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ABSTRACT 

 

As the demographics of faculty in American higher are fast changing and more foreign-born 

faculty entering the system, more information about this new group of entrants needs to be 

scrutinized. This research is aiming to answer some issues related the foreign-born professors 

overlooked by the mainstream studies about faculty in American postsecondary education. In 

the first half of this dissertation, related issues such as highly skilled immigrants and their 

importance to the economy, national strategy and smart power have been discussed. In the 

second half of this paper, some empirical research and statistical results revealed significant 

differences between the foreign-born and native-born faculty in terms of salary, working 

hours, time allocations and variances of above factors in different fields. This research 

suggested that foreign-born faculty is treated fairly in American academia and they enjoyed 

neither salary advantage nor disadvantage in comparison to their native counterparts. 

However, this author found empirical evidence that foreign-born did emphasize more on 

research by allocating more share of their work time on research and publications. This study 

shed some light on the researches about faculty salary, time allocation and some other 

aspects of employment for the foreign-born faculty. The author hopes to raise the academic 

interests of this topic and would like to see more detailed studies and researches in this 

direction. 
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CHAPTER 1  

FOREIGN-BORN FACULTY IN THE U.S. HIGHER 

EDUCATION 

1.1 Introduction 

      Globalization has been a frequently mentioned topic nowadays in almost very aspect of 

discussions. According to Giddens (2000), the transnational flow of materials, knowledge, labor, 

services, information, capital and people helped promoting more interactions among people from 

different parts of the world. It is a higher level of internationalization and has been transforming 

the world profoundly from the way of travelling to the tools of communications, and above all, 

geographical distance is not a major barrier at all to divide people and ideas. (Held, 1999; 

Holton, 1998; Maginson, 1999).   

 

     The waves of globalization also request the responses from higher education to accommodate 

the changes brought by the economic globalization and freer moves of students, scholars, ideas 

and knowledge. Altbach and Davis (1999) echoed this issue by advocating newer systems and 

disciplines to meet the demands.  In order to address the global flow of students and scholars, 

which draws a lot of world attention in recent years, some countries turned educating foreign 

students to be an economic sector and heavily rely on it for profit(e.g. UK, Australia) ; whereas 

some other are developing a diversified system for their changing demographics of citizen e.g. 

U.S., Canada) . More and more states and governments, ranging from developed countries to 

developing countries, are realizing that advantages gained in the war of brain will lead to 

competitive edges in the coming era of knowledge economy. Having the best academic system 
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and institutions in the world, the U.S., a country of immigrants and the melting pot, played a 

leading role in the campaign of attracting foreign talents.   

   

1.1.1 Foreign-born Population in the U.S.  

      Foreign-born1 population has been playing an important role in American society since the 

birth of the country. This study used the definition of “foreign-born” from the Migration Policy 

Institute and it refers to “people residing in the United States who were not United States citizens at 

birth. The foreign-born population includes immigrants, legal non-immigrants (e.g., refugees and 

persons on student or work visas), and persons illegally residing in the United States”. So foreign-

born faculty here refer to those faculty members working in the American higher education 

institutions and born outside the U.S..  In the past one and half century, various factors such as the 

growth of the agriculture sector, the Great Depression and world wars influenced the trends of 

migration to the U.S. The number of foreign-born population had jumped from about 2.2 million 

in 1850 to 14.2 million in 1930. And later, the population declined to 9.6 million in 1960 

(Marvasti, 2005).  

      Last four decades witnessed the huge and continuing increases in the number of immigrants 

due to the enacted of new US immigration law of 1965. The law removed the natural origin 

provision which sets country quotas based on the national origins of the US current population.2 

         As a result, the demographics of immigrants have changed. Under the old law, for 

instance, the yearly quota for most Asian countries was only 100.( Manrique and Manrique, 

1993) However, by 2000, 25.5 percent of the foreign-born were from Asia and Latin 
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Americans (Marvasti, 2005). In addition, established in the immigration law of 1965, and 

reinforced by the succeeding law of 1986 and 1990, preferences favored professionals and 

people with high-demand skills triggered a new surge of skilled immigrants (Manrique and 

Manrique, 1993). Table 1.1 shows the ratio of foreign-born population to total American 

population declined from 1900 to 1970 and rising trend started 1970. Foreign-born 

population increased from 7.9 percent in 1990 to 11.2 percent in 2000 and to 12.4 in 2005. 

Escalating number of foreign-born population in the U.S has consequently made their 

increasing participation in the U.S. labor market (Marvasti, 2005). The odds of foreign-born 

workers in the labor market doubled from one out of seven-teen in 1960 to one of eight in 

2000 (Mosisa, 2002).  

 

Table 1.1.  

Foreign-born Population: 1900, 1930, 1970, 1990, 2000 and 2005 (in thousands) 

 1900 1930  1970  1990  2000  2005  2009 
Foreign-born  
(percent) 

10,341 
(13.6) 

14,204 
(11.6) 

9,619 
(4.7) 

19,767 
 (7.9) 

30,760 
(11.2) 

35,769 
  (12.4) 

38,500 
  (12.5) 

Native Born 
(percent) 

65,654 
(86.4) 

108,571 
(88.4) 

193,591 
(95.3) 

228,943 
(92.1) 

242,877 
(88.8) 

252,629 
  (87.6) 

268,500 
  (87.5) 

Total 75,995 122,775 203,210 248,710 273,637 288,398 307,000 
 
Source: Pew Hispanic Center tabulations of 2000 Census and 2005 American Community 
Survey; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1999, 2009 
 

“ In 2006, foreign-born workers accounted for 15% of the U.S. labor force, and over the last 
decade they have accounted for about half of the growth in the labor force. That immigration has 
fueled U.S. macroeconomic growth is both uncontroversial and unsurprising – more total 
workers yield more total output. That immigrant workers benefit from working in the United 
States is also uncontroversial and unsurprising – few would come here otherwise.” 
(Immigration’s Economic Impact, Council of Economic Advisers, June 20, 2007) 
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       The document recognizes the importance of foreign-born workers in American economy and 

U.S. population will become increasingly diverse in the 21st century. Pew Research Center 

“projects that the foreign-born share of the work force will increase to 23 percent by 2050 from 

15 percent in 2005 … Sometime from 2020 to 2025, the center estimates, the foreign-born will 

account for 15 percent of the nation's people… that 19 percent of Americans will be foreign-born 

in 2050, which is about the same share as in Australia and Canada today; that the share of 

Hispanic residents will have more than doubled, to 29 percent from 14 percent in 2005; and that 

the share of Asian-Americans will have almost doubled, to 9 percent from 5 percent” (Roberts, 

2008). 

        Immigration’s Economic Impact (Council of Economic Advisers, June 20, 2007) reports the 

modest and positive influences of foreign-born labor as complementary force to the native born 

and they help promoting the natives productivity and incomes3. On the contrary, some other 

researches (Friedburg and Hunt, 1995; Borjas, 2003;) found immigrants have small and even 

negative impact on the earnings and opportunities of native workers in the labor market.  

 

 

1.1.2 Foreign-Born Population in the American Higher Education 

       In order to response to the fast changing demographics and scientific landscapes  under the 

influences of globalization, American higher education institutions have been trying to diversify 

the faculty body by absorbing not only women and minorities, but also foreign scholars. 

According to Manrique and Manrique, (1993) the rapid inflow of foreign-born talent to U.S. 

postsecondary education is changing the face of American academia since the Immigration 
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Reform Act of 1965. Although colleges and universities in American have a long tradition of 

attracting foreign faculty, a system of country quotas based on the national origins of the current 

US population hindered the significant increase of foreign faculty prior to 1965. The Act 

removed national origins as the basis for immigration and immigration policy preferences 

favored foreign professionals and skilled workers opened the doors for foreign students and 

faculty.  

       Data from the Survey of Earned Doctorates (NORC,2002) show that temporary residents 

contributed to more that 50% of the growth in Ph.D.’s awarded in the U.S. from 1981 to 1999. 

Between 1981 and 1992, the number of foreign Ph.D. recipients in Science and Engineering 

jumped from 20% to 38%. The trend became even more pronounced in the last decade as, 83% 

of the doctorates earned by temporary visa holders over the period 1999 to 2009 were in S&E 

fields, compared with 61% of doctorates earned by U.S. citizens and permanent 

residents.(NORC, 2009)  

       Nowadays, a full-time faculty position in a four-year institution does need a doctoral degree. 

Traditionally, foreign-born faculty (including naturalized U.S. citizens and both permanent and 

temporary residents) have chosen areas of Sciences and Engineering in the research universities, 

but as this population enter academia in greater numbers, this pattern will likely change. In the 

supply side of the academic labor market, foreign-born Ph.D. recipients provide an enlarging 

pool of faculty candidates. As the result, a sharp rise in the number of faculty who are not native-

born U.S. citizen was found by Finkelstein et al (1998) that more than one in six new faculty 

members (16.9% ) are foreign-born compared with only one in nine (11.5%) among senior 

faculty. More recently, Chellaraj, Maskus and Mattoo (2005) documented almost doubled 

presence (from 11.7% to 20.4%) of foreign-born faculty in nearly thirty years from 1973 to 1999. 



15 
 

 
 

They also found that foreign-born faculty in engineering increased from 18.6% to 34.7% within 

the same time span. Table 1.2 shows that the number and ratio of foreign faculty is increasing 

significantly in American postsecondary education since 1993.  

 

Table 1.2 

Increasing ratio of Foreign-born Faculty in the NSOPF Survey Samples from 1993 to 2004 

Year   Born in United States  Foreign-born  
 2004  84.5   15.5  
 1999  86.7  13.3 
 1993  87.9  12.1 

 Source: NSOPF 1993, 1999, 2004 

      Although it is recognized that the influx of the large number of foreign-born faculty has 

impacted American higher education, few studies have performed empirical analysis of this 

group of faculty in U.S. postsecondary institutions. Some studies found the variations of this 

population by different institutional categories. Ehrenberg (2002) commented “What is also 

imprecise is our knowledge of the determinants of the supply of foreign students to Ph.D. study 

and the role of foreign Ph.D.’s in the academic labor market.”(p. 268). Finkelstein et al (1998) 

showed that the largest inflow of foreign-born faculty had occurred at the research universities 

(26.7% of new entrants) and the proportion of the non native-born is greater among new faculty 

at all levels. 

 

This research is motivated by the observation of increasing internationalization of faculty body 

in many American higher education institutions. As a potential foreign-born faculty in the 

system, the author foresees the growing roles of this group of people in the transformation to 

knowledge economy and the prevailing academic capitalism. This trend will continue for next 
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several decades and some researches disclosing the roles and employment status of the faculty 

will have significant policy implications.  

 

1.2 Implications of Increasing Foreign-born Faculty in the U.S. Higher 

Education 

  1.2.1 Salary Differences 

         Since disproportional faculty in science and engineering are foreign-born and universities 

and colleges has to compete for faculty with employers outside of academia, the increasing 

disparity of opportunity costs among faculty has caused enlarging earnings inequality among 

faculty (Monk, 2006).  Salary compression issue that the shrinking of inter-rank salary difference 

due to market condition (Hearn, 1999) will be more salient with the incoming of this cohort. A 

number of studies have focused on the earnings inequality within and across institutions (Bell, 

1998; Ehrenberg, 2003), but they did not treat the subgroup of the foreign-born differently from 

the American-born and analyze the contributions of the immigrant faculty to the inequality. For 

the foreign-born faculty, the values, culture, attitudes towards salary and bargaining skills in 

negotiation of salary differ from their native-born counterparts and further detailed research will 

be warrant. 

        In addition, due to the language difficulty, foreign-born faculty is more likely to prefer 

research over teaching. Since scholarly productivity mainly measured by research outputs have 

become a universal expectation for promotion and tenure (Bok, 1992; Massy & Wilger, 1995) 

and faculty who engaged in less teaching but more publishing received the highest average 

salaries regardless academic discipline and type of 4-year institution (Fairweather, 1996, 1997), 

foreign-born faculty may take the advantage and are better-off in terms of salaries and ranks.       
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  1.2.2 Gender Inequality 

            The underrepresented female faculty in the foreign-born cohort perpetuates the gender 

inequality in the academia. A number of academic works have been published on the status of 

women (Alpert, 1989, Lomperis, 1990, Toutkousian, 1999), minority faculty (Exum, 1984, 

Aguirre 2000), and more specifically African American faculty (Flowers and Jones 2003) in 

academia. The literature indicates that the majority of women and minority faculty are 

underrepresented in the conflicts of interest, and they are more likely to be in less prestigious 

colleges and universities and at the lower end of the faculty ranks. The foreign-born group, also 

an underrepresented one, has to face with similar realities. Many questions about the gender 

inequity in foreign-born faculty should be asked here if could not answered, for instance, what is 

the role of the influences of personal choices and cultural norms in sending female doctoral 

recipients to academia or industry? Survey of Earned Doctorates (2004) shows that in 2004, 

women made up of 45.4 percent of all doctorates, which is barely changed from 2003. Whereas, 

female presence has jumped from 20 percent in 1974 to 43 percent in 1999.  The pipeline 

argument will help to explain the supply of the academic women and will shed on light on the 

inequity issue by taking cultural and institutional factors into account. Kulis et al (2002) found 

that although women earned 43 percent of all doctoral degrees but still accounted for only about 

25 percent of the full-time college faculty and an even smaller percentage of the tenured faculty 

and that women with doctorates are about three times more likely than male to be 

underemployed. Since the supply of female doctorates influences the gender composition of the 

faculty, especially in science and engineering which is male dominated area, we can imagine 

foreign-born female faculty has faced even tougher situation in term of employment and salaries 
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than their native-born counterparts. And increasing ratio of foreign-born faculty, coupled with 

the disproportional representation of female in the foreign-born faculty will make the gender 

inequality in academia even worse. But Kulis et al (2002) argued that scarcities of women in the 

field may help women to get more chances of securing academic appointments and promotions. 

         In addition, as the increasing number of part-time faculty in the postsecondary education in 

American, how the gender inequity issue displays in this group of people is understudied. With 

less job security and marginalized compensation, female part-time faculty might have a more 

difficult situation than those full-time women faculty. Studies focus on this population as well as 

on minority women faculty and foreign-born women faculty will show the forest of status of 

academic women, not a single tree. The concentration of women faculty in different disciplines 

also impacts the equity. As Bellas (1997) found that “faculty in disciplines with higher 

proportions of women suffer a financial penalty relative to those in disciplines where women are 

scarce” (p315). Since foreign-born faculty highly concentrates in several fields, it is warranted to 

conduct a comprehensive research to study the status of academic women in each of these fields. 

    

  1.2.3 Time Allocation Patterns Changed 

             Faculty time allocation (both in various activities and in total hours worked) has 

significant influence on faculty research output, which in turn affects retention, promotion, 

compensation and peer recognition (Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999). Research productivity is 

widely regarded as the main determinant of academic recognition and career development. 

Bellas and Toutkousian (1999) argue that faculty produces more research when they devote more 

time to academic work and/or spend a majority of their time on research. In addition to 

publications, citation has more popularity in evaluation of the performance of faculty because it 
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reflects the quality of the research. Marvasti (2005) found that in 1993 foreign-born teaching 

faculty spent on the average 25.6 percent (compared to 12.7 percent for the native-born faculty) 

of their time at research and as the result, they published more (31.2 career total publication and 

8.9 pieces more than the native faculty). He offered a likely explanation for the difference that 

foreign-born faculty wanted to be more competitiveness in the academic labor market. Since 

research fruits can be easily determined and will bring significant revenue, there is a trend that 

research institutions are more likely to reward research than teaching where women faculty 

spends more time and energy (Toutkoushian, 1999). How the teaching will be evaluated and 

compensated fairly is vital important to improve the gender equity not only for the foreign-born 

cohort but for all faculty. 

       

 

1.2.4  Other Implications 

       Other implications include further stratification of the institution and changes in faculty 

values and practice. Different fields within higher education are being affected differently by the 

influx of foreign-born faculty. Research universities have recruited more than liberal arts 

colleges and community colleges and therefore prestigious research universities are capable of 

yielding more research and revenue and keep the advantages over others as a result of “ Matthew 

Effect” (Trow, 1984). This will perpetuate the stratification in the U.S. higher education.    

       Also, the increasing presence of non-American-born faculty join in academe, white male 

dominance waned (Finkelstein et al, 2000). Immigrant professors with various academic and 

cultural backgrounds would bring more new perspectives and experiences into teaching and 

research, which will eventually transform current predominant values and practices. For instance, 
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Marvasti (2005) found that unlike their native born counterparts, the foreign-born professors 

prefer more essay questions and fewer multiple-choice in exams. I read this as a sign of more 

rigorous in teaching method which urges student to develop learning skills and critical thinking 

rather than mere facts and conclusions.  

        

 

        The foreign-born faculty cohort is not a homogenous group and some groups are more 

likely to succeed in academia than others. Moody (2004) argued that different minorities have 

different statuses due to their distinctive and historical relationships with the majority group 

holding power in a given country. Survey of Earned Doctorates (2004) showed that the leading 

five countries in its citizen in receiving doctoral degree in the U.S. are PRC, Korea, India, 

Taiwan, and Canada and they all accounted for 18 percent of all doctorates awarded by U.S. 

universities. The geographical distributions of the country of birth for the foreign-born faculty 

produced more variations in both cultures and values in their working environments. A more 

comprehensive analysis on the variations will contribute to our knowledge of postsecondary 

faculty in the U.S.. 

     Therefore, based on the observation of the new trends and possible implications brought by 

the expanding presence of foreign-born faculty in American higher education system, questions 

such as how are the latest employment status of the foreign-born faculty in terms of ranks and 

compensation? How do they allocate their working hours compared with their native born 

counterparts? What are the differences among the foreign-born group in terms of 

teaching/research fields and country/region of origin? need to be carefully studied.   
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1.3 Purpose Statement 
 
 
    As American’s economic competiveness has been undermined by the recent economic crisis, 

many concerned about that this country will lose the status as only superpower in the world. 

American teenage are behind their foreign peers especially in math and sciences and American 

higher education is also facing with many challenges including increasing foreign Ph.D. 

recipients in some area and losing the best scholars to China and India.  How to stop and reverse 

the trends of losing its competitive edge? What American can do based on the knowledge of the 

changing demographics of the faculty.   

     The purpose of this study is to examine the salary, ranks and time allocation of foreign-born 

faculty in academia and test the theory of human capital that relates background characteristics, 

degree, research productivities to the status (such as ranks and salaries) of faculty member. The 

significance of this study could be appreciated from the following perspectives: 

1. For the whole academia --- more information about the new group of foreign-born faculty 

which has not been seen in a substantial scale in any higher system worldwide will help 

the professors to know more about their foreign colleagues. The managerial professionals 

will also benefit from better knowledge of the emerging group they are serving and know 

how to create more comfortable teaching and researching environment for them. 

2. For policy makers --- revealing the facts to help policy makers with more persuasive 

evidence for policy adjustments, especially immigration polices in favor of both U.S. 

national interests and foreign-born talents; another contribution of this study will increase 

the understanding the research patterns of foreign-born faculty and how this pattern will 

help influence the processes of research and performance not only on one campus but 

also across the country. 
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3. For the foreign-born faculty themselves --- generalizations about their background 

information and working conditions and habits will help them recognize their advantages 

and disadvantages in the system. And this study could encourage them to make changes 

accordingly. 

4. For the world public--- this in-depth analysis of foreign talents in American higher 

education system will reveal the part of reasons why the U.S. is keeping leading position 

in higher education and R&D in extensive scientific fields worldwide and competition 

over brains will turn higher education institutions into battlegrounds of new war. 

5. For international higher education --- comparisons among different higher education 

systems in terms of attracting and retaining foreign talents will circulate good policies 

and practices which will intensify the competition of international scholars. 

        This study used the latest survey data of the National Study of Postsecondary Faculty 

(NSOPF) 2004 to answer these questions: In terms of salary and ranks, are there any differences 

compared to American-born counterparts? If such differences exist, what are the possible 

explanatory factors for their salary and rank advantages/disadvantages? Fields, rank, 

productivities or others?  How do they spend their work time? I developed the research questions 

further into several specific questions:  

1. Is foreign-born a significant factor in influencing faculty’s salary?  

2. What are the differences between the two groups in terms of time allocations?  

3. What are the differences among the foreign-born faculty from different fields in terms of 

salary and time allocation? 
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1.4 Overview of Chapters 

        Next three chapters will analyze the important roles of foreign-born faculty in the current 

American higher education system, develop a quantitative research to address the above 

questions and discuss the global trends in attracting and retaining foreign-born talents and policy 

recommendations.  

      Chapter Two will introduce the relationship among national strength, the higher education 

system and the foreign-born faculty. It argues that the higher education system of the U.S. is 

crucial in advancing the national smart power, and that foreign-born faculty is contributing to the 

cause in a significantly meaningful way. Therefore, attracting and retaining foreign talents 

should enjoy a higher priority in the national strategies. 

     Chapter Three will review the literature on immigrant issues, pipeline, supply and demand of 

foreign-born faculty, the academic labor market, faculty time allocation, the assimilation theory 

of well-educated immigrants. This chapter will try to build the theoretical framework for the 

further analysis of the foreign-born faculty. Also comparisons of various policies adopted by 

other advanced countries or regions will present a global picture in the war over international 

talents. 

      Chapter Four will discuss about the research questions and data sets for this research. 

Limitations of this research will also be discussed. 

 

       Chapter Five will use different models and explain the quantitative results.  

 

       Chapter Six will summarize the whole research and submit some policy recommendations to 

the policy makers as a special contribution to the American higher education in the new decades. 
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       The author hopes that this research will contribute to the knowledge of the monetary 

rewards, employment status and the work time allocation of   foreign-born faculty in American 

higher education system and address the myth of some misperceptions of discriminations in the 

treatment of foreign-born faculty (work longer, paid less) or foreign-born faculty are not as 

effective as the native born in classroom, and putting too much work into research and 

publications, and foreign-born faculty are concentrating in some sciences and engineering fields 

where they got better salary and faster promotion. This research aims to raise the academic 

attention to this special group since there is too few influential and important research and also to 

advocate policy changes in the areas of hiring policies, immigration and so on to help the group 

to be more productive and benefit their work and life.   

 

          Although this study is about the foreign-born faculty in American higher education 

system, hopefully its significance will start from the academia and soaring higher to influence 

the national sciences and education policies, high skilled work and other immigration issues.   
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CHAPTER 2 

NATIONAL STRATEGIES AND FOREIGN-BORN FACULTY 

2.1 Introduction 

“We still have the best universities in the world.  We've got some of the finest science and 
technology in the world, we've got the most entrepreneurial spirit in the world, and we've got 
some of the most productive workers in the world.  And if we get serious, then the 21st 
century is going to be the American century, just like the 20th century was.” (President 
Obama’s remarks on the role of higher education.) 4  

President Obama speaks the truth of the American economic and education successes in the 

past century and the key to maintain the leading position in the new era. The American higher 

education institutions are key player in the new national strategies such as keeping leading 

position in R&D, military and national security Foreign-born well educated people play a 

significant role in the American society and economy. The contribution of foreign-born 

scientists in the fields of science and engineering is also salient. Levin and Stephan (1999) 

pointed out that citations and patents received by foreign-born scientists surpass their portion 

in their field and concluded that the U.S. academia has indeed benefited from foreign-born 

scientist. Numerous famous foreign-born scientists such as Einstein, Fermi (giants of atomic 

and nuclear technology development), von Braun (vanguard in rockets and space technology), 

and von Neumann (forefather of computing and information technology) contributed to the 

prosperity of the U.S.5 
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    Colleges and universities in the U.S. have a long history of attracting foreign students for both 

cultural and economic reasons, but the increasing trend turned around following policy and 

enrollment changes after 9/11 and observers anticipate a further downward trend in future (Lee, 

Maldonado-Maldonado and Rhoades, 2006).  However, American higher education will see 

more foreign-born faculty to be as much more international graduate students apply for 

American graduate schools and eventually join the academic labor market. A new survey from 

the Council of Graduate Schools shows that applications from foreign students reversed the trend 

of contracting after 9/11 to stead increase in last several years: 9% for 2007 and 6% for 2008. 

And China, India and Middle East & Turkey are the leading countries in this surge6. 

       On the one hand, more international students are eager to entering the American Ivory 

Towers; they are facing with some legal restrictions in the American labor market after 

graduation on the other hand (Gupta, 2004). Years of lengthy process of naturalization 

discourage international student to find an employment opportunity in the U.S., however finding 

a spot in the American higher education institutions is a short cut for realization of American 

Dream. 

       The structure of this chapter is as follows. Section 2.2 will introduce how well-educated 

foreign labor will influence and contribute to the scientific and knowledge power of the U.S.  in 

the new century. Section 2.3 will discuss the roles of foreign-born faculty and scientists in the 

new regime of academic capitalism. Section 2.4 will summarize the whole chapter in the end. 
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2.2  Smart Power and Well-educated Foreign-born Workers 

The United States must become a smarter power by once again investing in the global 
good—providing things people and governments in all quarters of the world want but cannot 
attain in the absence of American leadership. By complementing U.S. military and economic 
might with greater investments in soft power, America can build the framework it needs to 
tackle tough global challenges. (CSIS Commission on Smart Power. A smarter, more secure 
America.2007)  

 

 
America remains today the model of creativity and experimentation, and its success has 
inspired other nations to recognize the true sources of power and wealth in science, 
technology, and higher education. America’s international reputation, and therefore a 
significant aspect of its global influence, depends on its reputation for excellence in these 
areas.(Road Map For National Security: Imperative for Change. The United States 
Commission on National Security/21st Century. 2001) 

 
 
    These two reports point out the truth that in the 21st century, the worldwide competitions focus 

on the human resources and capability of R&D in science and technology and higher education 

is the most important player aligned with governments and other research institutions. Higher 

education system as an organic part of the society should develop in harmony with other social 

systems, or it will collapse because of either impeding the growth of other parts or getting 

insufficient nutrition from the surroundings. Regets (2007) argued that attracting and retaining 

highly skilled workers is not only a crucial part of economic policies in both developed and less-

developed countries, but also relates their immigration, higher education, public fiscal and tax 

polices. Most of developing countries underestimated the role of higher education in the nation 

building, economy growth and international competency which have been extensively addressed 

(for instance, human capital theory and rate of return theory). In the century of knowledge 

economy, the worldwide competitions focus on the human resources and capability of R&D in 

science and technology and higher education is the most important player aligned with 
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governments and other research institutions. Higher education system in the developed world is 

helping maintain the leading edges and marginalize the third world to be only the consumers or 

followers instead of providers or leading force. Chellaraj, Maskus and Mattoo (2005) concluded 

with empirical evidence that foreign graduate students and highly skilled immigrant labor help 

contribute extensively to the knowledge innovation of the U.S..  However, the U.S. is starting to 

lose this leading edge as higher education systems in other parts of world are blooming. The U.S. 

higher education systems enrolled only 12% of global college students in 2006, a 17% drop from 

1970 (see table below). At the same time, other advanced nations experienced same declines in 

share, whereas college enrollments in China and India improved significantly. There is no doubt 

that the developing world is producing more engineers and scientists and this trend will have 

important impact not only on the American higher education system ( more international 

students are entering the U.S. graduate programs) but also the American advantages in S&E 

fields ( China and India are producing more Ph.D.s and publishing more papers). Freeman, a 

Harvard economist, expressed his concern that even the U.S. is still the leader in the higher 

education sector, its competitiveness is facing great global challenges in the coming years.7 

Policy makers started to pay attention to the changes in American postsecondary education 

system and the profound implications in terms of both hard and soft power for the country. 
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Table 2.1  

Enrollments of International Students and U.S. Share, 1970-2006 

   1970  1980  1990  2006  

World  29,400,000  55,300,000  67,600,000  141,500,000  

U.S.  8,500,000  12,100,000  13,700,000  17,500,000  

Other advanced nations  4,900,000  8,200,000  12,900,000  21,500,000  

Developing nations  16,000,000  35,000,000  41,000,000  102,500,000  

--China  < 100,000  1,700,000  3,800,000  23,400,000  

--India  2,500,000  3,500,000  5,000,000  12,900,000  

U.S. share of world enrollment  29%  22%  20%  12%  

 

Source: International Leapfrogging. Insidehighered. October 5, 2009 

http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2009/10/05/global 

The first decade of the 21st century has shifted the global landscape of science and 
engineering (S&E) related to research, education, politics, and the technical workforce. New 
security threats, globalization, and the rapid increase in health and environmental challenges 
have generated a need to reassess the U.S. Government’s role in international S&E and 
diplomatic institutions. The U.S. Government needs to adapt rapidly to these changes so that 
our economy remains competitive, our national security remains sound, and our valuable 
resources are utilized effectively and efficiently in support of discovery and innovation. A 
critical mechanism for achieving U.S. goals in this development is international S&E 
partnering to serve new diplomatic purposes. Effective international S&E partnerships 
advance the S&E enterprise and energize U.S. innovation and economic competitiveness, but 
they also have great potential to improve relations among countries and regions and to build 
greater S&E capacity around the world. (National Science Board, 2008) 

 

 

    This policy recommendation links education and research, especially in sciences and 

engineering to the competitiveness of the country and a way to influence other nations. In the 

realm of international relations, the notion of power is very successful in analyzing and 

explaining national and foreign policies. Most people are aware of the force of major forms of 

hard power like military, economic, science and technology (Lukes, 1974). However, in today’s 
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world, nations hardly could get the outcomes they desired by coercion and they need to battle in 

a three-dimensional game where soft power could influence the preference of others. The U.S. 

has the greatest soft power on the earth by its Americanization or Mcdonalization of pop 

cultures. Its music, movies and many values of life have been widely accepted by nations across 

the world. American education, especially, higher education is helping maintaining the leading 

position of American soft power.   

 

     In the theory of Soft Power, Joseph Nye, who invented term, sees import roles of American 

higher education system in attracting international students and exchanging culture and ideas 

with the rest of the world (Nye 2004). A recent example  of such use in higher education is 

China’s promotion of its soft power by establish hundreds of Confucius Colleges worldwide to 

introduce its rich history and culture and advance its global influence (Yang, 2010). The CSIS 

Commission on Smart Power (2007) suggests that the United States should focus on five critical 

areas: alliances, partnerships and institutions; global development; public diplomacy; economic 

integration; and technology and innovation. Foreign-born skilled workers are invaluable in the 

process of the U.S. elating both hard and soft power and they are a major source of smart power. 

These people could not only contribute to the R&D in science and technology and economic 

competitiveness (hard power), but also help promoting mutual understanding of cultures (soft 

power). We can envision that higher education system and foreign-born faculty and staff inside 

this system will help US to succeed in all these areas.  

The growing number of foreign-born persons getting PhDs outside the US as well as in 
US universities will undoubtedly diminish the gap between US universities and those in other 
countries. The world ranking of top universities in 2020 is likely to include many more from 
other countries. Increasingly, new knowledge will come from workers outside the country, but 
there is much the US can gain from this. We do not know whether the US will do better through 
immigration or through off shoring of some university graduate-level work overseas. My guess is 
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that by educating some of the best students in the world, attracting some to stay in the country 
and positioning the US as an open hub of ideas and connections for university graduates 
worldwide, the country will be able to maintain excellence and leadership in the "empire of the 
mind" and in the economic world more so than if it views the rapid increase in graduates 
overseas as a competitive threat.8 
 
 
        This is really a smart idea to attract and educate the best minds of the world to maintain 

economic and technological hegemony of American. Levin and Stephan (1999) pointed that the 

US would increasingly rely on the foreign-born scholars as the sources of the national strength 

and prosperity as it is trying to maintaining its leadership in the fields of sciences and 

engineering.  Foreign-born students and faculty will be the most important resources for 

countries to compete. Undoubted, the most populous foreign students and scholars in American 

higher education are helping this country generating smart power for the U.S.  Therefore, US 

needs to adopt policies to benefit the new group of knowledge generator to secure its advantages 

in the knowledge economy. There are some new practices and policies facilitating attracting and 

retaining foreign-born highly skilled workers. There are heated discussion about giving work 

permit to international students and workers. Some argue that giving jobs to the foreign-born 

workers will crowd out working opportunities for American worker and as a result, reducing the 

U.S. competiveness. On the other hand, some activists are actively advocating retaining highly 

skilled international students. Jeff Flake, Republican Congressman from Arizona just initiated a 

new bill to give the international Ph.D holders in Science, technology, engineering and math 

permanent residency9. 
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2.3    Roles of Foreign-born Faculty in the Academic Capitalism 

       The foreign-born faculty is one of the major labor forces in the academic capitalism, will 

become a majority contributor especially in some areas like Computer Sciences and Electric 

Engineering. The study of this special group will illuminate their roles in the new era of 

knowledge economy. 

      Lots of researches focused on the institutional changes in the new knowledge economy. 

Bower (1992) argued that colleges and universities had been forced to seek for alternative 

resources as funds from government decreased since 1980s. Higher education institutions are 

under great pressure to change in order to meet the diverse demands from both students and the 

resources they depend on (Woodard, Love, & Komives, 2000).  

     The theory of academic capitalism is defined as higher education institutions and 

professionals engaged in market or market-like activities to generate external revenue (Slaughter 

& Leslie, 1997). Rhoades and Slaughter (2004) reinvented academic capitalism to explain the 

process of universities and colleges integration into the new knowledge economy. They argued 

that previous studies on the influence of new knowledge economy are remaining at the individual 

level (Clark, 1998) and that those studies assumed clear boundaries between universities, the 

market and the state. In order to go beyond “the organization”, they employed a perspective to 

understand the how network of faculty, administrators, academic professionals and students by 

using state resources to help universities and colleges integrate into knowledge economy in terms 

of new knowledge circuit, interstitial organization emergence, expanded managerial professional 

and so on. 
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Being penetrated by the market forces, today’s universities in the U.S. are more actively 

engaged in the entrepreneurial activities and depart from the traditional ways of the knowledge 

production to aim at problem-oriented, trans-disciplinary and multi-sited production. Ben-David 

and Zloczower (1962) argue that the major roles of university are teaching and research and that 

they are not competing with each other but complementary. The university has its social roles of 

cultivating citizenship, promoting democratic social norms. Under the influence of 

neoliberalism, plenty of universities are facing with the decrease in financial support from the 

governments and they therefore diversified the sources of monies by working closely with the 

business world via joint labs or doing research and development for the companies on campus 

and setting up many revenue generating programs. These activities derailed from the traditional 

roles of university pursuing pure scientific scholarship and as the results they have to respond to 

the external pressure due to the financial dependency and the long cherished autonomy is eroding 

now.  Therefore there is a trend towards more focusing on research than teaching and some 

ranking system like the U.S. News and World Report are misleading the public accordingly. 

Most of the prestigious western universities are the research oriented institutions and those 

teaching oriented colleges are marginalized. As the results, when evaluating professors or 

recruiting new faculty, strong research experience and background are preferred. Table 3 shows 

that foreign-born faculty tend to work for public/private doctoral research institutions. This trend 

has significant influence since many public universities try to compete with the leading private 

universities in number of articles published in Nature, Science and IEEE in the process of 

becoming one of them. They became more alike not only in terms of student body, research 

activities, but also in faculty composition. Furthermore, the trend goes beyond the top 
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universities and colleges, many second to elite colleges and universities are trying to go after 

what the elite are doing. 

Table 2.2. 

 Foreign-born Faculty by 2000 Carnegie Categories 

 

Public 
doctoral 

Private 
not-for-

profit 
doctoral 

Public 
master's 

Private 
not-for-

profit 
master's 

Public 
baccalaureate 

Private not-
for-profit 

baccalaureate 

Public 
associates 

Private 
not-for-

profit 
associates 

Public 
other 

Private 
not-
for-

profit 
other 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Total 25.8 11.6 12.3 8.3 1.6 5.8 29.9 0.7 1.2 3 

 FB 38.2 18.8 12 5.2 1.3 4.2 16.2 0.3 1.1 2.8 

 NB 23.5 10.3 12.3 8.9 1.6 6 32.4 0.8 1.2 3 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Postsecondary 
Faculty (NSOPF:04). 
Note: FB=Foreign-born NB=Native born 

 

       Lee (2004) found that foreign-born scientists in academia have higher publication 

productivity than their native counterparts which means that they contributed more to knowledge 

production and also the academic capitalization. As more and more colleges and universities 

worldwide are engaging in the entrepreneurial efforts to diversify the sources of revenues, tuition 

dollars and expenses, the major labor force --- faculty, scientists and post-doctoral, especially the 

foreign-born part --- will play the backbone role in the war of reaching the “Brass Ring”.        

The studies of the new transforming faculty body in the American higher education is warrant 

and urgent, especially when the higher education system is heading toward a new direction 

accelerated by the down turning of the economy. In Dr. Rhoades’ speech as the secretary of 

AAUP early this year, he suggested the focus of the community should be shifted from students, 

academic programs, rankings and revenues to intellectual capital, especially unbalanced faculty 
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body. He spoke out the importance of the changing demographics of higher education faculty on 

the economy and society: 

I would suggest we need to direct more attention to the current intellectual capital of our 
nation, to the faculty. For they, too, are a crucial part of the equation. College and 
university faculty prepare the human capital, virtually all of which runs through college 
and university classrooms. Moreover, professors generate many of the ideas and 
technologies that shape our economy and society. 
 

(Transforming our Focus: Intellectual Capital, Economic Stimulus, and the Fourth `A’, Academics By 
Gary Rhoades, General Secretary, Presentation to the  Higher Education Group of Washington. February 
10, 2009.) 
 
 
 

Internationalization of American higher education and many new characteristics of the process 

have been well studied (De Wit, 2002, Knight, 2004). Some of them identified the general 

patterns such as the categories of sending and receiving countries or central and peripheral 

countries (Altbach, 2004), while some others captured some problems, for instance, brain drain 

issue (Solimano and Pollack, 2004). As a substantial portions of foreign-born Ph.D. recipients 

choose to stay in the U.S., their countries of origin are suffering from the brain drain, which 

someone optimistically call brain circulation eventually. It is not surprise that young faculty from 

the developing world would decide to pursue their academic career here in the U.S. instead of 

returning to their home countries for reasons of academic freedom, abundant research funds and 

advanced infrastructures. However, recently the one-way drain became circulation as some 

countries are catching up with improved funding and research infrastructures. Countries like 

China and India encourage international academic exchanges and those foreign-born faculty who 

have the language and connections advantages back in their home countries/institutions bring 

back latest information and standard practices as well. 

At the same time, knowledge has been penetrating the geographical boundary through various 

cooperation facilitated by modern communication technologies. Chellaraj, Maskus and Mattoo 
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(2005) argued that increasing collaboration in researches between US and non US higher 

education institutions help knowledge circulating through the home networks of the foreign-born 

scientists.   

 

      Conventional wisdom has it that one-way brain drain is at the advantage of the developed 

countries, whereas the sending countries, mainly developing countries, are suffering from the 

lost of highly educated and skilled workers.  Regets (2007) argued that sending countries are not 

necessarily all less developed countries and the U.K. is worrying about losing talents and that 

sending countries also received benefits from these highly skilled emigrants since they are more 

likely to promote knowledge flow, that is  sharing knowledge and authorship with their home 

contacts. The “reverse trends” are more conspicuous during the economic fluctuation.  The 

recent financial and economic turmoil has caused brain circulation back to many newly 

industrialized countries where mostly need financial professionals.  In order to maintain the 

competitiveness in the scientific research and development where foreign-born scientists are the 

dominating force, the U.S. academia and government have to compete more aggressively with 

foreign governments, companies and higher education institutions over these talents and they 

should seriously face the challenge of reverse brain drain or brain circulation. (Tang, 2000) 

 

 

 

2.4 Summary 

“You see, Washington has been telling us to wait for decades, even as the problems have grown 
worse.  Meanwhile, China is not waiting to revamp its economy.  Germany is not waiting.  India 
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is not waiting.  These nations -- they're not standing still.  These nations aren't playing for second 
place.  They're putting more emphasis on math and science.  They're rebuilding their 
infrastructure.  They're making serious investments in clean energy because they want those 
jobs.  Well, I do not accept second place for the United States of America.”(State of the Union 
Address, President Obama, Jan. 27, 2010)10  
 

     Once again, the President voiced his concerns of the U.S. losing the competing edges to 

other emerging great powers such as China, Germany and India. Therefore the U.S. needs to 

renovate its hard power, soft power and most important of all, smarter power to facing the 

unprecedented challenges since 20th century. 

      In the era of knowledge economy, the competitions among countries shift from military 

build ups to sciences and technologies breakthroughs and over international talents. As an 

important part of the national strategy, attracting and retaining foreign brains is deciding the 

future of this great power. The American higher education system is the major actor on the 

stage. Section 2.2 revealed the new policy of smart power in which highly skilled foreign 

labors are influenced by the American culture and beliefs and contribute their talents for 

smarter power of American. Section 2.3 discussed the new knowledge framework of 

academic capitalism and its influences on the American higher education institutions and that 

the new trends in the knowledge economy will bring more foreign-born faculty into academe 

due to their increasing contribution to the S&E and national smart power.  
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CHAPTER 3 

LITERATURE REVIEW  

3.1 Introduction 

The globalization and internationalization promote the mobility of students and academic labor 

and foreign students and faculty has changes or began to change the landscape of higher 

education system in some developed countries. Since the foreign-born faculty in American 

academia is surging as an important force in various aspects, the study of this cohort will shed 

light on some policy issues related to attracting and maintaining international talents.  

 

Recruiting and maintaining Foreign-born Faculty 

     Foreign-born faculty has the reputation for hard work and high productivity. In the 

backgrounds of public budget cuts and a lot of public post-secondary institution are suffering 

from lack of funds, those foreign-born faculty become more popular in the academic labor 

market. Meanwhile, Foreign-born PH.Ds are more likely to choose to be tenured faculty in 

American universities and colleges mainly for its job security and compensation, administrators 

are facing with increasing challenges to keep them due to the competition not only from the 

industries but also from private wealthier and more famous other higher education institutions.   

     On the other side, the underrepresented foreign-born faculty group should know about their 

employment status, and they should be aware how professional organizations and networking 

could help them to challenge the current biased academic rewarding systems and the 

misperception of diversity and equity. They should united together and fight with other women 

and minority faculty groups to gain better representation in policy-making process. 
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      This chapter will start with the review of current research on foreign-born faculty including 

literature on the reasons of migration, faculty salary, and faculty time allocation to provide 

theoretical frameworks for the further analyses in the following chapter.  

 

3.2 Current Research 

       Is the foreign-born faculty they treated fairly in the academia in term of salary and rank 

during the career? This paper examines the status of foreign-born faculty in the academic labor 

market relative to the U.S. born counterparts and the literature on reasons of migration, academic 

labor market, human capital and assimilation theory and researches on the careers of the foreign-

born faculty will be reviewed. 

 

3.2.1  Foreign-born Related Studies 

     3.2.1.1 Reasons of Migration 

           The process of students and professors selecting to study or work outside home country is 

complex. Scholars have found many factors involved in the process, ranging from no enough 

resources in the home country to more opportunities and freedom in the host country (Lee et al, 

2006). Push and pull theory has been often used to account for the dynamics of international 

academic labor flows (Manrique and Manrique, 1993;Welch, 2002; Altbach, 2004). This theory 

explains that due to lack of specialized fields, political repression and other reasons, home 

country pushes students and academic labor to go aboard and host country pull or attract students 

or professors by providing higher quality of education, better quality of life, more academic 

freedom and abundant funds (Lee et al, 2006). Manrique and Manrique, (1993) found in their 
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survey that several factors which pull immigrant faculty to the U.S. for instance, the chance to 

afford a higher standard of living, access to better library and research facilities and more 

academic freedom. They also argued that one’s perception of the job market and the trade-offs 

between benefits in his country of origin and benefits in the receiving country are important in 

deciding to migrate. Lee et al (2006) argued that this theory helped to indicate some social, 

political and economic factors of global flow of students and academic labor, but overlooked 

some individual factors such as background, information sources and so on. For instance, Choi 

(1995) has revealed that Asian-born faculty made extra effort on networking and foreign-born 

researchers in Science & Engineering departments in the United States helped in building 

connections and exchanges with their home-country Science & Technology infrastructure.  

     3.2.1.2 Obstacles for Migration 

       Although increasing number of foreign-born faculty found positions in the U.S. higher 

education, they have to confront some obstacles brought by different cultural and language 

backgrounds and social tensions and problems. Collins (2008) pointed out that the foreign-born 

faculty who got degrees in home countries will find the quite different academic culture and 

norms in the US institutions and also the social norms outside the educational settings, all of 

these will add up to more misunderstanding between them and their colleagues.  For receiving 

countries, the fear of technology transfer to hostile countries or groups is cited as one of major 

reasons to keep foreign talents from some areas related to national interests (Regets, 2007). 

Several high profile spy cases (such as Wen Ho Lee11 and Chi Mak12) deter foreign scientists 

to participate sensitive or defense related projects. Marvasti (2005) argued that the 
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effectiveness of foreign-born faculty is impeded by language barriers especially in teaching 

since language is a crucial in communication. Manrique and Manrique (1993) found that one 

out of every four immigrant faculty in their survey reported being discriminated against by 

colleagues in their own department and one of every three said they have been discriminated 

against by colleagues outside their own department and by administrations. They contributed 

racial prejudice to the discrimination but the majority of their respondents do not regard race or 

accent adversely impact their performance.  

 

     3.2.1.3 Supply and Demand Explanations for the Increase of Foreign-born Faculty 

           North (1995) found that foreign doctoral recipients are more likely to stay in the 

American academia through post doctoral training. U.S. higher education has been well-known 

for its ability to attract, support and retain foreign Science and Engineering graduate students, 

particularly students from Asia. NSF data (1998) shows that in 1995, about a quarter of graduate 

students in S&E programs were foreign students and at the doctoral level, foreign students 

(including those with permanent and temporary visas) accounted for 39 percent,  50 percent and 

58 percent of degrees in  the natural science, the mathematics and computer sciences, and in the 

engineering degrees respectively. A recent National Bureau of Economic Research paper13 

attributed the reasons of the increasing foreign-born Ph.D. recipients to the following aspects: 

declining college-age students in the U.S., demand for advanced degrees triggered by more 

undergraduate enrollments, education system and booming middle class in foreign countries. 

However, this research paper also pointed that the native born students are “crowded out” as 
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some scholars blamed since the increased international students were accommodated by more 

funds available in S&E fields.    

       The most recent data show that the ratio of foreign-born college graduates in S&E jobs 

jumped from 11.2% in 1980 to 19.3% in 2000. (Science and Engineering Indicators 2006)   

     NSF studies (1998) also found that between 1988 and 1996, about 63 percent of over 55,000 

S&E foreign degree earners from major Asian and European countries, Canada, and Mexico 

earned planned to remain in the U.S. after study and 39 percent reported they had firm plans to 

do so. Of the 55,000 foreign doctoral recipients, 22 percent stayed on for postdoctoral study 

which is a common career path towards positions in research and development (also including 

faculty positions) and 17 percent got employment in the U.S (Johnson and Regets, 1998)   

 

Table 3.1  
Foreign-born Share of S&E Doctoral Faculty, Postdocs, and Graduate 
Students, by Major:2001  
         
   Graduate  
  Faculty Postdocs students  
All S&E fields 20.97 57.23 33.74  
Physical sciences 22.87 67.16 41.47  
Earth, atmospheric, and ocean sciences 17.12 42.13 23.33  
Mathematics 28.07 56.50 46.39  
Computer sciences 38.65 61.77 65.53  
Life sciences 19.97 55.70 17.31  
Psychology 7.81 25.90 5.83  
Social sciences 18.79 31.07 27.21  
Engineering 35.49 68.95 58.03  
     

     

            It seems obvious that the supply of doctoral recipients accounts for much of the variation 

among fields in the recruitment of foreign-born faculty. Under the influence of massification of 

higher education in the U.S., universities and colleges have to accommodate a more diverse 
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student population. As a result, there has been rapidly increasing foreign-born faculty in U.S. 

higher education.  Those doctoral recipients became faculty in academe in disproportionately 

large numbers. The influence of foreign-born faculty has become profound in research and 

development of U.S. colleges and universities. This influence is especially apparent in the fields 

of sciences and engineering where the production rate of U.S.-born doctoral recipients is 

insufficient to meet the needs for qualified faculty members in academe. SESTAT, a National 

Science Foundation database from the Division of Science Resources Studies, show that in 1993, 

in the U.S. 37 percent of the engineering professors are not native born and over 25 percent in 

the fields of  the mathematics and computer science. 

      In explanation of why the normal academic selection procedures favored foreign-born 

applicants for faculty openings at the research universities, a report from Office of Scientific and 

Engineering Personnel (OSEP) pointed out that the reason could be partially found in “faculty 

preferences for people with high analytical ability and/or particular skills in utilizing advanced 

instrumentation techniques and relative de-emphasis with engineering science” (OSEP, 1988, 

p.17). 

        Recently, U.S. higher education experienced decline in international enrollment and the 

situation might be even worse due to the U.S. policy shifts in the aftermath of Sept. 11 and 

heightened international competition over students (for instance, Australian aggressive marketing 

and Canadian new visa policies) (Lee et al, 2006).  

  

The changes in the supply side of foreign-born academic labor, especially in science and 

engineering will impact the ratio of foreign-born faculty will be seen in the near future. 
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          In the heated competition over prestige and resources, colleges and universities in the U.S. 

higher education battle with each other and also with the industries over talent scholars. Lee et al 

(2005) argued that professors with skills that are more valuable elsewhere would get higher 

academic salaries and universities would act more like private sector enterprises to attract high-

skilled labor due to deregulation. Many foreign-born faculty, especially in the science and 

engineering, may benefit from the trends and get better salaries since their expertise are also 

desired by other employers. However, foreign-born S&E degree holders have a tiny salary 

advantages than U.S. natives at the bachelor’s and master’s levels, but the advantage disappears 

at the doctorate level (Science and Engineering Indicators 2006).   

 

3.2.2  Literature on Faculty Salary 

          In last several decades, researches on faculty salary have been trying to use theory of 

human capital and structural difference to decipher the gaps between gender and seniority 

(Becker, 1962; Youn, 1988; Smart, 1991; Perna, 2001; Toutkoushian 2003). Developed by Gary 

Becker (1962) and Theodore Schultz (1961), the theory of human capital links an individual’s 

educational attainment, productivity, seniority and other invested aspects to his/her monetary 

rewards in the academia. This theory predicts that faculty with same human capitals should get 

same salary. Colleges and universities reward them on the basis of their human capital or 

productivity which causes discrepancy in ranks and compensations (Toutkoushian 2003). 

Whereas, Youn (1998), Smart (1991) and others (Bellas, 1997; DeYoung, 1989) employed 

structural theory to explain the salary gaps among different institution types and fields. More 

recently, special academic attention has been put on the gender salary disparity by controlling 

these human capital and structural factors and found unexplained gaps between male and female 
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faculty members (Bellas, 1997; Perna 2001; Fairweather, 2005). The human capital theory has 

been used to estimate how factors such as experience and educational attainment affect women’s 

employment in academia and how their work have been rewarded via rank and salary 

(Toutkoushian 1999). Since then, academia began to focus on gender and minority salary 

discrimination. However, salary disparity between foreign-born faculty and their native peers is 

understudied. In the following paragraphs, studies related to foreign skilled labor and scholars 

including academic labor market theory, neo-racism theory and so on will be carefully reviewed 

to add better understanding to the salary gaps between foreign-born and native born.    

       Labor economics have been used frequently to study the economic status of the academic 

profession. Labor market theory has been transplanted to study academic labor market. “The 

academic labor market for faculty refers to the buying and selling of faculty labor for use by 

colleges and universities.” (Toutkoushian 2003, p.267) Based on the observations of the 

relationship between the level of education and ability and earnings, scholars (Freeman,1976; 

Ehrenberg, 1990) describe the mechanism ruling academic labor market. Youn (1992) 

summarizes the general characteristics of the academic labor market 1) monetary rewards are not 

primary sanctions in academic labor market; 2) mobility in academic market is restricted by 

institutional inflexibility; 3) a university is not a firm and productivity is not easily determined; 

4) academic employment does not specify the standard employment relationship; 5) various 

criteria to assess the performance. Those characteristics make the academic labor market 

different from the traditional labor market and it needs to be studies in new ways.    

       Economists generally analyze the academic labor market through macro-level and micro-

level perspectives. The macro-level perspective helps explaining changes in the average wage 

and employment pattern for faculty. And it regards the academic labor market for faculty as a 
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single market. Economists use the concepts of demand and supply to analyze the variations 

across fields and time (Ehrenberg and Smith 2000; Toutkoushian 2003). Different from treating 

all faculty within the market as the same group which has similar characteristics, the micro-level 

perspective focuses on the individual faculty and address the differences in salaries and 

employment. Since this research focus on a subgroup of faculty in American postsecondary 

education, the macro-level perspective will be more useful in revealing the change and relative 

status of this group of people in the academia. But foreign-born faculty is not homogenous in 

nature and has many quite different subgroups of origins. Lee (2004) cited the NSF 1998 data 

that 8.1%, 5% and 4.6% of doctoral recipients from the U.K., German and India became teaching 

faculty in the U.S. during the period of 1988 and 1996, whereas only 2.1% of Chinese and 1.4% 

of Korean doctoral recipients joined in the teaching force. The theory of neo-racism will provide 

some explanation to the gaps among different foreign-born groups.  

 

      In her research of immigrant scientists, Tang(2000) argues the necessity of comparing the 

subgroups of foreign-born scientists on the basis of their countries of origin because of their 

languages and culture connections to the host country (the U.S.). European born faculty have 

more similar cultural backgrounds with their American born counterparts whereas Asian born 

faculty have less in common because of cultural and geographical diversity in the region. For 

instance, Indian born faculty face with less language challenges than those Japan or China born 

faculty since English is their official language. Furthermore, the culture of respecting teachers 

and maintaining harmony leads the Chinese, Japanese and Korean faculty to behave differently 

from professors of other parts of world both inside and outside of classroom (Hamada, 2005). 

Lee and Rice (2007) made an original contribution to the knowledge of international students in 



47 
 

 
 

the American universities and by employing the concept of neo-racism to uncover different 

experience caused by the stereotypes about students’ country of origin. Later, Cantwell and Lee 

(2010) explored the treatment of foreign scholars, especially postdocs, in American and British 

academic market through the lens of neo-racism. They argued that a filter mechanism of neo-

racism played an important role not only in the hiring but future career choices of postdocs. 

Since many disciplines in sciences in recent years required postdoc training before entering the 

faculty position (Science, 2002), it is naturally to conclude that for some foreign-born Ph.D. 

recipients who luckily enough has become faculty member have suffered the filtering system of 

neo-racism when they were students and postdocs. This is not the end for them since they are 

experiencing another round of discrimination and mistreatment based on their countries of origin.  

Even though, the discrimination suffered by the international students and scholars have been 

identified in qualitative researches mentioned above, few data in terms of salary, rank and job 

satisfaction  and other aspect of employment have been found to further illustrate the 

disadvantages . Therefore, further research is needed to focus on the latent cultural stereotypes 

over international students, postdocs and deeper down the pipeline, faculty and scholars in 

academia. 

         

          In recent years, highly educated and skilled foreign-born workers entering the US 

workforce, especially in Information-Technology area, has drawn lots of public attention as the 

concerns of losing jobs of American born people are growing (Gupta, 2004). Much research on 

immigration have been devoted to the less-skilled workers (Espenshade et al,2001) and much 

work needs to be done related to high-skilled immigrant scientists and engineers (Stephan and 

Levin, 2001).  
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      Gupta(2004) lists several aspects of being foreign which have a significant impact on the 

labor market. These factors including: Legal Status ---immigration restrictions and process of 

naturalization will cause many disadvantages for foreign-born faculty in early years of their 

career; Selectivity--- the author concludes that through the graduate school pipeline, the 

American higher education institutions have selected the foreign-born PhDs whose qualifications 

are at least as well as their native-born counterparts; Schooling--- since most of the foreign-born 

faculty got their previous education outside the US and the economic returns of foreign 

education are lower than the American education in the labor market, foreign-born faculty will 

suffer from the lower returns at the beginning of their career; language, culture and 

discrimination are all potential obstacles in the academic labor market experience and success. 

       However, the theory of assimilation of higher skilled immigrants argues that location 

specific human capital is often hard to fully translated into useful skills in another country and 

therefore foreign-born skilled labor would start with a comparative disadvantage (Chiswick, 

1978), but with the obtaining of advanced human capital and local work experience, the 

treatment of foreign-born skilled worker will be gradually improved (Gupta, 2004). In addition, 

Corley and Sabharwal (2007)  argues that these foreign-born faculty can easily work as the 

mentors for foreign students who share similar cultural or language background and help them 

with more academic and research experience. 

 

     The topic whether foreign-born faculty has reach parity with the American born in academia 

in terms of earning has been discussed for a long time in academia. Regets (2007) found that 

generally fields with higher percentage of foreign-born doctorate holders have higher salary. 

Faculty compensation is an important part of the reward system and became more prominent 
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when colleges and universities focus more on research productivity. Numerous studies (Barbezat 

1991, Toutkoushian, 1998) have shown that women and minority faculty are paid differently at 

the national level. Fairweather (1996) found that minority faculty salaries in research universities 

in 1988 averaged over $1000 less than that of the non-minorities. Monks and Robinson (2000) 

used the data from the 1993 National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) set and showed 

that the foreign-born faculty had lower salary because of human capital and research productivity 

disadvantages.  Perna (2001) found that Asian non-citizen faculty members are significantly less 

likely to attain tenure status at 4-year institutions even with other controlled factors.  Gupta 

(2004) discovered that there was a significant salary disadvantage for the foreign-born faculty 

with an undergraduate degree in other countries rather than in the U.S. right after they started 

their academic career. He also unveiled that the lack of English language skills influenced the 

likelihood of getting tenure-track position for the foreign-born.     

 

       Since Friedberg (2000) found that early foreign education has lower rate of return than the 

U.S. education for the immigrants in terms of wage at the initial part of their work. And the 

foreign-born labors have a pronounced lag in salary when they start their career and would catch 

up after 10 to 15 years (Duleep and Regets,1997). In addition, the theory of assimilation predicts 

that education and experienced gained in the US by the foreign-born will be converted into 

significant improvement in their labor market performance (Gupta, 2004).  

 

3.2.3 Literature on Faculty Time Allocation 

           Teaching, research and public service are the major responsibilities for faculty.  Previous 

researches on faculty workload have found that the relationship between teaching and research is 



50 
 

 
 

either no effect, or conflicting or complimentary with each other (Braxton, 1996; Milem, Berger 

& Dey, 2000). For instance, Fox (1992) argued that faculty engaged in more teaching have less 

time to do research.        

        Faculty workload researches related various factors impact the allocations of teaching, 

research and service times: age, gender, education background and institutional structure 

( Creswell, 1986; Levin & Stephan, 1989; Massy & Zemsky, 1994; Braxton, 1996). For instance, 

experience and ranks have been believed to positively relate workload and productivity (Clark & 

Lewis, 1985; Levin & Stephan, 1989; Bellas & Toutkoushian, 1999; Johnson, 2005). Massy and 

Zemsky (1994) noticed the decreasing percentage of teaching among faculty in liberal arts 

colleges and  used “the academic ratchet” to explain how faculty members use their increasing 

discretionary time to do research at the cost of teaching time. Also, institutional types have been 

revealed to influence the pattern of faculty time allocation (Fairweather, 1993a; Tierney & 

Rhoades, 1993; Milem, Berger & Dey, 2000). Studies on faculty workload (Astin, Korn and 

Dey, 1991, Russell 1991) indicate that full time faculty members spend more than 50 hours per 

week on job-related work on average and some even more in research intensive institutions. In 

addition, Milem, Berger and Dey (2000) found that liberal arts institutions have longest teaching 

time whereas research universities have longest research time.  Under the influence of trends of 

“institutional isomorphism” (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983), there is a structural change undergoing 

in which faculty of lower tier institutions imitate the time allocation pattern of these in top tier 

universities and colleges (Milem, Berger & Dey, 2000).  To the extent that foreign-born faculty 

is disproportionately located at research-intensive institutions (top tier) and native born at 

teaching-intensive institutions, institutional types could explain some of the variations in time 

allocation between two groups.  
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        A number of studies also found that fields matter in terms of time spent on teaching, 

research and service. For instance, Fox (1992) points out that professors in the areas of sciences 

and engineering have less teaching loads than their colleagues in humanities and social sciences. 

It is not uncommon for foreign-born faculty to show time allocation differ from their native 

counterparts in the areas of natural sciences and engineering where the former group 

concentrates.  

        Research productivity is widely regarded as the main determinant of academic recognition 

and career development. Bellas and Toutkousian (1999) argue that faculty produces more 

research when they devote more time to academic work and/or spend a majority of their time on 

research. In addition to publications, citation has more popularity in evaluation of the 

performance of faculty because it reflects the quality of the research. Some studies (Toutkousian 

1994, Laband and Piette, 1994) used the citation as the major indictor to explore the gender 

differences in research productivity.  

 

        Some researches linked faculty time allocation to the reward systems. Russell (1991) argued 

that differences in assigning research and teaching time impact the rank and financial awards 

they can get. As merit-base rewards system is more and more popular in the higher education 

system, faculty from different position will be awarded differently according to the research 

produced. Aguirre (2000) reveals that women and minority faculty was at disadvantages in this 

rewards system since they have more teaching and service work and have less time to engage in 

research and publication, furthermore, they have to be the role models which has been neglected 

in the granting of tenure. Collins (2008) argued that time management is often harder for the new 
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foreign-born faculty because they need more time on their visa or green card applications which 

will take substantial time off their teaching, research or service time. 

      According to 2004 NSOPF survey, foreign-born faculty accounted for 15.5% of the sample 

population, but their status relative to the U.S. born faculty has been understudied. In contrast, 

studies focus on female and minority faculty members has drawn an increasing academic 

attention. A number of academic works have been published on the status of women (Alpert, 

1989, Lomperis, 1990, Toutkousian, 1999), minority faculty (Exum, 1984, Aguirre 2000), and 

African American faculty (Flowers and Jones 2003) in academia. 

       Aguirre (2000) argues that institutions of higher education are recruiting women and 

minorities faculty to answer the request of affirmative action in academia but these white-male 

dominated institutions lack of good understanding of women and minorities faculty.  Some other 

literature (Alpert, 1989, Lomperis, 1990, Toutkousian, 1999, Exum, 1984, and Flowers and 

Jones 2003)  indicate that the majority of women and minority faculty are more likely to be in 

less prestigious colleges and universities and at the lower end of the faculty ranks.  Aguirre 

(2000) further points out that even the minority faculty should not been regarded as a 

homogeneous population and each group has their own characteristics. The perspectives and 

skills of these researches will shed light on the monetary compensations of the foreign-born 

group. For instance, as Sciences and Engineering Indicators (2004) points out that most of the 

S&E doctoral degrees earned by Asian students were in engineering and biological and physical 

sciences, whereas European students graduated mainly from disciplines such as social sciences 

and psychology. Even within the European cohort, students from Eastern Europe have different 

focuses of study than their Western European counterparts (More from the former group receive 

Ph.D.s in S&E from physical sciences, engineering, and mathematics than the latter group). The 
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complexity of characters of the foreign-born faculty from different parts of world would be much 

harder to explore.  

              Although plenty of studies have revealed the inequity in academia towards female and 

minority faculty by studying their rank and earnings, it is still not clear how foreign-born faculty 

have been treated. Is there any discrimination in monetary rewards and promotion?  Empirical 

analysis will shed light on these issues and will also help foreign-born faculty challenging the 

existing academic culture which “rewards White men faculty at the expense of women and 

minority faculty” (Aguirre 2000, p88). Rodriquez (1998) raised the concern that the increasing 

foreign-born scientists may crowd out other minority scientist in some higher education 

institutions. More studies should be carried to address this concern and if the situation is a fact 

and some policies should be adopted accordingly. 

 

 

3.3. Global Trends in Attracting Foreign Talents 

These are essentially all the effects that could result in greater global efficiency in the production 
of knowledge and of goods and services. Even if one rejects the idea that one country benefits 
from wealth and knowledge creation in another, this greater efficiency would result in a larger 
global sum of gross domestic product, however distributed. A better international flow of 
knowledge may increase the efficiency of new knowledge production globally because it leads to 
better solutions to particular problems and reduces duplication in R&D.  (Regets, 2007 pp. 14-
15) 
 
     Increasing exchanges and interdependency in terms of economy, technology, culture and 

values make the world a global village, and the convergence in the area of public policy becomes 

more conspicuous trend. Newly released data show that there are about 2.9 million of students 
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studying overseas in 2009, which has increased 57 percent since 199914. The fast booming 

foreign students will inevitably accelerate the worldwide mobility of scholar and faculty. 

However, high concentration of foreign students in several countries – 72 percent of international 

students are hosted by eight countries (namely, the U.S., U.K., Germany, France, Australia, 

China, Canada and Japan)15.  

       Johnson and Regets (1998) argued that the one-way inflow of highly skilled personnel to the 

United States is viewed as brain drain. Recently, the mobility of highly skilled workers is 

regarded as brain circulation since these people will bring home countries more benefits after 

study and work abroad. The U.S. has harvested benefits from international flow of talents, but 

the global competition for high-skilled labor such as scientists and faculty continues to increase. 

Facing with the challenges of maintaining leading status in research, changing demographics of 

academic labor and difficulties in recruiting and retaining young researchers, UK recognized the 

importance of the influx of foreign talents into their higher education system and adopted 

policies to support the international entrants (Ackers & Gill, 2005).  Many European universities 

encourage their junior faculty to teach and work in other countries with international colleagues 

and expect that they will bring their research productivity and teaching quality in order to 

compete in the prestige battles. One example cited was that of the Vienna University of 

Economics and Business Administration where “junior faculty are strongly encouraged (through 

funds and contacts) to teach and do research in other countries in order to get promoted” (Sporn, 

p.69). Data on mobility and stay rates of foreign-born S&Es working in the United States 

indicated that about half of all foreign doctoral recipients leave the United States right after 

                                                 
14 Higher Education on the Move. Inside Higher Ed. May 6, 2009 
http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2009/05/06/mobility 
15 Higher Education on the Move: New Developments in Global Mobility. Report by the Institute of International 
Education. May, 2009 
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graduation, and others leave after acquiring some teaching or industrial experience in the United 

States. In addition, some of those who remain in the United States network with home-country 

scientists (Johnson and Regets, 1998). The following section will describe how some other 

countries respond to the flow of academic personnel. The analysis will focus only on several 

developed countries or area since they, as the major higher education providers worldwide and 

attract the majority of students, researchers and faculty, experienced some similar problems as 

the U.S. faced and their solutions to the problems will be helpful to decision-makers in the U.S. 

to keep their good practices and policies and to make appropriate changes in policies to win the 

war over the international talents in the future. 

 

Australia 

       Australia has been a vanguard in internationalization its higher education system and 

adopted the strategy of making higher education an industry of exporting. Baker et al.(1993) 

found that 25 percent of Australian academic staff who worked in 1986 had been recruited from 

overseas and that there was likely to be an increased demand for this form of skilled labor in the 

years leading up to 2000. International survey results show that Australia is an internationalized 

higher education system which has academic staff with degrees from many parts of the globe. 

Australia has three advantages to attract more students and professors. (1) Australia’s increasing 

integration in the Asian region makes the increasing numbers of research students from this 

region attending Australian universities. (2) waning links between the United Kingdom and 

Australia (including in higher education) dissuaded Australian and other scholars from pursuing 

postgraduate education and work in the United Kingdom. (3) rigorous immigration policies and 

higher costs of graduate studies in the United States and the United Kingdom, which, combined 
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with the research strength of many Australian university departments, is discouraging some 

scholars from pursuing research in those countries (Welch, 2002). And brain circulation instead 

of brain drain will occur when many Australian staff, who foresee worsening conditions and 

have been attracted to some mix of better salaries, working conditions, and research facilities 

offered by other countries, return eventually, bringing with them valuable international skills and 

contacts (Welch, 2002). 

      Welch (2002) also indicated that the foreign-born faculty in Australia is more likely to be 

male, full-time, research oriented and enjoy more senior rank and higher salary compared to their 

indigenous peers.  

 

Japan 

     After the well-known “ the ten lost years” economic recession, Japan regained some 

momentums to maintain its global economic and scientific competitiveness by adopting a 

national policy to attract foreign talents. In order to facilitate the foreign high-skilled labor to 

enter their labor force, many developed countries have worked on visa programs to attract high-

skilled workers. Japan made a significant move in 1989 to revise its immigration law to remove 

the barriers for high-skilled worker to enter and the number with the visa almost doubled 

compared with 1992. (Science and Engineering Indicators 2006). 

     The Japanese higher education is also facing with the challenge of internationalization of 

student body and the government is aiming to triple their international student enrollment by 

2020 from 119,000 to 300,000. 16 They are trying to attract more international faculty as well. 

McNeill argued in his article about the internationalization of higher education system that the 
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Japanese academia was highly homogenous and monoculture due to the following factors --- 

language barriers, few positions for foreign professors, unfriendly academic environment, and 

discriminations. Benefiting from the sparks and novel ways of teaching and thinking brought by 

foreign professors, the Japanese government fixed the regulations in 1990s which prevented 

national public universities to hiring foreign faculty since foreigners could not work full time in 

the public servant positions (McNeil, 2007). Many changes have been witnessed in Japanese 

higher education institutions such as favorable salary for foreign faculty and promotions of 

foreign academics to key administrative positions which will win their dedication.17      

 

Canada 

Canada is a country of immigrants and has been renowned for its culture of attracting 

international talents. This country has been pouring billions of dollars into renovation of its 

research infrastructure to attract and retain international scholars.  A project funded by Canada 

Foundation for Innovation last year brought 2,000 international scholars into Canada.18 

 The Association of Universities and Colleges of  Canada (AUCC, 2001) recognizes the 

importance of international students to Canada and its institutions of higher education in terms of 

economic benefits and longer-term interests and makes some recommendations to enhance 

policy related to international students and scholars. The report pointed out that international 

students provide additional revenue to support the academic endeavor and the local communities 

would benefit from the expenditure by international students on housing, food, books and other 
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expenses. It also recommends many measures to facilitate the stay and study of international 

students. 

 
Europe  
 

Europe is famous for its long tradition of flow of ideas and scholars. Recently, European 

policies of internationalization of higher education and mutual recognition of qualifications 

aimed to revive student and academic mobility and cooperation. (Ackers & Gill, 2005).  

Highlights of EU’s polices on attracting foreign scientists:   

Improving the attractiveness of the EU to third-country scientists: 
• Removing legal and administrative obstacles to entry; 
• Developing a ‘quality charter’ for the reception of third-country researchers in the EU; 
• Developing a Researcher’s Visa to fast-track moves into EU countries. 

Making research careers in the EU more attractive: 
• Attracting and maintaining a large number of researchers in scientific careers can be 

achieved only if the visibility and attractiveness of the researcher’s profession and career 
are significantly improved.19 

 

At the same time, EU noticed the loss of European scholars (less than 33% of European 

scholars went to the U.S. planned to return) and declared its ambitions to reverse the trend in 

many reports. For instance, Bocconi University in Italy starts to counteract to the drain of 

domestic professors and aims to recruit more than 50% of their new faculty from the 

international academic market by 2010. This ambious institution is trying luring foreign-born 

faculty by offering competitive salary and research opportunities20.  

 

However, many obstacles are still on the way of the academic recruitments (Musselin, 2004). 

Ackers & Gill (2005) found that UK is trying to change policies on work permit and use more 
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grants to allure researchers from other EU countries and non-EU area.  Musselin (2004) recorded 

the process of recruiting foreign candidates in which recruiters have to gain some knowledge 

about the foreign country’s rules (this raises problems because limited knowledge hardly help 

them to translate individual qualifications into the ‘‘national’’ criteria utilized for hiring 

purposes). Foreign candidates who can successfully get position will more probably be 

accustomed to living for a long period in the country where they apply and thus have been able 

to learn about the informal rules.  

 
     The globalization and internationalization promote the mobility of students and academic 

labor and foreign students and faculty has changes or began to change the landscape of higher 

education system in some developed countries. Countries like Australia, Japan, Canada and 

European countries have problems more or less similar to that of the U.S. accompanied with 

increasing portion of foreign-born faculty in academia. Due to the variations in the number and 

significance of the population, countries acted differently. Most of them tried to use the policy 

methods to solve the labor or economic issues with the international talents, but they have not 

touch the social and cultural influence with the foreign students and immigrant faculty. Since the 

foreign-born faculty in American academia is surging as an important force in various aspects, 

the study of this cohort will shed light on some emerging phenomenon worldwide.   

 
3.4 Summary 
 

This chapter covers the theoretical framework of researches focused on foreign-born faculty. 

Starting with introducing the reasons why the foreign-born talents left their home countries to 

study and work in foreign countries, this chapter analyzed some obstacles for the immigrants 

such as language barriers and cultural shocks. Next, researches on the supply and demand of 
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foreign-born faculty in American academe were reviewed to further explain the formation of 

increasing foreign talents in American higher education institutions. Theories about human 

capital and structural theory, in addition to academic labor market and assimilation of highly 

educated and skilled immigrants add more theoretical foundation to this research. Last but not 

the least, studies of faculty time allocation and literatures on women and minority faculty shed 

some light on the research on foreign-born faculty.  

   This chapter also contributes to knowledge of international higher education by doing 

comparative analysis of the policies adopted by different major provider or immigrant talents 

receiver countries or regions. The comparisons are aiming at better policy considerations for the 

U.S. government in the era of knowledge economy and mounting challenges in terms of 

attracting and retaining foreign talents from its competitors.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



61 
 

 
 

CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODS  
 
4.1 Research Questions 

      After introduction of the theoretical framework which this research has built upon, the author 

has focused the directions of the research on several important and testable aspects of foreign-

born faculty group. Salary is one of the major issues when analyzing the employment of faculty 

and I am curious about how the obvious advantages (in term of selections of elite of  foreign 

countries, fundamental knowledge and trainings, working attitude  and etc.) or disadvantages ( in 

terms of language, academic culture) have affected the salary of  foreign-born group.  

  Is their working pattern different from the native born? How did they allocate their teaching, 

research and service time? Did they get better rewards for working more? These questions 

should not be strange to the academia. 

      Also closer observations of the foreign-born faculty who are highly concentrating in the 

sciences and engineering fields and research oriented institutions will raise more questions about 

the differences in term of fields. Detailed comparisons across various disciplines will disclose 

more information about the foreign-born professors on campus. 

 

My research questions:  

1. Is foreign-born a significant factor in influencing faculty’s salary? Does the gap between 

foreign-born and native born faculty vary by experience? 

2. What are the differences between the two groups in terms of time allocations?  

3. How do differences between native born and foreign faculty in salary and time allocation 

vary across fields? 
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    The analysis of this study comprises two phase. In the first phase, simple comparisons will be 

used and differences between the foreign-born faculty and their native born counterpart in terms 

of salary, rank, research time are revealed in aggregate level (Chapter 5.1 ). These analyses offer 

the warrants for the adding of controlled variables. Whether being a foreign-born faculty is a 

significant factor in determining the basic salary and research time will be examined in the 

second phase of this study. 

 
4.2  Data 
 
       The principal data for this research come from the “National Survey of Postsecondary 

Faculty (NSOPF)” data set to which I have permitted access and by using the DAS form the 

NECS websites. The National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPF) is a comprehensive 

study of faculty by the National Center for Education Statistics about every five years since 1993 

(i.e., 1993,1999 and 2004). Survey sought to measure the various issues and topics related to the 

faculty members’ work in the U.S.  Since no previous analysis of foreign-born faculty use 

NSOPF 2004 data, my study will use the NSOPF: 2004  restricted data for the following reasons.  

        “ NSOPF is a national representative sample of faculty and instructional staff, including 

those employed both full- and part-time by institutions. The population of the survey was anyone 

who was designated as faculty (with or without instructional responsibilities) and anyone who 

had instructional responsibilities.” (NSOPF: 2004).  The 2004 study “ included 1,080 

postsecondary institutions in IPEDS that were public or private not-for-profit Title IV 

participating institutions and provided formal degree programs of at least two years’ duration. 

The faculty survey collected information about 35,630 faculty members (with a weighted 
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response rate of 76%) regarding their demographic characteristics (including sex, ethnic minority 

status, country of birth, faculty rank, age and so on), responsibility, workloads, salaries, benefits, 

attitudes and future plan. The institution survey grouped institutional information such as faculty 

composition, turnover, recruitment, retention, and tenure policies.” (NSOPF: 2004).   This 

sample includes both full time and part time faculty, also faculty who are on and not on the 

tenure track. For this study, a series of multilevel analyses consisting of individual variables will 

be conducted.   

 

 

4.3  Variables 

     Relevant measures include the dependent variables, independent variables, and control 

variables. 

 

Dependent Variables 

     This study will use basic salary from the academic institution as the measure of pay 

(Fairweather 1997, 2005) according to the faculty response to the question “What is your basic 

salary from this institution for the 2002-2003 academic year.” This Basic salary does not include 

other sources of income, such as monies from consulting and funded research. Due to the 

limitation of data access (the DAS system does not allow me to transform the data), I did not use 

the log of basic salary in consistent with other former studies (Fairweather, 1995, 2005) on 

faculty salary.  

      The other dependent variables for time spending will be the total hours spent per week, 

research time, teaching time and service time. These variables represent the total hours and 
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percentage of time a faculty member spends on his/her paid research, teaching and service work. 

The employment of total hours at work will reveal more valuable information about the time 

allocation of both groups.  

       

Independent Variable 

The independent variable is the foreign-born status and according to the faculty response to the 

question  Q80 “Were you born in the United States?” and the answer has been coded as 1 if the 

faculty member was born in a foreign country and 0 if he or she is native born. 

 

Control Variables 

      Several control variables (institution type, highest degree, publications, rank, research time, 

teaching time and service time, and some major personal factors such as gender and ethnicity) 

which potentially related to faculty salary are included in this study to achieve more accurate 

estimate of the relationship between pay and being foreign-born status ( Fairweather, 

1994,1996,1997). 

     Since the foreign-born faculty non-proportionally distributes among different types of 

institution with highest concentration in those research oriented universities, institution type is 

used as a control variable in this study based on the 2000 Carnegie classification --- Doctoral-

Extensive, Doctoral-Intensive, Master’s I, Master’s II, Baccalaureate- Liberal Arts, 

Baccalaureate-General, Baccalaureate/Associate’s and Associate’s. 

     Rank is another very important determinant of faculty’s salary and time allocation, here in 

this study, six different kinds of ranks (No rank, professor, associate professor, assistant 

professor, instructor and lecturer) are used as controlled variables. 
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     Total refereed publications during the career is most commonly used indictor for research 

productivity. Therefore, I will include this measure of research and scholarly activity and 

productivity based on the previous research (Fairweather, 1994,1997,2005). Total refereed 

publications during the career includes articles, chapters in the edited volumes, textbooks, other 

books, monographs, and review of books and articles (Fairweather, 2005). Also the search time, 

teaching time and service time reported by the faculty members will be used as a controlled 

variable.  

      As for the gender, a dummy variable of 0 (for female) and 1 (for male) is used in the model. 

In term of ethnicity, four dummy variables represent Asian, African American, American Indian 

and Hispanic with White being used as the comparison group. 

      In addition, I included dummy variables signifying the different fields (namely, no specified 

field, agriculture, business, law and communications, health science, humanities, natural sciences 

and engineering, and social sciences and education) with all other fields being used as the 

comparison group. Due to the limitation of the number of samples, all the fields are collapsed 

into major three general areas (Social Sciences, Humanities and Education, Natural Sciences and 

Engineering, Health Science, Business and other fields) for the purpose of testing the 

significance of being foreign-born in determining the salary and time allocation. 
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 Table 4.1  

Study Variables 

 

SALARY Basic salary 

FORBORN Foreign-born or not 

GENDER Male or Female 

DEGREE Highest Degree (Doctoral or non doctoral)  

RESERTIME Percentage of Time Spent on Research 

TEACHTIME Percentage of Time Spent on Teaching 

SERVICETIME Percentage of Time Spent on Service 

TENURE Tenured or on Tenure Track 

PUB Total refereed publications 

RACEAA African American 

RACEAS Asian 

RACEHIS Hispanic 

RACEAI American Indian 

NOFIELD No Specified Field 

BUS Business Law and Communications* 

HEA Health Science* 

HUM Humanities* 

NSEN Natural Sciences and Engineering* 

SSEDU Social Sciences and Education* 

SSHUED  Social Sciences, Humanities and Education 
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NSENGHEA Natural Sciences and Engineering, Health Science 

BUSOTHER Business and other fields 

DOCE 
 Doctoral-Extensive 

DOCI 
 Doctoral-Intensive 

MA 
 Master's  

BA 
 Baccalaureate 

NORANK 
  No rank 

PROF 
  Professor 

ASSOP 
  Associate Professor 

ASSIP 
  Assistant Professor 

INST 
  Instructor 

LEC 
  Lecturer 

*  See Appendix A for detailed fields 

 

4.4 Methods 

     In order to do the analysis, six separate analyses with using regular OLS were conducted in 

this research to test the influence of foreign-born status on the models explaining faculty salary 

and time allocation. Since the foreign-born group shows a significant higher concentration in the 

full time tenured or tenure-tracked cohort than other cohorts, more OLS analyses about salary 

and time allocation were employed separately for this group.  

     The OLS models for salary used the foreign-born status as the independent variable with 

gender, highest degree, ethnicity, publications and fields being controlled.  
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     The OLS models for total hours, research time, teaching time and service time also used the 

foreign-born status as the independent variable with gender, highest degree, ethnicity, 

publications and fields being controlled. The dependent variables were the total hours at work, 

the percentage of time allocated to research, teaching and service respectively. 

     In order to test the variances of foreign-born factor on salary, research time, teaching time and 

service time in different fields, this study also ran the OLS models in collapsed fields (namely, 

Group One includes Social Sciences, Humanities and Education; Group Two includes Natural 

Sciences and Engineering, Health Science, Business) because fields in Group Two are more 

close to the market according to the Academic Capitalism theory and should be quite different 

from Group One in term of salary and research activities . 

 

 

4.5  Limitations 

Since the datasets used for this study are not gathered for the purpose of analyzing the foreign-

born faculty, lots of valuable information such as reasons for their migration and ideas on the job 

discrimination is missing. In addition, the online analysis tool on the database--- the DAS system 

extremely limited the data analysis methods this study wanted to use due to its lack of data 

transformation capabilities. 

There are lot of variations in both culture and economy in the sub region groups.  Since 

current dataset was not collected for the purpose of analyzing foreign-born faculty and does not 

provide information about the specific country of birth, this issues could not be tested in this 

study. Hopefully, a more comprehensive dataset with more information will produce better 

fruits.  
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 Also, in terms of fields, this dataset is not an ideal source to find more information in each 

specific group areas such as humanities, social sciences and natural sciences since the sampling 

size could not offer the minute information on the small percentage of foreign-born faculty. 

Therefore, this study had to use more general areas of disciplines. More detailed surveys 

concentrating on one or related disciplines will be the best way for the analysis of foreign-born 

faculty in the area.   

     In addition, as mentioned earlier, according to the Neo Racism theory, of some foreign 

students and scholars are treated differently because of their country origins. Since the survey 

data did not record the home country of foreign-born faculty, it would be more useful to test the 

Neo Racism theory on the experience of foreign-born faculty by future quantitative and 

qualitative researches. Also,  there are great number of foreign post-doc and technicians in the 

universities and colleges, especially research universities and the number is increasing very fast. 

Due to the limited information about those two groups of people, future study should all collect 

the related information from them to complete the foreign-born groups in the academia. 
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CHAPTER 5 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

 

      The increasing number of foreign-born faculty in American higher education system is a 

salient change in the demographics of faculty in last several decades after Immigration Reform 

Act of 1965. More Ph.D. recipients are foreign-born and majority of them entered academia for 

job security and immigration considerations. About 12 years ago, Finkelstein et al (1998) found 

that 16.9% of new entrants are foreign-born compared with 11.5% among senior faculty. More 

recently, Chellaraj, Maskus and Mattoo (2005) found that foreign-born faculty in engineering 

increased from 18.6% to 34.7% from 1973 to 1999. The data from NSOPF 2004 reveal more 

information about the presence of foreign-born faculty in the higher education system.  

     The first part of this chapter provides some basic descriptive analysis of how the control 

variables vary across native born and foreign-born faculty. The second part will show a 

descriptive analysis of how foreign-born and native born faculty differ in terms of salary, time 

allocation and fields. Later, multivariate analysis that seeks to test three major hypotheses of this 

study will be conducted. 

 

5.1   Descriptive Analyses of Control Fields 

The increasing presence of foreign-born faculty on campus has been witnessed by students, 

administrators and the public. However, there is little hard evidence to reveal and prove that the 

foreign-born group differs from the native born in various ways. The aggregate information 

about gender, institution types, ranks, highest degrees, full time and part time, fields and tenured 

status will offer more information about the group.  
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Table 5.1  

Differences of Foreign-born VS. Native-born in Gender, Institution Type, Rank, Highest Degree 

and Type of Employment 

    Foreign-
born 
faculty(%) 

                  
Native-born 
faculty (%) 

                         
Weighted Sample 
Size (n/1,000s) 
 Total= 1211.9 

Gender 
Male 17.6 82.4 696.3 
Female 12.7 87.3 515.5 
    
Institutions 
Public doctoral 23 77 312.5 
Private not-for-profit 
doctoral 

25.2 74.8 140.2 

Public master's 15.2 84.8 148.6 
Private not-for-profit 
master's 

9.6 90.4 101 

Private not-for-profit 
baccalaureate 

11.4 88.6 69.8 

Public associates 8.4 91.6 363.1 
    
Rank 
Full professor 17.3 82.7 217.7 
Associate professor  20.9 79.1 164.2 
Assistant professor 24.2 75.8 177.9 
Instructor 10.4 89.6 270.4 
Lecturer 16.3 83.7 62.8 
    
Highest Degree 
Doctorate 24.2 75.8 500.1 
First professional 16.4 83.6 94.7 
Master’s 9 91 452.8 
Bachelor’s 7.6 92.4 113.1 
Associate’s 5.2 94.8 25.8 
    
Employment  
Part time        10.4 89.6 530 
Full Time 19.5 80.5 681.8 
    
Fields 
 No teaching or research 13 87 4.7 
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field 
  Business, law, and 
communications 

11.3 88.7 138.9 

  Health sciences 15.2 84.8 152.1 
  Humanities 16.5 83.5 169.9 
  Natural sciences and 
engineering 

26 74 290 

  Social sciences and 
education 

11.1 88.9 227.2 

  Occupationally specific 
programs 

6.5 93.5 64.4 

  All other programs 9.6 90.4 164.7 
    
Tenure Status 
Tenured 17.8 82.2 339.8 
On tenure track but not 
tenured                                    

24.1 75.9 148.3 

Not on tenure track                                      13 87 617.7 
Not tenured-no tenure  system                      11.1 88.9 106.1 
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Table 5.2  

Differences of Foreign-born VS. Native-born in Gender, Institution Type, Rank, Highest Degree  

and Fields for Full Time Tenured or Tenure-tracked Faculty in 4-Year Institutions 

 Foreign-born 
faculty(%) 

 Native-born faculty (%)                     
Weighted Sample 
Size (n/1,000s) 
Total= 384.4 

Gender 
Male 23.8 76.2 264.4 
Female 17.8 82.2 120 
    
Rank 
Full professor 19.3 80.7 155.2 
Associate professor  22.4 77.6 113.6 
Assistant Professor 26.1 73.9 104.7 
    
Highest Degree 
Doctorate 24.3 75.7 314.5 
First professional 15 85 26.6 
Master’s 8.8 91.2 40.6 
Bachelor’s 6.5 93.5 2.3 
    
Fields 
  Business, law, and 
communications 

21.3 78.7 42.3 

  Health sciences 19.2 80.8 38.9 
  Humanities 19.3 80.7 53 
  Natural sciences and 
engineering 

33.8 66.2 114.1 

  Social sciences and 
education 

15.3 84.7 73.5 

  Occupationally specific 
programs 

10.3 89.7 8 

  All other programs 12.7 87.3 54.1 
 

 

Table 5.1 shows that the gender ratio of foreign-born is slight different from the native born 

group partly because the high concentration of foreign-born in the sciences and engineering 
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fields where less female are found. Since the gender disparity in salary and rank have been 

identified as a major issue in higher education for all faculty members, this author speculated that 

it is also true for the foreign-born group, but this is not the focus of this study.  The table also 

reveals that foreign-born faculty are disproportionally concentrated in public and private doctoral 

institutions where intensive research is carried out in contrast to the teaching oriented master’s 

and baccalaureate institutions. In addition, since teaching needs higher level of language skills 

and culture understanding,  the above clustering are likely due to language barriers and the 

concentration of foreign-born Ph.D. in the S&E area. In terms of rank, male assistant and 

associate professor categories have significant bigger group of foreign-born faculty than its 

native born counterpart. It is a natural development of more foreign-born Ph.D. entered the 

academic labor market in recent years and this trend is continuing to reshape the demographics 

of the whole faculty body. Also, less foreign-born faculty will stay in instructor category for the 

reasons of less job security and culture and language barriers.  

 

The highest degree table shows that 64 percent of foreign-born faculty has doctorate degree 

where as 37 percent the native born faculty has the highest degree in academia; However, 40 

percent of native born faculty has master’s degree and this could be explained by the fact that 

doctoral degree was not the universal requirement 20 years ago and that the new entrant, with 

substantial part of foreign-born faculty, has doctoral degree. Also, the related factor is that 

foreign-born faculty has more presence in full time faculty cohort than the part time cohort, 

probably due to the fact that doctoral degree may help them find a full time faculty job more 

easily.  
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The foreign-born group seems have bigger portion of faculty holding full time position   (19% 

vs. 10%) and this reveals the fact as the possible results of higher prestigious degrees and 

preference of job security. It is more meaningful to study carefully of the full time group.  

 

In terms of fields, foreign-born faculty clusters in the disciplines like Natural Science and 

Engineering, Health Sciences, Humanities, and Business. Also we can see that the foreign-born 

group involves more research than teaching in the above fields. In the era of knowledge 

economy, fields like Business, Engineering and Computer Sciences, Health Sciences, Life 

Sciences are more likely to produce patents and revenues and the foreign-born faculty is the 

significant force in this new economy. As for tenure status, foreign-born faculty are more likely 

to be tenured or in the tenure track due partly to that they prefer more secured jobs or positions.  

 

Table 5.2 for full time tenured or tenure-tracked faculty in four year institutions show almost the 

similar trends as in the all faculty cohort with a higher percentage of foreign-born faculty in 

almost every category. One particular area of field of business, law and communications, it 

surprisingly showed that the foreign-born percentage is almost double as the percentage in the all 

faculty cohort. The higher percentage of foreign-born warrants the following analysis focusing 

on just this more concentrated cohort than the entire population. 
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Table 5.3  

Major Means of Indicators 

 

 All faculty 

 

Full time, Tenured or Tenure-

tracked Faculty at 4 year institutions 

Weighted 

Sample 

sizes(n/1,000s) 

1211.9 384.4 

 Foreign-born 
faculty 

Native-born 
faculty  

Foreign-born 
faculty 

Native-born 
faculty  

Basic Salary 54289.77 
(40843.59)    

46787   
(39708.84) 

77,563.0 
(1,091.8) 

74,214.2 
(503.4) 

Paid work 37.26 
( 18.47) 

34.90 
(18.70) 

47.3  
(0.37) 

47.2 
(0.14) 

Unpaid work 3.48 
(4.97) 

3.10  
(4.49) 

4.1 
(0.16) 

3.8 
(0.06) 

Publications 32.30 
(53.45) 

22.43 
 (42.91) 

53.2 
(1.77) 

40.9 
(0.62) 

Work years 12.34 
(10.61) 

13.78 
 (11.27) 

10.8 
(0.26) 

14.2 
(0.17) 

Research Time 
Mean 

23.08 
(27.34) 

12.46 
(20.68) 

31.9 
(0.6) 

23.4 
(0.28) 

Teaching Time 
Mean 

60.3 
 (0.64) 

73.2 
(0.45) 

51.7 
 (0.65) 

55.4 
(0.36) 

Service Time 
Mean 

15.0 
 (0.22) 

15.8  
(0.20) 

10.8 
(0.5) 

14.2 
(0.29) 

Rank Mean 3.06 
(1.69) 

3.28 
 (1.83) 

N/A N/A 

 

 

     As the most important information about the status of employment and time allocation of 

faculty, answers to the questions about salary, working hours, time allocation and rank offer 

major indications. This dataset shows some significant differences between the foreign-born and 

native-born faculty. First, on the average, the foreign-born group earns more than the native-born 

and it could be explained as the results of the majority of newly hired foreign-born faculty are in 
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the fields of Science and Engineering where the salary has to be competitive with the offers from 

the industry. Also the foreign-born group tends to work longer (2.5 hours on paid job) and have 

greater publications (10 more articles and papers). Whether their extra efforts has been translated 

into better treatment based on the equal work equal pay and human capital theory will be 

explored in the further research. In the meantime, in terms of time allocation, the means show 

that foreign-born faculty use as much as twice of their time on research as compared to the native 

born group and at the cost of less teaching time. How significantly the time allocation patterns 

differ between two groups and in different fields will be very interesting.  

    The section for full time tenured or tenure-tracked faculty in four year institutions shows much 

higher mean salary, publication, paid work, unpaid work and research time for both foreign-born 

and native born, compared to the all faculty group, whereas, the differences between foreign-

born and their native born peers are smaller in most cases with the exception of publications. 

 

      Since these means revealed a little about the differences between foreign-born and native 

born groups, further analysis with more advanced statistical models is warranted.       

 

Research Question 1: Salary 

      Previous studies (Gupta, 2004; Perna, 2001, Monks and Robinson, 2000) found that not only 

foreign-born faculty suffer from disadvantages in the way being paid but also less likely to get 

tenure status. Other research on immigration and salary ( Friedberg, 2000, Duleep and Regets, 

1997; Gupta 2004) posited that the salary disparity between immigrants and the native workers 

shrinks as their seniority grows.  
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The results from regression model for Basic Salary (Table 5.4) show that being foreign is not a 

significant factor influencing their basic salary overall, even for the assistant professor group 

which has the highest percentage of foreign-born(Table 5.5).  

 For these regression models of overall salary, in terms of other control variables, gender gap 

where male faculty earns more salary than their female counterparts is still very 

salient(significant at p=0.001); have more publications significantly positively influence the 

basic salary (significant at p=0.001) . However, holding a doctoral degree bore a negative 

influence on salary and this could be explained by the facts that salary of those who entered the 

academia in 60s or 70s with master degrees is determined more by their seniority than degree. In 

term of fields, health sciences, business and nature science and engineering are ranked top 3 high 

salary fields followed by social science and education, humanities bottomed the rank.  

  As for the influence of ranks on salary, it matched the general impression that each step up in 

the rank will benefit monetarily for the faculty members as full professors earn the most and 

assistant professors earn lest. Faculty who are working in medical schools has the highest salary 

advantages  over types of institutions followed by doctoral extensive, doctoral intensive, masters 

and baccalaureate institutions.  
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Table 5.4  

Overall OLS of Salary for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Faculty at 4-Year Institutions 

 ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
INTERCEPT 
 345541.882 443069.4 0.78 
FORBORN 662.045 1309.242 0.506 
GENDER 7472.192** 817.613 9.139 
DEGREE -13441.933** 2002.69 -6.712 
RESERTIME -2678.944 4439.703 -0.603 
TEACHTIME -2817.746 4443.102 -0.634 
SERVICETIME -2499.385 4440.315 -0.563 
PUB 217.977** 21.404 10.184 
RACEAI -2227.945 4063.208 -0.548 
RACEAS -1038.733 1564.003 -0.664 
RACEAA 1919.727 1497.985 1.282 
RACEHIS 713.19 1533.078 0.465 
BUS 31545.758** 7189.532 4.388 
HEA 34276.829** 7118.455 4.815 
HUM 15635.334* 7218.887 2.166 
NSEN 20178.721* 7353.063 2.744 
SSEDU 18587.967* 7475.656 2.486 
ASSOP -16228.474** 990.155 -16.39 
ASSIP -21536.827** 1071.449 -20.101 
DI -9749.244** 991.966 -9.828 
MED 15007.66** 3822.778 3.926 
MA -13752.054** 988.954 -13.906 
BA -14691.666 1444.537 -10.171 

 

 (*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 

Degrees of Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.399376552 
Adjusted F(wald) : 108.334095844921 (df=22 43) 
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Table 5.5 

Overall OLS of Salary for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Assistant Professors at 4-Year 

Institutions 

 

 ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 

INTERCEPT 
 67722.849 1381016 0.049 
FORBORN 666.231 1783.278 0.374 
GENDER 7129.667** 1219.178 5.848 
DEGREE -6666.065 3354.673 -1.987 
RESERTIME -106.493 13804.05 -0.008 
TEACHTIME -202.917 13794.05 -0.015 
SERVICETIME 108.178 13802.05 0.008 
PUB 131.984 81.156 1.626 
BUS 26628.317* 11662.32 2.283 
HEA 28942.037* 11101.71 2.607 
HUM 2276.151 11541.58 0.197 
NSEN 10359.973 11724.81 0.884 
SSEDU 7068.111 11374.66 0.621 
DI -9432.518** 2095.225 -4.502 
MED 18704.28** 5425.509 3.447 
MAS -13076.008** 1947.85 -6.713 
BA -10326.182** 2415.842 -4.274 
* Racial categories were dropped due to lack of variation. 

(*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 

 

Degrees of Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.321189174 

Adjusted F(wald) : 
30.7107374746411 
(df=16 49) 
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Therefore, being foreign-born does not necessarily suffer from the salary discrimination 

predicted by human capital and neo-racism theories. Some possible explanations include that 

those foreign-born new faculty tend to graduate from prestigious institutions with more 

publications.  Therefore, they offset some disadvantages in the labor market and with salary 

negotiation.   

  

Research Question 2: Time Allocation 

   

       The previous section shows that the differences in salary for the foreign-born group were not 

statistically significant, and next we will see if these two groups have distinct patterns in terms of 

time allocation. Time allocation among faculty members has been under close scrutiny (Astin, 

Korn and Dey, 1991, Russell 1991, Aguirre 2000, Bellas and Toutkousian, 1999). To examine 

whether foreign-born faculty spend their time differently than their native counterparts and 

findings will reveal where the foreign-born group spend most of their time and whether they are 

different in the time allocation than the native born group; also will compare the workload of the 

foreign-born and native born within academic ranks. The results will give us a better 

understanding of whether the patterns of differences in workload for both groups vary by 

academic rank. 

       Table 5.6 shows that being foreign-born is not a significant factor influencing faculty’s total 

working hours. The model also shows that being publications has positive influence on the total 

working hours (significant at p=0.01). Whereas faulty in a doctoral extensive institution work 

longest followed by those in doctoral intensive and baccalaureate institutions. The results also 

found that faculty in the fields of health science worked more hours than faculty in other fields 
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(significant at p=0.01) and seconded by those in social sciences and education. More detailed 

analyses on specific breakdowns of time allocation shed more light on the difference between the 

two groups of faculty this study is focusing on. 

Table 5.6  

OLS of Total Hours Per Week for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Assistant Professors 

at 4-Year Institutions 

ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
INTERCEPT 
 47.249 2.716 17.398 
FORBORN -0.55 0.535 -1.029 
GENDER -0.693 0.423 -1.636 
DEGREE -0.594 0.608 -0.978 
PUB 0.043** 0.005 7.942 
RACEAI 1.532 1.381 1.109 
RACEAS -0.893 0.78 -1.144 
RACEAA 0.61 0.977 0.624 
RACEHIS 0.199 0.906 0.219 
BUS 9.52** 2.703 3.523 
HEA 10.547** 2.648 3.983 
HUM 9.591** 2.701 3.551 
NSEN 9.598** 2.702 3.552 
SSEDU 9.973** 2.794 3.569 
ASSOP -0.294 0.386 -0.761 
ASSIP 0.411 0.443 0.928 
DI -1.946** 0.488 -3.986 
MED 0.33 1.022 0.323 
MAS -3.245** 0.434 -7.486 
BA -2.568** 0.654 -3.923 
Degrees of Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.041565738 

Adjusted F(wald) : 
12.2455680758982 (df=19 
46) 

 

 (*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 
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 Research Time         

        The results of regression on the percentage of research time were shown in Table 5.7. The 

data indicated a significant and positive influence of being foreign-born on the research time 

(significant at p=0.05), which echoed the “ Longer Research Time” theory that since research is 

heavily rewarded and the foreign-born faculty allocated more time on research to achieve better 

pay and employment status. 

         The data also show that faculty working in a doctoral extensive institution have spent more 

percentage of their time in research, followed by faculty in doctoral intensive. Having higher 

publications and with a doctoral degree all have salient impact (positive) on the research time 

allocated (significant at p=0.01), which could be easily understood since all these factors relate to 

research capability, duty and fruits. 

        One another significant finding is that assistant professors allocated significant more time 

into research (significant at p=0.001) than associate and full professors. This is likely that these 

assistant professors spent more time on research and look for more publications in order to get 

tenure status. 
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Table 5.7  

OLS of Percentage of Research Time for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Assistant 

Professors at 4-Year Institutions 

             

ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
INTERCEPT 
 12.714 5.547 2.292 
FORBORN 1.854* 0.904 2.052 
GENDER 0.888 0.598 1.485 
DEGREE 9.674** 0.866 11.169 
PUB 0.109** 0.01 11.183 
RACEAI -1.849 2.742 -0.674 
RACEAS 2.486 1.309 1.899 
RACEAA 1.348 1.444 0.934 
RACEHIS 0.482 1.144 0.421 
BUS 8.141 5.518 1.475 
HEA 3.977 6.158 0.646 
HUM 3.681 5.644 0.652 
NSEN 6.015 5.608 1.073 
SSEDU 6.136 5.715 1.074 
ASSOP 3.509** 0.657 5.342 
ASSIP 8.038** 0.739 10.872 
DI -7.122** 0.801 -8.89 
MED 1.626 2.48 0.656 
MAS -17.328** 0.742 -23.356 
BA -16.683** 1.11 -15.035 

 

Degrees of 
Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.221464518 
Adjusted 
F(wald) : 84.8204447896872 (df=19 46) 
(*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 
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Teaching Time 

     Regression model on the percentage of teaching time found that foreign-born faculty did not 

spent significantly less potion of their working hours on teaching compared with the native born 

faculty (Table 5.8). However,  having higher publications (significant at p=0.001) had salient 

impact on the teaching time allocated, but all negatively. This is partially be explained by some 

observations and arguments that research is crowding out teaching in some types of institutions 

(Fox, 1992). 

    In terms of institutions types, faculty in medical institutions and doctoral extensive have least 

teaching load whereas baccalaureate and master’s universities have heaviest teaching 

responsibilities. It would not be surprised to see that faculty in humanities and sciences and 

engineering have to allocate more time to  teach than other fields.   
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Table 5.8  

OLS of Percentage of Teaching Time for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Assistant 

Professors at 4-Year Institutions 

 

ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
INTERCEPT 
 -7.534 3.743 -2.013 
FORBORN -0.691 0.955 -0.724 
GENDER -1.427 0.813 -1.755 
DEGREE -2.074 1.12 -1.852 
PUB -0.093** 0.01 -9.737 
RACEAI -2.281 3.428 -0.665 
RACEAS 0.235 1.434 0.164 
RACEAA 1.991 1.721 1.157 
RACEHIS 1.397 1.533 0.912 
BUS 58.073** 3.855 15.063 
HEA 52.902** 3.861 13.703 
HUM 61.23** 3.937 15.552 
NSEN 60.338** 3.937 15.326 
SSEDU 57.717** 3.915 14.741 
ASSOP 1.027 0.668 1.537 
ASSIP 1.418 0.813 1.743 
DI 6.718** 0.786 8.542 
MED -6.23** 2.311 -2.696 
MA 17.52** 0.825 21.228 
BA 18.212** 1.338 13.613 

 

Degrees of Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.194465144 
Adjusted F(wald) : 74.8703357187603 (df=19 46) 
(*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 
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Service Time 

The results on Table 5.12 revealed that being foreign-born is not a significant factor impacting 

the portion of service time allocated by faculty. Revealed by means of service time that foreign-

born faculty spend less time on sitting in committee and other services could not been confirmed 

by empirical evidence in this study.  The results showed that holding a doctoral degree and being 

Asian American or African American (significant at p=0.001) have negatively significant 

influence on service time allocation. As for fields, faculty in health sciences showed significantly 

more commitment on service time allocation than other fields. In terms of rank, full professor 

spent most of their time on service and assistant professor has least service time probably 

because the former tend to be more involved in administrative activities as department heads or 

deans, and the latter allocate more time on research in order to get tenure.  
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Table 5.9  

OLS of Percentage of Service Time for Full time, Tenured or Tenure-tracked Assistant 

Professors at 4-Year Institutions 

 

ESTIMATE  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
INTERCEPT 
 94.82 6.592 14.384 
FORBORN -1.163 0.742 -1.567 
GENDER 0.539 0.591 0.912 
DEGREE -7.6** 0.963 -7.893 
PUB -0.016 0.011 -1.488 
RACEAI 4.13 2.765 1.494 
RACEAS -2.72** 0.99 -2.748 
RACEAA -3.339** 1.049 -3.183 
RACEHIS -1.879 1.13 -1.663 
BUS -66.214** 6.359 -10.412 
HEA -56.879** 6.686 -8.507 
HUM -64.911** 6.638 -9.778 
NSEN -66.353** 6.476 -10.246 
SSEDU -63.852** 6.619 -9.647 
ASSOP -4.535** 0.627 -7.233 
ASSIP -9.456** 0.581 -16.268 
DI 0.404 0.721 0.561 
MED 4.604** 1.828 2.518 
MA -0.191 0.741 -0.258 
BA -1.529* 0.698 -2.192 

 

Degrees of Freedom : 64 
t VALUE : 2.008 
R**2 : 0.106013307 

Adjusted F(wald) : 
48.9008352020205 (df=19 
46) 

(*significant at p=0.05, **significant at p=0.01) 

 

In conclusion, being foreign-born is significantly related to faculty’s research portion of their 

time, which illustrate that foreign-born faculty has a totally different working pattern than their 
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native counterparts at least in research.  And these findings have far-fetching influences on the 

future salary and promotion for faculty since there is a trend that more and more institutions are 

starting to adopt heavily rewarding research approach. 

 

Research Question 3: Fields 

  Also there are some variations among different fields since the academic market in S & E 

where foreign-born faculty are more likely to exist and business is so competitive that research 

and productivity are valued more than other fields. Variations in terms of institutional type and 

fields not only influences the faculty salary but also their time allocation(Fox, 1992) . Since 

foreign-born faculty are more in the research institutions and science and engineering related 

areas, it is also interesting to find out the differences between two groups among various fields of 

their research and specialty.  

    The cohort fields used in the analyses are SSHUED (Social Sciences, Humanities and 

Education), NSENGHEA (Natural Sciences and Engineering, Health Science) (NOTE: I have to 

regroup the fields because of too small sample size for each specified fields) under the guidance 

of theory of Academic Capitalism which analyzed different fields in the knowledge economy 

and clearly pointed out that fields like natural sciences, engineering and health science are closer 

to the market, therefore faculty in these fields should have different salary and patterns of time 

allocation.    

   The overall model of salary did not reveal foreign-born as a significant factor in determining 

the salary, it is also not statistically meaningful in the subgroups. (See Table 5.10). Although 

previous model indicated that the foreign-born faculty spent more portion of their working time 

than their native counterparts on research overall, the results from Table 5.12 only show 
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significant difference between the two groups of faculty in the field of natural sciences, 

engineering and health sciences where a relatively high presence of foreign-born faculty and 

graduate students.  

 

Table 5.10   

OLS of Salary in Different Fields 

Fields FORBORN  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
  SSHUED -828.915 1137.617 -0.729 
  NSENGHEA 1145.678 1960.152 0.584 
 

Table 5. 11  

OLS of Hours in Different Fields 

Fields FORBORN  STD.ERR T-RATIO 
  SSHUED -0.148 0.904 -0.163 
  NSENGHEA -0.775 0.636 -1.219 

 

 

Table 5.12  

OLS of Time Allocation in Different Fields 

Fields Teaching Research Service 
  SSHUED -1.246 

 
2.062 

 
-0.817 

 
  NSENGHEA 

-1.457 
 

3.131* 
 

 
-1.674 

 
 

(*significant at p=0.05) 
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5.2  Summary of Findings   

 This study aims to examine the differences in the areas of salary, time allocation and the 

variances across fields between foreign-born faculty and their native born peers. The research 

shows little significant differences between the foreign-born and native-born faculty in terms of 

salary and total working hours even after being tested in a refined group of full time tenured or 

tenure-tracked faculty in 4 year institutions. However, some strong evidences in time allocations 

and variances across different fields are the major fruits of this study.  

First, the foreign-born group seems to have no salary disadvantages over the native-born 

(which is on the contrary of the perception that obstacles for immigrants will adversely impact 

their salary, and which means that it does not hold true for the highly skilled group since some 

other elements like degree and skewed competition in some areas like natural science and 

engineering heavily influence the salary). This could be explained as the results that those 

foreign-born new faculty tend to graduate from prestigious institutions with more publications, 

therefore, they have many advantages in the labor market and salary negotiation. In terms of 

fields, foreign-born is a conspicuous factor in fields of Natural Sciences where the academic 

labor market is very close to the outside labor market. Also the foreign-born group tends to 

spend more time on research which is not new for many observers and this study found hard 

evidences to confirm the observation..  

     

This study found out that being “foreign-born” is a salient factor in influencing the 

percentage of research time allocated by faculty members.  In terms of ethnical groups, Asian 

American and African American faculty spends less of their work on service than other groups.  
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 These findings shed light on how the foreign-born differs than their native counterparts in term 

of employment status and time allocation and have some implications for the recruitment and 

retention of current and future foreign-born faculty. All these findings have implications for 

institutional management and public policies as more and more universities and colleges are 

entering the competition to prestige in this era of knowledge economy. More time spent on 

research will lead to more publications and more research grants and these will turn into 

substantial advancement in the rankings. This study does not indicate that more foreign-born 

faculty is the best route to get higher ranking, but it is proved that foreign-born faculty will be a 

significant force to achieve this goal. However, less time and interests of the foreign-born in 

teaching may not be good for the student education and the public expectations on higher 

education. More public policy implications and suggestions will be discussed in the next two 

chapters. 
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CHAPTER 6  

CONCLUSION AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS  

6.1 Conclusion   

        As the demographics of faculty in American higher are fast changing and more foreign-

born faculty entering the system, more information about this new group of entrants needs to 

be studied. This research is aiming to answer several questions about the foreign-born 

academics overlooked by the mainstream studies about faculty. In the first several chapters, 

related issues such as highly skilled immigrants and their importance to the economy, 

national strategy and smart power have been discussed. Later, empirical research and 

statistical results revealed some significant differences between the foreign-born and native-

born faculty in terms of salary, working hours, time allocations and variances of above 

factors in different fields. This research suggested that foreign-born faculty is treated fairly in 

American academia and they enjoyed neither salary advantage nor disadvantage in 

comparison to their native counterparts. However, this author found empirical evidence that 

foreign-born did emphasize more on research by allocating more share of their work time on 

research and publications. This study shed some light on the researches about faculty salary, 

time allocation and some aspects of the foreign-born faculty. The author hopes to raise the 

academic interests of this topic and would like to see more detailed studies and researches in 

this direction. 
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6.2 Contributions to the Literature  

    This research contributes to the literature of faculty, especially the foreign-born group by 

establishing a theoretical framework to analyze them and their employment,  revealing more 

detailed information and questions for further research; to the literature of immigration issues by 

treating foreign-born faculty as the highly skilled talents and exposing their contribution to the 

national strength and economy; to the literature of higher education institutions in the era of 

knowledge economy by confirming the key roles played by foreign talents and the ways to win 

their loyalty to the institution and the country; to the literature of national strategies about higher 

education, sciences and technologies polices by depicting the importance of higher education 

system in the international competition over economy, technologies and talents and by 

comparing the various polices adopted by the U.S. competitors. This article also tried to answer 

the call in chapter two about how to promote the national power or strength in sciences and 

technologies. The U.S. has been good at learning from others and borrowing best policies and 

practices to advance its own higher education systems.  

 

6.3   Policy implications 

          This study focuses on the foreign-born faculty in American higher education system but its 

implications go beyond the academia to influence the national policies on R & D in science and 

engineering, high skilled work and other immigration issues.   

 

1. This study will draw some public and academic attention to group of the foreign-born 

faculty. More studies and researches will reveal more aspects of these people, and as 

a result, their talents and contributions to the individual institution and this country as 
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whole will be more appreciated. As this study showed that even within the foreign-

born group, there are lots of differences in terms of teaching and/or research behavior 

and employment status and the public and administrators should not treat them as a 

homogenous group.  

At the same time, academic research should cover the “pipeline” of foreign-born 

faculty from foreign doctoral students to post doc professionals. Better understanding 

of these groups will shed more light on their career as a faculty member. For instance, 

many doctoral students are working for their advisors in labs and doing research and 

publishing articles with the “boss”. Therefore, the ways their advisor balancing 

research, teaching and services will definitely impact their behavior when they 

become faculty members. Institutional polices and programs to guide these students 

will be more helpful to foster a balanced faculty role in the future.  

More funding opportunities should be given to those researches focused on the new 

faculty demographic changes and encourage studies and researches on the related 

issues, especially the new trends in knowledge economy. 

2. For individual higher education institutions, more favorable policies should be adopt 

to promote the productivities of faculty, especially foreign-born faculty. As findings 

of this study show that foreign-born faculty on average spend more time on research 

and more productive. Therefore, new special policies should encourage their research 

and give them more flexibilities in teaching and services. On the other hand, more 

programs to help foreign-born faculty in writing papers, competing for funding 

opportunities and teaching will effectively harvest more on the talents of these 

people. As in some research groups, proposal writing and publication experts are 
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working with faculty members from non-English speaking countries on proposals and 

research papers. Individual department can help new foreign-born faculty members 

find appropriate mentors on teaching and/or committee services to improve their 

performances in and out classrooms. Another thought would be a campus community 

for the foreign-born faculty to take care of their interests and to address concerns. 

Also unions of foreign-born faculty will have more collective bargaining power in 

issues like salary, benefits and promotions.  

 

Another thing is about changing the current rewarding system for faculty in favor of 

more balanced roles played on faculty member. Top universities, especially those 

research universities tend to favor more research and publications at the cost of 

classroom performances and lower tier institutions are trying to follow the example to 

compete on various rankings for reputation and students.  The trend will lead the 

entire higher education system to a race for the “brass ring” not for better products, 

their students. As this study notes that foreign-born faculty has advantages in research 

and productivities and the rewarding policy should not encourage those teaching 

oriented faculty to cut time in teaching and service to spend more time in research for 

better pay and quicker promotion. However, the current immigration policies 

encourage publications over teaching in the criteria of permanent residency for 

outstanding researchers and professors which relies primarily on the published 

articles and citations. That is probably also the reason why foreign-born faculty 

clusters into four-year research oriented universities rather than those two-year 
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institutions. In order to change the unbalanced trend, something needs to be done in 

the immigration policy level to reward teaching and services more on campus.  

3. Smart power concerns. How will American higher education system help the U.S. to 

keep its leading position in a new era? More urgently, how will universities and 

colleges contribute to the economic difficulties? There are some new practices and 

policies facilitating attracting and retaining foreign-born highly skilled workers. 

There are heated discussion about giving work permit to international students and 

workers. Some argue that giving jobs to the foreign-born workers will crowd out 

working opportunities for American worker and as a result, reducing the U.S. 

competiveness. On the other hand, some activists are actively advocating retaining 

highly skilled international students. Jeff Flake, Republican Congressman from 

Arizona just initiated a new bill to give the international Ph.D holders in Science, 

technology, engineering and math permanent residency21. More recently, a NAFSA 

report entitled “ A Visa and Immigration Policy for the Brain-Circulation Era” urges 

U.S. policymakers to move toward defining the country’s security objectives more broadly 
than has been the case in much of the post-9/11 period, stressing that openness to the world 
is imperative for ensuring our country’s long-term well-being and security. The report also 
notes that the United States has been slow to appreciate and adjust to a paradigm shift in 
global mobility that has fundamentally altered patterns of travel and work around the world. 
America can no longer assume that it is the preferred destination for people who seek to 
improve their lives outside their home countries. Talented students and skilled workers have 
many options around the world – they will go to the places that welcome them and offer the 
best opportunities. The United States’ challenge is to participate in the global community in a 
way that lifts up Americans to compete in a global workforce while also being open, 
accessible, and attractive to the world’s best talent and future leaders.22 
 
 

                                                 
21 PhD holders may get Green Card. April 8, 2009, Deccan Chronicle, 
http://www.deccanchronicle.com/international/phd-holders-may-get-green-card-740) 
22 “A Visa and Immigration Policy for the Brain-Circulation Era- Adjusting to What Happened in the World While 
We Were Making Other Plans” by Victor C. Johnson, NAFSA 
http://www.nafsa.org/_/File/_/visa_immigration_for_brain_circulation.pdf 
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4. Special policies to help the U.S. compete with foreign governments, companies and 

higher education institutions over the talents. Many countries have started 

aggressively attracting international student and the U.S. should keep their door open. 

There are some voice to favor a “close door” policy and many institutions are 

suffering from the diminishing of applications and students enrolled from the Muslim 

world. Even though the adverse effects would be realized in years, the reputation of 

American higher education institutions has been questioned and in a long run the 

leading position of the U.S. system will be at risk due to the loss of attractiveness for 

the brightest students and scholars. The U.S. government should change its foreign 

polices towards the worried group of people and create a safe and more friendly study 

and working environment. More marketing efforts and funding should be taken to 

counteract the loss of its lust as the first choice for overseas study. 
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APPENDIX 
THE 7 CATEGORIES OF TEACHING AND RESEARCH FIELDS 

FROM NSOPF 04 
 
 
 
1. Business, law, and communications   
 
06 = Business/management/marketing/ related  
07 = Communication/journalism/comm. Tech  
16 = Legal professions and studies  
 
2. Health sciences  
 
15 = Health professions/clinical sciences  
 
3. Humanities  
 
12 = English language and literature/letters  
14 = Foreign languages/literature/linguistics  
24 = Philosophy, religion & theology 
 
4. Natural sciences and engineering  
 
05 = Biological and biomedical sciences  
08 = Computer/info sciences/support tech  
11 = Engineering technologies/technicians 
18 = Mathematics and statistics 
25 = Physical sciences 
 
5. Social sciences and education     
 
03 = Area/ethnic/cultural/gender studies  
10 = Education  
26 = Psychology 
30 = Social sciences (except psych) and history 
* 3001 = Anthropology (except psychology)  
   3002 = Archeology  
   3003 = Criminology  
   3004 = Demography & population studies 
   3005 = Economics 
    3006 = Geography & cartography 
    3007 = History 
    3008 = International relations & affairs 
    3009 = Political science and government 
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    3010 = Sociology 
    3011 = Urban studies/affairs 
    3012 = Social sciences, other 
 
6. Occupationally specific programs  
 
09 = Construction trades  
19 = Mechanical/repair technologies/techs 
21 = Parks/recreation/leisure/fitness studies 
22 = Precision production 
23 = Personal and culinary services 
28 = Science technologies/technicians 
29 = Security & protective services 
31 = Transportation & materials moving 
 
 
7. All other programs   
 
01 = Agriculture/natural resources/related  
02 = Architecture and related services  
04 = Arts--visual and performing  
13 = Family/consumer sciences, human sciences  
17 = Library science 
20 = Multi/interdisciplinary studies 
27 = Public administration/social services 
32 = Other 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



101 
 

 
 

END NOTES 
 
1. The term foreign-born refers to people residing in the United States who were not United 
States citizens at birth. The foreign-born population includes immigrants, legal non-immigrants 
(e.g., refugees and persons on student or work visas), and persons illegally residing in the United 
States (definition by The Migration Policy Institute) .  
 
2The Hart-Celler Act of 1965 established the basic structure of today's immigration law. It 
abolished the national origins quota system (originally established in 1921 and most recently 
modified in 1952), while attempting to keep immigration to a manageable level. It allocated 
170,000 visas to countries in the Eastern Hemisphere and 120,000 to countries in the Western 
Hemisphere. This increased the annual ceiling on immigrants from 150,000 to 290,000. For the 
first time, gave higher preference to the relatives of American citizens and permanent resident 
aliens than to applicants with special job skills. For details, see 
http://www.cis.org/articles/1995/back395.html 
 
 
3retrieved from http://www.whitehouse.gov/cea/cea_immigration_062007.html 
 
4 Remarks by the President and Vice President at the Opening Session of the Jobs and Economic 
Growth Forum, Dec. 3rd. http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-and-
vice-president-opening-session-jobs-and-economic-growth-forum 
 
5“The Importance of Foreign-born Scientists and E Engineers to the Security of The 
United States”, the Statement of William A. Wulf for The Hearing on "Sources and Methods 
of Foreign Nationals Engaged in Economic and Military Espionage." 15 September 2005 
6“Findings from the 2009 CGS International Graduate Admissions Survey, Phase I: 
Applications” , The Council of Graduate Schools, April 2009 
 
7 International Leapfrogging. Insidehighered. October 5, 2009 

http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2009/10/05/global 

 
8 WHAT DOES GLOBAL EXPANSION OF HIGHER EDUCATION MEAN FOR THE US? 
By Richard B. Freeman NBER, 2009 http://www.nber.org/papers/w14962 
 
9PhD holders may get Green Card. April 8, 2009, Deccan Chronicle, 
http://www.deccanchronicle.com/international/phd-holders-may-get-green-card-740) 
 
10 Retrieved from http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-state-union-
address, 
 on Jan. 28, 2010 
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11 Official Asserts Spy Case Suspect Was A Bias Victim. By William J. Broad.  August 18, 
1999, New York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/1999/08/18/us/official-asserts-
spy-case-suspect-was-a-bias-victim.html?pagewanted=1 on April, 9th 2009 
 
12 Spy Case Patterns the Chinese Style of Espionage. By Peter Grier. Nov. 30th, 2005 The 
Christian Science Monitor. Retrieved from http://www.csmonitor.com/2005/1130/p01s01-
usfp.html on May, 3rd, 2009 
 
13 Internationalization of U.S. Doctorate Education,  NBER 2009 
http://papers.nber.org/papers/w14792 
 
16 Japan Announces Plan to Enroll More Foreign Students, The Chronicle of Higher Education, 
July 29, 2008. Retrieved from http://chronicle.com/article/Japan-Announces-Plan-to-
Enroll/41373/ 
 
17 A Closed Book for Outsiders, Japan and South Korea want their universities to attract 
overseas academic talent, but doubts persist about their readiness for the global market. Nov. 13, 
2008,  Michael Fitzpatrick Retrieved from 
http://www.timeshighereducation.co.uk/story.asp?storyCode=404285&sectioncode=26 

18 Foundation Says It Has Helped Make Canada a Destination for Scholars. Karen Birchard. 
The Chronicle of Higher Education. Volume 52, Issue 12, Page A42 

19 Ackers, L., & Gill, B. (2005). Attracting and retaining 'early career' researchers in english 
higher education institutions. Innovation, 18(3),  p.293 

20 A University in Milan Shops for Professors Elsewhere. June 9, 2008. Insighthighered.com 
Retrieved from http://www.insidehighered.com/news/2008/06/09/braindrain 
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