular department but was told to withdraw her application 

and go the partner-hiring route. She obliged and commented that through this ar-

rangement her department got two faculty members for the price of one: She cost 

the department one-third of her salary; the new faculty member hired through the 

open search (into a field that complemented her own) was hired at two-thirds of 

the usual cost by virtue of being appointed jointly with another department. 
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Types of Positions

Partners can be hired into all types of academic positions, and universities have 

been creative about finding good fits. The gold standard for academic employ-

ment is, of course, tenure-track or tenured jobs. In our survey, we found that most 

second hires are in fact placed in tenure or tenure-track positions (see Figures 4 

and 28—as noted earlier, it is important to remember that our sample includes 

full-time faculty only). Offering tenure-track or tenured positions to qualified part-

ners can be “a win–win” situation for everyone involved. Our findings reveal that 

second hires are as productive as their disciplinary peers (see Are Second Hires 

Less Qualified Than Other Hires? below). 

Partners who are not hired into regular faculty positions are often taken on as 

adjuncts—lecturers, research associates, visiting professors, and the like—with 

renewable contracts. A few even become permanent, senior lecturers or the 

equivalent with good job security. Overall 17 percent of second hires in our survey 

are taken on as adjuncts, research associates, and so forth. Universities who hire 

partners as research professors or research associates sometimes provide salary 

for two years as part of a startup package, but thereafter they expect candidates 

to provide their own salary and research money through sponsored research. 

These soft money positions can work in the sciences but are rarely sustainable in 

the social sciences or humanities where external funding is less available. Sev-

Figure 28: Current Ranks of First and Second Hires at  
Participant Medical Schools*‡
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eral partners in our survey commented that they held appointments that allowed 

them to work as principal investigators in laboratories but were offered few other 

resources. One vice provost noted that adjuncts at his university generally sought 

better positions as soon as possible; another reported that lecturers at her univer-

sity had unionized in efforts to improve conditions.

One difficult situation institutions face is making offers to junior faculty whose 

partner will not finish his or her Ph.D. or the equivalent for another couple of years 

and will then go on the job market. Universities may lose their junior hire at that 

time or need to create another job. One university in our study allows a department 

or college to “lock in” a good-faith agreement (backed up with available funds) to 

consider hiring a partner of a particular candidate in the future. Another university 

may offer a partner of a junior hire a two-year postdoctoral fellowship. Although 

low-income positions, many postdoctoral fellowships require little teaching and 

allow the partner to build up a good research profile. This buys the university time 

to be able to perhaps place that partner.

These temporary or ad hoc positions for partners allow couples to move together, 

and some are designed to tide a partner over until a tenure-track position opens. 

Nonetheless, these types of positions can also disadvantage partners’ ability to 

find good permanent employment because temporary positions typically do not 

provide the resources required to further careers. It is worth reiterating that, once 

the first hire has formally accepted an offer, his or her power to negotiate dimin-

ishes. One professor of English commented that universities need “to face the is-

sue and bite the bullet” at the time of the first hire. Another professor commented 

that her department lost “a stellar hire” because the departments where the part-

ner might “fit” would not make tenure-track offers. According to this professor, 

the couple ended up accepting offers at a “comparable university” (in terms of 

size, location, and research character) that offered the couple two tenure-track 

positions. 

Nevertheless, some partners are willing to accept temporary lectureships, even 

unpaid courtesy appointments. Couples who wish to be together may choose to 

maximize their overall situation by accepting one partner’s best job offer and set-

tling for a less-than-optimal position for the other. 

A number of respondents to our survey expressed interest in shared or split tenure-

track positions.51 “These can,” one biologist commented, “be very family friendly.” 
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Less than 1 percent of respondents with academic partners in our survey share or 

split a position. Only one university in our study offered shared faculty positions 

as an advertised option. Typically, if a position is split and each partner holds 50 

percent, each is eligible for tenure. A number of faculty in our survey expressed 

interest in such fractional but mainstream positions (for any faculty member, not 

only couples) as a way to accommodate faculty who might have heavy family re-

sponsibilities and suggested that these positions be reviewed every five to seven 

years with options for new career opportunities as family circumstances change. 

This scenario works only in areas where the cost of living is sufficiently low for 

each faculty member to survive on half a salary. It should be noted that job shar-

ing is often not an option for same-sex couples in states that do not allow partner 

benefits to be offered to unmarried couples.

Although we did not study job sharing 

in detail, universities with experience 

in this area suggest that each half po-

sition is best treated as a completely 

independent position in terms of ten-

ure, evaluations, and salary increases. 

They also note that expectations for 

“part-time” work should be laid out 

carefully ahead of time; part time can 

easily expand to full time without extra 

compensation or reward. Expectations 

for expanding part-time to full-time 

positions also need to be understood 

on both sides of the table before con-

tracts are signed. Other considerations of importance for shared positions include 

the following: How independent or interdependent are they? If one half becomes 

vacant, does a partner have the right to assume the full position, or does that half 

revert to the department or central administration? What is the tenure process for 

fractional appointment?

“�My institution has 
had to be proactive 
about partner hiring 
because there is 
no ‘peer university’ 
or college within 
commuting distance.”  
– Professor of English
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“�My department has 
what can be called a 
dual-career ‘culture’; 
there is general 
consensus regarding 
the desirability of 
hiring academic 
couples inside 
and outside the 
department.”  
– Professor of History

Geographic Location

A key factor in promoting couple hiring 

is the geographic location of the insti-

tution. Major universities in relatively 

isolated settings, such as small college 

towns, have a great need to accom-

modate couples, whereas institutions 

in metropolitan areas can sometimes 

successfully offer faculty to neighbor-

ing universities or at least expect that 

the partner will be able to find employ-

ment in the area. 

Couple hiring can be a boon for univer-

sities with no peer institutions within 

commuting distance. Many of these 

institutions are in college towns where 

the low cost of living makes them great places to live and raise families. In our 

study, five (all of them public) of our 13 institutions are located in areas where they 

are the only major academic game in town. Many of these universities set aside 

funds for partner hiring and recognize the desirability of hiring academic couples. 

One endowed professor spoke of a dual-career “culture” in her department and 

noted that such hiring enhances faculty loyalty to the university.

Universities in metropolitan areas (eight in our study, five of them private) have 

the advantage of potentially placing partners in other local universities. It is not 

unusual, for example, for Harvard to call upon MIT or Boston University, Stanford 

upon Berkeley or Foothill College, or Columbia upon New York University or one of 

the many other local universities to place a partner or vice versa. Recognizing this 

advantage of having multiple academic institutions within reasonable commuting 

distance, universities are turning more and more to the Higher Education Recruit-

ment Consortia (HERC). Thirteen HERCs, with more than 300 member institu-

tions, have been founded since early 2000, first in Northern California and now in 

New England, Metro New York and Southern Connecticut, Chicago, Michigan, St. 

Louis, and elsewhere; a national office was established in 2008. They provide a 

systematic approach to what used to happen informally: They support the efforts 

of member institutions to “recruit and retain outstanding and diverse faculty and 

staff and to assist dual-career couples” through the sharing of “information, re-
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sources, and best practices.”52 The Northern California HERC includes 52 institu-

tions, ranging from the California State Universities to Stanford and the University 

of California, Berkeley. Similarly, the Metro New York and Southern Connecticut 

HERC networks 42 colleges and universities, including Columbia University, Vas-

sar College, Fordham University, and Yale. The usefulness of these organizations 

depends largely on geographic proximity between pairs of institutions.

The many HERCs springing up around the country provide web-based search 

engines that include listings for all faculty, staff, and executive jobs at member 

institutions and allow couples to search for two jobs simultaneously. Couples—es-

pecially at the junior level—can match job opportunities within specific geographic 

locations. One of HERC’s strengths is facilitating collaboration between diverse 

institutions, which gives faculty partners a broad array of choices in searching for 

institutions that fit their preparation and background. As one provost remarked, 

however, other universities currently have little incentive to hire a partner from an-

other university: “It’s usually a long shot.” But over time, HERC may build strong 

direct relationships among local institutions. Indeed, connections could warm 

when the partner proposed is better than a neighboring institution might otherwise 

be able to attract. They would also warm if cash were exchanged. A statistics 

professor commented that institutions might better deliver on their often earnestly 

held commitment to facilitating opportunities for dual-career academic couples if 

neighboring institutions explored “constructive, cash-exchanging partnerships.” 

A university, such as the University of California, Berkeley, which provides hous-

ing benefits, for example, might profitably place a partner at nearby Mills College, 

which does not. Or the institution of the first hire might offer to pay part of a second 

hire’s salary at a HERC member institution for a specified length of time—loosely 

following the model of departments that cost share within institutions.

Couples who do not find positions at the same or neighboring institution(s) often 

commute (or one may drop out of academia altogether). When professors face 

long commutes, universities tend to lose in terms of faculty research, contact 

hours with students, committee work, and, most importantly, in terms of the kind 

of serendipitous intellectual exchange that happens when people run into each 

other informally.53 Faculty tend to lose in terms of time spent with family and 

with scholarly colleagues. Needless to say, academic partners prefer to work near 

one another. The majority of survey respondents with academic partners (includ-

ing those who work on different campuses) found faculty jobs within reasonable 

commuting distance (one hour or less). However, if necessary, some faculty will 
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commute thousands of miles and keep separate households in order to have the 

jobs they desire. 

Couple hiring is a welcome solution for academic couples who have spent sub-

stantial time on the road. A woman faculty member in the humanities who was 

a second hire exuded, “I am incredibly fortunate to work at an institution where 

dual-career hiring is a universitywide priority and where funds are made available 

to make these hires possible. My husband and I commuted between academic 

appointments thousands of miles apart for five years and now are both tenure-

track in the same department. This possibility was instrumental in our decision to 

come to this institution. There are many dual-career couples in our department, 

so we do not feel professionally isolated because of our situation.”

Are Second Hires Less Qualified Than Other Hires?

One problem with couple hiring is that a stigma of “less good” often attaches 

to a second hire; as noted above, 74 percent of second-hire respondents in our 

sample are women. Twenty-nine percent of respondents in our survey reported 

that their departments had, in fact, hired a partner whom they considered “under-

qualified,” and 37 percent of all respondents report that a second hire is treated 

with less respect than a first hire in their departments (Figure 23). These findings 

have serious implications. Hiring under-qualified faculty dilutes the quality of de-

partments. Treating faculty as second-class citizens disrupts departmental colle-

giality, leading to poor working condi-

tions all around.

In the best-case scenario, depart-

ments make careful decisions, and 

second hires are well qualified and 

treated with respect. One female fac-

ulty member wrote, “Even though I 

was an accompanying hire, I have 

been treated with the utmost respect 

in my position, have received ample 

support, and have been very success-

ful in reaching my goals. I am currently 

going through the tenure/promotion 

process (successfully so far) and feel 

that I have a rewarding future in front 

“�One partner is almost 
always perceived as 
better than the other. 
The other partner 
then suffers, in terms 
of what is offered, in 
reduced long-term 
support, and also 
psychologically as a 
second-class citizen.”  
– Professor of Medicine
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of me at this institution.” A woman professor in the humanities wrote, “My col-

leagues are wonderful and I have never been treated as a second-class citizen (in 

fact, I was told that they hired my husband so that they could hire me—not true, 

but a nice gesture).” Still another woman added that her experience has been 

good; her institution has treated both partners as regular faculty members each 

with distinct roles.

More often, though, the picture is not so rosy. A number of respondents com-

mented that they have been treated like “trailing spouses” since they were hired. 

“It is a highly stigmatized situation,” one lamented. Another stated, “Some col-

leagues see me first as someone’s wife.” A male faculty member noted that his 

institution regularly treats “secondary” hires as second-class citizens, regardless 

of gender, by offering the second hire a rank below his or her previous academic 

rank or, in his case, refusing to continue tenure, or both. A male professor of 

medicine commenting on couple hires said, “One partner is almost always per-

ceived as better than the other. The other partner then suffers, in terms of what 

is offered, in reduced long-term support, and also psychologically as a second-

class citizen.” He continued that, in his view, the most successful partner hires 

are those where couples are hired at the same rank and either work together as 

an effective team or work completely independently in separate departments. A 

second hire (a biologist) wrote that the downside for a second hire (when viewed 

as a trailing spouse) is that the university does just enough to keep him and his 

partner but that the package given him was limited in terms of position, salary, 

laboratory space, and money. Not having a “full laboratory,” he continued, “slows 

down productivity and makes movement into a tenure-track position either here 

or elsewhere more difficult.”

In some cases, institutional and departmental priorities and cycles may determine 

who becomes the first hire, and academic couples may flip lead partner over the 

course of their careers. In our survey, dual-hired faculty explained that at some 

times and in some places the current second hire has been the first hire. One 

partner in a same-sex couple in the humanities noted that she and her partner 

had managed four dual hires over 16 years at “full rank and full salary.” Our data 

suggest this kind of success is rare. Her partner commented further that for two 

of those hires she was the first hire and for two of those hires her partner led. In a 

sense, who is the first hire—in couples who are well matched professionally—can 

be arbitrary and depend on the hiring priorities of an institution and what job has 

been advertised.
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No matter who is hired first, however, the second hire may be made to feel unwel-

come. Moreover, women who were hired by institutions through an open search 

and not as part of a couple hire are sometimes, nonetheless, seen as a “spousal” 

hire with the stigma that that might entail.

Given the strong views on this topic, we set out to measure the academic pro-

ductivity of second hires in our data set. Academic productivity is complicated 

to examine and difficult to quantify. A scholar’s productivity is a function of so 

many tangibles and intangibles, and measures of productivity—number of journal 

articles, number of books, their impact, and so on—vary greatly from discipline 

to discipline. In our data set, the issue of productivity and second hires is further 

complicated by small sample sizes. Among 9,043 respondents to our survey, 291 

identified themselves as the second hire in a dual-hire scenario; when split by 

discipline, these numbers become, obviously, even smaller. Despite these meth-

odological limitations and conceptual caveats, our data suggest that second hires 

are not less productive than are their disciplinary peers, contrary to the stereo-

types and stigma attached to the partner who “follows.”

Taking the three disciplines with the largest second-hire sample sizes in our data 

set (natural sciences, social sciences, and humanities), and looking at assistant, 

associate, and full/endowed professors only, we examined the relationship be-

tween second-hire status and number of articles published over the course of 

a career after controlling for the respondent’s gender and rank, two major and 

interrelated “predictors” of publication rates.54 Although journal articles may carry 

more or less weight by discipline (in terms of calculating total productivity), we 

examined each discipline separately, such that an individual’s article count was 

always compared with article counts of other scholars in her or his own discipline. 

Article counts varied reasonably in each discipline; to compensate for the skewed 

nature of the variable, we used a natural log transformation of number of articles 

to normalize the distribution.

Because books, rather than articles, are particularly important indicators of pro-

ductivity for scholars in the humanities, we also examined the number of books 

published among respondents in this field alone, again using the natural log trans-

formation of the variable and the same controls as we used in the articles analy-

ses. Appendix C provides additional details about our methodology.
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Starting with simple correlations, being a second hire was negatively correlated 

with the number of articles in both the natural and social sciences, but this rela-

tionship was reduced to statistical nonsignificance once gender and rank were 

controlled using linear regression procedures. In the humanities, being a second 

hire was not correlated with either measure of productivity (articles or books), 

and the variable did not enter either regression equation as a significant predic-

tor. Thus, our data suggest that productivity levels among second hires are not 

significantly different from those among their peers after data are disaggregated 

by field, and gender and rank are accounted for. We should reiterate, however, 

that these data describe full-time faculty employed in tenure-track positions, that 

is to say, faculty who successfully landed tenure-line jobs and are still employed 

in academia. Of course, future analyses of productivity among larger samples of 

second hires and their peers must explore the many additional and complex fac-

tors that affect both publication count and record, such as impact of scholarship, 

available resources for research, and the like.

Evaluating the Dual-Hiring Process

We close this report by looking at how academic couples evaluate their hiring 

processes. Ours is necessarily a crude measure given that practices differ greatly 

across institutions. We encourage universities to develop effective methods for 

evaluating their own policies and practices. 

Dual-hire respondents in our survey were relatively satisfied with their hiring pro-

cess because they are academics who achieved the “holy grail” of two posi-

tions (frequently tenure and tenure-track) at the same or neighboring institution(s)  

(Figure 29). As might be expected, the majority of respondents in this category 

(66%) rate the dual-hire process at their university “good” or “excellent.” The 

first hire typically goes more smoothly than the second. First hires (both men and 

women) found the process of their own hires good or excellent (78%) but were 

not as happy with the hiring process for their partners. Second-hire respondents, 

by contrast, were, for the most part, satisfied with their hiring process, although it 

is important to keep in mind that second hires in our sample are full-time faculty 

members. First hires who found their partners’ hiring process unsatisfactory may 

be reporting on partners who did not achieve full-time faculty status. 
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Figure 29: Evaluating the Dual-Hiring Process*

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

n Excellent  n Good  n Fair  n Poor  n Very Poor

Evaluation of Overall 
Hiring Process Among 

All Dual Hires

First-Hire Evaluation of 
His/Her Hiring Process

First-Hire Evaluation of 
Partner’s Hiring Process

Second-Hire Evaluation 
of His/Her Hiring Process

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

40%26% 23% 7% 4%

42%36% 15% 4% 3

30%20% 29% 13% 9%

37%31% 19% 9% 4%

* Percentages do not add to 100 due to rounding.

If we zoom in on the 381 dual hires who were dissatisfied with their hiring pro-

cess—that is, dual hires who rated at least one aspect of the hire “fair,” “poor,” or 

“very poor”—44 percent of them were dissatisfied with the second hire’s offer; 32 

percent were dissatisfied with the way their department chair handled the situa-

tion. The university upper administration was also cited as not lending sufficient 

support to the process (26%). Finally, 27 percent thought that they did not receive 

what was promised during negotiations. 
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One professor in our study commented that dual hiring can be a “win–win 

strategy”—smart for universities because they are often able to “lock 

in” two excellent researchers; and smart for couples because, all other 

things being equal, they enjoy a better quality of life. Indeed, our data show that 

faculty take partners’ career success very seriously when weighing their own ca-

reer opportunities. With academic couples comprising some 36 percent of the 

professoriate and dual hires making up 10 percent of all hires in our study, couple 

hiring has become an important part of the institutional landscape. Our data sug-

gest that today’s academics are determined more than ever to strike a sustainable 

balance between working and private lives. When they have choices, couples 

prefer to live together and take jobs where each partner can flourish profession-

ally. Universities risk losing prized faculty if suitable employment cannot be found 

for qualified partners.

This report has shown that couple hiring is also important for enhancing gender 

equality. Academic women more often than men have academic partners and 

more often than men refuse job offers if their partners cannot find satisfactory 

employment. Moreover, senior women first hires will, more often than men, seek 

to place partners who are their equals in terms of rank and status. Understanding 

how men and women think about, and value, their partnerships may help universi-

ties refine policies governing couple hiring in ways that promote greater gender 

equality. 

Further, this study confirms that couple hiring is important for attracting more 

women to underrepresented fields, such as engineering and the natural sciences. 

Academics practice disciplinary endogamy; they tend to couple in similar fields of 

study and often work in the very same department. 

Concluding Remarks
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As we have emphasized, dual-career academic hiring must be done carefully.  

In couple hiring, as in any faculty search, each case is unique and must be consid-

ered on its merits. No one gains from a weak or inappropriate partner hire—least 

of all the partner him- or herself. 

A key recommendation of this report is that universities develop agreed-upon and 

written policies or guidelines for vetting requests for partner hiring. The purpose 

of such policies is to increase transparency, consistency, and fairness. We are not 

proposing that universities necessarily hire more couples; we are proposing that 

when a search committee or department chair is alerted to the fact that a candi-

date or faculty member has a partner seeking employment, each institution has a 

process that moves that request swiftly and carefully to an appropriate outcome. 

Transparent and consistent policies do not in themselves determine outcomes; 

they do not dictate standards for hires. Policies define the process by which 

partners are considered for hire. Outcomes depend on the quality of candidates,  

institutional priorities, and available funding.

Academic couples represent a deep and diverse talent pool. Dual-career aca-

demic hiring is today one of the many strategies universities are developing to re-

cruit and retain top talent from the broadest range of applicants. Supporting dual 

careers opens another avenue by which universities can compete for the best and 

brightest and enhance competitive excellence.
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appendix A 

Study Methodology and Survey 
Demographics

Designed by Stanford University’s Clayman 
Institute for Gender Research, the Managing 
Academic Careers Survey presented up to 46 
questions for all respondents, with six additional 
questions for respondents with academic part-
ners (e.g., partner’s rank and field of appoint-
ment) and another 11 questions for respondents 
who had participated in a dual hire (e.g., respon-
dent was a first, second, or joint hire). The survey 
collected general data on faculty demographics, 
partner status, satisfaction, productivity, house-
holds, mobility, and perceptions of couple hir-
ing. As part of the survey design process, the 
Clayman Institute convened a faculty seminar 
on dual hiring in November 2005 and two focus 
groups with Stanford administrators and faculty 
in January 2006. Survey questions were tested 
in live pilot sessions with Stanford faculty dur-
ing the spring of 2006. The online version of the 
survey was piloted in July 2006.

Over the course of 2006, the institute recruited 
13 leading U.S. research universities to partici-
pate in our study (five private institutions and 
eight public). Twelve of these 13 universities are 
classified in the 2005 Carnegie Classification as 
Research Universities (very high research activ-
ity) and one as a Special Focus Institution. Uni-
versities were selected to represent major geo-
graphic regions across the United States as well 
as metropolitan areas and college towns. 

Between November 2006 and January 2007, the 
institute, with the assistance of each of our par-
ticipant universities, administered the online sur-
vey to nearly 30,000 faculty who were identified 
as full time by administrators at each institution. 
The study was limited to full-time faculty be-
cause (1) this was the group of faculty to whom 
we had most ready access given institutional 
data and (2) this is the group that represents the 
core of the professoriate. Faculty were sent an 
e-mail invitation that described the project as “a 

new nationwide faculty survey.” Faculty received 
a total of four e-mails regarding the online sur-
vey (one introductory e-mail and three follow-up  
e-mails with the survey link). Survey respondents 
did not receive compensation for their participa-
tion. A total of 9,043 faculty responded to the 
survey, constituting a 30.4 percent response 
rate.55 Eleven percent of our faculty respondents 
(n=1,027) provided substantive open-ended 
comments in addition to their survey responses; 
we report representative views across these 
comments. We also interviewed administrators 
and faculty at 18 universities (our 13 participant 
universities plus five others) in order to collect 
as many innovative dual-career hiring practices 
as possible.

Figure A-1 summarizes basic demographic char-
acteristics of our respondents. The percentages 
of Hispanic/Latino/a and Black/African Ameri-
can respondents do not add to the total percent-
age of underrepresented racial/ethnic minorities 
(see Box 1 above, Partner Status of Underrep-
resented Minorities) because some respondents 
who were classified as “Other” marked multiple  
underrepresented ethnicities and/or Native 
American/Alaskan. These respondents are in- 
cluded in our full subsample of underrepresented 
minority faculty (n=596).
 
As Table A-1 shows, women are overrepresent-
ed in our survey sample. Women comprise 41 
percent of respondents, 31 percent (on average) 
at the institutions we surveyed, and about 38 
percent of instructional and research faculty at 
four-year institutions nationally.56 However, we 
opted not to weight our survey data to “correct” 
for the overrepresentation of women because 
most of our core analyses and key results are 
conducted and reported for men and women 
separately. 
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Moreover, our sample is representative of the 
faculty population at our participating universi-
ties on other key measures. The proportion of 
underrepresented racial/ethnic minorities in our 
sample is essentially the same as that among 
the full population. In addition, the relative pro-
portions of full, associate, and assistant profes-
sors in our sample are closely aligned to those 
in the population. (Nearly all of the 13 institutions 
provided rank statistics for their faculty popula-
tion; only a small number of institutions, howev-
er, provided information on the numbers of off-
tenure-track and adjunct faculty, so we report 
the population proportions of full, associate, and 
assistant professors only in order to determine 
the representativeness of our sample by rank.) 
The distribution of the faculty population by field 
was provided by some institutions, but not all; 
further, because of wide variation in the way that 

Figure A-1: Survey Demographics*

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Gender

race/
Ethnicity

orientation*

n Women  n Men

n Other  n Hispanic/Latino/a  n Black/African American  n Asian  n White

n Same-Sex   n Heterosexual

94%6%

59%41%

82%9%3 3 3

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

* Because of the way our data were gathered, the proportion of same-sex faculty was computed among partnered respondents only.

institutions themselves structure schools and 
colleges, we decided to compare our distribu-
tion of respondents by field to a weighted na-
tional distribution of full-time faculty at four-year 
institutions. This comparison shows our survey 
sample to be fairly representative of all fields ex-
cept humanities and medicine. Humanities fac-
ulty are underrepresented in our survey sample; 
medical faculty are overrepresented. Nearly all 
of our 13 participating universities have medical 
schools.

As noted earlier, it is important to remember that 
our sample included full-time faculty only, which 
means that our survey data are representative of 
full-time faculty only. The distribution of second-
hire respondents by rank, for example, might be 
slightly different had all faculty (part time, full 
time, and otherwise) participated in the study. 
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Table A-1: Select Sample AND Population Statistics: GENDER, 
RACE/ETHNICITY, AND Professorial Rank*

(all numbers are rounded and valid percentages)

“Managing 
Academic Careers” 
respondent sample: 
Full, Associate, 
Assistant Professor 
only

“Managing 
Academic 
Careers” 
respondent 
sample: 
(N=9,043)

Population at 
participating 
institutions

Gender					   

	 Women	 41		  31	

Race/Ethnicity

	 Underrepresented minority	 7		  8

					   

Current rank

	 Full Professor	 36	 41	 44

	 Associate Professor	 24	 28	 26

	 Assistant Professor	 27	 31	 30

	 Lecturer, Instructor	 7			 

	 Research Associate	 2				  

	 Visiting Scholar, Emeritus, 	 4				  

   	   Medical School Faculty, Other				  

Current rank: women only			   not available

   Full Professor	 24			 

   Associate Professor	 26			 

   Assistant Professor	 34			 

   Lecturer, Instructor	 10			 

   Research Associate	 1		

   Visiting Scholar, Emeritus, 	 5		

      Medical School Faculty, Other				  

Current rank: men only			   not available

	 Full Professor	 45			 

	 Associate Professor	 23			 

	 Assistant Professor	 23		

	 Lecturer, Instructor	 5			 

	 Research Associate	 2		

	 Visiting Scholar, Emeritus, 	 3		

       Medical School Faculty, Other

Note. In our survey, respondents were asked to mark one of 11 rank categories. The first two 
were “Endowed Professor” and “Full Professor.” For the purpose of this table, “Endowed” 

and “Full” are collapsed into one category. Population data from participating institutions do 
not differentiate between endowed and full. “Medical School Faculty” is a category for any 

respondent in Medicine who chose not to mark one of the other 10 categories due to different 
tenure and ladder lines in medical school. It was a category accompanied by a drop-down 

menu that allowed respondents to indicate clinical/non-clinical position and status. Population 
data were collected from participating institutions and Association of American Universities 

Data Exchange (AAUDE); only those statistics for which data were obtained from at least 11 of 
the 13 schools are reported. Since not all of our institutions provided data such as sample size 

(which would have allowed us to compute weighted percentages), we have simply reported 
mean percentages on most measures.

*Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
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Table A-2: Select Sample and National Statistics: Field of Study* 

(all numbers are rounded and valid percentages)

	 “Managing 
	 Academic 
	 Careers”
	 respondent 
	 sample:
	 (N=9,043)	 National statistics

Current field of appointment

   Business	 5	 7

   Education	 5	 8

   Engineering	 9	 6

   Humanities	 18	 31

   Law	 2	 1

   Medicine	 28	 6

   Natural Sciences	 19	 21

   Social Sciences	 15	 17

   Other	 n/a	 3

			 

Current field of appointment: women only	 	

   Business	 4	 5

   Education	 7	 12

   Engineering	 4	 2

   Humanities	 22	 33

   Law	 2	 1

   Medicine	 30	 12

   Natural Sciences	 14	 13

   Social Sciences	 18	 17

   Other	 n/a	 5			

	

Current field of appointment: men only	

   Business	 6	 8

   Education	 3	 6

   Engineering	 12	 8

   Humanities	 15	 29

   Law	 2	 1

   Medicine	 27	 3

   Natural Sciences	 23	 25

   Social Sciences	 14	 16

   Other	 n/a	 3

Note. National statistics are derived from the Higher Education Research Institute 
Faculty Survey, 2004-2005, and refer to full-time faculty at four-year institutions only.

Field categories are not identical between our survey and HERI data, thus limiting 
exact comparability.  

*Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
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appendix B 

Percentage of Academic Couples in 
Same Department, by Gender

Men 
Respondents 
with Partner 
in Same 
Department

Women 
Respondents 
with Partner 
in Same 
Department

All 
Respondents 
with Partner 
in Same 
Department

All Business Departments 27.8 48.4 35.6

S
cience







 departments











Agriculture/Forestry 36.8 43.8 40.0

Astronomy/Astrophysics 45.5 100.0 60.0

Atmospheric Sciences 57.1 66.7 60.0

Biochemistry 46.7 41.2 43.8

Biology 56.3 53.8 55.2

Biophysics 20.0 0.0 16.7

Botany 33.3 75.0 57.1

Chemistry 18.8 46.2 31.0

Computer Science 10.5 100.0 15.0

Earth Sciences 21.4 71.4 38.1

Environmental Science/

Conservation/Natural Resources
25.0 50.0 35.7

Geology 50.0 66.7 55.6

Marine Sciences 0.0 66.7 40.0

Mathematics 37.9 70.0 51.0

Physics 30.4 58.3 40.0

Statistics 30.0 33.3 31.3

Zoology 0.0* 0.0* 0.0*

Other (for Computational, 

Physical, and Life Sciences)
23.1 37.9 29.4

All Science Departments 54.2 82.7 65.7
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All Education Departments 54.5 35.9 42.3
E

ngineering











 departments











Aerospace 0.0 – 0.0

Architectural 0.0 100.0 50.0

Bio-/Biomedical 0.0 33.3 9.1

Chemical 0.0 0.0 0.0

Civil 0.0 0.0 0.0

Computer Science 11.1 44.4 27.8

Electrical 6.7 0.0 5.6

Environmental 0.0 0.0 0.0

Industrial 0.0 33.3 20.0

Materials 16.7 25.0 21.4

Mechanical 22.2 57.1 37.5

Nuclear 0.0* – 0.0*

Other (for Engineering) 16.7 0.0 14.3

All Engineering Departments 24.7 64.3 39.6

H
umanities










 departments











Architecture/Applied Design 33.3 33.3 33.3

Art and Art History 20.0 38.5 30.4

Classics 40.0 45.5 42.9

English Language and Literature 48.0 57.5 53.7

Ethnic/Cultural/Area Studies 0.0 45.5 35.7

Foreign Language and Literature 70.0 40.8 51.9

History 25.8 40.4 34.2

Linguistics 33.3 50.0 41.7

Music and Music History 57.1 50.0 55.2

Philosophy/Religious Studies 50.0 53.8 52.2

Visual and Performing Arts 46.2 55.6 50.0

Women/Gender/Sexuality Studies 0.0 0.0 0.0

Other (for Humanities) 28.6 18.2 25.0

All Humanities Departments 78.0 69.6 73.4

All Law Departments 38.4 78.9 62.5
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M
edical





 

schools








 /
 departments











Anatomy 0.0 0.0 0.0

Anesthesiology 27.3 50.0 33.3

Biochemistry 50.0 – 50.0

Dentistry 20.0 85.7 47.1

Dermatology 60.0 0.0 37.5

Emergency Medicine 50.0 50.0 50.0

Family Medicine 60.0 0.0 25.0

Internal Medicine 29.4 45.0 36.3

Microbiology 0.0 28.6 20.0

Neurology 0.0 37.5 21.4

Nursing 0.0 8.3 7.7

Obstetrics and Gynecology 50.0 14.3 30.8

Ophthalmology 0.0 0.0 0.0

Optometry 100.0* 100.0* 100.0*

Orthopedic Surgery 0.0 50.0 33.3

Otolaryngology 0.0 – 0.0

Pathology 9.1 18.8 14.8

Pediatrics 57.1 18.8 34.0

Pharmacology 27.3 62.5 42.1

Physical Medicine/ 
Occupational Therapy/ 
Rehabilitation

– 0.0 0.0

Physiology 16.7 0.0 10.0

Psychiatry 23.1 9.1 16.7

Public Health/Preventive 
Medicine/Clinical Social Work

40.0 0.0 10.0

Radiology 45.5 22.2 35.0

Surgery 7.1 22.2 13.0

Veterinary Sciences 20.0 22.2 21.1

Other (for Medicine) 17.4 13.0 15.2

All Medical Schools/Departments 70.3 68.3 69.3
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Anthropology/Archaeology 42.9 42.9 42.9

Communications/Media 
Studies/Journalism

31.8 21.4 27.8

Economics 42.1 69.2 53.1

Geography/Urban Planning 27.3 22.2 25.0

Library/Information Science 57.1 25.0 36.8

Political Science/Government 47.8 47.6 47.7

Psychology 52.4 41.7 46.7

Public Policy 28.6 16.7 23.1

Social Work/Public 
Administration

25.0 25.0 25.0

Sociology 63.3 57.6 60.3

Other (for Social Work) 43.5 24.3 31.7

All Social Science Departments 57.8 58.8 58.3

S
ocial




 
science








 departments












Note. All percents are valid.

“–” means there were no respondents in this specific department.

Departments with asterisks (*) are those with 10 or fewer total respondents 
in our sample; the percentage of couples who are in the same department is 
typically based on a smaller n because not all respondents had an academic 

partner and provided partner department data.
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Four linear regressions were conducted for 
these analyses: The first predicted the num-
ber of articles published over the course of 
a career among respondents in natural sci-
ence subdisciplines; the second predicted 
the number of articles among respondents in 
social science subdisciplines; and the third 
and fourth predicted the number of articles 
and books, respectively, among respondents 
in humanities subdisciplines. Given the pa-
rameters for our analyses (i.e., excluding 
lecturers), there were 1,462 respondents in 
natural sciences (of whom 39 were self-iden-
tified second hires), 1,177 respondents in 
social sciences (66 second hires), and 1,335 
respondents in humanities (68 second hires). 

On the survey, respondents were asked to en-
ter the number of articles they had published 
over their career; entries ranged from 0 to 999. 
In each discipline, the variable was extremely 
skewed; as a result, we analyzed number of 
articles expressed as a natural logarithm. The 
distribution of books among humanists was also 
skewed (although to a lesser extent than was the 
number of articles) and was therefore analyzed 
using the natural log. Listwise deletion was used 
for each regression, and final n’s are listed in the 
table that follows.

In each regression, we controlled for three vari-
ables before testing the “effect” of second-hire 
status (0 = not a second hire, 1 = second hire) 
on total number of articles or books published: 
gender (0 = male, 1 = female) and rank (two 
categorical dummy variables for full professor 
and associate professor, each coded 0/1, with 
assistant professor as the reference group). We 
selected these controls for two reasons. 

First, gender and rank are important factors to 
consider in productivity, as previous research 
suggests.57 Rank is an obvious control both 
alone and as it relates to gender: Higher-rank-

appendix C 

Methodological Note for Productivity 
Analyses

ing faculty tend to have more publications, and 
higher-ranking faculty tend to be men. Previous 
research also suggests that women’s productiv-
ity may be lower than that of their male peers 
even after accounting for gender differences in 
rank and experience, which may be at least part-
ly attributable to gender differences in teaching 
commitments versus involvement in funded re-
search, size of laboratories, and other structural, 
social, and cultural issues.58 At the same time, 
however, the average citation count per publi-
cation is higher among academic women than 
among academic men, even though men have 
a greater number of total publications (and cita-
tions) overall.59 Thus, gender and rank are close-
ly tied to productivity—in terms of both quantity 
and quality of published work.

Second, women and lower-ranking faculty com-
prise a greater proportion of the 291 self-identi-
fied second hires in our data set (compared with 
men and higher-ranking faculty). Therefore, to 
separate possible “second-hire effects” from 
possible “gender and rank effects” described 
above, gender and rank must be controlled 
first in the regression models. Put in a different 
way, to quantify the relationship between being 
a second hire and number of articles or books 
published net of other factors that may affect 
their productivity, we first controlled for gender 
and rank. Second-hire status was tested in the 
third block.

As described in the body of the report, once 
gender and rank were controlled for in the natu-
ral and social sciences, the significant negative 
correlation between second-hire status and 
number of articles lost significance, and the 
second-hire variable did not enter the regres-
sion equations as a significant predictor. In the 
humanities, the simple correlation between sec-
ond-hire status and number of articles or books 
was not significant to begin with and did not 
enter the regression equations as a significant 
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predictor. Thus, the publication records of sec-
ond hires in the sciences and humanities did not 
significantly differ from those among their peers 
once data were disaggregated by field, and gen-
der and rank were accounted for. 

Small sample sizes indicate that the results of 
these regressions should be interpreted cau-
tiously. Moreover, the samples for these analyses 
include faculty in full-time tenure-line positions 
only, meaning that these are second hires and 
colleagues who have been “successfully” hired 

into the academy. Finally, we did not include sev-
eral control variables here that might be includ-
ed in future models using larger samples, such 
as time since degree, teaching responsibilities, 
and resources available for research. Inclusion 
of these controls would help to explain not only 
second-hire effects (or the absence thereof) but 
also any gender differences in total number of 
publications that could not be explained by rank 
alone. Analyses of scholarly effect would help to 
elaborate these findings as well.

Table C-1: Results of Linear Regressions to Estimate  
the Relationship Between Second-Hire Status and Number  
of Journal Articles and Books Published in Career

	N  (after
	 listwise			   Final	 Adjusted
	 deletion)	 Mean (SD)	 Pearson’s r	 Beta	 R2

Natural Sciences	 1,458						      .338
Dependent variable: number 
of articles (natural log)		  3.67 (1.18)					   
Gender: female		  0.28 (0.45)	 –.207	 ***	 –.079	 ***	
Rank: full professor		  0.51 (0.50)	 .545	 ***	 .646	 ***	
Rank: associate professor		  0.22 (0.42)	 –.136	 ***	 .216	 ***	
Second-hire status		  0.03 (0.16)	 –.061	 *  	 –.012		

Humanities	 1,332						      .296
Dependent variable: number 
of articles (natural log)		  2.46 (1.18)					   
Gender: female		  0.49 (0.50)	 –.140	 ***	 –.046		
Rank: full professor		  0.40 (0.49)	 .474	 ***	 .648	 ***	
Rank: associate professor		  0.33 (0.47)	 –.050	 * 	 .323	 ***	
Second-hire status		  0.05 (0.22)	 –.008		  .021		

Humanities	 1,332						      .372
Dependent variable: number 
of books (natural log)		  0.80 (0.70)					   
Gender: female		  0.49 (0.50)	 –.161	 ***	 –.051	 *	
Rank: full professor		  0.40 (0.49)	 .548	 ***	 .721	 ***	
Rank: associate professor		  0.33 (0.47)	 –.092	 ***	 .322	 ***	
Second-hire status		  0.05 (0.22)	 .000		  .036		

Social Sciences	 1,174						      .422
Dependent variable: number 
of articles (natural log)		  2.96 (1.17)					   
Gender: female		  0.46 (0.50)	 –.186	 ***	 –.028		
Rank: full professor		  0.39 (0.49)	 .557	 ***	 .741	 ***	
Rank: associate professor		  0.28 (0.45)	 .014		  .383	 ***	
Second-hire status		  0.06 (0.23)	 –.063	 *	 .009		

***p < .001 **p < .01 *p < .05

Note. Only assistant, associate, and full or endowed professors were included in these analyses.
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Not all figures and boxes have an accompanying 
methodological note. 

Figure 1. Unless otherwise noted, (1) whenever 
we report sample sizes for a given group or sub-
group, we report full N’s (rather than valid N’s 
for each survey item), and (2) all percents in this 
and following figures are rounded and valid. For 
additional details about methodology, please 
contact the study authors.

Figure 2. The n’s for women and men do not 
add up to the N for all because some respon-
dents did not mark their sex on the survey. 

Figure 4. On the survey, respondents were asked 
to mark one of 11 current ranks (the survey did 
not ask for respondent’s rank at time of hire). In 
these and subsequent rank charts, and unless 
otherwise noted, “Other” includes respondents 
who marked “Other” as well as respondents 
who marked an option titled “Medical School 
Faculty.” This latter option was for respondents 
in medicine who chose not to mark the position 
of full professor, associate professor, assistant 
professor, and so on. As noted in Appendix A, 
this option was accompanied by a drop-down 
menu that allowed respondents to indicate 
clinical or non-clinical status. For any given sub-
group, the number of respondents who marked 
this option was relatively small. 

For these and subsequent rank charts, full pro-
fessor and endowed professor, two separate 
response options in the rank question, are col-
lapsed. Respondents who marked full or en-
dowed professor denote “senior-ranking” fac-
ulty throughout the text.

Figure 6. Because of different tenure and lad-
der lines in medicine, these data exclude all re-
spondents and academic partners in the medi-
cal schools at our participating universities. Put 

appendix D 

Methods Notes for Figures

differently, an associate professor and assistant 
professor in medicine may actually have the 
same “status” but different ranks if one is on a 
clinical line and the other, on a non-clinical line. 
Thus, making statements about who is paired 
with “lower-,” “equal-,” or “higher-”ranking part-
ners is most clear when looking at respondents 
outside of the medical school only. Analyses in 
Figure 6 are limited to respondents in hetero-
sexual partnerships.

Figure 9. The survey asks respondents to list 
their year of appointment at their current in-
stitutions only. Each hiring cohort in this chart 
(1970s, 1980s, 1990s, 2000s) includes all survey 
respondents who were hired at their current in-
stitutions during that decade. 

Box 4. Data include full, associate, and assis-
tant professors only. Source: Digest of Educa-
tion Statistics, 1973–2007, National Center for 
Education Statistics. 

Figure 13. Because of the way survey branch-
ing was designed, these analyses were limited 
to respondents in academic couples where the 
academic partner was (1) currently working in 
the academy or (2) currently searching for work 
in the academy. The sample is further limited to 
respondents who provided general field of ap-
pointment for both her/himself and her/his part-
ner. 

Figure 14. Because of the way survey branch-
ing was designed, these analyses were limited 
to respondents in academic couples where the 
academic partner was (1) currently working in 
the academy or (2) currently searching for work 
in the academy. The sample was further limited 
to respondents who provided specific depart-
ment of appointment for both her/himself and 
her/his partner.
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Figure 15. Respondents were not asked to pro-
vide the racial/ethnic background of their part-
ner, so “Underrepresented Minority Academic 
Couple” in this context refers to race/ethnicity 
of respondent only. Because of the way survey 
branching was designed, these analyses were 
limited to respondents in academic couples 
where the academic partner was (1) currently 
working in the academy or (2) currently search-
ing for work in the academy. The sample is fur-
ther limited to respondents who provided gener-
al field of appointment for both her/himself and 
her/his partner. 

Figure 18. Data are limited to faculty respon-
dents with partners who are currently employed. 
We define these respondents as having (1) em-
ployed, non-academic partners, (2) academic 
partners employed in the academy, or (3) aca-
demic partners employed outside of the acade-
my. Sample sizes for these respondents by rank 
are provided in the chart.

Figure 20. The sample sizes listed in this chart 
are the numbers of men and women in academ-
ic couples who indicated that they have refused 
an outside offer in the past five years. These re-
spondents were then asked to mark reasons for 
refusal on a simple “Yes/No” scale.

Figure 21. This survey question was measured 
along a five-point scale, from 1=“Major loss” to 
5=“Major gain.” In this chart, “percent reporting 
loss” includes respondents who marked “major 
loss” or “loss.” 

Figure 24. The survey asked sequential dual-
hire respondents to indicate if their dual hires 
were for recruitment or retention purposes. Data 
in this figure include first- and second-hire re-
spondents in both recruitment and retention 
cases. In a series of survey questions specific 
to their dual-hire process, first- and second-hire 
respondents were then asked who raised the 
topic of partner employment: the first hire in the 
couple, the second hire in the couple, the hiring 
department/committee, the hiring dean, other, 
or “topic not raised.” 

Figure 25. Data are limited to first- and second-
hire respondents in recruitment dual hires only, 
because the survey question (“What was the 
first time that job opportunities for the second 
hire were discussed?”) was not asked of respon-
dents in retention dual hires. In this chart, “rank” 
refers to rank of first hire (as provided by self-re-
ported first hires plus partner rank data for self-

reported second hires); all possible response 
categories are included in the chart; and sample 
sizes are valid n’s in response to this question.

Figure 26. Respondents who marked “no opin-
ion” are excluded from these analyses. The per-
cent of these respondents ranged from 15–24 
percent of all valid responses to each question. 

Figure 28. We define medical faculty as those 
who have primary appointments in field of 
medicine, marked “medical school faculty” in 
response to the rank question, and/or respond-
ed to a clinical/non-clinical line medical school 
drop-down menu on the survey. We do not split 
these data by sex because of small n’s. As with 
earlier rank charts, “Other” includes respondents 
who marked “medical school faculty.” Some of 
these respondents then went on to indicate their 
clinical status.
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Dual-Career Guidelines for the University of Rhode Island

Prepared by the ADVANCE/PCOSW Work-Life Committee in collaboration with 

Human Resources and the Affirmative Action Office. See www.uri.edu/advance/

work_life_support/dual_career_guidelines.html (accessed June 26, 2008). Repro-

duced here with kind permission.

appendix E 

Model Dual-Career Program 
Guidelines

Approved Policy Statement 
The University of Rhode Island acknowledges 
the importance of supporting dual-career part-
ners in attracting and retaining a quality work-
force, and in its long-range economic benefit 
to the University, and is committed to offering 
placement advice and assistance whenever fea-
sible and appropriate.

What is the Dual Career Assistance 
Program?
University of Rhode Island recognizes that top 
faculty candidates increasingly have partners 
who simultaneously are seeking employment, 
and acknowledges that to remain competitive 
in recruitment and retention, it is important to 
consider the employment needs of partners in 
any faculty hire. Nationally, it is becoming an es-
tablished reality that the presence of a success-
ful dual career assistance program enhances 
institutional effectiveness in recruitment, reten-
tion, overall diversity, and family friendly climate. 
Thus, this program includes suggested guide-
lines to assist accompanying partners of job 
candidates in searching for appropriate employ-
ment opportunities. This program is envisioned 
to work in coordination with other Affirmative 
Action programs and goals.

Employment Assistance, 
Not Job Placement 
Dual Career Assistance at the University of 
Rhode Island is not intended to supersede Af-

firmative Action, Board of Governors, University 
policy, or collective bargaining agreement pro-
visions. Due to the specifics of various labor 
union contracts, these guidelines currently are 
designed to meet the needs of AAUP faculty. 
However, the following recommendations are a 
first step in an ongoing process of developing 
guidelines that effectively address dual career 
needs at URI for all employees. Moreover, the 
University of Rhode Island recognizes the need 
to continuously evaluate the impact of dual ca-
reer assistance on maintaining balance with the 
overall goals of diversity within the University. 

The value of assisting individuals in dual career 
partnerships to obtain employment opportuni-
ties is readily acknowledged, and URI has estab-
lished these guidelines in that spirit. However, it 
is critical to note that individuals are encouraged 
to take advantage of additional career search 
resources in Rhode Island and online, as the 
University does not guarantee or promise em-
ployment to job seekers.

Proposed Dual Career Guidelines

1. Advertising 
URI will add a notice of dual career guidelines 
to job advertisements stating that the University 
of Rhode Island is an EEO/AA employer that is 
responsive to dual career partners.

2. Providing Information 
It is against the law for search committees to ask 
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potential hires about their partners. However, 
these committees should provide information to 
all potential hires regarding URI’s accommoda-
tion of dual career partners. To qualify as a dual 
career partner, applicants must meet the “do-
mestic partner” criteria as defined by state law 
and referred to in collective bargaining agree-
ments (see III. 3. below). All candidates in a job 
search as well as current University employees 
have a right to inquire about opportunities and 
procedures for partner hires. Equal Employment 
Opportunity policies dictate that such inquiries 
will not influence hiring or promotion decisions. 

The Office of Affirmative Action will provide 
these Dual Career Guidelines to all search com-
mittees at URI.

3. Definition of Domestic Partner 
The State of Rhode Island defines “domestic 
partner” as an individual who is at least 18 years 
of age, has shared a common residence with the 
employee for a period of at least 1 year and in-
tends to reside indefinitely with the employee; 
the partner and the employee are not married 
to anyone, they share a mutually exclusive, en-
during relationship, and the partner and the em-
ployee consider themselves life partners, share 
joint responsibility for their common welfare and 
are financially interdependent. 

4. Responding to a Request for 
Dual Career Assistance
A. Off-Campus Employment 
Partners of candidates who have received tenta-
tive job offers may seek the services of Career 
Services, Human Resources, the Dean of the 
candidate’s college, and/or Affirmative Action in 
searching for appropriate employment opportu-
nities off campus. These representatives will be 
responsible for utilizing their formal and informal 
contacts to assist the partner in identifying, ap-
plying for, and interviewing for appropriate off-
campus employment. A designated facilitator 
should be appointed in these cases, as well, 
and should be responsible for ensuring the best 
possible communication between University 
and community connections. 

B. URI Non-Academic Employment 
Partners of candidates who have received tenta-
tive job offers may seek the services of Career 
Services, Human Resources, the Dean of the 
candidate’s college, the Unit Director and/or 
Affirmative Action in searching for appropriate 
employment opportunities on campus. These 
representatives will be responsible for assisting 
the partner in identifying, applying for, and in-

terviewing for appropriate campus employment. 
The following steps should be taken:

1.	 The candidate who has received the ten-
tative job offer should request assistance 
in identifying other on-campus employ-
ment for his or her partner.

2.	 The unit head/chair of the initial hires de-
partment/unit will request a copy of the 
partner’s curriculum vitae and other rel-
evant materials. 

3.	 The unit head/chair will collaborate with 
Career Services, Human Resources, the 
Dean of the candidate’s college, the Unit 
Director and/or Affirmative Action in iden-
tifying possible avenues for the partner. 

4.	 The unit head/chair will collaborate in 
identifying an appropriate facilitator who 
will assist the partner in the job search, 
and ensure that all possible avenues are 
being explored for the partner.

5.	 An accompanying partner, like any other 
candidate, must be systematically re-
viewed by the hiring unit. If that unit be-
lieves the accompanying partner has ap-
propriate credentials and has skills that 
are compatible with the unit’s needs and 
mission, and/or if the partner meets pub-
lished deadlines for application, they may 
request that the accompanying partner be 
considered for an interview or other place-
ment alternatives (as described below).

C. URI Academic Employment
When any candidate or existing employee in-
quires about academic employment at URI for a 
partner, the following steps are recommended:

1.	 The candidate who has received the ten-
tative job offer should request assistance 
in identifying academic employment at 
URI for her or his partner.

2.	 The chair of his or her unit requests a copy 
of the partner’s curriculum vitae and other 
relevant materials.

3.	 This information then is forwarded con-
fidentially to the Department Chair and 
Dean of the College in which the accom-
panying partner is seeking employment, 
as well as to the Office of the Provost. 
These administrators will explore the fit 
between the partner and the target de-
partment. 

4.	 Requesting departments should contact 
the Director of Affirmative Action as soon 
as possible in this process to discuss the 
feasibility of a specific dual-career partner 
request/waiver (see below) before sub-
mitting the paperwork, which includes the 
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Dual-Career Partner Request form, the 
vita of the individual under consideration, 
additional supporting documentation (per 
search committee leader), and a Request 
to Fill form. 

5.	 An accompanying partner, like any other 
candidate, must be systematically re-
viewed by the hiring department. If that 
department believes the accompanying 
partner has appropriate credentials and 
has skills that are compatible with the 
department’s needs and mission (e.g., if 
a forthcoming position is expected or if a 
new position is in line with planned pro-
gram expansion), they may request that 
the accompanying partner be considered 
for a search waiver or other placement al-
ternatives (as described below). 

6.	 The appropriate Dean or Director must 
sign the Dual-Career Partner Hire Re-
quest form. The Director of Affirmative 
Action will forward a recommendation to 
the Provost, who is responsible for the 
final review. Various options for placing 
partners are listed below (Section 5.).

URI Dual-Career hiring Guidelines for faculty

Partner seeking Academic position at URI
Partner seeking Non 

Academic or Off-campus 
position

Candidate’s Chair collects 
partner’s materials and 

communicates with target  
dean(s)/chair(s) and Provost

Candidate’s chair collects 
partner’s materials &  
appoints facilitator

Candidate’s Chair  
collaborates with  

Career Services, Human  
Resources Candidate’s  

Dean and/or  
Affirmative Action

Permanent position 
available

Identify temporary 
position

Opportunity Hire
(search waiver)

Shared position  
with partner

Expedited  
application process 

through HR & AA

Soft money 
appointment

Per course or lecturer

1-2 Year Visiting 
Faculty Appointment

(search waiver)

Split appointment 
between 2+ 
departments  

(search waiver)

D. Monitoring and Oversight
The AA/EEO will review the process of all dual-
career hires to ensure that discrimination of any 
type has not occurred. 

The AA/EEO in cooperation with Human Re-
sources (HR) and Institutional Research (IR) 
will regularly collect and provide information on 
dual-career requests and request outcomes to 
monitor the effectiveness of these guidelines in 
recruitment, retention, and diversity, and to en-
sure that no negative effects or discrimination 
against specific subgroups has occurred be-
cause of these guidelines. 

5. Accommodation Strategies 
Expedited application for open position. A part-
ner of a finalist in a University search may request 
an interview for another open University position 
as long as they meet the published qualifica-
tions and as long as the application deadline is 
met. If a search committee chair receives such a 
request, Affirmative Action must be contacted. 

Split position. In order to meet the needs of sev-
eral departments/units, split positions can also 
be considered. The Vice Provost and/or Human 
Resources will coordinate these efforts. 
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Shared appointment. Faculty partners in the 
same academic discipline may ask to be con-
sidered for a shared appointment. In such cas-
es, the concerned department must determine 
whether both individuals have appropriate cre-
dentials and have the potential to become ten-
ured members of the department. The dean and 
chair will negotiate the terms arrangements on 
an individual basis. 

Soft money appointment. Eligible partners may 
be hired as soft money positions, postdoctoral 
positions, or other short-term internal payroll 
positions. These appointments are fully eligible 
to apply for any tenure-line or more permanent 
positions that become available. 

Visiting Professor position. In some situations, a 
temporary (usually not to exceed 1 year) Visit-
ing Professor Position may be created in order 
to either meet the needs of a particular depart-
ment or offer a specialty area to a department 
that would otherwise be unavailable. During this 
temporary Professorship, the academic partner 
is encouraged to apply for other open job op-
portunities within and outside the University. 

Lectureships & per course instruction. If no posi-
tion can be identified, partners who teach may 
ask to be hired on a per-course basis, or for a 
lectureship. 

Search Waiver Request. University Policy re-
quires a national or regional search for faculty 
and professional staff appointments. The URI 
Dual-Career Partner Guidelines are designed 
for appointments that meet institutional priori-
ties and that require rapid University action. In 
some cases, the Director of Affirmative Action 
may grant search waivers upon request based 
upon the criteria listed below. For staff postings, 
only external posting waivers may be granted as 
the University must comply with internal post-
ing requirements as well as with requirements of 
specific unions. Decisions on request for waiv-
ers of search under this policy are made by the 
Director of Affirmative Action. 

Criteria for a waiver of search: criteria are based 
whether or not the request contributes to the ac-
ademic excellence, over-all productivity, or goal 
of gender equity and diversity of the particular 
unit and overall university climate. 

Additional criteria for evaluating these requests 
include:

•	 Rationale for waiving the normal search 
requirement within the context of Affirma-
tive Action

•	 Qualifications of the individual proposed 
in context of University need

•	 Impact of the hire on the University’s Stra-
tegic Plan and institutional goals

•	 Consensus within the hiring department/
unit for the requested appointment

•	 Degree to which department/college/uni-
versity funds support the position over 
time

•	 Likelihood of future success (e.g., job ex-
cellence, promotion and tenure)

While the University of Rhode Island recog-
nizes the value of promoting opportunities for 
dual-career partners, and has established these 
guidelines to help secure this value, IT CANNOT 
GUARANTEE EMPLOYMENT TO ANYONE SIM-
PLY ON THE BASIS OF THESE GUIDELINES.

 

 

For other publicly available 		
programs, see

University of Illinois, 

Urbana-Champaign: 

www.provost.uiuc.edu/communica-

tion/08/index.html

University of Michigan: 

www.provost.umich.edu/programs/

dual_career/index.html

University of Minnesota: 

www1.umn.edu/ohr/rap/spousepart-

ner/index.html

University of Wisconsin, Madison: 

www.provost.wisc.edu/hiring/check.

html
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1  All data derive from the Clayman Institute’s 
Managing Academic Careers Survey unless oth-
erwise noted. For a description of sample and 
methods, see Appendix A.

By “academic couple,” we refer to our respon-
dents who identified themselves and their part-
ners as “academics.” The 36 percent academic 
couples in this study, in other words, include 
all couples in which both partners are academ-
ics. These partners can be at any stage in their 
career: tenured, untenured, lecturer, or unem-
ployed. 

Following current practices in higher education, 
we use the term “partner” rather than “spouse” 
in our study. Universities who hire couples tend 
to do so regardless of marital status. Although 
some universities seek evidence of couple sta-
tus, most institutions allow couples to define 
themselves, and we have done the same. Our 
report includes same- and opposite-sex cou-
ples.

The proportion of academic couples in our sur-
vey sample is corroborated by the Higher Edu-
cation Research Institute’s 2004–2005 national 
faculty study that found 32 percent academic 
couples at 4-year institutions. J.A. Lindholm, 
K. Szelenya, S. Hurtado, and W.S. Korn, The 
American College Teacher: National Norms for 
the 2004–2005 HERI Faculty Survey (Los Ange-
les: Higher Education Research Institute, UCLA, 
2005).
 
2  The first HERI faculty survey in 1989 found 33 
percent academic couples at 4-year institutions 
(compared with 32% in 2004–2005). A.W. Astin, 
W.S. Korn, and E.L. Dey, The American College 
Teacher: National Norms for the 1989–90 HERI 
Faculty Survey (Los Angeles: Higher Education 
Research Institute, UCLA, 1991). See also H.S. 
Astin, and J.F. Milem, “The Status of Academic 

Endnotes

Couples in U.S. Institutions,” in Academic Cou-
ples: Problems and Promises, eds. M.A. Ferber 
and J.W. Loeb (Champaign: The University of 
Illinois Press, 1997), 128–155, esp. 131. In our 
study as well (albeit limited by the cross-sec-
tional nature of our data, that is, the survey was 
administered at one point in time and collects 
information on year of hire at current institu-
tion only, as well as number of years with cur-
rent partner only), we see that the proportion of 
academic couples is relatively stable over three 
hiring decades (1980s, 1990s, 2000s) among 
faculty who have been with their current part-
ner at least as long as they have been at their 
current institution. This is to say that the “sup-
ply” of academic couples among partnered re-
spondents who were hired in this most recent 
decade is essentially the same as it was among 
partnered respondents who were hired to their 
current institutions 30 years ago.
 
3  All between-cohort and between-group dif-
ferences discussed in the text of this report are 
statistically significant at p < .05 unless other-
wise noted.
 
4  Harriet Eisenkraft, “Academic Couples,” Uni-
versity Affairs (November 2004). www.univer-
sityaffairs.ca/issues/2004/november/academic_
couples_01.html (accessed March 25, 2008).
 
5 National Science Foundation ADVANCE 
grants have prompted several universities to do 
internal studies of dual-career hiring (see Report 
Part III). There are few systematic studies of the 
complex issues involved in couple hiring apart 
from Ferber and Loeb, eds., Academic Couples, 
and L. Wolf-Wendel, S. Twombly, and S. Rice, 
The Two-Body Problem: Dual-Career-Couple 
Hiring Practices in Higher Education (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003). This lat-
ter study focuses on a range of institutions from 
liberal arts colleges to doctoral degree-granting 
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universities as well as all types of dual-career 
couples. Our study, by contrast, examines a 
representative sample of leading research uni-
versities only and focuses on academic couples 
in particular. 
 
6  These include Columbia University ADVANCE 
Working Group dual-career studies (October 7, 
2005, and May 19–20, 2005); Clayman Institute 
for Gender Research, Stanford University, dual-
career academic couple study launched 2006; 
“Dual Career Conference,” Cornell University, 
June 19–20, 2007; “Advancing and Empower-
ing Scholars: Transforming the Landscape of 
the American Academy through Faculty Diver-
sity,” Harvard University, April 11–13, 2008, with 
a session on dual hiring.
 
7  When we use the terms “dual hires” or “cou-
ple hires” in this report, we refer to respon-
dents and their academic partners who were 
hired “sequentially” and “jointly” at their current 
institution(s)—for definitions, see Figure 3. 
 
8  These are confidential studies made available 
to us for this study.
  
9  Figures from Heide Radlanski of the Stifterver-
band reported in Eick von Ruschkowski, “Rais-
ing Awareness,” Science (March 7, 2003). http://
sciencecareers.sciencemag.org/career_devel-
opment/previous_issues/articles/2240/raising_
awareness (accessed March 31, 2008).

10  Committee on Maximizing the Potential of 
Women in Academic Science and Engineering, 
National Academy of Sciences, National Acad-
emy of Engineering, and Institute of Medicine, 
Beyond Bias and Barriers: Fulfilling the Poten-
tial of Women in Academic Science and Engi-
neering (Washington, DC: National Academies 
Press, 2006), 5-5–5-6.
 
11  Although our proportion of underrepresented 
minority respondents is closely aligned to their 
proportional share of the faculty population at 
our participating institutions (see Appendix A), 
national data show that underrepresented mi-
norities comprise an even greater proportion 
of the professoriate when all public and private 
four-year and two-year institutions are included: 
The U.S. Department of Education reports that 
16.5 percent of scholars across all institutions 
were from minority groups in 2005, up from 12.7 
percent in 1995. http://nces.ed.gov/programs/
digest/d07/tables/dt07_236.asp (accessed April 
25, 2008).
 

12  The proportion of women among our un-
derrepresented minority faculty respondents 
is supported by national data. The Survey of 
Earned Doctorates Summary Report 2006 (T. 
Hoffer, M. Hess, V. Welch, Jr., and K. Williams) 
shows that women comprise the majority of 
doctorate earners in every racial/ethnic minority 
group (www.norc.uchicago.edu/NR/rdonlyres/
C22A3F40-0BA2-4993-A6D3-5E65939EEDC3/
0/06SRFinalVersion.pdf; accessed April 23, 
2008). Further, the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, National Center for Education Statistics, 
2005 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System shows that women comprise 52 percent 
of underrepresented minority faculty across all 
degree-granting institutions (http://nces.ed.gov/
programs/digest/d07/tables/dt07_236.asp; ac-
cessed April 23, 2008). Data from the 1990s cor-
roborate these trends. According to the Higher 
Education Research Institute’s (HERI’s) report 
on race and ethnicity in the U.S. professoriate, 
women comprised only 35 percent of white fac-
ulty, versus 48 percent of African American fac-
ulty, 37 percent of American Indian faculty, and 
43 percent of Latina/o faculty. H. Astin, A. Anto-
nio, C. Cress, and A. Astin, Race and Ethnicity 
in the American Professoriate, 1995-96 (Los An-
geles: CA: Higher Education Research Institute, 
UCLA, 1997).
 
13  Already in the late 1980s, employment op-
portunities for partners (both academic and non-
academic) were an issue in approximately one 
of five faculty appointments and resignations. D. 
Burke, A New Academic Marketplace (New York: 
Greenwood Press, 1988), 30. 
  
14  The cost-benefit ratio for relocation varies 
by sexual orientation. D. Miller and A. Skeen, 
“POSSLQs and PSSLQs: Unmarried Academic 
Couples,” in Academic Couples, eds. Ferber 
and Loeb, 106–127, esp. 114.
 
15  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006 American Com-
munity Survey: S1201. Marital Status, http://
factfinder.census.gov/servlet/STTable?_bm=y&-
geo_id=01000US&-qr_name=ACS_2006_EST_
G00_S1201&-ds_name=ACS_2006_EST_G00_ 
(accessed April 1, 2008).
  
16  The difference between women and men in 
the rate of academic coupling is corroborated by 
national statistics. Across all six survey adminis-
trations of the HERI Faculty Survey (1989–2005), 
a higher percentage of women report that they 
have an academic partner than do men. See, 
for example, Astin et al., The American College 
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Teacher, and Lindholm et al., The American Col-
lege Teacher. Further, Astin and Milem found 35 
percent men and 40 percent women in academic 
partnerships in 1997 (“The Status of Academic 
Couples in U.S. Institutions,” 131).
  
17  Wolf-Wendel et al. have suggested the term 
“accompanying hire” for the second hire (Two 
Body Problem, 14). We find “second hire” or 
“partner hire” easier to say. Some administra-
tors currently use “primary” and “secondary” 
hire, but, again, the terms “first hire” and “sec-
ond hire” carry fewer value judgments. 
  
18  We define “tenure-track” and “tenured” as 
positions of assistant professor and up. These 
data exclude respondents and partners in medi-
cal schools because of different tenure and lad-
der lines in medicine. Patterns, however, are 
similar when medical school respondents are in-
cluded; that is, 73 percent of all dual hire respon-
dents, inside and outside of medical schools, 
report that they and their partners are employed 
as assistant professors or higher. For this and all 
subsequent analyses of how academic couples 
pair by rank (e.g., Figure 6), respondents and 
partners in the medical school are excluded un-
less otherwise noted. 
 
19  These respondents could have entered their 
current institution as a first or second hire at any 
point in the last 40 or more years. Moreover, 
when a “total sex count” of first and second 
hires in our data set is computed (i.e., to com-
pute a “total sex count” of first hires, we com-
bine sex of self-reported first hires and sex of 
partners of self-reported second hires, and to 
compute a “total sex count” of second hires, we 
combine sex of self-reported second hires and 
sex of partners of self-reported first hires), the 
proportions of women and men change and the 
ratio among second hires becomes more bal-
anced, although women are still predominant: 
36 percent men, 64 percent women second hires 
(versus 65% men and 35% women first hires). 
This finding partly reflects response bias in the 
survey sample (i.e., women’s greater likelihood 
of response), although it is obviously difficult to 
establish bias completely in the absence of first- 
and second-hire population data by sex.
 
20  Differences in percentage off-tenure-track 
between female second hires and female and 
male first hires are statistically significant; how-
ever, the difference between female and male 
second hires does not reach statistical signifi-
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